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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction  
 
 
Safeway, Inc. has submitted an environmental review application to the City of Oakland for the Safeway 

Shopping Center – College and Claremont Avenues (―proposed project‖), located in Oakland, Alameda 

County, California. The proposed project would develop Assessor‘s Parcel Number‘s 048A-7070-001-01 

and 007-01 (―project site‖) with expanded grocery operations and new retail and restaurant uses.  

The 2.1-acre project site is owned by Safeway, Inc. and occupies the triangular parcel at the north corner 

of the intersection of College and Claremont Avenues. The parcel has approximately 670 feet of frontage 

on Claremont Avenue and 430 feet of feet frontage on College Avenue. The parcel‘s 400-foot-long 

northern boundary is on the Oakland city limit line, and abuts eight residential parcels located in the City 

of Berkeley.  

The project site is within the Neighborhood Center Mixed-Use designation identified in the Oakland 

General Plan. The project site is also located within the City of Oakland‘s C-31 – Special Retail zoning 

district.  

Overall, the proposed project would involve demolition of the existing store, parking lot, and service 

station, and construction of a two-story building with ground-floor retail and restaurant and second floor 

grocery uses, and partially below-grade covered parking. Construction would occur over a period of 

approximately 13 months beginning in early 2012. 

1.1 Environmental Review  

Initiating the Environmental Review Process  

Subsequent to receiving the application for environmental review, the City of Oakland, as the Lead 

Agency for the proposed project (pursuant to state and local guidelines for implement the California 

Environmental Quality Act [CEQA]), determined that an EIR would be prepared for the project. In 

October 2009, an Initial Study found project-specific effects and/or cumulative impacts that relate to 

traffic and circulation, air quality, greenhouse gases (GHGs), and noise, and they are analyzed in this EIR. 

The City has prepared this project-level EIR to analyze the potential environmental effects of the project 

under CEQA.  
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EIR Scoping  

On October 30, 2009, the City issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to governmental agencies and 

organizations and persons interested in the project. The NOP review period ended on December 2, 2009. 

The NOP was distributed in particular to governmental agencies, organizations, and persons interested in 

the proposed project. The City sent the NOP to agencies with statutory responsibilities in connection with 

the proposed project with the request for their input on the scope and content of the environmental 

information that should be addressed in the EIR. This Draft EIR addresses all comments received in 

response to the NOP that are relevant to environmental issues under CEQA.  

Public Review  

This Draft EIR is available for public review and comment for the period identified on the notice 

accompanying this document. During the review and comment period, written comments on the Draft 

EIR may be submitted to the City at the address indicated on the notice. Oral comments will be received 

at the public hearing on the Draft EIR, which is scheduled to be held as indicated on the above-referenced 

notice.  

Following the public review and comment period for the Draft EIR, the City will prepare responses that 

address all substantive written and oral comments on the Draft EIR‘s environmental analyses received 

within the specified review period. The comments, responses and any other revisions to the Draft EIR will 

be compiled into a Response to Comments document. The Draft EIR and its Appendices, together with 

the Response to Comments document will constitute a Final EIR for the proposed project.  

Use of this EIR  

Pursuant to CEQA, this EIR is a public information document for use by governmental agencies and the 

public to identify and evaluate potential environmental consequences of the proposed project, to evaluate 

and recommend mitigation measures that would substantially lessen or eliminate adverse impacts, and to 

examine a range of feasible alternatives to the proposed project. The information contained in this Draft 

EIR is subject to review and consideration by the City of Oakland (see Project Review and Approval, 

below), prior to the City‘s decision to approve, reject or modify the proposed project. The EIR will be 

used by the City and any other responsible agencies in connection with all discretionary approvals 

necessary for the project. 

Project Review and Approval  

The City must ultimately certify that it has reviewed and considered the information in the EIR and that 

the EIR has been completed in conformity with the requirements of CEQA. The City must make this 

determination before any decision can be made about the proposed project. This EIR identifies significant 

effects that would result from the proposed project. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15091, no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been certified which 

identifies one of more significant effects of the project, unless the public agency makes one or more of the 

following findings:  
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1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.  

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency 

and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or 

can and should be adopted by such agency.  

3. Specified economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provisions of 

employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 

project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.  

1.2 Organization of the Draft EIR  

Following this Chapter 1, Introduction, this Draft EIR is organized as follows:  

Chapter 2, Summary, contains a summary of the proposed project and allows the reader to easily reference 

the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. Table 2-1, Summary of Impacts, Standard Conditions of 

Approval and Mitigation Measures is provided at the end of Chapter 2 as a reader-friendly reference to 

each of the environmental effects, proposed mitigation measures and residual environmental impacts after 

mitigation is implemented, presented by environmental topic. Chapter 2 also summarizes the analysis of 

alternatives to the proposed project, areas of controversy, and issues to be resolved.  

Chapter 3, Project Description, describes in detail the project site and surroundings, the background and 

regulatory context of the proposed project; proposed project characteristics (including anticipated 

development phasing and entitlements and approvals requested or required), and project objectives. 

Chapter 3 also identifies other agencies that must consider or approve aspects of the proposed project.  

Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures, 

discusses the environmental setting (existing physical conditions and regulatory framework), the 

environmental impacts of the project and cumulative conditions that could result from the proposed 

project, and the mitigation measures that, after implementation, would reduce or eliminate significant 

impacts.  

Chapter 5, Alternatives, evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project and identifies 

an environmentally superior alternative.  

Chapter 6, Impact Overview and Growth-Inducing Impacts, summarizes the potentially significant and 

unavoidable impacts and the cumulative impacts that could result with the proposed project, as they are 

identified throughout Chapter 4. Chapter 6 also describes the proposed project‘s potential for inducing 

growth.  

Chapter 7, Report Preparation, identifies the authors of the EIR, including City staff and the EIR 

Consultant team. The project applicant and key consultants that provided technical resources for the EIR 

are also identified in this chapter.  

Appendices to the Draft EIR are provided at the end of the document and include the NOP, Responses to 

the NOP, as well as certain supporting background documents and technical reports used for the impact 

analyses for specific topics. All reference documents and persons contacted to prepare the EIR analyses 
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are listed at the end of each analysis section in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation 

Measures, and are available for review by the public at the City of Oakland CEDA, Planning Department, 

under reference Case Number ER090001, located at 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, 

California 94612.  
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CHAPTER 2 

Summary 
 
 

2.1 Project Overview  

Safeway, Inc. (project applicant) proposes to replace an existing Safeway Store and closed gasoline 

service station with a two-story building housing a larger Safeway Store, seven separate ground-floor 

retail shops and a restaurant, at 6320 College Avenue, at the intersection with Claremont Avenue in the 

Rockridge District of Oakland, California. The project applicant submitted a Basic Application for 

Development Review to the City of Oakland describing the proposed actions. Based on an Initial Study in 

October 2009, prepared by the City of Oakland, it was determined that a project-level EIR evaluating air 

quality, noise, and transportation and traffic would be the appropriate document to analyze the potential 

environmental effects of the proposed project under CEQA. This EIR addresses all environmental topics 

identified in the City of Oakland‘s CEQA Thresholds/Criteria of Significance document for Land Use, 

Plans and Policies; Visual Quality; Transportation and Circulation; Air Quality; Greenhouse Gases; and 

Noise. Land Use, Plans and Policies and Visual Quality are addressed in this EIR for informational 

purposes. The environmental issues not included in this EIR (Agriculture Resources, Biological 

Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology/Soils, Hazards & Hazardous Materials, Hydrology/Water 

Quality, Mineral Resources, Population/Housing, Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities/Service 

Systems) were found to be potentially less-than-significant and are addressed in the Initial Study. 

2.1.1 Site Location  

The 2.1-acre project site is a triangular parcel in the northeast corner of College and Claremont Avenues. 

The General Plan land use classification of the existing Safeway Store and now closed gasoline service 

station is Neighborhood Center Mixed Use. Surrounding areas to the east, west, and south of the project 

site also are within the Neighborhood Center Mixed Use land use classification. To the north, properties 

are within the City of Berkeley, and are classified as Neighborhood Commercial and Low Medium 

Density Residential by the City of Berkeley. The current zoning designation of the project site is C-31, 

Special Retail. The project is consistent with the Oakland General Plan land use designation that applies 

to the project site.  

2.1.2 Key Components of the Project 

The proposed project would involve removal of all the existing landscaping plants, including all 21 of the 

existing trees planted along the Claremont and College Avenue sidewalks adjacent to the site, and 
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demolition of all of the existing buildings on the site: the approximately 24,260-square-foot single-story 

Safeway store with 106-space parking lot, and a closed former Union 76 gasoline station with 1,120-

square-foot shop, covered service area, and canopied gasoline pump area.  

The project would construct a new two story structure with a total of approximately 62,167 square feet of 

retail floor area, consisting of a 51,510–square-foot Safeway store on the upper level, seven small retail 

spaces and a restaurant located at ground level, fronting on College Avenue and on the proposed 

pedestrian ―walk street‖ to be located near the College/Claremont corner, and connecting those two 

streets. The commercial spaces would range from 435 square feet to 2,729 square feet, and would total 

10,657 square feet.  

The project would provide a total of 171 parking spaces in a two-level parking structure that would be 

integrated into the retail building, with 144 for customers on the ground floor and 27 for Safeway 

employees and suppliers on the upper floor. The project would also provide 68 short-term and 15 long-

term bike parking spaces  

In comparison to conditions prior to closing of the Union 76 gas station, the proposed project would 

reduce the number of driveways on College Avenue from four to one and on Claremont Avenue from five 

to three. 

Pedestrians would directly access the commercial tenants from the sidewalk on College Avenue. Since 

the Safeway Supermarket is located on the upper level of the building, access is provided via elevators 

and stairs from two lobbies with direct access to College Avenue and the underground garage. 

Although exclusive bicycle facilities are not provided on College or Claremont Avenues or 63
rd

 Street, 

most bicyclists would approach the project site from these three streets. Project customers would use the 

short-term bicycle parking (i.e., bicycle racks) along project frontage and project employees would use 

the long-term bicycle parking provided in the underground parking garage. 

The proposed project would also make the following modifications to the transportation system 

surrounding the project site: 

 Signalize the Claremont Avenue/Mystic Street/Safeway Driveway intersection. 

 Provide left-turn lanes on northbound and southbound College Avenue into 63
rd

 Street and the 

Safeway driveway. The new left-turn lanes are accommodated by widening College Avenue on 

the east side. 

 Provide pedestrian bulb-outs on the east side of the 63
rd

 Street/Safeway Driveway/College 

Avenue intersection on both the north and south crosswalks across College Avenue. 

 Provide a pedestrian bulb-out on the project corner of the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection. 

 Provide a bus bulb-out on northbound College Avenue just north of Claremont Avenue and move 

the existing bus stop from south of Claremont Avenue to north of Claremont Avenue. 

 Provide a short pedestrian only street between College Avenue and Claremont Avenue near the 

south end of the project site with fronting retail uses. 
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The roof of the Safeway store would be approximately 33 feet above the low point of the site (at the 

College/Claremont corner), 30 feet above College Avenue at the northwestern corner of the site and 16.5 

feet above Claremont Avenue at the high point of the site, in the northeast corner. The signature tower at 

the southwest corner of the Safeway store would be forty feet high above College Avenue.  

The project‘s landscaping would be concentrated around the perimeter of the site, with emphasis on the 

creation of a landscaped buffer between the project and the residential lots to the north, and on creating 

attractive pedestrian spaces and successful transitions to the adjoining streetscapes.  

2.1.3 Public Agency Approvals  

This EIR is intended to cover all approvals necessary to implement the project. These include but are not 

limited to the following approvals for the proposed project for which the project applicant has applied or 

anticipates applying. Each is described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, consistent with CEQA 

Guidelines.  

City of Oakland  

 Conditional Use Permits (Planning Code Chapters 17.48.040, 17.48.070, and 17.48.080) 

 Variance (Planning Code Chapter 17.116)  

 Design Review (Planning Code Chapter 17.136.120)  

 Tree Removal Permit (Oakland Municipal Code Chapter 12.36)  

 Demolition Permits (Oakland Municipal Code Chapter 15.36)  

 Encroachment and Construction Permits (Oakland Municipal Code Chapter 12.08)  

 Excavation Permits (Oakland Municipal Code Chapter 12.12)  

 Public Right-of-Way (P) – Job Permit 

 Compliance with Oakland’s Standard Conditions of Approval 

 Tentative Parcel Map 

Other Agencies  

Portions of the project would require review and approval by a number of other public and quasi-public 

agencies and jurisdictions that have purview over specific aspects of the project. These other agencies 

may also consider this EIR in their review and decision-making processes. A list of these other agencies 

and their jurisdictional permits and approvals include the following:  

 San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) – acceptance of a 

Notice of Intent (NOI) to obtain coverage under the General Construction Activity Storm Water 

Permit (General Construction Permit), and Notice of Termination after construction is complete. 

Granting of required clearances to confirm that all applicable standards, regulations and 

conditions for all previous contamination at the site have been met;  
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 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) – compliance with BAAQMD 

Regulation 2, Rule 1 (General Requirements) for all portable construction equipment subject to 

that rule;  

 East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) – approval of new service requests and new 

water meter installations;  

 Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (ACFCWD) – enforcement 

of the Stormwater Quality Management Plan and Best Management Practices (BMP) included in 

Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program‘s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Permit (SWPPP). 

This is done in conjunction with the City of Oakland, one of 18 co-permitees; and 

 California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) – ensuring compliance with state 

regulations for the generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. 

A description and discussion of each action and agency/jurisdiction is included within the relevant topical 

analysis sections in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval and 

Mitigation Measures, or in the Initial Study. 

2.2 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

All impacts and mitigation measures identified in this EIR are summarized in Table 2-1, Summary of 

Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts, at the end of this 

chapter. Table 2-1 includes all impact statements, standard conditions of approval, recommended 

mitigation measures, and the level of significance of the impact after recommended mitigation measures 

are implemented. 

The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the following 

topics:  

SU Transportation, Circulation, and Parking Impacts  

For purposes of this EIR, the following traffic impacts are considered significant and unavoidable because 

it is not certain that the measure could be implemented because the City of Oakland, as lead agency, could 

not implement feasible mitigation measures without the approval of the City of Berkeley and Caltrans. 

However, in the event that the identified mitigation measures were implemented, the impact would be less 

than significant.  

 Impact TRANS-1: The proposed project would contribute to LOS E operations and increase the 

average intersection vehicle delay by more than three seconds during the weekday PM peak hour, 

and contribute to LOS F operations and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the 

Saturday peak hour at the Ashby Avenue/College Avenue (#1) intersection under Existing 

Conditions. 

 Impact TRANS-2: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations and increase the 

v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the PM peak hour at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (#5) 

intersection under Existing Conditions.  
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 Impact TRANS-3: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation at the side-street 

stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#6) intersection, 

which would meet the peak hour signal warrant under Existing Conditions. 

 Impact TRANS-5: The proposed project would degrade intersection operations from LOS E to 

LOS F and increase the average intersection vehicle delay by more than three seconds during the 

weekday PM peak hour and contribute to LOS F operation and increase the v/c ratio by more than 

0.01 during the Saturday peak hour at the Ashby Avenue/College Avenue (#1) intersection under 

2015 Conditions 

 Impact TRANS-6: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations and increase the 

v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the PM peak hour and degrade intersection operations from 

LOS D to LOS E and increase intersection average delay by more than two seconds during the 

Saturday PM peak hour at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (#5) intersection under 2015 

Conditions.  

 Impact TRANS-7: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation at the side street 

stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#6) intersection 

which would meet the peak hour signal warrant under 2015 Conditions. 

 Impact TRANS-9: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation and increase the 

v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during both weekday and Saturday PM peak hours at the Ashby 

Avenue/College Avenue (#1) intersection under 2035 Conditions. 

 Impact TRANS-10: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation and increase the 

v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the weekday PM peak hour at the Ashby Avenue/Claremont 

Avenue (#2) intersection under 2035 Conditions. 

 Impact TRANS-11: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations and increase the 

v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the PM peak hour and degrade intersection operations from 

LOS E to LOS F and increase intersection average delay by more than three seconds during the 

Saturday PM peak hour at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (#5) intersection under 2035 

Conditions.  

 Impact TRANS-12: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation at the side-street 

stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#6) intersection 

which would meet the peak hour signal warrant under 2035 Conditions 

 Impact TRANS-13: The proposed project would add more than 10 trips to the 63
rd

 

Street/College Avenue (#7) intersection which would meet the peak hour signal warrant under 

2035 Conditions.  

2.3 Improvement Measures 

Although not required by CEQA, certain ―Improvement Measures‖ are included in the environmental 

analysis with respect to certain measures that are not necessary to address or mitigate any environmental 

impacts of the project but nevertheless are recommended by City staff. These recommendations will be 

considered by decision-makers during the course of project review and may be imposed as project-

specific Conditions of Approval. 
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2.4 Alternatives  

Chapter 5 presents a detailed analysis of a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project. The 

alternatives that are analyzed in detail in this Draft EIR are listed below, and Alternative 2 (Reduced Size 

Alternative) is identified as the CEQA-required environmentally superior alternative. No additional 

alternatives were considered.  

Mixed-Use Alternatives 

 Alternative 1a: Mixed-Use Alternative with Regular Apartments  

 Alternative 1b: Mixed-Use Alternative with Senior Housing 

Reduced Size Alternatives  

 Alternative 2: 40,000-Square-Foot Reduced Size Project  

 Alternative 2a: 35,750-Square-Foot Reduced Size Project 

 Alternative 2b: 25,250-Square-Foot Reduced Size Project  

Full Project Alternative With No Curb Cut on College Avenue  

 Alternative 3: Full Project with No Curb Cut on College Avenue  

Full Project Alternative With Inbound Only Driveway on College Avenue  

 Alternative 4: Full Project With Inbound Only Driveway on College Avenue. 

No Project Alternative  

 Alternative 5: No Project Alternative 

2.5 Areas of Concern 

The following topics were raised in written comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation 

(NOP) of this EIR. This summary list is compiled based on written comments received. Each of these 

topics is addressed in this Draft EIR or the Initial Study.  

Major areas of concern (including some non-CEQA issues) include, but are not limited to, the following:  

 Land Use  

−  Zoning 

−  Density 

−  Type of use 

 Transportation, Circulation, and Parking  
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−  Parking 

−  Bicycle safety 

−  Congestion  

−  Concern about traffic study  

 Air Quality  

−  Global warming  

−  GHG emissions  

−  Hazardous waste  

−  Human health 

 Geology  

−  Soils 

−  Seismicity 

 Visual  

−  Scale/size of the building design 

−  Aesthetics 

−  Design  

 Public Services 

−  Demand on public services 

 Cumulative Impacts 

 Alternatives 

−  Smaller project 

−  Public Park 

Additional comments were raised related to issues beyond the scope of the analysis in this EIR prepared 

pursuant to CEQA, but that address general support and general opposition to the proposed project.  
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4.1 Land Use, Plans and Policies    

   

Impact LU-1: The project would replace the existing Safeway store and add more 
storefronts and parking, but would not result in the physical division of the established 
neighborhood retail area. (No Impact) 

None Required  

   
Impact LU-2: The project would not result in a fundamental conflict between adjacent 
and nearby land uses. (Less than Significant). 

None Required  

   

Impact LU-3: The project would not conflict with applicable land use plans and policies 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (No Impact) 

None Required  

   
Impact LU-4: The project would not conflict with habitat conservation plans or natural 
community conservation plans. (No Impact) 

None Required  

   
Impact LU-5: The proposed project, combined with cumulative development in the 
defined geographic area, including past, present, existing, approved, pending, and 
reasonably foreseeable future development, does not reveal any significant adverse 
cumulative impacts in the area. (Cumulative Impact: Less than Significant) 

None Required  

   

4.2 Visual Quality   

   

Impact AES-1: The proposed project would not adversely affect a scenic vista or 
substantially damage scenic resources within a State or locally designated scenic 
highway. (Less than Significant)  

None Required  

   

Impact AES-2: The proposed project would alter the existing visual conditions on the 
project site, but would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality 
of the site and its surroundings. In addition, it would be consistent with the City of 
Oakland Design Review criteria for non-Residential projects. (Less than Significant) 

None Required  

   

Impact AES-3: Project construction activity and operations, combined with cumulative 
development in the defined geographic area, including past, present, existing, 
approved, pending, and reasonably foreseeable future development, would result in 
cumulative impacts related to visual character, views, aesthetics, shadow, or light and 
glare. (Less than Significant) 

None Required Standard Condition of Approval AES-1, Shielding 
of Lighting 

 Less than Significant 
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4.3 Transportation, Circulation and Parking 
 

  

Impact TRANS-1: The proposed project would contribute to LOS E operations and 
increase the average intersection vehicle delay by more than three seconds during the 
weekday PM peak hour, and contribute to LOS F operations and increase the v/c ratio 
by more than 0.01 during the Saturday peak hour at the Ashby Avenue/College 
Avenue (#1) intersection under Existing Conditions. (Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: The impact at the Ashby 
Avenue/College Avenue intersection can be mitigated by 
implementing the following: 

•  Convert signal control equipment from pre‐timed to 
actuated‐uncoordinated operations. The signal control 
equipment shall be designed to applicable standards in effect 
at the time of construction. 

•  Optimize signal timing parameters (i.e., changing the amount of 
green time assigned to each lane of traffic approaching the 
intersection) 

 
To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the 
following to City of Berkeley and Caltrans for review and 
approval: 

•  Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify the 
intersection to accommodate the signal timing changes 
supporting vehicle travel and alternative modes travel 
consistent with City of Berkeley and Caltrans requirements.  

•  Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group. 
 
The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and 
implementing these plans.  
 
After implementation of this measure, the intersection would 
continue to operate at LOS E during the weekday PM peak hour 
and improve from LOS F to LOS E during the Saturday PM peak 
hour. Although the intersection would continue to operate at 
unacceptable conditions, the average intersection vehicle delay 
during both peak hours would be less than under Existing 
Conditions. No secondary significant impacts would result from 
implementation of this measure. 
 
As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement 
Agreement, City of Berkeley is planning improvements at this 
intersection. These improvements are currently in the preliminary 

 Significant and Unavoidable 
 
This project impact would be 
significant and unavoidable 
because it is not certain that the 
measure could be implemented. 
Because it is located in Berkeley, 
the City of Oakland, as lead 
agency, does not have jurisdiction 
at this intersection. Since the 
mitigation measure would need to 
be approved and implemented by 
City of Berkeley and Caltrans, the 
impact is considered significant and 
unavoidable. However, in the event 
that Mitigation Measure TRANS‐1 

were implemented, the impact 
would be less than significant. 



2. Summary  

 
 
 

TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

   Level of Significance after 
   Application of Standard Conditions 
 Environmental Impact  Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures  of Approval and Mitigation  

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 2-10 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

feasibility study phase, do not have final design, and do not have 
approvals. The improvements may include providing a 
northbound left-turn lane on College Avenue, changing the left-
turn signal phasing, and/or providing a pedestrian scramble 
phase. These planned improvements would not mitigate the 
project impacts; however, the proposed mitigation measures 
would not conflict with these potential improvements. The 
implementation of the improvements under study at this 
intersection may increase delay experienced by automobiles. 
However, the potential increase in delay cannot be reasonably 
quantified because the details of the improvement that may be 
implemented at this intersection are not known at this time. 

   
Impact TRANS-2: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations and 
increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the PM peak hour at the Alcatraz 
Avenue/College Avenue (#5) intersection under Existing Conditions. (Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2: The impact at the Alcatraz 
Avenue/College Avenue intersection can be mitigated by 
implementing the following: 

• Provide left‐turn lanes on northbound and southbound College 
Avenue by converting the existing angled parking spaces along 
College Avenue to parallel spaces. 

• Convert signal control equipment from pre-timed to actuated-
uncoordinated operations and provide protected left-turn 
phasing for the north/south approaches. The signal control 
equipment shall be designed to applicable standards in effect 
at the time of construction. 

•  Optimize signal timing parameters (i.e., changing the amount of 
green time assigned to each lane of traffic approaching the 
intersection). 

•  Consider moving the AC Transit bus stops on both northbound 

and southbound College Avenue from near-side to far-side of 
the intersection (i.e., from before the signal to after the signal). 

 
To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the 
following to City of Berkeley and Caltrans for review and 
approval: 

•  Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify the 
intersection to accommodate the signal timing changes 

 Significant and Unavoidable 
 
This project impact would be 
significant and unavoidable 
because it is not certain that the 
measure could be implemented. 
Because it is located in Berkeley, 
the City of Oakland, as lead 
agency, does not have jurisdiction 
at this intersection. Since the 
mitigation measure would need to 
be approved and implemented by 
City of Berkeley, the impact is 
considered significant and 
unavoidable. However, in the event 
that Mitigation Measure TRANS‐2 

were implemented, the impact 
would be less than significant. 
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supporting vehicle travel and alternative modes travel 
consistent with City of Berkeley and Caltrans requirements.  

•  Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group. 
 
The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and 
implementing these plans.  
 
After implementation of this measure, the intersection would 
improve from LOS F to LOS D during the weekday PM peak hour.  
 
Converting the existing angled parking spaces on College 
Avenue to parallel spaces would result in elimination of six 

metered on-street parking spaces. Parking demand on this 
segment of College Avenue is currently at or above capacity. 
Thus, the loss of these parking spaces would contribute to the 
expected parking shortage in the area (see page 4.3-12). The 
mitigation measure would also improve pedestrian safety by 

providing protected left-turn phasing on College Avenue and 
reducing potential conflicts between left-turning automobiles and 
pedestrians crossing along College Avenue. No other secondary 
significant impacts would result from implementation of this 
measure. 

   
Impact TRANS-3: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation at the 
side‐street stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont 

Avenue (#6) intersection, which would meet the peak hour signal warrant under 
Existing Conditions. (Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3: Implement the following 
measures at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection: 

• Signalize the intersection, providing actuated operation, with 
permitted left turns and communication conduit/cabling 
connecting the traffic signal to the proposed traffic signal on 
Claremont Avenue at Safeway Driveway/Mystic Street/Auburn 
Avenue. 

 
To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the 
following to City of Berkeley and Caltrans for review and 
approval: 

•  Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify the 
intersection to accommodate the signal timing changes 
supporting vehicle travel and alternative modes travel 

 Significant and Unavoidable 
 
This project impact would be 
significant and unavoidable 
because it is not certain that the 
measure could be implemented. 
Because it is located in Berkeley, 
the City of Oakland, as lead 
agency, does not have jurisdiction 
at this intersection. Since the 
mitigation measure would need to 
be approved and implemented by 
City of Berkeley, the impact is 
considered significant and 
unavoidable. However, in the event 
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consistent with City of Berkeley and Caltrans requirements.  

•  Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group. 
 
The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and 
implementing these plans.  
 
Prior to the installation of the traffic signals, a complete traffic 
signal warrant analysis shall be conducted at this location to 
verify that this location meets the California Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) signal warrants and be subject 
to review and approval of the City of Berkeley. After 
implementation of this measure, the intersection would operate at 
LOS B during the weekday PM peak hour and LOS A during the 
Saturday PM peak hour. Pedestrians crossing at this intersection 
would experience more delay because they would need to wait 
for the appropriate signal phase; however this mitigation measure 
would improve their safety by providing a protected pedestrian 
crossing. No other secondary significant impacts would result 
from implementation of this measure. 

that Mitigation Measure TRANS‐3 

were implemented, the impact 
would be less than significant. 

   
Impact TRANS-4: The proposed project would contribute to LOS E operations, 
increase the average intersection vehicle delay by more than four seconds, and 
increase delay for the critical movements of northbound College Avenue and 
northeastbound Claremont Avenue by more than six seconds, during the weekday PM 
peak hour; and degrade intersection operations from LOS E to LOS F during the 
Saturday PM peak hour at the College Avenue/ Claremont Avenue (#9) intersection 
under Existing Conditions. (Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-4: Implement the following 
measures at the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection: 

• Optimize signal timing parameters (i.e., adjust the allocation of 
green time for each intersection approach) 

• Coordinate the signal timing changes at this intersection with 
the adjacent intersections that are in the same signal 
coordination group. 

 
To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the 
following to City of Oakland’s Transportation Services Division for 
review and approval: 

•  Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify the 
intersection. All elements shall be designed to City standards in 
effect at the time of construction and all new or upgraded 
signals shall include these enhancements. All other facilities 
supporting vehicle travel and alternative modes through the 
intersection should be brought up to both City standards and 

 Less than Significant  
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ADA standards (according to Federal and State Access Board 
guidelines) at the time of construction. Current City Standards 
call for among other items the elements listed below: 

o 2070L Type Controller 

o GPS communication (clock) 

o Accessible pedestrian crosswalks according to Federal and 
State Access Board guidelines 

o City Standard ADA wheelchair ramps 

o Full actuation (video detection, pedestrian push buttons, 
bicycle detection) 

o Accessible Pedestrian Signals, audible and tactile according 
to Federal Access Board guidelines 

o Signal interconnect and communication to City Traffic 
Management Center for corridors identified in the City's ITS 
Master Plan  

o Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group. 
 
The project sponsor shall fund, prepare, and install the approved 
plans and improvements.  
 
After implementation of this measure, the intersection would 
continue to operate at LOS E during the weekday PM peak hour 
and improve from LOS F to LOS E during the Saturday PM peak 
hour. Although the intersection would continue to operate at 
unacceptable conditions, the project impact would be reduced to 
less than significant because the average intersection vehicle 
delay during both peak hours would be less than under Existing 
Conditions and the increase in delay for all critical movements 
would be less than four seconds higher than under 2015 No 
Project conditions. No secondary significant impacts would result 
from implementation of this measure. 
 
As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement 
Agreement, City of Oakland is planning improvements at this 
intersection, consisting of installing bulbouts and upgrading traffic 
signal control equipment. These improvements are not currently 
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expected to be funded. These planned improvements would not 
mitigate the project impacts; however, the proposed mitigation 
measure would not conflict with the planned improvements. 
These improvements are not expected to affect traffic operations 
at this intersection or cause significant secondary impacts. 

   
Impact TRANS-5: The proposed project would degrade intersection operations from 
LOS E to LOS F and increase the average intersection vehicle delay by more than 
three seconds during the weekday PM peak hour and contribute to LOS F operation 
and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the Saturday peak hour at the 
Ashby Avenue/College Avenue (#1) intersection under 2015 Conditions. (Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-5: The impact at the Ashby 
Avenue/College Avenue intersection can be mitigated by 
implementing the following: 

• Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS‐1 
 
After implementation of this measure, the intersection would 
improve from LOS F to LOS E during the weekday PM peak hour 
and continue to operate at LOS F during the Saturday PM peak 
hour. Although the intersection would continue to operate at 
unacceptable conditions, the average intersection vehicle delay 
during both peak hours would be less than under 2015 No Project 
Conditions. No secondary significant impacts would result from 
implementation of this measure. 
 
As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement 
Agreement, City of Berkeley is planning improvements at this 
intersection. These improvements are currently in the preliminary 
feasibility study phase, do not have final design, and do not have 
approvals. The improvements may include providing a 
northbound left-turn lane on College Avenue, changing the left-
turn signal phasing, and/or providing a pedestrian scramble 
phase. These planned improvements would not mitigate the 
project impacts; however, the proposed mitigation measures 
would not conflict with these potential improvements. The 
implementation of the improvements under study at this 
intersection may increase delay experienced by automobiles. 
However, the increase in delay cannot be reasonably quantified 
because the details of the improvement that may be implemented 
at this intersection are not known at this time. 

 Significant and Unavoidable 
 
This project impact is significant 
and unavoidable because it is not 
certain that the measure could be 
implemented. Because it is located 
in Berkeley, the City of Oakland, as 
lead agency, does not have 
jurisdiction at this intersection. 
Since the mitigation measure would 
need to be approved and 
implemented by City of Berkeley 
and Caltrans, the impact is 
considered significant and 
unavoidable. However, in the event 
that Mitigation Measure TRANS‐1 

were implemented, the impact 
would be less than significant. 

   
Impact TRANS-6: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations and 
increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the PM peak hour and degrade 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-6: The impact at the Alcatraz 
Avenue/College Avenue intersection can be mitigated by 

 Significant and Unavoidable 
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intersection operations from LOS D to LOS E and increase intersection average delay 
by more than two seconds during the Saturday PM peak hour at the Alcatraz 
Avenue/College Avenue (#5) intersection under 2015 Conditions. (Significant) 

implementing the following: 

• Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS‐2 
 
After implementation of this measure, the intersection would 
improve from LOS F to LOS E during the weekday PM peak hour. 
Although the intersection would continue to operate at 
unacceptable conditions, the average intersection vehicle delay 
would be less than under 2015 No Project Conditions. The 
intersection would improve from LOS E to LOS C during the 
Saturday peak hour. No secondary significant impacts would 
result from implementation of this measure. 

This project impact is significant 
and unavoidable because it is not 
certain that the measure could be 
implemented. Because it is located 
in Berkeley, the City of Oakland, as 
lead agency, does not have 
jurisdiction at this intersection. 
Since the mitigation measure would 
need to be approved and 
implemented by City of Berkeley, 
the impact is considered significant 
and unavoidable. However, in the 
event that Mitigation Measure 
TRANS‐2 were implemented, the 

impact would be less than 
significant. 

   
Impact TRANS-7: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation at the 

side‐street stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont 
Avenue (#6) intersection which would meet the peak hour signal warrant under 2015 
Conditions. (Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-7: Implement the following 
measures at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection: 

• Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS‐3. 
 
Prior to the installation of the traffic signals, a complete traffic 
signal warrant analysis shall be conducted at this location to 
verify that this location meets MUTCD signal warrants and be 
subject to review and approval of the City of Berkeley. After 
implementation of this measure, the intersection would operate at 
LOS B during the weekday PM peak hour and LOS A during the 
Saturday PM peak hour. No secondary significant impacts would 
result from implementation of this measure. 

 Significant and Unavoidable 
 
This project impact is significant 
and unavoidable because it is not 
certain that the measure could be 
implemented. Because it is located 
in Berkeley, the City of Oakland, as 
lead agency, does not have 
jurisdiction at this intersection. 
Since the mitigation measure would 
need to be approved and 
implemented by City of Berkeley, 
the impact is considered significant 
and unavoidable. However, in the 
event that Mitigation Measure 
TRANS-3 were implemented, the 
impact would be less than 
significant. 

   
Impact TRANS-8: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations, 
increase the average intersection vehicle delay by more than two seconds, and 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-8: Implement the following 
measures at the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection: 

 Less than Significant 
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increase delay for a critical movement by more than four seconds, during both 
weekday and Saturday PM peak hours at the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#9) 
intersection under 2015 Conditions. (Significant) 

• Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS‐4. 
 
After implementation of this measure, the intersection would 
continue to operate at LOS F during both weekday PM and 
Saturday PM peak hours. Although the intersection would 
continue to operate at unacceptable conditions, the project impact 
would be reduced to less than significant because the average 
intersection vehicle delay during both peak hours would be less 
than under 2015 No Project Conditions. No secondary significant 
impacts would result from implementation of this measure. 
 
As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement 
Agreement, City of Oakland is planning improvements at this 
intersection, consisting of installing bulbouts and upgrading traffic 
signal control equipment. These planned improvements would not 
mitigate the project impacts; however, the proposed mitigation 
measure would not conflict with the planned improvements. 
These improvements are not expected to affect traffic operations 
at this intersection or cause significant secondary impacts. 

   
Impact TRANS-9: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation and 
increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during both weekday and Saturday PM peak 
hours at the Ashby Avenue/College Avenue (#1) intersection under 2035 Conditions. 
(Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-9: The impact at the Ashby 
Avenue/College Avenue intersection can be mitigated by 
implementing the following: 

• Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS‐1 

• Provide a left‐turn lane on southbound College Avenue 
 
After implementation of this measure, the intersection would 
continue to operate at LOS F during both weekday and Saturday 
PM peak hour. Although the intersection would continue to 
operate at unacceptable conditions, the average intersection 
vehicle delay during both peak hours would be less than under 
2035 No Project Conditions. 
 
Providing a left‐turn lane on southbound College Avenue may 
result in secondary impacts. This segment of College Avenue 
currently provides adequate width to accommodate a southbound 
left-turn lane in addition to the existing southbound and 

 Significant and Unavoidable 
 
This project is significant and 
unavoidable because it is not 
certain that the measure could be 
implemented. Because it is located 
in Berkeley, the City of Oakland, as 
lead agency, does not have 
jurisdiction at this intersection. 
Since the mitigation measure would 
need to be approved and 
implemented by City of Berkeley 
and Caltrans, the impact is 
considered significant and 
unavoidable. However, in the event 
that Mitigation Measure TRANS-9 
were implemented, the impact 
would be less than significant. 



2. Summary  

 
 
 

TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

   Level of Significance after 
   Application of Standard Conditions 
 Environmental Impact  Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures  of Approval and Mitigation  

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 2-17 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

northbound through lanes. However, provision of a southbound 

left‐turn lane would narrow the northbound through lane. As a 
result, trucks may have difficulty turning right from westbound 
Ashby Avenue to northbound College Avenue. In addition, buses 
stopped at the existing bus stop on northbound College Avenue 
just north of Ashby Avenue may block northbound through traffic 
on the narrower travel lane. 
 
As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement 
Agreement, City of Berkeley is planning improvements at this 
intersection. These improvements are currently in the preliminary 
feasibility study phase, do not have final design, and do not have 
approvals. The improvements may include providing a 
northbound left-turn lane on College Avenue, changing the left-
turn signal phasing, and/or providing a pedestrian scramble 
phase. These planned improvements would not mitigate the 
project impacts; however, the proposed mitigation measures 
would not conflict with these potential improvements. The 
implementation of the improvements under study at this 
intersection may increase delay experienced by automobiles. 
However, the potential increase in delay cannot be reasonably 
quantified because the details of the improvement that may be 
implemented at this intersection are not known at this time. 

   
Impact TRANS-10: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation and 
increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the weekday PM peak hour at the 
Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#2) intersection under 2035 Conditions. This is a 
significant impact based on City of Berkeley’s significance criteria. (Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-10: The impact at the Ashby 
Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection can be mitigated by 
implementing the following: 

• Reconfigure the westbound approach on Ashby Avenue to 
provide a dedicated left-turn lane and a shared through/right-
turn lane 

• Convert signal control equipment from pre‐timed to 
actuated‐uncoordinated operations 

• Optimize signal timing parameters (i.e., adjust the allocation of 
green time for each intersection approach) 

 
To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the 
following to City of Berkeley and Caltrans for review and 

 Significant and Unavoidable 
 
This project impact is significant 
and unavoidable because it is not 
certain that the measure could be 
implemented. Because it is located 
in Berkeley, the City of Oakland, as 
lead agency, does not have 
jurisdiction at this intersection. 
Since the mitigation measure would 
need to be approved and 
implemented by City of Berkeley 
and Caltrans, the impact is 
considered significant and 
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approval: 

• Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify the 
intersection to accommodate the signal timing changes 
supporting vehicle travel and alternative modes travel 
consistent with City of Berkeley and Caltrans requirements.  

• Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group.  
 
The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and 
implementing these plans. 
 
After implementation of this measure, the intersection would 
continue to operate at LOS F during the weekday PM peak hour. 
Although the intersection would continue to operate at 
unacceptable conditions, the average intersection vehicle delay 
during both peak hours would be less than under 2035 No Project 
Conditions. No secondary significant impacts would result from 
implementation of this measure.  
 
As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement 
Agreement, City of Berkeley is planning improvements at this 
intersection. These improvements are currently in the preliminary 
feasibility study phase and do not have approvals. The 
improvements may include converting one of the through lanes 
on eastbound and/or westbound Ashby Avenue to a dedicated 
left-turn lane. The proposed mitigation measure is one of the 
improvements under study by City of Berkeley. The proposed 
mitigation measures would not conflict with other improvements 
under study at this intersection. The implementation of the 
improvements under study at this intersection may increase delay 
experienced by automobiles. However, the potential increase in 
delay cannot be reasonably quantified because the details of the 
improvement that may be implemented at this intersection are not 
known at this time. 

unavoidable. However, in the event 
that Mitigation Measure TRANS-10 
were implemented, the impact 
would be less than significant. 

   
Impact TRANS-11: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations and 
increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the PM peak hour and degrade 
intersection operations from LOS E to LOS F and increase intersection average delay 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-11: The impact at the Alcatraz 
Avenue/College Avenue intersection can be mitigated by 
implementing the following: 

 Significant and Unavoidable 
 
This project impact is significant 
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by more than three seconds during the Saturday PM peak hour at the Alcatraz 
Avenue/College Avenue (#5) intersection under 2035 Conditions. This is a significant 
impact based on City of Berkeley’s significance criteria. (Significant) 

• Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS‐2 
 
After implementation of this measure, the intersection would 
continue to operate at LOS F during the weekday PM peak hour. 
Although the intersection would continue to operate at 
unacceptable conditions, the average intersection vehicle delay 
would be less than under 2035 No Project Conditions. The 
intersection would improve from LOS F to LOS D during the 
Saturday peak hour. No secondary significant impacts would 
result from implementation of this measure. 

and unavoidable because it is not 
certain that the measure could be 
implemented. Because it is located 
in Berkeley, the City of Oakland, as 
lead agency, does not have 
jurisdiction at this intersection. 
Since the mitigation measure would 
need to be approved and 
implemented by City of Berkeley, 
the impact is considered significant 
and unavoidable. However, in the 
event that Mitigation Measure 
TRANS-2 were implemented, the 
impact would be less than 
significant. 

   
Impact TRANS-12: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation at the 
side-street stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont 
Avenue (#6) intersection which would meet the peak hour signal warrant under 2035 
Conditions. (Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-12: Implement the following 
measures at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection: 
 

• Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS‐3. 
 
Prior to the installation of the traffic signals, a complete traffic 
signal warrant analysis shall be conducted at this location to 
verify that this location meets MUTCD signal warrants and be 
subject to review and approval of the City of Berkeley. After 
implementation of this measure, the intersection would operate at 
LOS C during the weekday PM peak hour and LOS A during the 
Saturday PM peak hour. No secondary significant impacts would 
result from implementation of this measure. 

 Significant and Unavoidable 
 
This project impact is significant 
and unavoidable because it is not 
certain that the measure could be 
implemented. Because it is located 
in Berkeley, the City of Oakland, as 
lead agency, does not have 
jurisdiction at this intersection. 
Since the mitigation measure would 
need to be approved and 
implemented by City of Berkeley, 
the impact is considered significant 
and unavoidable. However, in the 
event that Mitigation Measure 
TRANS-3 were implemented, the 
impact would be less than 
significant. 

   
Impact TRANS-13: The proposed project would add more than 10 trips to the 63

rd
 

Street/College Avenue (#7) intersection which would meet the peak hour signal warrant 
under 2035 Conditions. (Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-13: Implement the following 
measures at the 63

rd
 Street/College Avenue intersection:  

•  Signalize the intersection, providing actuated operation, with 

 Significant and Unavoidable 
 
While mitigation measures have 
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permitted left turns, a pedestrian scramble phase (i.e., an 

all‐pedestrian signal phases), and communication 
conduit/cabling connecting the traffic signal to the existing 
traffic signals on College Avenue at Alcatraz Avenue and 
Claremont Avenue. 

•  Coordinate the signal timings at this intersection with the 
adjacent intersections that would be in the same signal 
coordination group. 

 
To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the 
following to City of Oakland’s Transportation Services Division for 
review and approval: 

• Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify the 
intersection to accommodate the signal installation. All 
elements shall be designed to City standards in effect at the 
time of construction and all new or upgraded signals should 
include these enhancements. All other facilities supporting 
vehicle travel and alternative modes through the intersection 
should be brought up to both City standards and ADA 
standards (according to Federal and State Access Board 
guidelines) at the time of construction. Current City Standards 
call for among other items the elements listed below: 

o  GPS communication (clock) 

o  Accessible pedestrian crosswalks according to Federal and 
State Access Board guidelines 

o  City Standard ADA wheelchair ramps 

o  Full actuation (video detection, pedestrian push buttons, 
bicycle detection) 

o  Accessible Pedestrian Signals, audible and tactile according 
to Federal Access Board guidelines Signal interconnect and 
communication to City Traffic Management Center for 
corridors identified in the City's ITS Master Plan 

o  Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group 
 
The project sponsor shall fund, prepare, and install the approved 
plans and improvements. 

been identified that, if implemented, 
would mitigate any significant 
impacts at this intersection, this 
impact is being conservatively 
assumed to be significant and 
unavoidable. Because the 
mitigation would create a signalized 
intersection on a residential side 
street and would provide direct 
access to the College Avenue 
entrance for the site, it could create 
negative increases in traffic in the 
residential neighborhood along 63

rd
 

Street. This could result in 
undesirable quality of life and other 
negative effects that, while not 
significant impacts under CEQA, 
may result in a determination that 
the mitigation is infeasible. 
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Prior to the installation of the traffic signals, a complete traffic 
signal warrant analysis shall be conducted at this location to 
verify that this location meets MUTCD signal warrants and be 
subject to review and approval of the City. After implementation of 
this measure, the intersection would operate at LOS A during 
both weekday PM and Saturday peak hours. Pedestrians 
crossing at this intersection would experience more delay 
because they would need to wait for the appropriate signal phase; 
however this mitigation measure would improve their safety by 
providing a protected pedestrian crossing. In addition, considering 
the proximity of this intersection to existing signals along College 
Avenue at Alcatraz and Claremont Avenues, a signal at this 
intersection may result in queues from upstream intersections 
backing and blocking this intersection. Queues on northbound 
College Avenue at Alcatraz Avenue and on southbound College 
Avenue at Claremont Avenue are expected to spill back past 63

rd
 

Street under 2035 Plus Project conditions after implementation of 
mitigation measures. Signal coordination along College Avenue 
would reduce the likelihood of queue spillbacks.  
 
Without a signal at this intersection, vehicles exiting the Safeway 
Driveway would form long queues inside the project garage as 
they wait for adequate gaps in the flow of vehicles and 
pedestrians to exit the garage. The proposed mitigation measure 
would reduce the delay and queues experienced by vehicles 
exiting the project driveway. 
 
As part of this mitigation measure, the westbound Safeway 
driveway shall be designed similar to a typical intersection 
approach with raised curb returns, the driveway surface lower 
than the sidewalk, and ADA compliant ramps. If the driveway 
approach is designed as a typical driveway at the same level as 
the sidewalk and the driveway is signalized, pedestrians along 
College Avenue may fail to note that the driveway is signalized. 
No other secondary significant impacts would result from 
implementation of this measure. 
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Potential secondary significant impacts would result from 
implementation of this measure. However, they can be mitigated 
by implementing Mitigation Measures TRANS-17A and -17B as 
identified in the pedestrian and bicycle safety discussion of this 
section. 

   
Impact TRANS-14: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations and 
increase the intersection v/c ratio by more than 0.03 during both weekday and 
Saturday PM peak hours at the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#9) intersection 
under 2035 Conditions. (Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-14: Implement the following 
measures at the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection: 

• Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS‐4. 
 
After implementation of this measure, the intersection would 
continue to operate at LOS F during both weekday PM and 
Saturday PM peak hours. Although the intersection would 
continue to operate at unacceptable conditions, the project impact 
would be reduced to less than significant because the average 
intersection vehicle delay and v/c ratio during both peak hours 
would be less than under 2035 No Project Conditions. No 
secondary significant impacts would result from implementation of 
this measure.  
 
As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement 
Agreement, City of Oakland is planning improvements at this 
intersection, consisting of installing bulbouts and upgrading traffic 
signal control equipment. These improvements are not currently 
expected to be funded. These planned improvements would not 
mitigate the project impacts; however, the proposed mitigation 
measure would not conflict with the planned improvements. 
These improvements are not expected to affect traffic operations 
at this intersection or cause significant secondary impacts. 

 Less than Significant. 

   
Impact TRANS-15: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations, 
increase the average intersection delay by more than two seconds, and increase delay 
for a critical movement by more than four seconds, during the weekday PM peak hours 
at the Forest Street/Claremont Avenue (#10) intersection under 2035 Conditions. 
(Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-15: Implement the following 
measures at the Forest Street/Claremont Avenue intersection: 

• Optimize signal timing parameters (i.e., adjust the allocation of 
green time for each intersection approach).  

• Coordinate the signal timing changes at this intersection with 
the adjacent intersections that are in the same signal 
coordination group. 

 Less than Significant 
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To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the 
following to City of Oakland’s Transportation Services Division for 
review and approval: 

• Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify 
intersection to accommodate the signal installation. All 
elements shall be designed to City standards in effect at the 
time of construction and all new or upgraded signals should 
include these enhancements. All other facilities supporting 
vehicle travel and alternative modes through the intersection 
should be brought up to both City standards and ADA 
standards (according to Federal and State Access Board 
guidelines) at the time of construction. Current City Standards 
call for among other items the elements listed below: 

o  2070L Type Controller 

o  GPS communication (clock) 

o Accessible pedestrian crosswalks according to Federal and 
State Access Board guidelines 

o City Standard ADA wheelchair ramps 

o Full actuation (video detection, pedestrian push buttons, 
bicycle detection) 

o Accessible Pedestrian Signals, audible and tactile according 
to Federal Access Board guidelines Signal interconnect and 
communication to City Traffic Management Center for 
corridors identified in the City's ITS Master Plan 

o Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group. 
 
The project sponsor shall fund, prepare, and install the approved 
plans and improvements. 
 
After implementation of this measure, the intersection would 
improve from LOS F to LOS E during the weekday PM peak hour. 
Although the intersection would continue to operate at 
unacceptable conditions, the project impact would be reduced to 
less than significant because the average intersection vehicle 
delay would be less than under 2035 No Project Conditions. No 
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secondary significant impacts would result from implementation of 
this measure. 

   
Impact TRANS-16: The proposed project would contribute to LOS E operations, 
increase the average intersection delay by more than four seconds during the weekday 
PM peak hours at the Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue (#15) intersection 
under 2035 Conditions. (Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-16: Implement the following 
measures at the Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue 
intersection: 

•  Optimize signal timing parameters (i.e., adjust the allocation of 
green time for each intersection approach). 

•  Coordinate the signal timing changes at this intersection with 
the adjacent intersections that are in the same signal 
coordination group. 

 
To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the 
following to City of Oakland’s Transportation Services Division for 
review and approval: 

• Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify the 
intersection. All elements shall be designed to City standards in 
effect at the time of construction and all new or upgraded 
signals should include these enhancements. All other facilities 
supporting vehicle travel and alternative modes through the 
intersection should be brought up to both City standards and 
ADA standards (according to Federal and State Access Board 
guidelines) at the time of construction. Current City Standards 
call for among other items the elements listed below: 

o  2070L Type Controller. 

o  GPS communication (clock) 

o  Accessible pedestrian crosswalks according to Federal and 
State Access Board guidelines  

o  City Standard ADA wheelchair ramps 

o  Full actuation (video detection, pedestrian push buttons, 
bicycle detection) 

o  Accessible Pedestrian Signals, audible and tactile according 
to Federal Access Board guidelines Signal interconnect and 
communication to City Traffic Management Center for 
corridors identified in the City's ITS Master Plan 

o  Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group. 

 Less than Significant 
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The project sponsor shall fund, prepare, and install the approved 
plans and improvements. 
 
After implementation of this measure, the intersection would 
improve from LOS E to LOS D during the weekday PM peak 
hour. No secondary significant impacts would result from 
implementation of this measure.  
 
As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement 
Agreement, City of Oakland is planning improvements at this 
intersection, consisting of extending bulbouts at the west side of 
the intersection, installing new traffic signal control equipment to 
allow countdown pedestrian signal heads, and providing a new 
north-south crosswalk along the west side of College Avenue. 
These improvements are not currently expected to be funded. 
These planned improvements would not mitigate the project 
impacts; however, the proposed mitigation measure would not 
conflict with the planned improvements. These improvements are 
not expected to affect traffic operations at this intersection or 
cause significant secondary impacts. 

   
Impact TRANS-17A: Pedestrian crossings on College Avenue at 63

rd
 Street and 

Safeway Driveway. (Significant) 
 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-17A: Implement the following at the 
63rd Street/College Avenue intersection: 
•  Provide bulbouts on the west side of College Avenue at the 

63
rd
 Street/College Avenue intersection to shorten the 

pedestrian crossing distance across College Avenue. Since 
both sides of 63rd Street just west of College Avenue are 
designated for loading and are used for truck deliveries for 
businesses along College Avenue, the bulbouts should 
continue to accommodate truck movements between College 
Avenue and 63rd Street. Each bulbouts may result in loss of 
one parking space. 

  

 Less than Significant 
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Impact TRANS-17B: Pedestrian crossings on the Safeway Driveway along College 
Avenue. (Significant) 

 

 Mitigation Measure TRANS-17B: Implement the following at the 
63rd Street/College Avenue intersection: 

•  If and when the 63
rd
 Street/College Avenue intersection is 

signalized per Mitigation Measure TRANS-13, minimize the 
potential for conflicts between the high volume of pedestrians 
on the sidewalk adjacent to Safeway and automobiles 
entering and exiting the project driveway by considering the 
following items in the final design for the driveway that shall 
be reviewed and approved by City of Oakland’s 
Transportation Services Division: 

o Design the driveway approach similar to a typical 
intersection approach with raised curb returns, the driveway 
surface lower than the sidewalk, and ADA compliant ramps. 
If the driveway approach is designed as a typical driveway 
at the same level as the sidewalk and the driveway is 
signalized, pedestrians along College Avenue may fail to 
note that the driveway is signalized. 

o Provide different paving material for the segment of 
sidewalk crossing the driveway. 

o Ensure adequate sight distance between automobiles 
entering and exiting the driveway and pedestrians on the 
sidewalk. 

o Provide directional curb ramps at each crosswalk crossing 
College Avenue, 63rd Street, and the project driveway.  

 

   

4.4 Air Quality   

   
Impact AIR-1: Activities associated with demolition, site preparation, and construction 
would generate short-term emissions of criteria pollutants. (Less than Significant) 

None Required Standard Condition of Approval AIR-3, Asbestos 
Removal in Structures 

 Less than Significant 

   
Impact AIR-2: Activities associated with demolition, site preparation, and construction 
would generate short-term emissions of fugitive dust. (Significant) 

None Required Standard Condition of Approval AIR-1: Dust 
Control  

 Less than Significant 
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Impact AIR-3: Construction activities would expose nearby sensitive receptors to 
substantial levels of PM2.5 and toxic air contaminants (TACs), which may lead to 
adverse health effects. (Significant) 
 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1: The project applicant shall develop a 
Diesel Emission Reduction Plan including, but not limited to 
alternatively fueled equipment, engine retrofit technology, after-
treatment products and add-on devices such as particulate filters, 
and/or other options as they become available, capable of 
achieving a project wide fleet-average of 70 percent particulate 
matter (PM) reduction compared to the most recent California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) fleet average. This Plan shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the City, and the Project 
applicant shall implement the approved Plan. 

 Less than Significant 
 
Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure AIR-1 above would reduce 
TAC, including DPM, exhaust 
emissions by implementing feasible 
controls and requiring up-to-date 
equipment. With mitigation, the 
calculated maximum excess cancer 
risk from construction activities 
would be reduced from 30.9 in one 
million to 9.3 in one million. This 
would be considered less-than 
significant after mitigation. 

   
Impact AIR-4: Operation of the proposed project would result in increased long-term 
emissions of criteria pollutants. (Less than Significant) 
 

None Required  

Impact AIR-5: The proposed project would not frequently create substantial 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. (Less than Significant) 
 

None Required  

Impact AIR-6: The proposed project would not contribute to CO concentrations 
exceeding the State AAQS of 9 ppm averaged over 8 hours and 20 ppm for 1 hour. 
(Less than Significant) 

None Required  

   
Impact AIR-7: The project would continue to attract diesel powered delivery trucks, 
which are sources of diesel particulate, a Toxic Air Contaminant. (Less than 
Significant) 

None Required  

   
Impact AIR-8: The proposed project could result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to a cumulative air quality impact from criteria pollutant emissions. (Less 
than Significant) 

None Required  

   

4.5 Greenhouse Gases   

   
Impact GHG-1: Construction and operation of the proposed project would not result in 
significant GHG emissions under the City’s thresholds. (Less than Significant) 

None Required Less than Significant 
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Impact GHG-2: The project would comply with applicable plans, policies, and 
regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. (Less than 
Significant) 

None Required.  Less than Significant  

   

4.6 Noise   

   
Impact NOI-1: Construction activities associated with the proposed project would 
temporarily generate noise levels that could conflict with standards established in the 
City noise ordinance. (Less than Significant) 

None Required Standard Conditions NOI-1, Days/Hours of 
Construction Operation, NOI-2, Noise Control, NOI-3, Noise 
Complaint Procedures, and NOI-5, Extreme Noise Generators 

 

   
Impact NOI-2: Noise levels from project generated traffic would increase roadside 
ambient noise levels. (Less than Significant) 

None Required  

   
Impact NOI-3: Operational noise sources generated by HVAC equipment, emergency 
generators, proposed parking structures, and truck loading/unloading may impact 
nearby noise-sensitive receptors. (Less than Significant) 

Improvement Measure 1: To eliminate the potential for noise 
impact from the ventilation openings, acoustical louvers could be 
installed in these vent openings to reduce the transmission of 
garage sounds. 
 
Improvement Measure 2: To further reduce the noise levels 
within the garage and further reduce noise emanating from the 
garage, the underside of the garage ceiling could be fully lined 
with spray-on thermal/acoustic insulation. This additional noise 
control measure would typically be provided on the garage ceiling 
directly below the store.  
 
Improvement Measure 3: As an added noise control measure, 
sound-absorptive material could be applied to the ramp walls to 
further reduce noise from vehicle movements on the ramp. 
Potential tire noise could be reduced by avoiding a polished 
(squeaky) concrete slab surface. 
 
Improvement Measure 4: Methods to reduce noise from 
shopping cart power washing would include conducting the 
washing activities within the enclosed loading dock area, or at the 
far end of the service deck, away from residential neighbors. 
 
Improvement Measure 5: Methods to reduce noise or 

 



2. Summary  

 
 
 

TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

   Level of Significance after 
   Application of Standard Conditions 
 Environmental Impact  Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures  of Approval and Mitigation  
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annoyance from garbage truck pickup activity would be to limit 
hours to 9 AM to 6 PM. 

   
Impact NOI-4: Project traffic, in combination with cumulative traffic, could substantially 
increase traffic noise levels in the project area. (Less than Significant) 

None Required  
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CHAPTER 3 

Project Description 
 
 

3.1 Project Location and Site Characteristics 

3.1.1 Project Location and Access 

The 2.1-acre project site is located at 6320 College Avenue, at the northeast corner of College and 

Claremont Avenues in the Rockridge District of Oakland (see Figure 3-1). Both College and Claremont 

Avenues are major arterial streets serving north Oakland, and the site is located in a well established, 

neighborhood-oriented retail district that is surrounded by relatively dense residential development. 

Figure 3-2 is an aerial photograph of the project site and surrounding area, while Figure 3-3 is a street 

map depicting the primary access routes serving the site. As can be seen on Figure 3-3, both College and 

Claremont Avenues have connections to the Highway 24, a regional freeway and to Ashby Avenue (State 

Highway 13), while College Avenue connects with Alcatraz Avenue a short distance north of the site, 

where Alcatraz Avenue becomes an important arterial street providing access to points west.  

Local access to the site is primarily from College and Claremont Avenues, both of which have multiple 

curb cuts permitting auto access, and both of which are transit routes with bus stops adjacent to the site. In 

addition, 63
rd

 Street connects with College Avenue opposite the site, while both 62
nd

 Street and Florio 

Street connect with College and Claremont Avenues at the adjacent signalized intersection. These streets, 

as well as Mystic Street and Auburn Avenue, on the east side of Claremont Avenue, are local residential 

streets and provide access to the surrounding residential areas.  

The Oakland General Plan land use classification for the site is Neighborhood Center Mixed Use, and the 

Zoning designation for the site is C-31, Special Retail.  

The site consists of two parcels of land, Assessor‘s Parcel Number 048A-7070-001-01 and 007-01, and is 

owned by Safeway, Inc. The triangular shaped parcel has approximately 670 feet of frontage on 

Claremont Avenue and 430 feet of feet frontage on College Avenue. The parcel‘s 400 foot long northern 

boundary is on the Oakland city limit line, and abuts eight residential parcels, as seen in Figure 3-2.  
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3.1.2 Existing Project Site Characteristics 

Existing Buildings and Uses 

The project site is occupied by an existing Safeway grocery store and a Union 76 gasoline station, which 

was closed in late 2009 and is now surrounded by a security fence. The Safeway store has approximately 

24,260 square feet of floor space in a single-story masonry building on a flat concrete pad. The store‘s 

perimeter walls are approximately 16 to 17 feet tall, with an arched roof that rises up to about 21 feet 

high. The existing Safeway store was built around 1964, and its design is similar to other Safeway stores 

built around that time. It provides approximately 106 parking spaces on the east and south sides, and a 

loading dock and trash compactor/recycler are located along the north side of the site. The parking lot can 

be accessed from two driveways on College Avenue and two on Claremont Avenue. The northern 

boundary of the site is marked by a wooden fence and by the northern wall of the Safeway store, which is 

built on the property line.  

The southern corner of the site is occupied by the former Union 76 gasoline station and auto repair 

garage. It now consists of a vacant shop with about 1,120 square feet, a covered service area, and a 

canopy over the gasoline pump areas. The gas station site is paved and contains several underground 

gasoline storage tanks. It is currently surrounded by a security fence and is inaccessible from the adjacent 

streets. When the gas station was in operation it could be accessed from either College or Claremont 

Avenue. Figure 3-4 is a site plan showing the existing development on the site, while photographs of the 

existing site are shown in Figures 3-5 and 3-6. 

Topography 

The project slopes generally to the southwest, and has been graded accommodate the existing 

development. The Safeway store is on a flat building pat at approximately elevation 208. The low point 

on the site (elevation 203) is at the southwest corner, where the College and Claremont Avenue right-of-

ways intersect. The high point, at the northeast corner is about 220 feet, so there is about 17 feet of 

topographic change across the site. The rise is greater along Claremont Avenue where the street climbs 

almost 20 feet as it passes by the site; College Avenue also climbs, but less than 6 feet as it passes by the 

site, from south to north. The parking lot at the front of the Safeway store, adjacent to College Avenue is 

relatively level, but the lot along the Claremont Avenue frontage slopes up to the northeast, and a 

retaining wall separates the parking lot from the Claremont Avenue sidewalk along a portion of the site‘s 

frontage.  

Surrounding Area Characteristics 

The project site is located in an established neighborhood commercial area in the urban North Oakland 

Planning Area. Land uses surrounding the site in the adjacent Oakland and Berkeley neighborhoods are 

predominately residential, and a large proportion of the homes are more than 80 years old.  



3. Project Description  

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 3-6 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  



3. Project Description 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 3-7 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  



3. Project Description  

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 3-8 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  



3. Project Description 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 3-9 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

The College Avenue commercial district was also developed in the early 20
th
 century, and while there has 

been more redevelopment of the commercial properties than of the residential properties, some of the 

buildings go back to that era. The commercial development along Claremont Avenue opposite the site is 

generally more recent, and the buildings are more massive. Most structures in the area are two or more 

stories high, although none have more than four stories. The Alameda County Blood Bank building, at 

43 feet high, is the tallest building in the neighborhood. 

Although both Claremont and College Avenues are arterial streets, College Avenue is narrower where it 

passes by the site, and has significant pedestrian activity, drawn to the shops and stores found there. It 

also has a dense street tree canopy, adding to the ambience and pedestrian comfort.  

3.2 Objectives of the Proposed Project 

Safeway, Inc., the project applicant, seeks to achieve the following objectives through implementation of 

the proposed project: 

 Revitalize the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue 2.1-acre site by demolishing the existing 

approximately 24,260-square-foot store, parking lot, and service station—all 1960s suburban 

style, and inconsistent with current C-31 Zoning and General Plan and replacing it with a design 

and uses consistent with both the zoning and General Plan: a larger urban two-story building that 

would contain a Safeway grocery store and as many as seven (7) new, ground floor individual 

retail tenants and a restaurant.  

 Provide sufficient new store area to offer a more comprehensive range of retail services and 

products to Safeway‘s customers, including: an on-site, ―from scratch‖ bakery; a pharmacy; 

expanded floral offerings; an expanded deli (including warm food table, and prepared catering 

food items); a ―service‖ meat and seafood service (as compared to the pre-packaged items 

currently available); and a greatly expanded produce section.  

 Create a more functional and efficient shopping area configuration to eliminate current ―pinch 

points‖ in Safeway customers‘ path of travel and enhance the overall shopping experience of 

Safeway‘s customers.  

 Create additional street-front retail opportunities similar in scope and scale to the retail frontage 

on College Avenue. 

 Establish a gateway presence at this important intersection in the Rockridge neighborhood. 

 Create the opportunity, for a mix of grocery store anchor and small retail tenants, to generate 

pedestrian activity on a portion of College Avenue which now does not encourage pedestrian 

activity or comparison shopping, thus stimulating economic vitality at the College/Claremont 

corner. 

 Provide sufficient off-street parking to serve the needs of Safeway and retail shoppers that will be 

inviting, well-lit, and safe, but with surface-level parking reduced as much possible to create 

more room for commercial and pedestrian uses. 

 Consolidate the existing four driveway entrances on College Avenue to one to improve the 

continuity of retail facilities, traffic flow and pedestrian safety while retaining an important 

vehicular access point from College Avenue. 
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 Design the new two-story structures to have a pedestrian scale similar to that of the surrounding 

neighboring commercial buildings along College Avenue, and provide a buffer to the lower scale 

residential neighbors adjacent to the site.  

 Add approximately 77 full-time new union jobs at the Safeway store. 

 Create new areas of publicly accessible open space, plazas, and seating areas (on both floors) that 

will enhance the surrounding neighborhood and establish at this end of College Avenue an 

attractive and inviting setting for pedestrian shopping. Construct a Leadership in Energy and 

Environmental Design (LEED)-building, with native and drought-tolerant trees and planting.  

 Improve the current situation for abutting neighbors by moving and covering or enclosing loading 

docks, trash, recycling and other noise-producing equipment. 

 Develop a project with minimal environmental disruption. 

 Complete the project on schedule and within budget. 

3.3 Proposed Project Characteristics 

This section describes, through text and graphics, the components of the proposed project, which, 

combined with all parts of this chapter, constitute the CEQA ―Project‖ analyzed in this EIR.
1
 

3.3.1 Overview 

The proposed project would involve demolition of all of the existing buildings on the site and the 

construction of a new two-story structure that would house a new, larger Safeway Store with 51,510 

square feet on the second floor, a 2,744-square-foot restaurant, and ―up to‖ seven ground floor retail 

shops totaling 7,913 square feet of floor area. Customer parking would be provided on the ground floor, 

while Safeway deliveries and employee/supplier parking would be accommodated on the upper floor.  

3.3.2 Demolition and Site Clearance 

Construction of the proposed project would commence with the closure of the existing Safeway store, 

followed by the erection of secure construction fencing around the perimeter of the site. The existing 

store, former gas station structures, paving, and other surface features would then be demolished. The 

buried gasoline storage tanks would also be removed, as would all the existing landscaping plants, 

including all 21 of the existing trees planted along the Claremont and College Avenue sidewalks adjacent 

to the site. Seven of these trees are greater than 9 inches in diameter; the largest is 16 inches in diameter.  

3.3.3 Proposed New Construction 

The site plan for the proposed new development is shown in Figure 3-7. There would be a total of 

approximately 62,167 square feet of retail floor area, with the 51,510-square-foot Safeway store on the 

upper level, a 2,744-square-foot full service restaurant, and seven small retail shops would be located at 

ground level, fronting on College Avenue and on the proposed pedestrian ―walk street‖ to be located near  

                                                      
1  CEQA Guidelines Section 15378 defines ―Project‖ as ―the whole of the action‖ which has the potential for resulting in 

physical changes in the environment.  
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the College/Claremont corner. The ground-floor plan, Figure 3-8, depicts the retail shops and ―walk 

street,‖ along with the covered, ground level customer parking area. Figure 3-9 shows the layout of the 

Safeway Store level, along with the loading dock cut into the store, and the employee/supplier parking 

that would be provided on this level and separated from the customer parking.  

The sizes of the commercial tenant spaces would range from 435 square feet to 2,744 square feet—the 

latter being the large restaurant space at the College/Claremont corner. In all, the project calls for a total 

of 10,657 square feet of retail and restaurant tenant space.  

Figure 3-8 also shows the layout of the first floor of the integrated parking structure. As can be seen, there 

would be an entrance opposite 63
rd

 Street on the College Avenue side, an entrance off Claremont Avenue 

relatively close to College Avenue, and a ramp providing access to Claremont Avenue at the northeastern 

corner of the site, opposite the intersection of Mystic Street, Auburn Avenue and Claremont. The 

applicant is proposing to signalize the Mystic, Auburn, Claremont intersection as part of the project. The 

ground floor would have two lobbies, with stairways, escalators, and elevators to provide pedestrian 

access to the Safeway Store above and to the sidewalk on College Avenue and the on-site ―walk street.‖ 

A total of 144 parking spaces would be provided on the ground floor.  

Figure 3-9 shows the Safeway level. The polygon shaped store would be accessed via the stairways, 

escalators, and elevators on the College Avenue side, with goods deliveries occurring at the store level, 

via a ramp that would bring the trucks in and out via Claremont Avenue to an enclosed loading dock. The 

Safeway trucks and employees would access the store‘s loading ramp via a separate driveway on 

Claremont Avenue midway between the entrances to the lower level parking. There would be 22 parking 

spaces on the upper level, plus maneuvering area for the trucks. The upper level spaces would be assigned 

to employees and suppliers, and would not be available to customers.  

Figure 3-9 also depicts the roof top terrace over the free-standing commercial shop proposed at the 

College/Claremont corner. Access would be provided from the Safeway store via a pedestrian bridge over 

the ―walk street,‖ or from an exterior stairway to the ―walk street.‖ 

Elevations and sections are shown in Figures 3-10 to 3-13. The exterior of the building would generally 

have painted plaster surfaces, drawing from a palette of four muted colors, in gray, taupe and beige tones, 

with significant additions of stacked limestone, corrugated metal and glass in the storefronts.  

The 10-foot-wide landscaped setback from the northern property line can also be seen on Figures 3-8 and 

3-9, and is depicted in the architectural rendering shown in Figure 3-19. Except for an intrusion from 

tenant space 1, on College Avenue, this setback would run the length of the parcel‘s northern boundary, 

and would be landscaped for its entire length with a mix of screen trees (Chinese Hackberry, Southern 

Magnolia and Brisbane Box). The existing Safeway store and parking lot has no setback from the 

adjoining residential lots to the north.  

 

Text continues on page 3-19. 
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The roof of the Safeway store would be at elevation 236, approximately 33 feet above the low point of the 

site (at the College/Claremont corner), 30 feet above College Avenue at the northwestern corner of the 

site and 16.5 feet above Claremont Avenue at the high point of the site, in the northeast corner. The 

signature tower at the southwest corner of the Safeway store would be forty feet high above College 

Avenue, elevation 250.5 feet.  

The architect‘s schematic renderings of the project from several selected public viewpoints in the vicinity 

are shown in Figures 3-14 through 3-19. 

Parking 

In all, the project would provide a total of 171 parking spaces, 144 for commercial customers and 27 on 

the upper floor for Safeway employees and suppliers. The plans call for eight (5%) of the spaces to be 

sized for compact cars, while eight would be handicapped accessible as per ADA standards. The project 

would also be designed to provide 68 short-term and 15 long-term bike parking spaces. The auto parking 

provided would be 15 spaces short of the City of Oakland‘s parking required for a project of this 

configuration, while there would be 47 more bike parking spaces provided than required, per City 

standards. 

Although exclusive bicycle facilities are not provided on College or Claremont Avenues or 63
rd

 Street, 

most bicyclists would approach the project site from these three streets. Project customers would use the 

short-term bicycle parking (i.e., bicycle racks) along project frontage and project employees would use 

the long-term bicycle parking provided in the underground parking garage. 

Landscaping 

The project‘s landscaping would be concentrated around the perimeter of the site, with emphasis on the 

creation of a landscaped buffer between the project and the residential lots to the north, and on creating 

attractive pedestrian spaces and successful transitions to the adjoining streetscapes.  

On the College Avenue frontage the sidewalks would bulb out at the north end of the site, at the 

crosswalk area at 63
rd

 Street and at the triangular corner where Claremont and College Avenues intersect. 

Pedestrian-oriented amenities would be installed in these locations, including benches, bike racks, a bus 

shelter, and planting areas. In addition, the plans call for specialty paving at the shop entrances and on the 

―Walk Street.‖ Contained planters with bamboo would be installed along a portion of the Claremont 

Avenue frontage, to screen street views into the parking garage, and a steel trellis with plants below 

would define the edge of the upper level parking area.  

 

Text continues on page 3-26. 
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Transportation Features 

The proposed project would also make the following modifications to the transportation system 

surrounding the project site: 

 Signalize the Claremont Avenue/Mystic Street/Safeway Driveway intersection. 

 Provide left-turn lanes on northbound and southbound College Avenue into 63
rd

 Street and the 

Safeway driveway. The new left-turn lanes are accommodated by widening College Avenue on 

the east side. 

 Provide pedestrian bulb-outs on the east side of the 63
rd

 Street/Safeway Driveway/College 

Avenue intersection on both the north and south crosswalks across College Avenue. 

 Provide a pedestrian bulb-out on the project corner of the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection. 

 Provide a bus bulb-out on northbound College Avenue just north of Claremont Avenue and move 

the existing bus stop from south of Claremont Avenue to north of Claremont Avenue. 

 Provide a short pedestrian only street between College Avenue and Claremont Avenue near the 

south end of the project site with fronting retail uses. 

3.4 Discretionary Actions and Other Planning 
Considerations 

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15051), the City of Oakland is the Lead Agency responsible 

for preparation of this EIR. The EIR is intended to provide CEQA clearance for all required discretionary 

actions for the project. The Planning Commission will make decisions on the required discretionary 

actions. At the time this EIR was prepared, the discretionary actions and other considerations and 

approvals anticipated to be required for the project include those listed below, without limitation.  

3.4.1 City of Oakland 

 Conditional Use Permits – The project would be required to obtain a four Conditional Use 

Permits, as follows: 

1. General Food Sales (Planning Code 17.48.040) 

2. Alcohol Beverage Sales (Planning Code 17.48.040) 

3. Size in excess of 7,500 square feet ((Planning Code 17.48.080) 

4. Driveways on College and Claremont Avenues ((Planning Code 17.48.070) 

 Variance (Planning Code Chapter 17116) - The project would be required to obtain a Variance 

from the City‘s off-street parking requirements, because the auto parking proposed is 15 spaces 

short of the City‘s requirements. 

 Design Review (Planning Code Chapter 17.136.120) – Design review approval is required for a 

proposal also requiring Conditional Use Permit reviews or a variance.  
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 Tree Removal Permit (Municipal Code Chapter 12.36) – Pursuant to the City‘s Protected Trees 

Ordinance, the project sponsor would be required to obtain a Tree Removal Permit prior to 

removal of any trees over 9‖ in diameter, of which 7 are proposed to be removed.  

 Demolition Permits (Municipal Code 15.36) – The project would require administrative 

approval of demolition permits to demolish existing buildings and structures on the project site.  

 Encroachment and Construction Permits (Municipal Code 12.08) – The project would require 

City approval of encroachment and obstruction permits to work within and close to various public 

rights-of-way. 

 Excavation Permits ((Municipal Code 12.12) – The project would require City approval of 

excavation permits to conduct excavation activities on the project site.  

 Compliance with Oakland’s Standard Conditions of Approval – The project would be 

required to comply with Oakland‘s Standard Conditions of Approval and Uniformly Applied 

Development Standards, many of which are specifically referenced in the CEQA Initial Study on 

the project because their application would reduce potentially significant environmental impacts 

to a less than significant level.  

 A Tentative Parcel Map – A Tentative Subdivision map would have to be approved and 

recorded for the proposed commercial condominiums (the commercial spaces). 

3.4.2 Other Agencies 

Portions of the project would require review and approval by a number of other public and quasi-public 

agencies and jurisdictions that have purview over specific aspects of the project. It is anticipated that 

these other agencies will rely upon this EIR in their review and decision-making processes. A list of these 

other agencies and their jurisdictional permits and approvals include the following: 

 San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) – Acceptance of a 

Notice of Intent (NOI) to obtain coverage under the General Construction Activity Storm Water 

Permit (General Construction Permit) and Notice of Termination after construction is complete. 

Granting of required clearances to confirm that all applicable standards and conditions for all 

previous contamination at the site have been met.  

 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) – Compliance with BAAQMD 

Regulation 2, Rule 1 (General Requirements) for all portable construction equipment subject to 

that rule.  

 East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) – Approval of new service requests and new 

water meter installations. 

 Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (ACFWCD) – 

Enforcement of the Stormwater Quality Management Plan and Best Management Practices 

(BMPs) included in the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program‘s Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Permit (SWPPP). This is done in conjunction with the City of Oakland, one of 18 co-

permittees. 

 California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) - Ensuring compliance with state 

regulations for the generation, transportation, treatment storage and disposal of hazardous waste. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Environmental Setting, Impacts, Standard 
Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures 
 
 
This Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA, as amended (Public Resources Code 

Section 21000, et seq.), and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 

through 15378).  

This chapter contains the analysis of the proposed project‘s potential environmental effects. This 

chapter describes the existing setting for each topic, the potential impacts that could result from the 

proposed project, relevant plans and policies, and Standard Conditions of Approval that would 

minimize or avoid potential adverse environmental effects that could result from the proposed project, 

and identifies mitigation measures necessary to reduce the potential impacts resulting from the proposed 

project.  

The following provides an overview of the scope of the analysis included in this chapter, organization of 

the sections, the methods for determining what impacts are significant, and the applicability of the City‘s 

Uniformly Applied Development Standards and Standard Conditions of Approval.  

Environmental Topics  

Based on the analysis contained in the October 2009 Initial Study, with implementation of the City 

of Oakland‘s Standard Conditions of Approval, the project was found to result in less than 

significant impacts for the majority of the checklist topics including aesthetics, agriculture, 

biological resources, cultural resources, geology/soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology/ 

water quality, land use/planning policy, mineral resources, population/housing, public services, 

recreation, and utilities/service systems. Based on the Initial Study, the Notice of Preparation 

indicated that an EIR would be prepared, that would focus on the potential air quality, noise, and 

transportation/traffic impacts. In response to comments received during the scoping process, this 

EIR also analyses potential impacts associated with f land use plans and policies and visual quality.  

The following Sections in this chapter analyze the environmental topics as listed below and 

presented in the Table of Contents at the front of this document:  

4.1 Land Use Plans and Policies  

4.2 Visual Quality and Shadow  
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4.3 Transportation, Circulation, and Parking  

4.4 Air Quality  

4.5 Greenhouse Gases 

4.6 Noise  

Format of Environmental Topic Sections, Impact Statements, and 

Mitigation Measures  

Each environmental topic section generally includes two main subsections:  

 Existing Setting, which includes baseline conditions, regulatory setting, Thresholds/Criteria of 

Significance, and identification of applicable Standard Conditions of Approval (which are 

discussed below); and  

 Impacts Analysis, which identifies and discusses the potential impact and cites applicable 

Standard Conditions of Approval and mitigation measures that would, to the extent possible, 

reduce or eliminate adverse impacts identified in this chapter.  

 

This EIR identifies all impacts with an abbreviated designation that corresponds to the environmental 

topic addressed (e.g., ―HAZ‖ for hazardous materials). The topic designator is followed by a number that 

indicates the sequence in which the impact statement occurs within the section. For example, ―Impact 

HAZ-1‖ is the first (i.e., ―1‖) hazardous materials impact identified in the EIR. All impact statements are 

presented in bold text.  

The Impact Classification (discussed below) of the project prior to incorporation of Oakland‘s  

Conditions of Approval and Uniformly Applied Development Standards Imposed as Standard Conditions 

of Approval (also discussed below), or implementation of mitigation measures, is stated in parentheses 

immediately following the impact statement.  

Similarly, each mitigation measure is numbered to correspond with the impact that it addresses. Where 

multiple mitigation measures address a single impact, each mitigation measure is numbered sequentially. 

For example ―Mitigation Measure HAZ-1‖ is the first mitigation identified to address the first hazardous 

materials impact (i.e., ―HAZ‖). All mitigation measure statements are presented in bold text.  

Thresholds/Criteria of Significance  

Under CEQA, a significant effect is determined as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change 

in the environment (Public Resources Code Section 21068). Each Impact Analysis discussion in this 

chapter is prefaced by criteria of significance, which are the thresholds for determining whether an impact 

is significant.  

This criteria of significance used in this EIR are from the City of Oakland‘s Thresholds/Criteria of 

Significance Guidelines. The City has established these Thresholds/Criteria of Significance Guidelines to 

help clarify and standardize analysis and decision-making in the environmental review process in the City 

of Oakland. The Thresholds are offered as guidance in preparing environmental review documents. The 
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City requires use of its Thresholds unless the location of the project or other unique factors warrants the 

use of different thresholds. The Thresholds are intended to implement and supplement provisions in the 

CEQA Guidelines for determining the significance of environmental effects, including CEQA Guidelines 

Sections 15064, 15064.5, 15065, 15382, and Appendix G, and form the basis of the City‘s Initial Study 

and Environmental Review Checklist (although one was not prepared for this proposed project).  

The Thresholds are intended to be used in conjunction with the City‘s Conditions of Approval and 

Uniformly Applied Development Standards Imposed as Standard Conditions of Approval (see discussion 

below), which are incorporated into projects regardless of the determination of a project‘s environmental 

impacts.  

Uniformly Applied Development Standards and Conditions of Approval  

The City‘s Conditions of Approval and Uniformly Applied Development Standards Imposed as 

Conditions of Approval (referred to in the EIR as ―Standard Conditions of Approval‖ or Conditions of 

Approval) are incorporated into projects as conditions of approval regardless of a project‘s environmental 

determination. As applicable, the Standard Conditions of Approval are adopted as requirements of an 

individual project when it is approved by the City and are designed to, and will, substantially mitigate 

environmental effects.  

In reviewing project applications, the City determines which Standard Conditions of Approval are 

applied, based upon the zoning district, community plan, and the type(s) of permit(s)/approval(s) required 

for the project. Depending on the specific characteristics of the project type and/or project site, the City 

will determine which Standard Conditions of Approval apply to a specific project. For example, Standard 

Conditions of Approval related to creek protection permits will only be applied to projects on creekside 

properties.  

All relevant Standard Conditions of Approval have been incorporated as part of the proposed project. 

Because Standard Conditions of Approval are mandatory City requirements, the impact analysis assumes 

that these will be imposed and implemented by a project. If a Standard Condition of Approval would 

reduce a potentially significant impact to less than significant, the impact is determined to be less than 

significant and no mitigation is imposed. Standard Conditions of Approval are not listed as mitigation 

measures.  

The Standard Conditions of Approval incorporate development policies and standards from various 

adopted plans, policies, and ordinances (such as the Oakland Planning and Municipal Codes, Oakland 

Creek Protection, Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Ordinance, Oakland Tree Protection 

Ordinance, Oakland Grading Regulations, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System [NPDES] 

permit requirements, Housing Element-related mitigation measures, California Building Code, and 

Uniform Fire Code, et al.), which have been found to substantially mitigate environmental effects. Where 

there are peculiar circumstances associated with a project or project site that will result in significant 

environmental impacts despite implementation of the Standard Conditions of Approval, the City will 

determine whether there are feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impact to less than significant 

levels. 
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Impact Classifications  

The following level of significance classifications are used throughout the impact analysis in this EIR:  

 Less than Significant (LS) – The impacts of the proposed project, either before or after 

implementation of standard conditions of approval and/or feasible mitigation measures, do not 

reach or exceed the defined Threshold/Criteria of Significance. Generally, no mitigation measure 

is required for a LS impact.  

 Potentially Significant (PS) – The impact of the proposed project may reach or exceed the 

defined Threshold/Criteria of Significance, however it is not evident that, even in the theoretical 

worst-case standard conditions, a significant impact would occur. Where feasible, standard 

conditions of approval and/or mitigation measures are identified to reduce the PS impact to LS.  

 Significant (S) – The impact of the proposed project is expected to reach or exceed the defined 

Threshold/Criteria of Significance. Feasible mitigation measures and/or standard conditions of 

approval may or may not be identified to reduce the significant impact to a less than significant 

level.  

 Significant Unavoidable (SU) – The impact of the proposed project reaches or exceeds the 

defined Threshold/Criteria of Significance. No feasible mitigation measure is available to reduce 

the S impact to LS. In these cases, feasible mitigation measures are identified to reduce the S 

impact to the maximum feasible extent, and the significant impact is considered SU. Impacts are 

also classified as SU if a feasible mitigation measure is identified that would reduce the impact to 

LS, but the approval and/or implementation of the mitigation measure is not within the City of 

Oakland‘s or the project applicant‘s sole control, in which case the analysis cannot presume 

implementation of the mitigation measure and the resulting LS impact. It is important to clarify 

that SU is an impact classification that only applies after consideration of possible mitigation 

measures.  

 No Impact (N) – No noticeable adverse effect on the environmental would occur.  

Environmental Baseline  

Overall, pursuant to Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR measures the physical impacts of 

the proposed project against a ―baseline‖ of physical environmental conditions at and near the proposed 

project. As determined by Section 15125(a), the environmental ―baseline‖ reflects circumstances as they 

existed at the time the NOP of the EIR was published, which was in October 2009. The environmental 

baseline thus includes the operation of the now closed Union 76 gas station on the site, which operated 

until November 2009. In most cases, the baseline condition relevant to the environmental topic being 

analyzed is described within each environmental topic section in this chapter. In some cases (such as 

Section 4.2, Visual Quality and Shadow), discussion of the baseline condition is detailed or restated in the 

Impacts Analysis to provide the impact analysis in the most reader-friendly format and organization. The 

baseline also includes the policy and planning context in which the project is proposed. This is discussed 

in detail within Section 4.1, Land Use, Plans and Policies, and identifies any inconsistencies between the 

proposed project and applicable, currently adopted plans and policies.  

Due to the fact that no intersection counts were taken prior to the closure of the gas station, the ―existing 

conditions‖ scenario used in the traffic analysis (Chapter 4.3) relied on actual intersection traffic counts 

taken after the gas station was closed, and correspondingly excluded gas station trips from the number of 
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trips generated on the project site under the ―existing conditions‖ scenario. Because the increment 

between this lower number of estimated ―existing‖ trips and the number project-generated trips is larger 

than the increment between the actual trips generated as part of the environmental baseline and the 

number of project-generated trips, the approach used in the traffic analyses resulted in an overstated, and 

thus conservative, estimate of the project‘s traffic impacts.  

Cumulative Analysis  

Approach  

CEQA defines cumulative as ―two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are 

considerable, or which can compound or increase other environmental impact.‖ Section 15130 of the 

CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate potential environmental impacts when the project‘s 

incremental effect is cumulative considerable. ―Cumulatively considerable‖ means that the incremental 

effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past 

projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects. These impacts 

can result from a combination of the proposed project together with other projects causing related 

impacts. ―The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results 

from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.‖ The City of Oakland's analysis approach specifies that 

―past, present, existing, approved, pending and reasonably foreseeable future projects‖ should be included 

as part of the cumulative analysis. 

Context  

The context used for assessing cumulative impacts typically varies depending on the specific topic being 

analyzed. For example, considerations for the cumulative air quality analysis are different from those used 

for the cumulative analysis of aesthetics. In assessing aesthetic impacts, only development within the 

vicinity of the project would contribute to a cumulative visual effect. In assessing air quality impacts, on 

the other hand, all development within the air basin contributes to regional emissions of criteria 

pollutants, and basin-wide projections of emissions is the best tool for determining the cumulative effect. 

Accordingly, the geographic setting and other parameters of each cumulative analysis discussion can 

vary.  

Generally, to establish a partial baseline for cumulative analysis, the City of Oakland‘s Major Projects list 

was used, in part, to determine past, present, existing, approved, pending and reasonably foreseeable 

future projects in the vicinity of the project. The geographic areas near the project site include North 

Oakland, South Berkeley, and Rockridge. 

Major projects from the City‘s Major Projects list that pertain to the proposed project vicinity are 

summarized below. The major projects listed below are not inclusive of all possible past major projects; 

projects not listed were no longer maintained on the City's list as of March 2010 but are part of the 

baseline assumptions for the analysis in this EIR. Additional development projects that are not on the 

City's Major Projects list have also been considered for the cumulative assessment of certain topic areas 

and are identified in the appropriate environmental topic section in Chapter 4 of this Draft EIR. The 

transportation analyses (and transportation-related traffic and air quality) used the Alameda County 
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Congestion Management Analysis (ACCMA) travel demand model which requires inputs at the traffic 

analysis zones (TAZ) level. 

 

Project Name Components 

City of Oakland  

2538 Telegraph Avenue 
 97 residential units 

 9,000 s.f. commercial space 

MacArthur Transit Village 

Project 

 +540 residential units 

 30,000 s.f. retail/commercial space 

Kaiser Permanent Medical 

Center Building 

 Master Plan for new Hospital Phase II 

 1,216-space parking structure 

 Hospital building (346 beds, approx. 1.06 MSF) 

 Central Utility Plan Phase II 

 Demolition of existing hospital tower and low-rise (except for recent 

emergency Department addition and Fabiola Building) 

 Conversion of ground floor 

 Parking on Site 7 (38 spaces) to accommodate an additional 6,000 s.f. of retail 

 Conversion of Emergency Department addition to temporary medical services 

use 

 Construction of parking lot of approximately 189 spaces 

 Construction of new Central Administration MSB (approx. 60,000 s.f.)  

Source: City of Oakland, 2010. 

 

Project Name Components 

City of Berkeley  

2200 Oxford Street  

David- Brower Center 

 206 spaces an underground parking garage  

 33,000 s.f. office space  

 Conference center with 200-seat lecture hall 

 1,300-s.f. gallery 

 3,000-s.f. restaurant 

 96 below-market-rate residential units  

 8,000 s.f. of retail space 

1700 University Mixed-Use 

Project 

 60 residential units above ground-floor retail uses  

 113 residential units  

 45-ft. and 55-ft.-high buildings 

920 Heinz Avenue – West 

Berkeley Bowl Project 

 83,990 s.f. retail, administrative offices, and associated storage space over an 

underground parking garage  

 3,670 s.f. prepared food area  

 3,400 s.f. of assembly space to be used periodically for meetings or events  

 Two stories, 40 ft in height. 
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Project Name Components 

3075 Adeline Street, 

Berkeley, Ed Roberts 

Campus (ERC) Office 

Building 

 149,081-s.f. eastern parking lot Ashby BART station  

 86,057-s.f. 2-story, office building 

 118-space parking garage with 36 additional attendant parking spaces  

 Work spaces for eight enterprises 

 A 60-seat café, health fitness center, and small childcare center 

1885 University Avenue 

 156 rental dwelling units  

 14,390 s.f. of retail floor area  

 157-space parking garage 

Source: City of Berkeley, 2011. 
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4.1 Land Use, Plans and Policies 

4.1.1 Environmental Setting 

The project site is located in an established neighborhood commercial area in the urban North Oakland 

Planning Area in the City of Oakland. The site consists of two parcels of land at the intersection of 

Claremont and College Avenues, both major arterial streets. The site has a total surface area of about 

2.1 acres and a triangular configuration with approximately 670 feet of frontage on Claremont Avenue 

and 430 feet of frontage on College Avenue. The northern boundary of the site is about 400 feet long and 

abuts eight residential parcels. The northern boundary is contiguous with the Oakland/Berkeley city limit 

line, and the parcels immediately north of the site are in the City of Berkeley. All of the contiguous lots 

are residential; one fronts on College Avenue (3217 College), one on Claremont Avenue (3306 

Claremont) and the other six front on Alcatraz Avenue (2704-2724 Alcatraz).
2
 The northern boundary of 

the site is marked by a wooden fence and the north wall of the existing Safeway store, which is built on 

the property line.  

The College Avenue frontage is defined by a 10-foot wide sidewalk, with several street trees as well as 

some landscaping trees planted adjacent to the sidewalk on the Safeway property. College Avenue has 

significant pedestrian traffic on this block, drawn to the shops and stores found there. It is a successful, 

even congested, neighborhood shopping area with banks, a pharmacy, a produce store, a meat market, a 

bakery/coffee shop, the Safeway grocery store, a bookstore, several personal services businesses, 

restaurants and other establishments. College Avenue is also an important transit corridor, with bus stops 

on both sides of the street in this block.  

Unlike College Avenue, Claremont Avenue is not a pedestrian-oriented retail street, as the buildings 

along Claremont opposite the site are predominately multi-story office buildings. Claremont Avenue 

slopes up adjacent to the site, climbing about 18 feet between the intersection with College Avenue and 

the northeastern corner of the site, whereas College Avenue rises about 5 feet along the site‘s western 

boundary.  

The College/Claremont intersection is large and complex, with two arterial streets crossing at a shallow 

angle, and two additional offset streets entering from the east (Florio Street) and from the west (62
nd

 

Street). The intersection is signalized and features six separate crosswalks. At 40 feet wide, College 

Avenue adjacent to the site is narrow for an arterial street; Claremont is 56 feet wide where it passes by 

the site, a more typical width for an arterial street.  

The predominant land use in Oakland and Berkeley neighborhoods surrounding the site is residential. The 

area was actively developed in the early 20
th
 century and a large proportion of the homes are more than 80 

years old. Many of the commercial buildings on College Avenue were also developed in the early 20
th
 

century, although there has been more redevelopment of commercial properties than of residential 

properties. The gas station on the project site (recently closed) was first developed in 1920, while the 

existing Safeway store was built in 1964.  

                                                      
2  One parcel on Alcatraz (2704) is a residential style building occupied by a commercial use. The lot does not extend back to 

the Safeway site and, hence, is not a contiguous parcel.  
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The majority of the buildings in the vicinity of the project are multi-story structures, but none have more 

than four floors, with the tallest being the Alameda County Blood Bank building opposite the site on 

Claremont Avenue, at 43 feet high. There are two 40-foot tall buildings on College in the project block. 

All but three of the adjoining residential structures are two-story buildings, and three of these are 30 to 32 

feet in height. The existing Safeway store and the now vacant gas station are both single-story buildings.  

Aside from the commercial development along College and Claremont Avenues, virtually all of the land 

within a one-third to one-half mile radius of the project site is devoted to single-family residential 

development.  

4.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

The main documents that pertain to land use, density and new development within and around the project 

site are the City of Oakland‘s General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) and the City 

of Oakland‘s Planning Code. In addition, the Oakland Pedestrian Master Plan, the Bicycle Master Plan, 

and ―Transit First‖ policy are relevant with respect to the project‘s street frontages. 

Conflicts with a General Plan or Zoning do not inherently result in a significant effect on the 

environment within the context of CEQA. As stated in Section 15358(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, 

―[e]ffects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change.‖ Section 15125 (d) of the 

Guidelines states that EIRs shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable 

General Plans.  

Further, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (Environmental Checklist Form) makes explicit the focus 

on environmental policies and plans, asking if the project would ―conflict with any applicable land use 

plan, policy or regulation … adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect‖ 

(emphasis added). Even a response in the affirmative, however, does not necessarily indicate that project 

would have a significant effect, unless a physical change would occur. To the extent that physical impacts 

may result from such conflicts, such physical impacts are analyzed elsewhere in this document.  

Regarding a project‘s consistency with the General Plan in the context of CEQA, the Oakland General 

Plan states the following: 

The General Plan contains many policies, which may in some cases address different goals, policies and 

objectives and thus some policies may compete with each other. The Planning Commission and City 

Council, in deciding whether to approve a proposed project, must decide whether, on balance, the project 

is consistent (i.e. in general harmony) with the General Plan. The fact that a specific project does not meet 

all General Plan goals, policies and objectives does not inherently result in a significant effect on the 

environment within the context of the California Environmental Act (CEQA).
3
  

(a) Land Use and Transportation Element. The Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) is 

intended to guide development within the City of Oakland.  

                                                      
3  City Council Resolution No. 79312 C.M.S., June 2005.  
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The project site is within the LUTE‘s Neighborhood Center Mixed Use area along College Avenue.
4
 

According to the General Plan, the intent and desired character of this designation is the following: 

The Neighborhood Center Mixed Use classification is intended to identify, create, maintain and enhance 

mixed-use neighborhood commercial centers. These centers are typically characterized by smaller scale 

pedestrian-oriented, continuous street frontage with a mix of retail, housing, office active open space, 

eating and drinking places, personal and business services, or smaller scale educational, cultural or 

entertainment uses.  

Future development within this classification should be commercial or mixed uses that are pedestrian-

oriented and serve nearby neighborhoods, or urban residential with ground floor commercial. 

The maximum FAR (Floor-Area Ratio) for this classification is 4.0 … Vertical integration of uses … is 

encouraged.
5
  

The Policy Framework in the LUTE sets forth a series of Objectives and Policies geared to achieving the 

City‘s goals for Oakland‘s neighborhoods. Some of the Objectives and Policies pertinent to the proposed 

project are noted below, followed by an evaluation of the project‘s conformance or nonconformance with 

these policies. 

Objective N1: Provide for healthy, vital, and accessible commercial areas that help meet local consumer 

needs in the neighborhoods. 

Policy N1.1: Concentrating Commercial Development. Commercial development in the neighborhoods 

should be concentrated in areas that are economically viable and provide opportunities for small scale, 

neighborhood-oriented retail.  

Policy N1.2 Placing Public Transit Stops. The majority of commercial development should be accessible 

by public transit. Public transit stops should be placed at strategic locations in Neighborhood Activity 

Centers and Transit-Oriented Districts to promote browsing and shopping by transit users.  

Policy N1.4 Locating Large-Scale Commercial Activities. Commercial uses which serve long term retail 

needs or regional consumers and which primarily offer high volume goods should be located in areas 

visible or amenable to high volumes of traffic …  

Project Consistency: 

The 6200 and 6300 blocks of College Avenue, on which the site is located, provide a prototypical 

example of a vibrant, economically viable, small-scale neighborhood-oriented retail district. The existing 

Safeway store has been in operation on this site for 46 years and is a well-established commercial outlet 

that has been drawing customers to this commercial district since it opened. The proposed project would 

maintain the Safeway grocery store and add eight new commercial storefronts, including a restaurant, 

while eliminating one (long established, but recently closed) gasoline station. The net effect would to 

further concentrate commercial opportunities in this successful neighborhood-oriented retail district. In 

this respect the project would conform to Objective N1 and Policy N1.1. 

                                                      
4  General Plan, Land Use Diagram 
5  General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Element, p. 146.  
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The proposed Safeway store would be approximately twice the size of the existing grocery store on a site 

that is about 20 percent larger, due to the inclusion of the gas station parcel. The LUTE does not address 

the scale of commercial enterprises in terms of store size, but provides some guidance in terms of the 

nature of the commercial activity. This is seen by comparing Policies N1.1 and N1.4, quoted above. 

Policy N1.4 defines Large Scale Commercial activities as those that serve long term retail needs or 

regional consumers, while in Policy N1.1, small scale retail is qualified by the term neighborhood-

oriented retail. Although much larger than the existing Safeway store, the proposed store would continue 

to primarily stock groceries, which are typically replenished by households on a weekly or more frequent 

basis (short-term). The store would not be focused on a regional market (a characteristic of large-scale 

commercial) as there are many other grocery stores in the region. Accordingly, the land use proposed is 

appropriately classified as small scale neighborhood commercial retail, as contrasted to large scale 

commercial.  

It is also noted that the maximum FAR for Neighborhood Center Mixed Use Classification is 4.0. This 

provides specific guidance as to the maximum scale of development anticipated by the General Plan in 

this land use classification. The project as proposed would be well within this scale, with an FAR of 0.72.  

The project would be consistent with Policy N1.2, in that transit access will be improved relative to 

current conditions. A bus shelter and more seating will be added to improve transit accessibility and the 

bus stop will be strategically relocated so that it will be convenient for patrons of the grocery store, the 

new shops and the concentration of existing shops in the vicinity of 63
rd

 Street.  

In summary, the proposed project generally would be consistent with the LUTE in terms of both the 

nature of the commercial activity and the scale of the development.  

Policy N1.5: Designing Commercial Development. Commercial development should be designed in a 

manner that is sensitive to surrounding residential uses. 

Project Consistency: 

The proposed design calls for a 10-foot buffer area (where there is presently no buffer) between the new 

grocery store and the residential parcels to the north. In addition, the new design calls for an enclosed 

loading dock and walls that would reduce truck and auto noise impacts on the adjoining residential 

parcels. The new design demonstrates greater sensitivity to these residential uses than the existing store‘s 

design. The effects of this are evaluated in more specific detail in Land Use Impacts and Noise Impacts, 

below.  

Policy N1.6: Reviewing Potential Nuisance Activities. The City should review any proposed new 

commercial activities that have the potential to create public nuisance or crime problems, and should 

monitor those that are existing. These may include isolated commercial or industrial establishments 

located within residential areas, alcoholic beverage sales activities (excluding restaurants, adult 

entertainment, or other entertainment activities).  

Project Consistency: 

The proposed project involves the (continued) sale of alcoholic beverages on the site. The applicant has 

applied for a new conditional use permit to continue this practice. It will involve reviews and 
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recommendations by the Oakland Police Department consistent with Policy N1.6 and other applicable 

regulations. The project is not an isolated commercial activity in a residential neighborhood, and would 

conform to Policy N1.6. Other potential public safety and crime prevention impacts are evaluated below 

in Land Use Impacts.  

Policy N1.8: Making Compatible Development. The height and bulk of commercial development in 

“Neighborhood Mixed-Use Center” and “Community Commercial” areas should be compatible with that 

which is allowed for residential development.  

Project Consistency:  

With a main roof height of 30 to 33 feet above grade, a maximum (tower) height of 44.5 feet, and a FAR 

of 0.72, the project would be substantially taller and bulkier than the existing development on the site. 

However, there are 3 to 4 commercial or mixed-use buildings opposite the site on College Avenue that are 

taller than the proposed project and have greater FARs (they are three-story buildings on small lots). In 

addition, all but one of the office buildings opposite the site on Claremont Avenue are as tall as, or taller 

than, the proposed project. Furthermore, they lie on higher topography, and appear to have higher FARs. 

The single-family residential buildings to the north of the site range from 20 to 32 feet in height, and three 

of them are as tall as, or taller than, the proposed project.
6
 

Based on this, it is concluded that the project would be generally consistent with Policy N1.8.  

Objective N5: Minimize conflicts between residential and non-residential activities while providing 

opportunities for residents to live and work at the same location.  

Policy N5.2: Buffering Residential Areas. Residential areas should be buffered and reinforced from 

conflicting uses through the establishment of performance-based regulations, the removal of non-

conforming uses and other tools.  

Project Consistency: 

As noted above, the proposed design calls for a 10 foot wide, landscaped buffer area between the new 

grocery store and the residential parcels to the north, a solid wall along the northern boundary, an 

enclosed loading dock, an enclosed trash compactor and enclosed customer parking, all of which would 

improve buffering and reduce the potential land use conflicts between the Safeway store and the adjoining 

residences, relative to existing conditions. These buffering measures would all work to bring the project 

into conformance with Policy N5.2. Their effectiveness is evaluated in more specific detail in Land Use 

Impacts, Noise Impacts, and Visual Impacts, below.  

Objective N10: Support and create social, informational, cultural and active economic centers in the 

neighborhoods.  

                                                      
6  These residences are in the City of Berkeley. The applicable Berkeley Zoning is R-2, which permits structures to have up to 

3 stories and a maximum height of up to 35 feet (with an Administrative Use Permit). Berkeley Municipal Code, 

23D.28.070.  
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Policy N10.1: Identifying Neighborhood “Activity Centers.” Neighborhood Activity Centers
7
 should 

become identifiable commercial, activity and communication centers for the surrounding neighborhood. 

The physical design of neighborhood activity centers should support social interaction and attract 

persons to the area. Some attributes that may facilitate this interaction include plazas, pocket parks, 

outdoor seating on public and private property, ample sidewalk width, street amenities such as trash cans 

and benches, and attractive landscaping.  

Project Consistency: 

The project design endeavors to implement Policy N10.1 by including a variety of design features 

intended to compliment the pedestrian-oriented nature of the College Avenue activity center. These 

include the second floor roof terrace at the apex corner of the site, the ―walk street,‖ a pedestrian plaza, 

and new sidewalks, bulb-outs, street furniture, bike racks and landscaping along the College Avenue 

frontage.  

TRANSPORTATION OBJECTIVES – T2 & T6 (Policies T2.2 & T6.2) 

(2) Bicycle Master Plan.
8
 The Bicycle Master Plan is the City of Oakland‘s official policy document that 

addresses the development of facilities and programs to enhance the role of bicycling as a viable 

transportation choice in Oakland. The Bicycle Master Plan is part of the LUTE Element of the General 

Plan. It defines City policies and recommends actions that would encourage and support bicycle travel 

improvements.  

To develop Oakland as a bicycle-friendly community, the Bicycle Master Plan identifies goals related to 

bicycle infrastructure, education, coordination and accommodation. The Plan identifies Claremont 

Avenue as a street for bike lanes (Class 2) and College Avenue is classified as a primary bikeway with a 

designation as an Arterial Bike Route (Class 3A). The text indicates that arterial bicycle routes may be 

designated where bicycle lanes are not feasible and parallel streets do not provide adequate connectivity. 

These streets should promote shared use with lower posted speed limits (preferably 25 mph), shared lane 

bicycle stencils, wide curb lanes and signage.  

Data in the Plan indicates that North Oakland has one of the highest proportions of bike ridership (mode 

share) in the City, and that College Avenue has the highest accident rate (bike accidents per mile) of any 

arterial in the City. 

Project Consistency: 

The project is generally consistent with the goals of the Bicycle Master Plan, in that it would not 

adversely affect the feasibility of implementing bike lanes on Claremont Avenue, nor would it add new 

impediments to the operation of College Avenue as an Arterial Bike Route. The closure of the large curb 

cuts at the former gas station site may marginally reduce the potential for auto/bike conflicts and improve 

safety at a major approach to and from the Claremont/College intersection.  

                                                      
7  The project site is in the Rockridge Activity Center as shown on the City Structure diagram in the Policy Framework 

(LUTE, p. 32) 
8  City of Oakland, Bicycle Master Plan, December 2007. 
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Finally, the project plans call for bike racks at 4 locations along the College Avenue frontage plus a large 

rack (16 bicycles) on the Claremont frontage near the intersection with College Avenue. Bike parking 

may also be provided inside the garage.  

(3) Pedestrian Master Plan.
9
 The Pedestrian Master Plan (PMP) is the City of Oakland‘s policy and 

planning document relating to pedestrian safety, pedestrian access, pedestrian amenities and education 

related to walkable communities. The PMP contains several policies and action items that are relevant to 

the proposed project: 

Policy 1.1. Crossing Safety. Improve pedestrian crossings in areas of high pedestrian activity where 

safety is an issue. 

Action 1.1.1: Consider the full range of design elements – including bulb outs and refuge islands – to 

improve pedestrian safety. 

Project Consistency: 

The project architects specified a new signalized design for the intersection at 63
rd

 with a widened 

sidewalk and shortened crosswalk. The transportation analysis (see, Transportation and Traffic Impacts, 

below.) has determined that the signalization is not warranted under existing plus project conditions, but 

may be warranted under 2035 cumulative conditions, and recommends that the signalization be deferred 

and that bulb-outs to assist pedestrian movements should be installed initially. The new traffic signal on 

Claremont Avenue at the project entrance would include pedestrian signals, as specified by the City 

during final design. In summary, pedestrian access and safety has been considered in the project design 

and the transportation impacts analysis, and the project is consistent with Policy 1.1 and Action 1.1.1.  

Policy 2.3. Safe Routes to Transit. Implement pedestrian improvements along major AC transit lines and 

at BART stations to strengthen connections to transit.  

Action 2.3.1. Develop and implement street designs (like bus bulb-outs) that improve pedestrian/bus 

connections. 

Project Consistency:  

AC Transit Route 51 runs on College Avenue past the site and is one of the busiest routes in the transit 

system. The project plans include a new bus shelter and additional nearby seating. This bus stop would be 

relocated in accordance with AC Transit policies.  

PMP Policy 3.2. Land Use. Promote land uses and site designs that make walking convenient and 

enjoyable.  

Action 3.2.1. Use building and zoning codes to encourage a mix of uses, connect entrances and exits to 

sidewalks, and eliminate “blank walls” to promote street activity.  

Action 3.2.2. Promote parking and development policies that encourage multiple destinations within an 

area to be connected by pedestrian trips.  

                                                      
9  City of Oakland, Pedestrian Master Plan, November 12, 2002.  
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Action 3.2.3. Consider implementing “pedestrian only” areas in locations with the largest pedestrian 

volumes.  

Project Consistency:  

The project is in generally consistent with this policy and action items. It proposes a mix of commercial 

uses, entrances and exits are connected to the sidewalks (the existing Safeway entrance is not), and the 

existing ―blank wall‖ on College Avenue would be eliminated and replaced with storefront commercial 

spaces. However, the project does not include any residential units, which would further promote a 

pedestrian environment.  

While the proposed parking would primarily support shopping at Safeway, its layout and proximity to the 

new and existing small commercial shops on College would effectively promote parking once and 

walking to multiple destinations. A number of commenters on the Initial Study noted that the existing 

Safeway parking lot is currently used in this way; the project would increase the number of potential 

shopping destinations in close walking distance.  

The project design specifically includes a ―pedestrian only‖ ―walk street‖ with excellent access to shops, 

cafes, and a terrace, in conformance with Action 3.2.3.  

(4) City of Oakland “Transit First” Policy. The City of Oakland adopted a ―Transit-First‖ Resolution in 

October 1996. It declares the City‘s support for public transit and other alternatives to single-occupant 

vehicles. This policy favors modes that have the potential to provide the greatest mobility for people 

rather than vehicles.  

Project Consistency:  

The bus stop on the College Avenue frontage (currently adjacent to the Alcatraz intersection) is proposed 

to be relocated to a new position approximately 70 feet north of the intersection with Claremont Avenue. 

It would be fitted with a bus shelter and bench, amenities that the existing bus stop lacks. The new stop 

would be closer to the store and the added features could enhance mass transit usage These improvements 

are in conformance with the ―Transit-First‖ Policy. See, also Transportation and Traffic, below.  

(5) City of Oakland Planning Code. The City of Oakland Planning Code
10

 implements the policies of 

the General Plan and other City plans, policies and ordinances. The Planning Code divides the City into 

zones, each of which is assigned different land use and development regulations. These regulations direct 

the construction, nature and extent of building use.  

Zoning. The project site is within the C-31 Special Retail Commercial Zone.
11

 The C-31 Zone is 

―intended to create, preserve, and enhance areas with a wide range of retail establishments serving both 

short and long term needs in attractive settings oriented to pedestrian comparison shopping, and is 

typically appropriate along important shopping streets having a special or particularly pleasant 

character.‖
12

  

                                                      
10  City of Oakland, Municipal Code, Title 17.  
11  City of Oakland, Municipal Code, Chapter 17.48.  
12  City of Oakland, Municipal Code, Section 17.48.010. 
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A wide range of residential, civic, and commercial uses are allowed in this zoning district, either as a 

matter of right or with Conditional Use Permits. Pursuant to Section 17.48.040, the proposed project 

would require Conditional Use Permits for general food sales, alcoholic beverage sales and for the full 

service restaurant proposed in one of the commercial spaces. Under section 17.40.080 a Use Permit would 

be required because the project includes a single commercial space with over 7,500 square feet (i.e. the 

grocery store at 51,510 square feet) and, under section 17.48.070, a Use Permit would be required for the 

off- street parking and driveway on the ground level. 

The zoning regulations also provide a height limit of 35 feet for commercial buildings (Section 

17.48.140), and sets front, side and rear yard requirements (Section 17.48.150). It is noted that the Code, 

in section 17.108.030 allows decorative features covering less than 10% of the roof area to exceed the 

height limit by up to 15 feet. None of the yard requirements in this section are applicable to this project, 

although, separately, section 17.108.100 requires a 10-foot minimum rear yard when a commercial 

property abuts a residential zone.
13

 

Additional cross-referenced sections of the Planning Code that are directly applicable to the project 

include regulations regarding parking and loading requirements, bicycle parking requirements, and 

recycling space allocation requirements.  

Under the Parking and Loading requirements (Chapter 17.116) the project would require a total of 186 

parking spaces (194 spaces less an eight-space reduction for additional bicycle parking.) As designed, the 

project provides 171 parking spaces, and the applicant has requested a zoning variance to permit less than 

the required number of spaces.  

With respect to the loading requirements, Section 17.116.140 requires two unloading berths for general 

food sales and retail between 25,000 and 49,999 square feet and three berths for stores between 50,000 

and 99,999 square feet. The design calls for two unloading berths, although, with 51,510 square feet for 

the supermarket, the project falls just within the three berth range. Safeway has requested a variance to 

allow two berths.  

Section 17.117.110 requires one long-term bicycle parking space for every 12,000 square feet general 

food sales and 1 short-term space for every 2,000 square feet. For general retail sales, the requirement is 

one long-term space for every 12,000 square feet with a minimum of two spaces and one short-term space 

for every 5,000 square feet, with a minimum of 2 spaces.  

Section 17.118.030 requires commercial projects to provide 2 cubic feet of recycling space per 1,000 

square feet of floor area.  

Finally, it should be noted that the eight proposed tenant spaces, which range in size from 462 to 3,172 

square feet, would also be subject to the C-31 zoning regulations, and future tenants would have to 

independently comply with applicable City permits and approval requirements.  

Project Consistency: The proposed project would continue and expand the existing, permitted, land use 

on the site (general food sales, alcohol sales) and add seven general commercial spaces and a restaurant to 

                                                      
13  Technically, this requirement may not apply because the residential zone is in a separate jurisdiction (the City of Berkeley), 

however, the 10-foot rear yard has been incorporated into the project.  
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create new pedestrian comparison shopping opportunities, consistent with the overall intention and 

purpose of the C-31 zoning district regulations.  

In approving the necessary Conditional Use Permits and applying other applicable provisions of the 

Planning Code the Oakland Planning Commission has broad discretion with respect to the details of 

specific conditions and interpretations of the Code‘s provisions and procedures, including design review. 

The analysis in this EIR with respect to the land use consistency is based on the information currently 

available, and will be further developed in the more detailed work of the Planning Commission during the 

public review process and consideration of the project approvals.  

As noted, general food sales with alcoholic beverage sales are permitted in the C-31 Zoning District, with 

Conditional Use Permits. The proposed new Safeway store, at 51,510 square feet is twice the size as the 

existing store and more than six times the size of store that could be permitted as a matter of right (i.e. 

without a Conditional Use Permit). However, the overall project, with a FAR of 0.72 is less than one forth 

the size of the maximum built area and mass that is specified for this area in the Oakland General Plan. 

(See, (1) Land Use and Transportation Element, above.) Accordingly, the size of the project would appear 

to conform to the general parameters of the Planning Code established for this District.  

The project‘s design is within the applicable height and setback regulations set forth in the Zoning Code. 

The project would also meet applicable zoning regulations for bicycle parking and recycling space.  

The project would require a variance to the City‘s zoning requirements to address a shortfall of 15 

parking spaces. A variance also would be required because the project proposes two loading spaces (three 

spaces would be required without a variance).  

4.1.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Significance Criteria  

Implementation of the proposed project would have a significant land use impact if it would: 

1. Physically divide an established community. 

2.  Result in a fundamental conflict between adjacent or nearby land uses. 

3.  Result in a fundamental conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 

with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the General plan, specific plan, local 

coastal program or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect and actually result in a physical change in the environment; or,  

4.  Fundamentally conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 

conservation plan.  
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Community Integrity  

Impact LU-1: The project would replace the existing Safeway store and add more storefronts and 

parking, but would not result in the physical division of the established neighborhood retail area. 

(No Impact)  

The physical division of an established community typically refers to the construction of a major physical 

feature (such as a major freeway or railroad) or removal of means of access (such as a road or bridge) that 

would impair mobility within an existing community, or between a community and outlying areas.  

College Avenue in the vicinity of the College/Claremont triangle experiences high amounts of vehicular, 

pedestrian, and transit activity, and is recognized as a vibrant and successful neighborhood commercial 

area. The existing Safeway store has been a fixture in this neighborhood for 46 years, and is a draw for 

customers that patronize other retail venues in the area as well. By replacing the Safeway store and adding 

more storefronts for additional shops and restaurants, as well as more parking, the proposed project would 

complement and expand, not divide, this established neighborhood retail area. No adverse impacts with 

respect to the division of the community are projected.  

Mitigation: None required. 

Conflict with Adjacent Land Uses 

Impact LU-2: The project would not result in a fundamental conflict between adjacent and nearby 

land uses. (Less than Significant). 

The uses immediately adjacent to the project site include residences to the north and two arterial streets. 

The project design includes a 10-foot landscaped buffer between the residential lots (all but one of which 

have fences along their property lines that range from 6 to 12 feet tall). The proposed new structures on 

the site would be as much as 10 feet taller than the existing Safeway store (which is built on the property 

line), and would extend along the full width of the parcel. Currently about two-thirds of the north property 

line abuts the existing surface parking and a surface loading dock, and one-third is occupied by the 

Safeway building. Since the site slopes up from west to east, the maximum height differential between the 

residential and the commercial buildings would occur near College Avenue (about 30 feet), gradually 

declining to only about 6 feet at Claremont Avenue.  

Because of the 10-foot setback, the visual and shading effects of the taller new building would be little 

changed from existing conditions with respect to those residential lots that lie adjacent to the existing 

Safeway building, which abuts the property line. Because of the rising topography, the buffer zone could 

provide separation and visual shielding between the project and the yards and homes of the two or three 

residential parcels adjacent to the eastern (Claremont) side of the site.  

The two or three mid-block residential parcels would have the new walls of the parking structure rising 10 

to 15 feet above grade, 10 feet from their rear fences. Occupants of these parcels could note the change in 

visible building mass from the rear, upper-story widows, but the project would be minimally visible from 

the rear yards, because of the existing tall fences along the rear property lines. The reconstructed loading 

docks and maneuvering area, which are now immediately adjacent to the residential fences, would be 

moved to the upper level of the new store and enclosed to reduce noise from the unloading process. The 
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engine noise from truck maneuvering would also be reduced to the extent that line-of-sight access 

between the trucks and the yards and windows of the homes would be blocked by the concrete floor and 

parapets on the parking structure.  

The project‘s landscaping plans call for extensive tree planting in the buffer strip along the northern 

boundary. These trees would, over time, filter, soften and even hide views of the project‘s buildings when 

seen from the adjacent residences. The trees proposed are: Japanese Hackberry (celtis sinensis), a fast 

growing, deciduous, shade tree, 40+ feet tall, and with seeds that attract birds and squirrels; Southern 

Magnolia (magnolia grandifloria), a broadleaf evergreen, with showy, fragrant spring flowers that can 

reach 60 feet in height; and Brisbane Box (lophostemon confertus), a leafy evergreen that grows to a 

height of 35+ feet. As these trees mature, they would augment the 10-foot-wide horizontal buffer with a 

vertical screen of vegetation that would eventually create a visual separation between the adjoining 

residential and commercial land uses that currently exists. In conclusion, the combination of the screening 

provided by and in the buffer zone and the relocation and enclosure of the loading docks, would reduce 

any potential commercial/residential land use conflicts with respect to these homes; the potential impact 

would be less-than-significant.  

Mitigation: None required. 

Conflicts with Applicable Plans, Policies and Regulations  

Impact LU-3: The project would not conflict with applicable land use plans and policies adopted 

for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (No Impact) 

The relationship of the proposed projects with Oakland‘s General Plan and zoning regulations is 

discussed in the preceding section. If the project is approved with the appropriate Conditional Use Permits 

and Variances made on the basis of findings as set forth in the Zoning Code, the project would conform 

with these applicable plans and regulations.  

Mitigation: None required. 

Conflict with Conservation Plans 

Impact LU-4: The project would not conflict with habitat conservation plans or natural community 

conservation plans. (No Impact) 

There are no applicable habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans, and the 

project would have no impacts with respect to either.  

Mitigation: None required. 

Cumulative Land Use, Plans and Policies Impacts 

The geographic context considered for the cumulative land use, plans and policies impacts includes the 

surrounding area that, when combined with the proposed project area, could result in cumulative land use, 

plans and policies impacts. Given the nature of the potential impacts analyzed for this topic, the 
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geographic scope would generally include the College Avenue and Claremont Avenue commercial 

corridors and surrounding areas within one-half mile of the project site. 

Impact LU-5: The proposed project, combined with cumulative development in the defined 

geographic area, including past, present, existing, approved, pending, and reasonably foreseeable 

future development, does not reveal any significant adverse cumulative impacts in the area. 

(Cumulative Impact: Less than Significant) 

Past projects in this area are included in the existing setting described in Environmental Setting, above. 

Present projects would include any projects currently under construction, and reasonably foreseeable 

future projects are those that could be developed or occur, within the geographic context area. There are 

no approved or pending projects in this area. As concluded in this section, the proposed project would not 

result in any significant impacts resulting from physically dividing an established community or 

conflicting with any land use plan, policy or regulation adopted for purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect. The proposed project site is a triangular parcel bounded by College and Claremont 

Avenues on two sides, and by residential parcels on the third side. Other development could not combine 

with the proposed project to result in a cumulative effect on an established community. Similarly, because 

the proposed project does not result in a conflict with a land use plan, policy or regulation in manner that 

could result in a significant environmental effect, whether other present or future development would 

have such a conflict, the effect would not combined to create cumulative ―conflict.‖ In addition, past 

projects have, and present and reasonably foreseeable future projects would be, subject to development 

guidance contained within the General Plan and the Planning Code to ensure land use compatibility. 

Therefore, it is not anticipated that the proposed project, combined with cumulative development in the 

defined geographic area, including past, present, existing, approved, pending, and reasonably foreseeable 

future development, would result in a cumulative impact with respect to land use, plans and policies. 

Thus, the proposed project would not result in a significant cumulative land use, plans and policies 

impact. 

Mitigation: None required. 
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4.2 Visual Quality 

The Initial Study on pages 17 to 27 discusses and evaluates the ten areas of potential aesthetic impacts as 

identified on the CEQA environmental checklist, and concludes that there are no potentially significant 

impacts. In response to comments received during the scoping process , this section includes further 

discussion and analysis of the existing visual conditions for the project site and vicinity and analyzes the 

potential for the project to affect the visual character of the project area, and views from surrounding 

public areas. Pursuant to the City‘s amendment to the Oakland General Plan (City of Oakland, 2005), as 

well as Section 15358(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation measures are proposed only to address 

physical impacts that may result from the project.  

4.2.1 Environmental Setting 

This assessment of visual quality focuses on the built environment. The project site before and after the 

building of the proposed project are shown in Figures 4.2-1 through 4.2-8.  

The following summary describes the built environment on the project site and in the project site vicinity. 

Site descriptions are provided in Chapter 3, Project Description and Section 4.1, Land Use, Plans and 

Policies, which focuses on existing land uses. The visual setting of the project area reflects the 

characteristics of the project area‘s existing uses, street grids, and natural and manmade features.  

Project Site and Vicinity  

The project site is located at the north end of College Avenue‘s Rockridge neighborhood commercial 

area, characterized by a variety of commercial buildings and store-front shops fronting the street, many 

with upper level residential and office uses. Generally, the commercial strip along College Avenue 

quickly transitions into the surrounding dense, small-lot residential neighborhood, which features 

predominately single-family, older homes on attractive tree lined streets.  

While the project site adjoins a residential street to the north, it is an atypically pie-shaped wedge, formed 

by the crossing of College and Claremont Avenues, and has commercial frontage, and major arterial 

streets, on two of its three sides.  

These arterial streets contribute in important ways to the site‘s visual setting. College Avenue is a north-

south arterial running parallel to the ridgeline of the Oakland hills to the east, and has relatively little 

elevation change. Claremont Avenue, by contrast, angles up toward the hills, climbing 20 feet as it passes 

by the site, (compared to College Avenue‘s 6-foot rise). As a result the project site has an obvious slope, 

down to the southwest.  

College Avenue is also narrower than Claremont Avenue (40 feet vs. 56 feet wide) and lined by tall, 

stately sycamore trees in the block adjacent to the site.
14

 This block also has a dense concentration of 

                                                      
14  College Avenue is 40 feet wide adjacent to the site, but becomes about 10 feet wider past the Berkeley border, immediately 

north of the site. The landscape trees along the site frontage on College Avenue are different (pepper and bottlebrush trees) 

and much smaller. The sycamore trees, however, dominate the block. 
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small commercial, food and service businesses with a strong pedestrian presence, while the side of 

Claremont Avenue opposite the site is developed with office buildings, and does not have a dense street 

tree canopy or extensive pedestrian activity. The site is very visible to northbound travelers on both 

College and Claremont Avenues, primarily because the long, octagonal intersection of those streets opens 

up views that bring the angular corner of the site into prominence. A gasoline station has been on this 

corner for decades, but was recently closed and fenced. The structures on the gas station site also stand 

out because the site has no landscaping to screen or filter views of them. 

The existing Safeway store is hidden behind the gas station when viewed from the south, but the Safeway 

sign is visible and the open parking lot and the front of the store quickly come into view for travelers 

heading north on Claremont Avenue, just past the intersection. Views from College looking south and 

from the other direction on Claremont are more filtered and less direct. On College Avenue, the most 

apparent feature of the store is the windowless, rock covered sidewall. The building is set at an angle to 

the sidewalk, and leaves a wider, almost plaza-like space in front of the 63
rd

 Street crosswalk, with 

newspaper racks, street trees and landscaping trees on the Safeway site, and also with an unmarked store 

exit door and ramp. An enclosed trash storage area abuts the sidewalk in the middle of the store‘s wall.  

The front of the store faces the parking lot, not a street, and is not visible to viewers traveling south on 

College Avenue. Northbound travelers on College Avenue come up quickly upon the store, because both 

the store and the Safeway sign are partially obscured behind the gas station, and by street trees. 

Southbound travelers on Claremont Avenue also don‘t see the store until they are almost beside it, 

because the entire site lies well below the street level, and the parking lot occupies the entire Claremont 

Avenue frontage. The parking lot is open and un-landscaped. It is illuminated at night by two double-

fixture light standards, which appear to mirror the street light fixtures on Claremont.  

The existing Safeway store is a single-story building, with perimeter walls that are 16 to 17 feet tall and 

an arched roof that rises to 20 to 21 feet , centered over the entrance. The gas station service building is 

small in terms of area and height (14 feet), and the taller canopy over the gas pumps is at least as 

prominent as the gas station service building. Together, these two buildings are on one of the largest land 

parcels in the neighborhood, but they are among the shortest, and least bulky.
15

 Also, with the possible 

exception of the nearby Bank of America the structures on the site are the only buildings in the 

neighborhood with such prominent parking, unscreened from street view. In these respects, the existing 

store and gas station have a less-urban/more-suburban quality, with a design that is more representative of 

the car culture of the 1960s, as contrasted with the surrounding compact and denser urban residential 

environment of an earlier street-car culture.  

The site is bounded on the north by the backyards of a street of residential buildings (the 2700 block of 

Alcatraz Avenue – in the City of Berkeley – plus one residence on College and one on Claremont 

Avenues). The two lots closest to College Avenue back up against the windowless wall of the Safeway 

Store, which is built to the property line. The remaining homes are separated from the store‘s parking lot, 

and loading dock, by fences, most of which have a thick covering of ivy. Some of the fences rise up to 12 

feet in height, gradually decreasing to 6 to 7 feet tall as the fence line approaches Claremont Avenue. The 

fences block visual access to the parking lot from the backyards and the first- or, in some cases, second-

story windows of the homes. A Safeway semi-trailer is permanently parked near the loading dock, and is 

                                                      
15  The Shell gasoline station at the southern corner of the intersection is also short and has low lot coverage. 
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visible from the adjoining home, as well as the parking lot. A recycling/compacting machine is positioned 

along the fence, as well.  

4.2.2 Regulatory Setting  

Local Plans and Policies  

City of Oakland General Plan  

Oakland General Plan policies that pertain to visual quality relevant to the proposed project and its 

vicinity are contained within the General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element (OSCAR), and the  

The General Plan‘s Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE). While most of the objectives and 

policies in the LUTE focus on land use and transportation considerations, some of the policies indirectly 

address visual and aesthetic considerations as listed below:  

 Particular attention should be paid to (a) views of the Oakland Hills from the flatlands; …and (d) 

panoramic views from Skyline Boulevard. (OSCAR Policy OS-10.1)  

 New development should minimize adverse visual impacts and take advantage of opportunities 

for new vistas and scenic enhancement. (OSCAR Policy OS-10.2) 

 Designing Commercial Development. Commercial development should be designed in a manner 

that is sensitive to surrounding residential uses. (LUTE Policy N1.5)  

 Making Compatible Development. The height and bulk of commercial development in 

―Neighborhood Mixed-Use Center‖ and ―Community Commercial― areas should be compatible 

with that which is allowed for residential development. (LUTE Policy N1.8:)  

 Undergrounding Utility Lines. Electrical, telephone and related distribution lines should be 

undergrounded in commercial and residential areas, except where special local conditions such as 

limited visibility of the poles and wires make this unneeded. (LUTE Policy N12.4) …  

City of Oakland Standard Conditions of Approval and Uniformly Applied Development 

Standards Imposed as Standard Conditions of Approval  

Several of the City‘s Standard Conditions of Approval are relevant to visual quality and are noted in the 

Initial Study. These include Standard Conditions related to the design and performance of night lighting 

fixtures to prevent them from casting unnecessary light and glare onto adjacent properties (Standard 

Condition AES-1), Standard Conditions related to the removal and replacement of trees on the site 

(Standard Conditions BIO-2 and BIO-3). If the proposed project is approved by the City, then all 

applicable Standard Conditions of Approval would be adopted as conditions of approval and required of 

the project to help ensure less-than-significant impacts to visual quality. The Standard Conditions of 

Approval are incorporated and required as part of the project, so they are not listed as mitigation 

measures. Standard Conditions of Approval applicable to potential visual quality impacts due to the 

project include:  
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SCA AES-1 1: Lighting Plan  
Prior to the issuance of an electrical or building permit. The proposed lighting fixtures shall be 

adequately shielded to a point below the light bulb and reflector and that prevent unnecessary glare 

onto adjacent properties. Plans shall be submitted to the Planning and Zoning Division and the 

Electrical Services Division of the Public Works Agency for review and approval. All lighting shall 

be architecturally integrated into the site. 

City of Oakland Planning Code  

In accordance with the Oakland Planning Code, Chapter 17.136, the proposed project shall be subject to 

Design Review by the Oakland Planning Commission. Design Review considers the visible features of a 

project and the project‘s relationship to its physical surroundings. Although independent of CEQA and 

the EIR process, design review is focused on ensuring quality design, and at avoiding potentially adverse 

visual effects. In completing Design Review the Commission must find:  

 That the proposal will help achieve or maintain a group of facilities which are well related to one 

another and which, when taken together, will result in a well-composed design, with 

consideration give to site, landscape, bulk, height, arrangement, texture, materials, colors and 

appurtenances; the relation of these factors to other facilities in the vicinity; and the relation of the 

proposal to the total setting as seen from key points in the surrounding areas. Only elements of 

the design which have some significant relationship to outside appearance shall be considered, 

(Section 17.136.050 (B) (1)).  

 That the proposed design will be of a quality and character which harmonizes with, and serves to 

protect the value of, private and public investments in the area. (Section 17.136.050 (B) (2)). 

4.2.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

Significance Criteria  

The proposed project would have a significant impact on the environment, if it would:  

 Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 

 Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 

historic buildings within a state or locally designated scenic highway;  

 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings;  

 Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would substantially and adversely affect 

day or nighttime views in the area;  

 Introduce landscape that would now or in the future cast substantial shadows on existing solar 

collectors (in conflict with California Public Resource Code Section 25980-25986);  

 Cast shadow that substantially impairs the function of a building using passive solar heat 

collection, solar collectors for hot water heating, or photovoltaic solar collectors; 

 Cast shadow that substantially impairs the beneficial use of any public or quasi-public park, lawn, 

garden, or open space;  



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures 

4.2 Visual Quality 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 4.2-13 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

 Cast shadow on an historic resource, as defined by CEQA Section 15064.5(a), such that the 

shadow would materially impair the resource‘s historic significance by materially altering those 

physical characteristics of the resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its 

inclusion on or eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, California 

Register of Historical Resources, Local register of historical resources, or a historical resource 

survey form (DPR Form 523) with a rating of 1-5;  

 Require an exception (variance) to the policies and regulations in the General Plan, Planning 

Code, or Uniform Building Code, and the exception causes a fundamental conflict with policies 

and regulations in the General Plan, Planning Code, and Uniform Building Code addressing the 

provision of adequate light related to appropriate uses. 

 Create winds exceeding 36 mph for more than 1 hour during daylight hours during the year.
 

 

The first three criteria related to scenic vistas, scenic resources, and visual character are discussed below. 

The last seven criteria related to day or nighttime light and glare; shadows on solar appliances, open 

spaces and/or historic resources; exceptions to polices and regulations for light; and hazardous winds 

were all analyzed in the Initial Study and were determined to be less than significant. Therefore they are 

not discussed in this EIR. 

Impacts  

Scenic Vistas or Resources  

Impact AES-1: The proposed project would not adversely affect a scenic vista or substantially 

damage scenic resources within a State or locally designated scenic highway. (Less than Significant)  

A scenic vista can be defined as an expansive view from a public place, a highway, or roadway corridor 

that is accessible to many people, usually related to natural features (hills, ridges, waterways, shorelines, 

etc.), but not exclusively (urban skylines, parks, etc.). The analysis of the project‘s effect on scenic vistas 

and whether the project would substantially damage scenic resources, focuses on changes to existing, 

notable public viewsheds that would result from implementation of the project. Because of existing 

development at the project site and in its vicinity, scenic resources and views at and through the project 

site and vicinity are generally limited to long-range views of the Oakland hills to the north and northeast, 

which are only available when looking northward between or above the existing Safeway store and gas 

station buildings. Given the existing land use patterns, views of and through the project site would not 

qualify as scenic vistas. 

As noted in the Initial Study, the project site is not visible from a state or locally designated Scenic 

Highway, and would not affect scenic resources along a scenic highway.  

The views of the site available from the south and from the parking lot are that of an urban environment, 

the context of which is defined by the hills and ridgelines to the east, with extensive residential 

development in a mature urban forest. The view up Claremont Avenue offers a particularly pleasant vista 

with the line of the street ending at the base of the steep hills, framed by the ridgeline above. 
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The new project would frame the vistas looking north on Claremont and on College Avenues. The project 

would provide a new foreground element in the vista looking northeast on College Avenue, but it would 

not have a substantial adverse effect on this vista. The project would also add a new structural element to 

the vista enjoyed by travelers down Claremont (southbound). The new Safeway would be more apparent 

from longer distances than the existing store, but it would be to the side of the primary focus of view, 

which looks southwest to the cranes in the Port and the Bay beyond, and would not block any views. 

Along Claremont, the building would be lower than the office buildings on the southeast side of the street. 

The landscaping along the sidewalk (linear planters, a trellis above, and bamboo screening along the 

parking garage) would soften the edges and add visual interest. The project would not significantly 

modify the views along the Claremont corridor nor block views to the East Bay hills, and would not have 

significant adverse impacts on this vista. 

Two neighborhood residential streets, 63
rd

 Street, and Mystic Street, have T intersections with College 

and Claremont Avenues, respectively, and views down these street look directly onto the project site. 

Both streets are narrow and have thick street tree cover, creating tightly focused fields of view.  

The view from 63
rd

 Street looks through the open parking lot to the office building on Claremont Avenue 

behind, while the view down Mystic Street ends at the wall of the existing Safeway Store. The project 

would change the view down 63
rd

 Street from the existing wall to the proposed entrance to the parking 

garage and the store above, which would contain horizontal window lines with three types of glass and/or 

metal trim.  

The view down Mystic Street would terminate at the wall of the new Safeway store, near the loading 

dock, filtered through the landscape planters, plantings and trellis along the Claremont Avenue sidewalk. 

Because the fields of view are so narrow and the existing views feature commercial buildings, the project 

would not result in a substantial degradation of these views and no significant impacts on the views of the 

East Bay Hills would occur. 

Mitigation: None required.  

Visual Character  

Impact AES-2: The proposed project would alter the existing visual conditions on the project site, 

but would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings. In addition, it would be consistent with the City of Oakland Design Review criteria 

for non-Residential projects. (Less than Significant)  

The proposed project would result in a change to the visual character of the site by the proposed 

demolition of the existing on-site structures and the new construction of a new building containing a 

supermarket, garage, surface parking, and commercial shops. 

The project site is at an urban corner, and the close-range views in all directions are characteristically 

urban, with a variety of building styles, massing and heights. The visual quality of the existing site 

development is affected by layout and design and the extent to which it is integrated into the commercial 

area and the site‘s topography. The limited landscaping affects the visual quality as well, particularly on 

College Avenue where it contrasts with the pattern established on the rest of the block.  
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The proposed project would add a second level of building area over much of the site, with enclosed 

parking on the ground level behind a row of new shops fronting on College, and with the Safeway store 

on the second level, along with open employee parking and enclosed loading docks. The development 

would step down to a single-story building with a rooftop plaza at the apex of the site, and with the rising 

topography along Claremont Avenue, the roof of the parking structure would be below grade at the upper 

corner of the site. Figure 4.2-2 compares the existing view from the south with the architect‘s rendering 

from the same viewpoint. The increased height and bulk of the proposed development would be of similar 

scale when compared with the existing buildings on the other corners. The decorative tower, at about 40 

feet high, would be a major new visual element when seen from the south, although it would be similar in 

height with several nearby buildings on both College and Claremont Avenues.  

The proposed Safeway Store would be twice as large as the existing store, and the total developed floor 

area on the overall site would be greater, as would the number of parking spaces. The customer parking 

would be in back of the storefronts, generally hidden from street view. The increased height and added 

bulk of the project would be visible from both College and Claremont Avenues, but not out of scale with 

the existing pattern of development, as taller and bulkier (e.g., higher FAR) buildings are found in close 

proximity to the site.  

College Avenue Frontage. The single-story building on the corner and the row of eight storefronts (plus 

the Safeway entrance lobby) would add visual variety and pedestrian appeal on College Avenue, and 

could add to the vitality of the shopping area. The ―walk street‖ with its small shops, and the rooftop 

terrace and bridge would contribute to the ambiance and visual appeal. By reducing the visibility of 

parked cars and eliminating the gas station, the auto-orientation of the site would be visually reduced. By 

adding the small shops, the walking and sitting areas and other amenities, the east side of College Avenue 

would be more compatible with the west side, and the site appearance would be more pedestrian than 

auto-oriented. The proposed buildings have been designed for this site (as contrasted with the existing, 

corporate name-identity architecture). The project would provide landscaping to soften its edges and 

integrate with the existing streetscape.  

Adjoining Residences. The proposed project calls for a ten-foot landscaped buffer strip along the northern 

boundary of the site, which backs up to a row of residential lots. Near College Avenue, the project 

building would rise approximately 30 feet above grade, dropping to about 6 feet (the height of the fence) 

near Claremont. The existing Safeway store is built to the property line (no setback), and all of the 

residences currently have tall fences (as much as 12 feet high) in their back yards. The visual change from 

each of these residences would be different for each parcel, but for most of them there is likely to be little 

change in views from the back yard or first floor windows, because of the new building setback and the 

existing tall fences. Eventually, the landscape trees to be planted in the buffer will provide a vegetative 

screening of the site, from both ground level and second floor windows. The buffer would provide a 

visual transition and would be an improvement relative to existing conditions.  

Claremont Avenue Frontage. The project would add a structure that would be 30 feet tall along almost 

one-third of the Claremont Avenue frontage, where no structures currently exist. There would be two 

separate buildings, divided by the ―walk street‖ with its three small shops. The exterior surface of the 

larger, Safeway building would be divided into smaller visual units with the use of a variety of surface 

textures, colors, and architectural detailing including the storefront windows, upper level windows, 

landscaped portals in the lower parking level, three entrance driveways and linear planters and a trellis 
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along the sidewalk. Although the building would be a new addition to this street frontage, which now 

overlooks the parking lot and much smaller store, it would not appear out of context given the commercial 

development on all corners of the Claremont/College intersection, nor would it be out of scale with the 

existing office buildings across Claremont Avenue.  

For these reasons, the overall visual impacts of the project would be less-than-significant, and consistent 

with the City of Oakland Design Review criteria.  

Mitigation: None required.  

Cumulative Visual Quality Impacts  

The geographic context used for the visual quality assessment of the proposed project encompasses areas 

surrounding the project site, which are depicted in existing setting photographs in the above figures.  

Impact AES-3: Project construction activity and operations, combined with cumulative 

development in the defined geographic area, including past, present, existing, approved, pending, 

and reasonably foreseeable future development, would result in cumulative impacts related to 

visual character, views, aesthetics, shadow, or light and glare. (Less than Significant)  

 

Implementation of the proposed project combined with cumulative development in the defined 

geographic area, including past, present, existing, pending and reasonably foreseeable future 

development, would not result in significant adverse changes to the visual environment, including visual 

character and views, light and glare, and shadow. New development would, in general, occur as 

redevelopment projects, by replacing existing development with more intense development as the project 

site vicinity is largely built out.  

All future development that could occur in the project site vicinity would be required to adhere to 

established restrictions, guidelines, policies, and criteria that address building appearance, height, bulk, 

and configuration, and the type of land use. Thus, there would not be significant cumulative visual 

impacts, and the effect of the proposed project, in combination with other foreseeable projects, would be 

less than significant.  

Mitigation: None required.  

References – Visual Quality and Shadow  
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4.3 Transportation, Circulation and Parking 

This section describes the transportation, circulation, and parking conditions, including transit services 

and pedestrian and bicycle facilities on the project site and its vicinity, and provides an analysis of the 

proposed project‘s potential impacts. Figure 4.3-1 illustrates the location of the proposed project and the 

local and regional street system. The analysis evaluates the traffic-related impacts of the proposed project 

during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours. The analysis was conducted in compliance 

with City of Oakland and Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) guidelines. 

Traffic conditions are assessed at 15 critical intersections in the study area for the following six scenarios: 

 Existing – Represents existing conditions with volumes obtained from recent traffic counts and 

the existing roadway system. 

 Existing Plus Project – Existing conditions plus project-related traffic. 

 Near-Term (2015) No Project – Future conditions with planned population and employment 

growth and planned transportation system improvements for the year 2015. This scenario 

assumes no traffic growth at the existing Safeway site. Traffic projections were developed using 

the Alameda Countywide Travel Demand Model provided by the ACCMA (ACCMA Model). 

 Near-Term (2015) Plus Project – Future forecasted conditions for the year 2015, as determined 

in the Near-Term No Project scenario, plus project-related traffic. 

 Cumulative (2035) No Project – Future conditions combined with past and present developments 

with planned population and employment growth and planned transportation system 

improvements for the year 2035, combined with past and present developments. This scenario 

assumes no traffic growth at the existing Safeway site. Traffic projections were developed using 

the ACCMA Model. 

 Cumulative (2035) Plus Project – Future forecasted conditions for the year 2035, as determined 

in the Cumulative No Project scenario, plus project-related traffic. 

4.3.1 Existing Setting 

The existing transportation-related context in which the proposed project would be constructed is 

described below, beginning with a description of the study area and the street network that serves the 

project site. Existing transit service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and on- and off-street parking in the 

vicinity of the project site are also described. Intersection and roadway levels of service are defined and 

current conditions for roadways and intersections in the project vicinity are summarized. This subsection 

also discusses planned transportation improvements in the project vicinity. 

Study Area 

Intersection operations at 15 intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as depicted in Figure 4.3-1, 

were evaluated during the weekday evening (4:00 PM to 7:00 PM) and Saturday evening (4:00 PM to 

7:00 PM) peak periods for Existing, 2015 and 2035 conditions.  
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The following study intersections are located in the City of Berkeley: 

1. Ashby Avenue/College Avenue (signalized); 

2. Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue (signalized); 

3. The Uplands/Claremont Avenue (signalized); 

4. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (signalized); 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (unsignalized); 

The following study intersections are located in the City of Oakland: 

6. Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue (signalized); 

7. 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue (unsignalized); 

8. Mystic Street/Auburn Avenue/Claremont Avenue (unsignalized); 

9. College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62
nd

 Street (signalized); 

10. Forest Street/Claremont Avenue (signalized); 

11. Hudson Street/State Route (SR) 24 Westbound On-Ramp/Claremont Avenue (signalized); 

12. Clifton Street/SR 24 Eastbound Off-Ramp/Claremont Avenue (signalized); 

13. Miles Avenue/College Avenue (signalized); 

14. Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue (signalized); 

15. Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue (signalized); 

These intersections were selected in consultation with City of Oakland staff. In general, study 

intersections were selected where the proposed project would increase volumes by 30 or more peak-hour 

vehicle trips, or by 10 or more peak-hour vehicle trips at intersections already operating at unacceptable 

conditions during peak hours. The study intersections are shown on Figure 4.3-1.  

Existing Roadway Network 

Regional vehicular access to the site is provided by State Route 24 (SR 24), SR 13 and Interstate 580 (I-

580), while local access is provided via College, Claremont, Alcatraz and Telegraph Avenues. These and 

other major roadways in the study area are described below.  

State Route 24 (SR 24) is an east-west regional freeway located 0.4 miles south of the project site, 

extending between Walnut Creek to the east and downtown Oakland to the west. SR 24 becomes 

Interstate 980 (I-980) west of the I-580 interchange. Four lanes are generally provided in each direction 

on this freeway near the project site. Average daily traffic on SR 24 between SR 13 and Broadway ramps 

is 146,000 vehicles per day. Access between the project site and SR 24 is provided via Claremont 

Avenue, Keith and Miles Avenues.  

State Route 13 (SR 13) is an east-west arterial located 0.4 miles north of the project site, extending 

between I-80 in Berkeley to I-580 in Oakland. SR 13 is also classified as Ashby Avenue west of 

Claremont Avenue. One lane is provided in each direction near the project site. A second travel lane is 
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also provided along parts of Ashby Avenue in the peak direction during peak commute periods by 

prohibiting on-street parking on one side of the street. SR 13 is a freeway south of the SR 24 interchange, 

with two lanes per direction. Average daily traffic on SR 13 between College and Claremont Avenues is 

16,800 vehicles per day.
1
 Access between the project site and SR 13 is provided via College and 

Claremont Avenues.  

Interstate 580 (I-580) is an east-west regional freeway extending between US-101 in Marin County and 

I-5 south of Tracy. Generally, four lanes are provided in each direction on this freeway near the project 

site. Average daily traffic on this freeway is 220,000 vehicles per day, west of the SR 24 interchange.
16 

Access between the project site and I-580 is provided via SR 24 or SR 13.  

College Avenue is a north-south arterial that extends from the University of California, Berkeley campus 

to Broadway in Oakland. College Avenue borders the project site to the west and provides one lane of 

traffic in each direction.  

Claremont Avenue is a northeast-southwest arterial that extends from Telegraph Avenue in Oakland to 

Grizzly Peak Boulevard in Berkeley. Claremont Avenue borders the project to the east and provides two 

lanes of traffic in each direction in the vicinity of the project site.  

Telegraph Avenue is a north-south arterial that extends from the University of California-Berkeley 

campus to Broadway in Oakland. Telegraph Avenue provides two lanes of traffic in each direction.  

Alcatraz Avenue is an east-west arterial that extends from Claremont Avenue to San Pablo Avenue. 

Alcatraz Avenue provides one lane of traffic in each direction 

Other local streets near the project site include the following: 

62
nd

 Street is an east-west street that extends from Overland Avenue in Emeryville to College Avenue in 

Oakland. 62
nd

 Street provides one lane of traffic in each direction.  

63
rd

 Street is an east-west street that extends from Overland Avenue in Emeryville to the northern 

Safeway driveway along College Avenue. 63
rd

 Street provides one lane of traffic in each direction.  

Miles Avenue is a one-way east-west local street between the SR 24 Westbound Off-Ramp and Forest 

Street. Miles Avenue is two lanes east of College Avenue and one lane west of College Avenue.  

Keith Avenue is a one-way two-lane east-west local street between College Avenue and Broadway. West 

of College Avenue, Keith Avenue becomes Shafter Avenue.  

Existing Transit Service 

Transit service providers in the project vicinity include Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC 

Transit) which provides local and Transbay bus service with connections to the Transbay Terminal in San 

Francisco and Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) which provides regional rail service. Figure 4.3-2 shows 

the existing transit services provided near the project site. Each service is described below.  

                                                      
16  Caltrans Traffic Volumes on the State Highway System, 2009.  
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AC Transit 

The Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit) is the primary bus service provider in 13 cities 

and adjacent unincorporated areas in Alameda County and Contra Costa County, with Transbay service to 

destinations in San Francisco, San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties. Four AC Transit bus routes operate 

within two blocks of the project site. The characteristics of the AC Transit routes operating in the project 

area are summarized in Table 4.3-1. The nearest bus stops to the project site are on northbound and 

southbound College Avenue just south of Alcatraz Avenue, as well as south of Claremont Avenue, and on 

northbound and southbound Claremont Avenue just south of Mystic Street.  

Local adult fares, as of May 2011, are $2.00, and youth and senior fares are $1.00. A transfer to other 

local AC Transit lines is an additional $0.25. Transbay adult fares are $4.00 and provide a free transfer to 

or from connecting AC Transit lines. Ten-day and 31-day passes are also available for both local and 

Transbay services. Fares are paid on the bus, and passengers must have exact change. AC Transit also 

honors Clipper (i.e., Translink), a universal fare card, which was introduced to the entire Bay Area region 

in the spring of 2008. In addition, UC Berkeley students can ride free on all AC Transit routes with a 

Class Pass sticker affixed on student identification cards. 

As of March 28, 2010, Line 7, which operated along College and Claremont Avenues, was discontinued 

and Line 51 was split into two routes, Line 51A and 51B; Line 49 is a new route in the study area. 

Table 4.3-2 shows the capacity and loads (passengers) of the AC Transit routes serving the project site 

and vicinity based on 2009 data from AC Transit. Average and maximum load factors are also shown in 

Table 4.3-2. AC Transit Line 49 is not included in Table 4.3-2 because it is a new line and no load data is 

available at this time. Load factor is defined as the ratio of occupied seats to the number of seats on the 

bus. Average load factor averages load data over the length of a bus route. Maximum load factor is the 

peak load point (the location along the route where the bus is most crowded). A load factor of 100 percent 

or more indicates that the bus operates at or above its seated capacity. As shown in Table 4.3-2, Line 7 

and Line E had excess capacity, with average daily load factors of 29 percent or less, and maximum daily 

load factors of 50 percent or less. Line 51 had an average load factor of 49 percent or less, however the 

maximum load factor exceeded 100 percent in both directions at the stops near the project site.  

Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) 

BART provides regional rail transit service to Alameda, San Francisco, Contra Costa, and San Mateo 

Counties. Weekday service is provided from 4:00 AM to 1:00 AM, while Saturday and Sunday service is 

provided from 6:00 AM to 1:00 AM, and 8:00 AM to 1:00 AM, respectively. Trains have a typical 

headway of 15 minutes on weekdays and 20 minutes on Saturday and Sundays. The nearest BART station 

to the project site is the Rockridge station, which is about one-half mile south of the project site.  

 

 



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures 

4.3 Transportation, Circulation and Parking 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 4.3-7 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

Table 4.3-1 AC Transit Service Summary 

Line Route 
Nearest  

Stop 

Weekday Weekend 

Hours Headway Hours Headway 

Local Routes 

49 

Rockridge 
BART Station 
to Ashby and 

Berkeley BART 
Stations 

Claremont Ave 
at Mystic Street 

6:00 AM to  
11:00 PM 

30 minutes  
7:00 AM to  

9:00 PM 
60 minutes 

51B 

Rockridge 
BART Station 
to Berkeley 

Marina 

College Ave at 
Alcatraz Ave 

5:00 AM to  
1:00 AM 

8 to10 
minutes 
(peak);  

20 minutes 
(off-peak) 

5:00 AM to  
1:00 AM 

15 minutes 
(peak);  

20 minutes 
(off-peak) 

851 
Alameda to 

Berkeley BART 
Station 

College Ave at 
Alcatraz Ave 

12:00 AM to  
6:00 AM 

60 minutes 
12:00 AM to  

6:00 AM 
60 minutes 

Transbay Routes 

E 

Parkwood 
Apartments to 
San Francisco 

Transbay 
Terminal 

Claremont Ave 
at College Ave 

6:00 AM to 
8:30 AM and 
4:30 PM to 

7:30 PM 

Between 30 
and  

60 minutes  

Weekend Service 
 Not Provided 

Source: AC Transit, April, 2010. 

Table 4.3-2 AC Transit Loads, Boardings and Alightings (Average Weekday)  

Bus 

Line 
Stop Location Direction 

Average 

Capacity 

(Seats) 

Avg. 

Load
1
 

Avg. 

Load 

Factor
2
 

Maximum 

Load
3
 

Max. 

Load 

Factor
4
 

Boardings 

(“On”s)
5
 

Alightings 

(“Off”s)
6
 

7
7 

College Avenue at 
Claremont Ave 

NB 
32 

4.5 14% 7 22% 23 2 

SB 4.3 13% 7 22% 1 15 

Claremont Ave at 
Mystic Street 

NB 
32 

4.6 14% 7 22% 4 0 

SB 4.7 15% 8 25% 0 27 

51
8 

College Ave at 
Claremont Ave 

NB 
40 

17.9 45% 43 108% 57 47 

SB 19.6 49% 42 105% 55 69 

College Avenue at 
Alcatraz Avenue 

NB 
40 

19.3 48% 43 108% 224 76 

SB 19.7 49% 42 105% 46 167 

E 
Claremont Ave at 

Mystic Street 

EB 
40 

7.4 19% 20 50% 3 23 

WB 11.7 29% 18 45% 11 3 

Bold indicates maximum load factor above seating capacity. 

1. Number of passengers on the bus averaged on a typical weekday. 

2. Average load divided by average seated capacity. 

3. Maximum number of passengers on the bus observed on a typical weekday. 

4. Maximum load divided by average seated capacity. 

5. Total number of passengers boarding the bus at this location on a typical weekday. 

6. Total number of passengers alighting the bus at this location on a typical weekday. 

7. As of March 28, 2010, this line was discontinued in the study area. 

8. As of March 28, 2010, this line was split into two separate routes, Route 51A and 51B. 

Source: 2009 Data provided by Howard Der, AC Transit, March 2010.  
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Existing Pedestrian and Bicycle Network 

This section describes the existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the study area.  

Existing Pedestrian Facilities 

The project site is located in the Rockridge commercial district which is a major pedestrian destination in 

the City of Oakland. Pedestrian facilities include sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian signals. The 

existing pedestrian facilities in the project vicinity are illustrated on Figure 4.3-3. Sidewalks are provided 

on both sides of all existing roadways in the study area. Striped crosswalks are provided on at least one 

approach for all study intersections, except at the southern Safeway driveways on College and Claremont 

Avenues. All signalized study intersections provide pedestrian signal heads. The College 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62
nd

 Street intersection provides pedestrian push-buttons and audible signals 

on all six crossings. 

In the vicinity of the project site, high visibility crosswalks 

with ladder striping are provided across College, Claremont 

and Alcatraz Avenues. A high visibility crosswalk (defined as 

a crosswalk with ladder or zebra striping that increase the 

visibility of the crosswalks to drivers as shown in the 

photograph) is provided on the north leg of the northern 

Safeway driveway across College Avenue. The City of 

Oakland‘s Pedestrian Master Plan, November 2002 (PMP) 

designates College, Claremont and Alcatraz Avenues as 

District Routes and 63
rd

 Street as a Neighborhood Route. The 

PMP (page 48) states the following about these types of 

routes: 

District routes have a more local function as the location of 

schools, community centers, and smaller scale shopping. They 

are often located within a single district and help to define the character of that district. 

Neighborhood routes are local streets that connect schools, parks, recreational centers, and libraries. 

They are places for people to meet and they provide the basis for neighborhood life. They are used for 

walking to school, walking for exercise, and safe walking at night.  

Existing Bicycle Facilities 

Bicycle facilities can be classified into several types, including:  

 Class 1 Paths – These facilities are located off-street and can serve both bicyclists and 

pedestrians. Recreational trails can be considered Class 1 facilities. Class 1 paths are typically 8 

to 10 feet wide excluding shoulders and are generally paved. 

High-Visibility Crosswalk across College 
Avenue at 63

rd
 Street 
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 Class 2 Bicycle Lanes – These facilities provide a dedicated area for bicyclists within the paved 

street width through the use of striping and appropriate signage. These facilities are typically 5 to 

6 feet wide.  

 Class 3 Bicycle Routes – These facilities are found along 

streets that do not provide sufficient width for dedicated 

bicycle lanes. The street is then designated as a bicycle route 

through the use of signage informing drivers to expect 

bicyclists.  

 Class 3A Arterial Bicycle Routes – These facilities are found 

along some arterial streets where bicycle lanes are not feasible 

and parallel streets do not provide adequate connectivity. 

Speed limits as low as 25 mph, shared lane bicycle stencils, 

wide curb lanes and signage are used to encourage shared use. 

 Class 3B Bicycle Boulevards – These facilities are found 

along residential streets with low traffic volumes. Assignment 

of right-of-way to the route, traffic calming measures and bicycle traffic signal actuation are used 

to prioritize through-trips for bicycles. 

Based on the City of Oakland‘s 2007 Bicycle Master Plan Update and City of Berkeley‘s 2005 Bicycle 

Plan Update, the existing and planned bicycle facilities in the project vicinity are shown on Figure 4.3-4. 

Existing bicycle facilities in the study area include a Class 3 bike route along Woolsey Street and a Class 

3B bike boulevard along Hillegass Avenue.  

Existing Parking Characteristics 

Data was collected to assess current parking conditions at the off-street parking lot at the existing 

Safeway store and on-street parking spaces in the vicinity of the project site. Both off-street and on-street 

parking are discussed in detail below.  

On-Site Parking Supply and Demand 

Fehr & Peers surveyed the existing surface lot at the Safeway store to determine the peak parking supply 

and demand. The project site was surveyed during the peak period on Thursday, April 15, 2010 and on 

Saturday, April 17, 2010. Both days were sunny with local schools and UC Berkeley in regular session. 

Table 4.3-3 shows the parking supply and peak demand during the weekday and Saturday peak periods. 

The site currently provides 105 parking spaces, with five spaces designated for use by persons with 

disabilities. About 71 percent of parking spaces were occupied during the weekday PM peak hour and 

69 percent were occupied during the Saturday peak hour. There were at least 30 vacant on-site parking 

spaces available on both days, with most of the available parking spaces in the north end of the lot 

adjacent to Claremont Avenue. Considering the current parking demand at the site, the number of vacant 

parking spaces, and parking meters or parking restrictions on the adjacent streets, it is unlikely that many 

Safeway customers or employees currently park on-street. However, non-Safeway customers occasionally 

use the parking lot. Safeway monitors the parking lot and issues tickets to non-Safeway parkers. 

Shared Lane Bicycle Stencil 
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Table 4.3-3 Peak Period On-Site Parking Supply and Demand 

Peak Hour
 Parking  

Supply 
Parking 

Demand
1
 

Vacant  
Spaces 

Percent 
Occupied 

Weekday PM 105 75 30 71 % 

Saturday 105 72 33 69 % 

Notes: 

1. Parking survey conducted on Thursday, April 15, 2010 and Saturday, April 17, 2010. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 

 

Comparison with ITE Data 

Table 4.3-4 compares the peak observed parking demand with the parking demand estimated using the 

Institute of Transportation Engineers‘ (ITE) Parking Generation, 3
rd

 Edition methodology for a 

supermarket land use. As shown in the table, the current site has a slightly higher demand than estimated 

by ITE urban supermarket 85
th
 percentile rates.

17
 Considering that some non-Safeway customers also use 

the parking lot, ITE based rates provide a good estimate of actual parking demand generated by Safeway. 

 

Table 4.3-4 Comparison of Parking Demand Observations and ITE Methodology 

Land Use ITE Code Size
1
 Weekday Saturday 

Existing Observations n/a 24.26 ksf 75 72 

ITE Supermarket - Urban 850
2
 24.26 ksf 69 70 

Notes: 
1. KSF = 1,000 square feet 
2. Following ITE Parking Generation demand rates used: 

 85
th

 percentile rate for urban supermarkets on weekdays = 2.83 spaces per KSF 
 ITE does not provide 85

th
 percentile rates for urban supermarkets on Saturdays. 

The weekday 85
th

 percentile to average ratio was applied to the Saturday 
average rate = 2.89 spaces per KSF. 

Source: Fehr & Peers and Parking Generation Manual (3rd Edition), ITE, 2004. 

Existing On-Street Parking 

Fehr & Peers also surveyed on-street parking occupancy within two-blocks of the project site. Figure 4.3-

5 summarizes parking supply around the project site. Most parking spaces in the commercial district 

along College Avenue are metered, while most on-street parking spaces in the surrounding areas are 

controlled by residential parking permits (RPP), which limit parking by non-residents to two hours or less  

                                                      
17  85th percentile is defined as the point at which 85 percent of the peak parking demand at similar sites surveyed for ITE fall 

below.  
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during business hours on weekdays and Saturdays. Overall, about 980 on-street parking spaces are 

provided in the study area, including about 100 metered spaces.  

Fehr & Peers conducted peak hour parking occupancy counts on Thursday, April 15, 2010 between 

5:15 PM and 6:15 PM, and Saturday, April 17, 2010 between 5:15 PM and 6:15 PM. Figures 4.3-6 and 

4.3-7 present the peak parking occupancies on Thursday and Saturday, respectively. The overall on-street 

parking occupancy in the study area is about 68 percent on Thursday and 70 percent on Saturday.  

The effective capacity of on-street parking is around 90 percent, above which drivers search, circulate and 

wait for vacant spaces. This is not only an inconvenience, but also can cause congestion and potential 

blockage of vehicles on the public street system while waiting for an available space. In general, on-street 

parking on College Avenue between Woolsey Street and Chabot Road and on adjacent streets is at or near 

capacity (i.e., above 90 percent occupancy) during both weekday PM and Saturday peak hours. On 

Claremont Avenue and on residential streets further away from the project site, parking occupancy is 

generally less than 80 percent. The residential streets with RPP have lower occupancies than the 

residential streets without RPP. 

Existing Traffic Conditions 

Intersection vehicle turning movement counts, as well as pedestrian and bicycle counts, were collected at 

the study intersections on Saturday March 13
th
, 2010 between 4:00 PM and 7:00 PM, and Tuesday, March 

16
th
, 2010 between 4:00 PM and 7:00 PM, while area schools and UC Berkeley were in normal session. 

These time periods were selected because trips generated by the proposed project, in combination with 

background traffic, are expected to represent typical worst traffic conditions. Within the peak periods, the 

peak hours (i.e., the hour with the highest traffic volumes observed in the study area) are from 5:15 PM to 

6:15 PM on weekdays and Saturdays.  

The collected traffic volume counts consist of traffic volumes that travel through the study intersection. 

The counts do not include queued vehicles that cannot travel through the intersection during the peak 

hour. Fehr & Peers observed queues that were not cleared at the end of each signal cycle at the following 

intersection movements: 

1. at Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection: northbound, southbound and eastbound approaches 

during the weekday PM peak hour, and Southbound and eastbound approaches during the Saturday 

peak hour 

2. at Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection: eastbound approach during the weekday PM peak 

hour, and southbound and eastbound approaches during the Saturday peak hour  

3. at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection, northbound and southbound approaches during 

the weekday PM peak hour 

Traffic volumes not served by the intersection during the peak hour were added to the vehicle turning 

movement counts to determine the peak hour demand volume and better estimate delay and LOS at the 

study intersections. 

Field reconnaissance was also performed in which intersection lane configurations and signal operations 

data were collected. Intersection operations were also observed at the study intersections. In addition, the 
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cities of Oakland and Berkeley provided signal timing data for the signalized study intersections. 

Figure 4.3-8 shows the intersection vehicle turning movements, Figure 4.3-9 shows the intersection lane 

configurations and traffic controls, and Figure 4.3-10 shows the pedestrian and bicycle volumes at the 

study intersections. Appendix A provides the detailed traffic count data sheets. 

Analysis Methodologies and Level of Service Standards 

Intersection operations are described using the term ―Level of Service‖ (LOS). Level of Service is a 

qualitative description of traffic operations from the vehicle driver perspective and consists of the delay 

experienced by the driver at the intersection. It ranges from LOS A, with no congestion and little delay, to 

LOS F, with excessive congestion and delays. Different methods are used to assess signalized and 

unsignalized (stop-controlled) intersections.  

Signalized Intersections 

Signalized intersection operations are evaluated using methods provided in the 2000 Highway Capacity 

Manual (HCM) and the Synchro traffic analysis software program. These methods evaluate average control 

delays and then assign an LOS. Control delay is defined as the delay associated with deceleration, 

stopping, moving up in the queue, and acceleration experienced by drivers at an intersection. Table 4.3-5 

provides descriptions of various LOS and the corresponding ranges of delays for signalized intersections. 

Unsignalized Intersections 

Unsignalized intersection LOS are also analyzed using the 2000 HCM and Synchro software. Delay is 

calculated for movements that are controlled by a stop sign or that must yield the right-of-way. The 

movement or approach with the highest delay is reported. The LOS ranges for unsignalized intersections 

are shown in Table 4.3-5. They are lower than the delay ranges for signalized intersections because 

drivers will generally tolerate more delay at signals. 

Existing Intersection Operations 

Existing operations were evaluated for the weekday PM and Saturday evening peak hours at the study 

intersections. The existing vehicle and pedestrian volumes were used with the existing lane configurations 

and signal timing parameters as inputs into the LOS calculations to evaluate current operations. Table 4.3-6 

summarizes the intersection analysis results. As shown in Table 4.3-6, the following five intersections 

currently operate at an unacceptable LOS: 

 The signalized Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection (intersection #1), located in the City 

of Berkeley, currently operates at LOS E during the weekday PM peak hour and at LOS F during 

the Saturday evening peak hour. 

 The signalized Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection (intersection #5), located in the City 

of Berkeley, currently operates at LOS F during the weekday PM peak hour. 

 

Text continues on page 4.3-26. 
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Table 4.3-5 Intersection Level of Service Definitions 

Unsignalized Intersections 
Level 

of 
Service 
Grade 

Signalized Intersections 

Description 

Average 
Total 

Vehicle 
Delay 

(Seconds) 

Average 
Control 

Vehicle Delay 
(Seconds) 

Description 

No delay for stop-
controlled 

approaches. 
10.0 A 10.0 

Free Flow or Insignificant Delays:  
Operations with very low delay, when signal 

progression is extremely favorable and most vehicles 
arrive during the green light phase. Most vehicles do 

not stop at all. 

Operations with  
minor delay. 

>10.0 and 

15.0 
B 

>10.0 and 

20.0 

Stable Operation or Minimal Delays: Generally 
occurs with good signal progression and/or short 

cycle lengths. More vehicles stop than with LOS A, 
causing higher levels of average delay. An 
occasional approach phase is fully utilized. 

Operations with 
moderate delays. 

>15.0 and 

25.0 
C 

>20.0 and 

35.0 

Stable Operation or Acceptable Delays:  
Higher delays resulting from fair signal progression 
and/or longer cycle lengths. Drivers begin having to 

wait through more than one red light. Most drivers feel 
somewhat restricted. 

Operations with 
increasingly 

unacceptable 
delays. 

>25.0 and 

35.0 
D 

>35.0 and 

55.0 

Approaching Unstable or Tolerable Delays: Influence 
of congestion becomes more noticeable. Longer 

delays result from unfavorable signal progression, 
long cycle lengths, or high volume to capacity ratios. 

Many vehicles stop. Drivers may have to wait 
through more than one red light. Queues may 

develop, but dissipate rapidly, without excessive 
delays. 

Operations with  
high delays, and  

long queues. 

>35.0 and 

50.0 
E 

>55.0 and 

80.0 

Unstable Operation or Significant Delays: 
Considered to be the limit of acceptable delay. High 
delays indicate poor signal progression, long cycle 

lengths and high volume to capacity ratios. Individual 
cycle failures are frequent occurrences. Vehicles 

may wait through several signal cycles. Long queues 
form upstream from intersection. 

Operations with 
extreme congestion, 
and with very high 
delays and long 

queues 
unacceptable to 

most drivers. 

>50.0 F >80.0 

Forced Flow or Excessive Delays:  
Occurs with oversaturation when flows exceed the 

intersection capacity. Represents jammed 
conditions. Many cycle failures. Queues may block 

upstream intersections. 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000. 
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Table 4.3-6 Intersection Level of Service – Existing Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1 

Peak 
Hour 

Delay 
(seconds)

2 LOS 

1. Ashby Avenue/College Avenue Berkeley Signal 

PM 67.6 E 

SAT 
90.0  

(v/c = 1.22) 
F 

2. Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue Berkeley Signal 
PM 35.9 D 

SAT 29.7 C 

3. The Uplands/Claremont Avenue  Berkeley Signal 
PM 10.0 B 

SAT 9.0 A 

4. Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue Oakland Signal 
PM 39.1 D 

SAT 27.8 C 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue  Berkeley Signal 
PM 

98.1 
(v/c = 1.10) 

F 

SAT 36.3 C 

6. Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue Berkeley SSSC 
PM 18.9 (82.1) C (F) 

SAT 2.6 (16.0) A (C) 

7. 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue Oakland SSSC 
PM 3.0 (40.6) A (E) 

SAT 3.1 (30.2) A (D) 

8. 
Mystic Street/Auburn Avenue/Claremont 
Avenue 

Oakland SSSC 
PM 3.5 (26.5) A (D) 

SAT 2.5 (15.0) A (B) 

9. 
College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62

nd
 

Street 
Oakland Signal 

PM 61.5 E 

SAT 66.6 E 

10. Forest Street/Claremont Avenue Oakland Signal 
PM 27.6 C 

SAT 19.5 B 

11. 
Hudson Street/State Route (SR) 24 
Westbound On-Ramp/Claremont Avenue 

Oakland Signal 
PM 17.0 B 

SAT 10.3 B 

12. 
Clifton Street/SR 24 Eastbound Off-
Ramp/Claremont Avenue 

Oakland Signal 
PM 16.7 B 

SAT 11.9 B 

13. Miles Avenue/College Avenue Oakland Signal 
PM 14.4 B 

SAT 12.9 B 

14. 
Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College 
Avenue 

Oakland Signal 
PM 25.4 C 

SAT 19.0 B 

15. 
Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College 
Avenue 

Oakland Signal 
PM 31.0 C 

SAT 16.1 B 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 

2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street 
approach); for signalized intersection, the average intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections 
operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both unsignalized and 
signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 
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 The unsignalized Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (intersection #6), located in 

the City of Berkeley, currently operates at LOS F in the eastbound approach during the weekday 

PM peak hour. The intersection currently meets the peak hour volume signal warrant (see section 

below for a description of signal warrants). 

 The unsignalized 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection (intersection #7), located in the City of 

Oakland, currently operates at LOS E in the eastbound approach during the weekday PM peak 

hour.  

 The signalized College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street intersection (intersection #9), 

located in the City of Oakland, currently operates at LOS E during the weekday PM and Saturday 

peak hours. 

Detailed intersection LOS calculation worksheets are presented in Appendix B. Existing 

Signal Warrant Analysis 

To assess consideration for signalization of stop-controlled intersections, the California Manual of 

Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) (California Department of Transportation, 2010), presents 

eight signal warrants.  

Generally, meeting one of the signal warrants could justify signalization of an intersection. However, 

meeting one or more of the signal warrants does not mean that the intersections must be signalized. 

Therefore, an evaluation of all applicable warrants should be conducted and additional factors (e.g., 

congestion, approach conditions, collision record) should be considered before the decision to install a 

signal is made. The peak hour vehicular volume warrant (Warrant 3) for urban conditions was evaluated 

using the existing traffic count data. Table 4.3-7 shows the results of the traffic signal warrant analysis. 

Detailed signal warrant assessments are provided in Appendix C.  

Table 4.3-7 Existing Peak Hour Signal Warrant Analysis 

Intersection Control
1
 

Peak Hour Warrant 
Met? 

6. Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue SSSC Yes 

7. 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue SSSC No 

8. Mystic Street/Auburn Avenue/Claremont Avenue SSSC No 

16. Claremont Avenue/South Safeway Driveway SSSC No 

17. College Avenue/South Safeway Driveway  SSSC No 

Note:  

1. SSSC = side-street stop-controlled intersection 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 

 

As shown in Table 4.3-7, the urban peak hour volume traffic signal warrant is not currently satisfied at 

any of the stop-controlled study intersections, except at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#6) 

intersection, which meets the peak hour signal warrant during the weekday PM peak hour. This 

intersection also operates at LOS F in the eastbound approach during the weekday PM peak hour. 
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Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) Analysis of Existing 

Conditions 

The ACCMA (changed to Alameda County Transportation Commission [ACTC] as of July 2010) 

conducts periodic monitoring of the freeways and major roadways in Alameda County. The most recent 

Level of Service Monitoring on the Congestion Management Program Roadway Network was released in 

September 2010. The ACCMA monitoring report assesses existing freeway operations through ―floating 

car‖ travel time surveys, which are conducted on all freeway segments during the PM peak hours (4:00 PM 

to 6:00 PM), and on selected freeway segments during the AM peak hours (7:00 AM to 9:00 AM). Based 

on the results of these surveys, ACCMA assigns a LOS grade to each segment according to the method 

described in the 1985 HCM. Any segment with an average speed less than 30 miles per hour is assigned 

LOS F. Freeway interchanges with speeds below 50 percent of free flow speed are assigned LOS F. The 

travel time surveys concluded that 24 freeway segments, nine arterial segments and two freeway-to-

freeway connectors within Alameda County operate at LOS F during the PM peak hours, including the 

following 16 freeway, arterial and freeway-to-freeway connector segments in the Cities of Oakland and 

Berkeley: 

 I-80 eastbound: I-80/I-580 merge to Powell Street (grandfathered segment) 

 I-80 eastbound: Powell Street to Ashby Avenue (grandfathered segment) 

  I-80 westbound: I-580 to University Avenue 

 I-80 westbound: University Avenue to Ashby Avenue (grandfathered segment) 

 I-80 westbound: Ashby Avenue to Powell Street (grandfathered segment) 

 I-580 eastbound: I-80 to I-980 (grandfathered segment) 

 I-580 eastbound: Harrison Street to Lakeshore Drive 

 I-980 eastbound: I-880 to I-580/SR 24 junction (grandfathered segment) 

 SR 13 southbound: Hiller Drive to Moraga Avenue  

 SR 13 southbound: Redwood Road to I-580 eastbound merge 

 SR 13 (Ashby Avenue) eastbound: College Avenue to Domingo Avenue (grandfathered segment) 

 SR 24 eastbound: I-580 to Broadway/SR 13 (grandfathered segment) 

 SR 24 eastbound: Broadway/SR 13 to Caldecott Tunnel (grandfathered segment) 

 SR 185 northbound: 46
th
 Street to 42

nd
 Street 

 SR 13/SR 24 Interchange: SR 13 northbound to SR 24 eastbound (grandfathered segment) 

 I-880/SR 260 Connection: SR 260 eastbound to I-880 northbound 

Eight of these segments operated at LOS F during the initial ACCMA data collection effort in 1991, and 

are therefore ―grandfathered,‖ meaning that they are exempt from LOS standards. 
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Collision Characteristics 

Five years (2005-2009) of collision data was collected from the California Highway Patrol (CHP) for 

College Avenue between Claremont and Alcatraz Avenues and Claremont Avenue between College and 

Alcatraz Avenues. The collision history is summarized in Table 4.3-8. 

As shown in Table 4.3-8, 27 collisions were reported along College Avenue and 16 collisions were 

reported along Claremont Avenue. Out of the 27 reported collisions along College Avenue, three (about 

11 percent) involved pedestrians and six (about 22 percent) involved bicyclists. In addition, based on 

2000 to 2004 data presented in the City of Oakland‘s 2007 Bicycle Master Plan Update, College Avenue 

had the highest collision per mile rate in Oakland. 

 
Table 4.3-8 Study Area Collision Data Summary

1 

Metric 
College Avenue

2 
Claremont Avenue

3 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Total Collisions 27 -- 16 -- 

Collisions Involving Only Vehicles 18 67% 13 81% 

Collisions Involving Pedestrians and Vehicles 3 11% 1 6% 

Collisions Involving Bicyclists and Vehicles 6 22% 2 13% 

Collisions that Resulted in Injury 10 37% 5 31% 

Vehicle Only Collisions Resulting in Injury
4 

3 17% 3 23% 

Pedestrian/Vehicle Collisions Resulting in Injury
5 

3 100% 1 100% 

Bicycle/Vehicle Collisions Resulting in Injury
6 

4 67% 1 50% 

Collisions that Resulted in Fatality 0 0% 0 0% 

Notes: 

1. Collision history data summarized for the five year period between 2005 and 2009 

2. College Avenue between Claremont Avenue and Alcatraz Avenue 

3. Claremont Avenue between College Avenue and Alcatraz Avenue 

4. Percentage reflects the number of vehicle/vehicle collisions resulting in injury divided by the total number of 
vehicle/vehicle collisions 

5. Percentage reflects the number of pedestrian/vehicle collisions resulting in injury divided by the total number 
of pedestrian/vehicle collisions 

6. Percentage reflects the number of bicycle/vehicle collisions resulting in injury divided by the total number of 
bicycle/vehicle collisions 

Source: California Highway Patrol SWITRS data between 2005 and 2009. 

 

About 37 percent of all collisions along College Avenue resulted in injury, including 100 percent of 

collisions involving pedestrians and 67 percent of collisions involving bicyclists. In contrast, about 17 

percent of vehicle-vehicle collisions resulted in injury. No collision fatalities were reported along College 

Avenue for the five-year period.  
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Out of the 16 collisions that were reported along Claremont Avenue, one (about 6 percent) involved 

pedestrians and two (about 13 percent) involved bicyclists. About 31 percent of all collisions along 

Claremont Avenue resulted in injury, including one collision involving pedestrians and another collision 

involving bicyclists. In contrast, about 23 percent of vehicle-vehicle collisions resulted in injury. No 

collision fatalities were reported along Claremont Avenue for the five-year period.  

Collision locations along College Avenue and Claremont Avenue for years 2005 through 2009 are 

summarized in Table 4.3-9. As shown in Table 4.3-9, the highest number of collisions was reported at the 

Claremont Avenue/College Avenue/62
nd

 Street intersection, with a total of nine collisions over the five-

year period, with two resulting in injuries. The Claremont Avenue/College Avenue/62
nd

 Street 

intersection has a six-leg configuration which can create driver confusion, which may contribute to the 

high number of reported collisions.  

Table 4.3-9 Study Area Collision Location Summary
1 

Location 
Total 

Collisions 

Collisions 
Involving 

Pedestrians 

Collisions 
Involving 
Bicyclists 

Collisions 
Resulting 
in Injury 

Collisions 
Resulting 
in Fatality 

College Avenue/Alcatraz Avenue 
Intersection 

4 0 1 2 0 

College Avenue between Alcatraz 
Avenue and 63

rd
 Street 

8 2 2 4 0 

College Avenue/63
rd

 Street 
intersection 

1 1 0 1 0 

College Avenue between 63
rd

 Street 
and Claremont Avenue 

5 0 1 1 0 

College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/ 
62

nd
 Street/Florio Street intersection 

9 0 1 2 0 

Claremont Avenue between College 
Avenue and Mystic Place 

4 1 0 1 0 

Claremont Avenue/Mystic Street/ 
Auburn Avenue intersection 

1 0 0 0 0 

Claremont Avenue between Mystic 
Street and Alcatraz Avenue 

1 0 1 1 0 

Claremont Avenue/Alcatraz Avenue 
intersection 

1 0 0 1 0 

Notes: 

1. Collision history data summarized for the five year period between 2005 and 2009. 

Source: California Highway Patrol SWITRS data between 2005 and 2009. 

 

Vehicle collisions with pedestrians and bicycles accounted for about 28 percent of reported collisions in 

the study area. Most of the collisions involving pedestrians or bicyclists occurred along College Avenue. 

College Avenue between Claremont Avenue and Alcatraz Avenue is a two lane arterial with parking 

lanes on both sides of the street. College Avenue does not provide bike lanes and generally experiences 

high peak period vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle demand, which may contribute to the high number of 

reported collisions. 
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Planned Transportation Network Changes 

A review of the available information indicates that several changes are planned for all transportation 

modes in the study area, as described below. However, not all of these changes have finalized design 

plans and/or are not fully funded. Changes lacking final design and full funding are not available to 

mitigate any deficient conditions in the No Project conditions, and therefore are not assumed in the 

analysis.  

Planned Roadway Changes 

No roadways changes are currently planned in the study area. However, bicycle and pedestrian 

improvements that would change roadway configurations are discussed in the Planned Bicycle/Pedestrian 

Changes subsection below. 

Planned Transit Changes 

In May 2007, AC Transit published the Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental Impact 

Report for the implementation of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on Telegraph Avenue and International 

Boulevard connecting Berkeley, Oakland, and San Leandro. The proposed system would dedicate one 

travel lane in each direction to bus operations only, allowing buses to provide a quicker and more reliable 

service than regular bus service today. About one-half mile west of the project site, the proposed BRT 

Project would generally eliminate one mixed-vehicle through lane in each direction on Telegraph Avenue.  

Currently, there are no finalized design plans, no assurance of full funding for the BRT project, and no 

approvals from AC Transit, the City of Oakland, or other public agencies. Because the BRT project is not 

fully designed, approved, or funded, this EIR does not include these planned roadway changes in the 

analysis. However, an evaluation of the potential effects on project impacts caused by proposed 

modifications to the traffic circulation network by the proposed Telegraph Avenue BRT is provided in 

Appendix D. 

Planned Bicycle/Pedestrian Changes 

The City of Oakland 2007 Bicycle Master Plan Update and the City of Berkeley‘s 2005 Bicycle Plan 

Update propose several improvements to the bicycle network in the project study area (see Figure 4.3-4), 

including: 

 Class 2 bike lanes along Claremont Avenue south of Alcatraz Avenue in Oakland 

 Class 2 bike lanes along Alcatraz Avenue west of College Avenue in Oakland 

 Class 3 bike route along The Uplands in Berkeley 

 Class 3A arterial bike route along College Avenue south of Alcatraz Avenue in Oakland 

 Class 3B bike boulevards along Chabot Road east of College Avenue in Oakland 

 Class 3B bike boulevards along Colby Street in Oakland 
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None of these proposed improvements are currently planned for implementation. In addition, these 

changes do not have finalized design plans or are not fully funded. Thus, this EIR assumes that these 

changes will not be provided in the study area.  

According to the City Oakland‘s Pedestrian Master Plan, there are no planned pedestrian improvements 

in the vicinity of the project site.  

The City of Berkeley‘s Pedestrian Master Plan (January 2010) proposes the following improvements at 

the Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection: 

 Install pedestrian scale lighting at the northwestern corner of the intersection 

 Install advanced stop bars on all intersection approaches 

 Install new perpendicular pedestrian ramps on all four corners of the intersection if sufficient 

right-of-way is available 

 Consider modifying the signal operations to change protected southbound left-turn phase from a 

leading phase to a lagging phase (i.e., move the protected southbound left-turn phase from before 

to after the southbound through traffic phase) 

The Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement 

The Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement provides funds to the Fourth Bore 

Coalition, and Cities of Oakland and Berkeley to ameliorate the impacts of adding a fourth bore to the 

Caldecott Tunnel in the greater community surrounding the SR 24 corridor between I-580 and Caldecott 

Tunnel, and improve pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and local circulation. As of May 2011, the funding 

received by the Fourth Bore Coalition has not been allocated to any improvement projects.  

City of Oakland finalized and approved a list of 37 improvement projects in March 2011 based on public 

input and preliminary conceptual designs and cost estimates. The cost of all improvements projects in the 

City of Oakland‘s final project list exceeds the funding provided by the Settlement Agreement. Thus, the 

project list has been prioritized with 21 improvement project expected to be funded. This EIR assumes 

that improvement projects expected to be funded that do not require approvals by other jurisdictions 

would be completed regardless of the proposed Safeway project and are included in the analysis of future 

conditions. In addition, these improvement projects are also discussed as part of potential project 

mitigation measures at locations where the proposed Safeway project causes a significant impact. The 

final improvement projects in the study area and their current status are described below: 

 College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#9) – Install bulbouts and upgrade traffic signal 

control equipment. This improvement is not expected to be funded at this time. Therefore, it is 

not included in the analysis of future conditions. 

 Hudson Street/SR 24 Westbound On-Ramp/Claremont Avenue intersection (#11) – Install 

bulbout on the on-ramp approach by narrowing on-ramp to one lane, provide pedestrian lead 

time, install countdown pedestrian signal heads, and provide accessible pedestrian push buttons. 

This improvement has funding; however, it requires additional approval from Caltrans in order to 

be implemented. Therefore, it is not included in the analysis of future conditions.  

 Miles Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#13) – Install bulbouts and countdown pedestrian 

signal heads and remove the slip right-turn lane from southbound College Avenue to Miles 
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Avenue. This improvement has full approval, full funding, and preliminary design. Therefore, it 

is included in the analysis of future conditions.  

 Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#14) – Install bulbout on the 

northeast corner of the intersection to reduce Keith Avenue to one travel lane, add on-street 

parking to north side of Keith Avenue, widen sidewalk on both sides of College Avenue by 

removing on-street parking upgrade traffic signal controller and install countdown pedestrian 

signal heads. This improvement has full approval, full funding, and preliminary design. 

Therefore, it is included in the analysis of future conditions.  

 Manila Avenue/Hudson Street/College Avenue intersection (#15) – Extend bulbouts on the west 

side of the intersection, install new traffic signal control equipment to allow countdown 

pedestrian signal heads, and provide a new north-south crosswalk along the west side of College 

Avenue. This improvement is not expected to be funded at this time. Therefore, it is not included 

in the analysis of future conditions. 

 Upgrade traffic signal equipment along College Avenue to provide transit priority. This 

improvement is not expected to be funded at this time. Therefore, it is not included in the analysis 

of future conditions.  

As of May 2011, City of Berkeley is planning to study the following potential improvements as part of 

their Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement: 

 Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#1) – Provide a northbound left-turn lane on College 

Avenue, change the left-turn signal phasing, and/or provide a pedestrian scramble phase. 

 Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#2) – Convert one of the through lanes on 

eastbound and/or westbound Ashby Avenue to a dedicated left-turn lane. 

Since City of Berkeley will be studying the feasibility and potential impacts of proposed improvements at 

these two intersections, the final improvements that would be implemented at these intersections are not 

known at this time. In addition, final improvements at both intersections require approval from City of 

Berkeley and Caltrans. Since the final improvements are not known at this time and they do not have full 

approval, these improvement projects are not included in the analysis of future conditions. However, they 

are discussed as part of potential project mitigation measures at these locations. 

Local Plans and Policies 

The Oakland General Plan is comprised of numerous elements, and those containing policies relevant to 

transportation resources primarily are contained in the Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE). 

The goals and policies contained in the various General Plan elements are often competing. In reviewing 

a project for conformity with the General Plan, the City is required to ‗balance‘ the competing goals and 

policies. This project is reviewed for compliance with the following local plans and policies: 

 General Plan LUTE 

 City of Oakland Pedestrian Master Plan 

 City of Oakland Bicycle Master Plan 

 City of Oakland Bicycle Parking Ordinance 

 City of Oakland Transit First Policy 
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 AC Transit Short-Range Transit Plan 

 City of Oakland Standard Conditions of Approval 

 City of Berkeley General Plan Circulation Element 

Although the proposed project is located in the City of Oakland, it is adjacent to the City of Berkeley city 

limit and some of the study intersections are located in the City of Berkeley. Relevant policies from the 

City of Berkeley‘s General Plan Circulation Element are also discussed in this section. 

City of Oakland General Plan LUTE 

The City of Oakland, through various policy documents, states a strong preference for encouraging use of 

alternative transportation modes. The following polices are included in the LUTE: 

 LUTE Policy Framework: Encouraging Alternative Means of Transportation. ―A key challenge 

for Oakland is to encourage commuters to carpool or use alternative modes of transportation, 

including bicycling or walking. The Policy Framework proposes that congestion be lessened by 

promoting alternative means of transportation, such as transit, biking, and walking, providing 

facilities that support alternative modes, and implementing street improvements. The City will 

continue to work closely with local and regional transit providers to increase accessibility to transit 

and improve intermodal transportation connections and facilities. Additionally, policies support 

the introduction of light rail and trolley buses along appropriate arterials in heavily traveled 

corridors, and expanded use of ferries in the bay and estuary.‖ 

 Policy T3.5, Including Bikeways and Pedestrian Walks. The City should include bikeways and 

pedestrian walks in the planning of new, reconstructed, or realized streets, wherever possible. 

 Policy T3.6, Encouraging Transit. The City should encourage and promote use of public transit in 

Oakland by expediting the movement of and access to transit vehicles on designated ―transit 

streets‖ as shown on the Transportation Plan. (Policies T3.6 and T3.7 are based on the City 

Council‘s passage of ―Transit First‖ policy in October 1996.) 

 Policy T3.7, Resolving Transportation Conflicts. The City, in constructing and maintaining its 

transportation infrastructure, should resolve any conflicts between public transit and single 

occupant vehicles in favor of the transportation mode that has the potential to provide the greatest 

mobility and access for people, rather than vehicles, giving due consideration to the 

environmental, public safety, economic development, health and social equity impacts. 

 Policy T4.1, Incorporating Design Features for Alternative Travel. The City will require new 

development, rebuilding, or retrofit to incorporate design features in their projects that encourage 

use of alternative modes of transportation such as transit, bicycling, and walking. 

City of Oakland Pedestrian Master Plan 

In November 2002, the Pedestrian Master Plan (PMP) was adopted by the City Council and incorporated 

into the adopted General Plan. The PMP identifies policies and implementation measures that promote a 

walkable City. In the study area, the PMP designates a Pedestrian Route Network throughout Oakland 

and identifies College, Claremont, and Alcatraz Avenues as District Routes and 63
rd

 Street as a 

Neighborhood Route. 

The PMP includes the following relevant policies and actions: 
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 Policy 1.1. Crossing Safety: Improve pedestrian crossings in area of high pedestrian activity 

where safety is an issue. 

o Action 1.1.1. Consider the full range of design elements – including bulbouts and refuge 

islands – to improve pedestrian safety. 

 Policy 1.2: Traffic Signals: Use traffic signals and their associated features to improve pedestrian 

safety at dangerous intersections. 

o Action 1.2.7. Consider using crossing enhancement technologies like countdown pedestrian 

signals at the highest pedestrian volume locations.  

 Policy 1.3. Sidewalk Safety: Strive to maintain a complete sidewalk network free of broken or 

missing sidewalks or curb ramps. 

o Action 1.3.7. Conduct a survey of all street intersections to identify corners with missing, 

damaged, or non-compliant curb ramps and create a plan for completing their installation.  

 Policy 2.1: Route Network: Create and maintain a pedestrian route network that provides direct 

connections between activity centers. 

o Action 2.1.8. To the maximum extent possible, make walkway accessible to people with 

physical disabilities.  

 Policy 2.3: Safe Routes to Transit: Implement pedestrian improvements along major AC Transit 

lines and at BART stations to strengthen connections to transit. 

o Action 2.3.1: Develop and implement street designs (like bus bulbouts) that improve 

pedestrian/bus connections.  

o Action 2.3.3: Prioritize the implementation of street furniture (including bus shelters) at the 

most heavily used transit stops.  

o Action 2.3.4: Improve pedestrian wayfinding by providing local area maps and directional 

signage at major AC Transit stops and BART stations.  

 Policy 3.2. Land Use: Promote land uses and site designs that make walking convenient and 

enjoyable. 

o Action 3.2.4: Require contractors to provide safe, convenient, and accessible pedestrian 

rights-of-way along construction sites that require sidewalk closure.  

o Action 3.2.8: Discourage motor vehicle parking facilities that create blank walls, unscreened 

edges along sidewalks, and/or gaps between sidewalks and building entrances.  

City of Oakland Bicycle Master Plan 

The Oakland City Council adopted the Oakland Bicycle Master Plan Update in December 2007. The 

adopted plan includes the following policy-supporting actions that are applicable to the proposed project: 

 Policy 1A: Bikeway Network: Develop and improve Oakland‘s bikeway network. 

o Action 1A.1 – Bicycle Lanes (Class 2): Install bicycle lanes where feasible as the preferred 

bikeway type for all streets on the proposed bikeway network (except for the bicycle 

boulevards proposed for local streets with low traffic volumes and speeds).  
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o Action 1A.3 – Bicycle Boulevards (Class 3B): Enhance bicycle routes on local streets by 

developing bicycle boulevards with signage, striping, and intersection modifications to 

prioritize bicycle travel.  

o Action 1A.6 – Dedicated Right Turn Lanes and “Slip Turns”: Where feasible, avoid the use 

of dedicated right turn lanes on streets included in the bikeway network. Where infeasible, 

consider a bicycle through lane to the left of the turn lane or a combined bicycle lane/right 

turn lane.  

 Policy 1B: Routine Accommodation: Address bicycle safety and access in the design and 

maintenance of all streets. 

o Action 1B.2 – Traffic Signals: Include bicycle-sensitive detectors, bicycle detector pavement 

markings, and adequate yellow time for cyclists with all new traffic signals and in the 

modernization of all existing signals.  

 Policy 1C – Safe Routes to Transit: Improve bicycle access to transit, bicycle parking at transit 

facilities, and bicycle access on transit vehicles. 

o Action 1C.1 – Bikeways to Transit Stations: Prioritize bicycle access to major transit facilities 

from four directions, integrating bicycle access into the station design and connecting the 

station to the surrounding neighborhoods.  

 Policy 1D – Parking and Support Facilities: Promote secure and conveniently located bicycle 

parking at destinations throughout Oakland. 

o Action 1D.6 – Bicycle Parking Ordinance: Adopt an ordinance as part of the City‘s Planning 

Code that would require new development to include short and long-term bicycle parking.  

o Action 1D.7 – Development Incentives: Consider reduced automobile parking requirements in 

exchange for bicycle facilities as part of transportation demand management strategies in new 

development.  

City of Oakland Bicycle Parking Ordinance 

The Oakland City Council adopted a Bicycle Parking Ordinance in 2008. The ordinance is contained in 

Municipal Code Chapter 17.117, and requires new development to provide both short-term (i.e., bicycle 

racks) and long-term bicycle parking (i.e., lockers or indoor storage) for bicycles. 

City of Oakland Transit First Policy  

The City adopted what is known as the ―Transit First‖ Policy in October 2006. This resolution supports 

public transit and other alternatives to single occupant vehicles, and directs the LUTE to incorporate 

―various methods of expediting transit services on designated streets, and encouraging greater transit 

use.‖ 

AC Transit Short-Range Transit Plan 

AC Transit, the provider of bus transit service in the project study area, has established goals related to 

transit service. These goals are documented in the Short Range Transit Plan – Fiscal Year (FY) 2003 to 

FY 2012 (AC Transit, 2004). Some of the major goals of AC Transit include: 
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 Goal 1: Provide High Quality, Useful Transit Service for Customers in the East Bay.  

 Goal 4: Plan and Advocate for the Funding and Implementation of Future Projects. 

 Work with City and Local agencies to make transit usage as safe, secure, reliable, and quick as 

possible and to promote transit usage in the planning process. 

 Promote ―Transit First‖ development practices and increased funding for transit through transit 

mitigation funding for new developments. 

AC Transit has also established a Strategic Vision to provide fast, frequent, reliable service on a wide 

variety of routes with attractive vehicles and an easy-to-use, affordable fare structure (AC Transit, 2002). 

Key elements of the AC Transit Strategic Vision include: increased frequency of buses to reduce wait 

time; greater frequency of service during midday, evening and owl travel times; an easy-to-use, integrated 

fare system; flexible routes; adequate around-the-clock service; a redesigned network that matches travel 

patterns and helps meet demand in the high-density urban core; gradual transition to ―Bus Rapid Transit‖ 

in the highest ridership corridors; and bus stop improvements including real-time display of arrival times. 

City of Oakland Standard Conditions of Approval and Uniformly Applied 

Development Standards Imposed as Standard Conditions of Approval 

If the proposed project is approved by the City, then all applicable Standard Conditions of Approval for 

construction traffic and parking would be adopted as conditions of approval and required of the project to 

help ensure less-than-significant impacts (for the applicable topic). The Standard Conditions of Approval 

are incorporated and required as part of the project, so they are not listed as mitigation measures. 

TRANS-1 Parking and Transportation Demand Management 

Prior to issuance of a final inspection of the building permit. The property owner shall pay for and submit 

for review and approval by the City a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan containing strategies 

to: 

 Reduce the amount of traffic generated by new development and the expansion of existing 

development, pursuant to the City‘s police power and necessary in order to protect the public 

health, safety and welfare. 

 Ensure that expected increases in traffic resulting from growth in employment and housing 

opportunities in the City of Oakland will be adequately mitigated. 

 Reduce drive-alone commute trips during peak traffic periods by using a combination of services, 

incentives, and facilities. 

 Promote more efficient use of existing transportation facilities and ensure that new developments 

are designed in ways to maximize the potential for alternative transportation usage. 

 Establish an ongoing monitoring and enforcement program to ensure that the desired alternative 

mode use percentages are achieved. 

The property owner shall implement the approved TDM plan. The TDM plan shall include strategies to 

increase bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and carpools/vanpool use. All four modes of travel shall be considered, 

and parking management and parking reduction strategies should be included. Actions to consider include the 
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following: 

a. Inclusion of additional long term and short term bicycle parking that meets the design standards set forth 

in chapter five of the Bicycle Master Plan, and Bicycle Parking Ordinance, shower, and locker facilities in 

commercial developments that exceed the requirement. 

b. Construction of and/or access to bikeways per the Bicycle Master Plan; construction of priority Bikeway 

Projects, on-site signage and bike lane striping. 

c. Installation of safety elements per the Pedestrian Master Plan (such as cross walk striping, curb ramps, 

count-down signals, bulb outs, etc.) to encourage convenient and safe crossing at arterials. 

d. Installation of amenities such as lighting, street trees, trash receptacles per the Pedestrian Master Plan and 

any applicable streetscape plan. 

e. Construction and development of transit stops/shelters, pedestrian access, way finding signage, and 

lighting around transit stops per transit agency plans or negotiated improvements. 

f. Direct on-site sales of transit passes purchased and sold at a bulk group rate (through programs such as AC 

Transit Easy Pass or a similar program through another transit agency). 

g. Employees or residents can be provided with a subsidy, determined by the property owner and subject to 

review by the City, if the employees or residents use transit or commute by other alternative modes. 

h. Provision of shuttle service between the development and nearest mass transit station, or ongoing 

contribution to existing shuttle or public transit services. 

i. Guaranteed ride home program for employees, either through 511.org or through separate program. 

j. Pre-tax commuter benefits (commuter checks) for employees. 

k. Free designated parking spaces for on-site car-sharing program (such as City Car Share, Zip Car, etc.) 

and/or car-share membership for employees or tenants 

l. Onsite carpooling and/or vanpooling program that includes preferential (discounted or free) parking for 

carpools and vanpools. 

m. Distribution of information concerning alternative transportation options 

n. Parking spaces sold/leased separately for residential units. Charge employees for parking, or provide a 

cash incentive or transit pass alternative to a free parking space in commercial properties. 

o. Parking management strategies; including attendant/valet parking and shared parking spaces. 

p. Requiring tenants to provide opportunities and the ability to work off-site. 
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q. Allow employees or residents to adjust their work schedule in order to complete the basic work 

requirement of five eight-hour workdays by adjusting their schedule to reduce vehicle trips to the worksite. 

r. Provide or require tenants to provide employees with staggered work hours involving a shift in the set 

work hours of all employees at the workplace or flexible work hours involving individually determined 

work hours 

The property owner shall submit an annual compliance report for review and approval by the City. This report 

will be reviewed either by City staff (or a peer review consultant, chosen by the City and paid for by the 

property owner). If timely reports are not submitted, the reports indicate a failure to achieve the stated policy 

goals, or the required alternative mode split is still not achieved, staff will work with the property owner to find 

ways to meet their commitments and achieve trip reduction goals. If the issues cannot be resolved, the matter 

may be referred to the Planning Commission for resolution. Property owners shall be required, as a condition 

of approval, to reimburse the City for costs incurred in maintaining and enforcing the trip reduction program 

for the approved project. 

TRANS-2 Construction Traffic and Parking 

Prior to the issuance of a demolition, grading or building permit. The project applicant and construction 

contractor shall meet with appropriate City of Oakland agencies to determine traffic management 

strategies to reduce, to the maximum extent feasible, traffic congestion and the effects of parking demand 

by construction workers during construction of this project and other nearby projects that could be 

simultaneously under construction. The project applicant shall develop a construction management plan for 

review and approval by the Planning and Zoning Division, the Building Services Division, and the 

Transportation Services Division. The plan shall include at least the following items and requirements: 

a. A set of comprehensive traffic control measures, including scheduling of major truck trips and 

deliveries to avoid peak traffic hours, detour signs if required, lane closure procedures, signs, cones 

for drivers, and designated construction access routes.  

b. Notification procedures for adjacent property owners and public safety personnel regarding when 

major deliveries, detours, and lane closures will occur. 

c. Location of construction staging areas for materials, equipment, and vehicles at an approved location.  

d. A process for responding to, and tracking, complaints pertaining to construction activity, including 

identification of an onsite complaint manager. The manager shall determine the cause of the 

complaints and shall take prompt action to correct the problem. Planning and Zoning shall be 

informed who the Manager is prior to the issuance of the first permit issued by Building Services. 

e. Provision for accommodation of pedestrian flow.  

Major Project Cases: 

a. Provision for parking management and spaces for all construction workers to ensure that construction 

workers do not park in on-street spaces.  

b. Any damage to the street caused by heavy equipment, or as a result of this construction, shall be repaired, 

at the applicant's expense, within one week of the occurrence of the damage (or excessive wear), unless 

further damage/excessive wear may continue; in such case, repair shall occur prior to issuance of a final 
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inspection of the building permit. All damage that is a threat to public health or safety shall be repaired 

immediately. The street shall be restored to its condition prior to the new construction as established by 

the City Building Inspector and/or photo documentation, at the applicant's expense, before the issuance 

of a Certificate of Occupancy.  

c. Any heavy equipment brought to the construction site shall be transported by truck, where feasible. 

d. No materials or equipment shall be stored on the traveled roadway at any time. 

e. Prior to construction, a portable toilet facility and a debris box shall be installed on the site, and 

properly maintained through project completion. 

f. All equipment shall be equipped with mufflers. 

g. Prior to the end of each work day during construction, the contractor or contractors shall pick up and 

properly dispose of all litter resulting from or related to the project, whether located on the property, 

within the public rights-of-way, or properties of adjacent or nearby neighbors. 

City of Berkeley General Plan Circulation Element 

The proposed project is located in the City of Oakland. However, the project site is adjacent to the City of 

Berkeley city limit and the proposed project may potentially impact transportation facilities in Berkeley. 

Relevant policies from the City of Berkeley‘s General Plan Circulation Element are listed below:  

 Policy T-22: Traffic Circles and Roundabouts – Encourage the use of landscaped traffic circles to 

calm traffic in residential areas.  

o Action A: – Consider roundabouts as a viable traffic-calming device, especially at the 

Shattuck and Adeline intersection, the Gilman Street Freeway on and off ramps, and at other 

appropriate intersections in the city.  

 Policy T- 26: City Streets - Do not widen local, collector, or major streets unless necessary to 

allow passage of emergency vehicles, or remove parking from residential streets for the purpose 

of expanding automobile traffic lanes.  

 Policy T-29: Infrastructure Improvements - Facilitate mobility and the flow of traffic on major 

and collector streets, reduce the air quality impacts of congestion, improve pedestrian and bicycle 

access, and speed public transportation throughout the city by making improvements to the 

existing physical infrastructure.  

o Action B: Designate or add transit-priority lanes or transit-only lanes.  

o Action C: Add or eliminate left turn lanes.  

o Action D: Establish commute period parking restrictions.  

o Action H: Time traffic signals on major transit corridors to give priority to and speed 

movement of transit vehicles.  

 Policy T-30: Traffic Signals - Continue to pursue better signal devices and systems to facilitate 

movement on Berkeley‘s limited road network. Consider:  

o Signals that provide separate phases for through (straight) traffic, pedestrians and cyclists, 

and turning traffic.  

o Bus-activated signals.  
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o All-way stop signals that allow the free flow of pedestrians through the intersection.  

o ―Smart‖ signals to calm traffic and improve intersection safety.  

o Timed traffic signals to give priority to and speed movement of transit and emergency 

vehicles.  

o Pedestrian /bicycle-activated signals that allow bikes and pedestrians to cross busy streets.  

 Policy T-42: Bicycle Planning - Integrate the consideration of bicycle travel into City planning 

activities and capital improvement projects, and coordinate with other agencies to improve 

bicycle facilities and access within and connecting to Berkeley.  

 Policy T-43: Bicycle Network - Develop a safe, convenient, and continuous network of bikeways 

that serves the needs of all types of bicyclists, and provide bicycle-parking facilities to promote 

cycling.  

 Policy T-51: Pedestrian Priority - When addressing competing demands for sidewalk space, the 

needs of the pedestrian shall be the highest priority.  

 Policy T-52: Pedestrian Safety and Accessibility - Provide safe and convenient pedestrian 

crossings throughout the city.  

o Action A: Seek to ensure that the distance between signal-controlled intersections, "smart 

crosswalks," or stop signs is never more than one-quarter mile on major and collector streets. 

At intersections with severe or high pedestrian/automobile collision rates and at heavily used 

pedestrian crossings, consider all-way stop signals that allow the free flow of pedestrians 

through the intersection, "smart" signals to calm traffic and improve intersection safety, and 

pedestrian/bicycle-activated signals that allow bikes and pedestrians to cross busy streets 

without inviting traffic onto cross streets.  

o Action D: Encourage the creation of accessible pedestrian medians or islands in wide streets 

where people have to cross more than two lanes.  

Project Transportation Characteristics 

Project Description 

The project site is located at 6320 College Avenue in Oakland. The project is at the northeast corner of 

College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection and is currently occupied by a 24,260-square-foot 

Safeway Store and surface parking lot with 105 parking spaces. Automobile access to the existing 

Safeway Store is currently provided through two full-access driveways on College Avenue and two full-

access driveways on Claremont Avenue. The south part of the site was previously occupied by a Union 76 

Gas Station, which closed in November 2009, and is currently vacant. Automobile access to the gas 

station was provided by two driveways on College Avenue and three driveways on Claremont Avenue. 

The proposed project would demolish the existing store and the currently vacant gas station and replace 

them with a 51,510-square-foot Safeway store and 10,657 square-feet of additional ground-level 

commercial space along College Avenue. It is estimated that the proposed project would increase the 

number of employees at the site by 77 full-time employees. 
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The proposed project would also provide 171 parking spaces in the following two off-street parking 

facilities: 

 A partially underground parking garage with 144 customer parking spaces open to the general 

public. Automobile access to the garage would be provided by the following: 

o A full-access driveway on College Avenue opposite 63
rd

 Street.  

o A full access driveway on Claremont Avenue opposite Mystic Street and Auburn Avenue. 

The project applicant proposes to signalize this intersection as part of the proposed project.  

o A right-in/right-out only driveway on Claremont Avenue between Mystic Street/Auburn 

Avenue and College Avenue.  

 An upper-level parking facility with automobile access to and from Claremont Avenue. This 

parking level would provide 27 parking spaces which would be assigned to employees only. Two 

loading docks for the Safeway supermarket are also located on this parking level. 

In comparison to conditions prior to closing of the Union 76 gas station, the proposed project would 

reduce the number of driveways on College Avenue from four to one and on Claremont Avenue from five 

to three. 

Pedestrians would directly access the commercial tenants from the sidewalk on College Avenue. Since 

the Safeway Supermarket is located on the upper level of the building, access is provided via elevators 

and stairs from two lobbies with direct access to College Avenue and the underground garage. 

Although exclusive bicycle facilities are not provided on College or Claremont Avenues or 63
rd

 Street, 

most bicyclists would approach the project site from these three streets. Project customers would use the 

short-term bicycle parking (i.e., bicycle racks) along project frontage and project employees would use 

the long-term bicycle parking provided in the underground parking garage. 

The proposed project would also make the following modifications to the transportation system 

surrounding the project site: 

 Signalize the Claremont Avenue/Mystic Street/Safeway Driveway intersection. 

 Provide left-turn lanes on northbound and southbound College Avenue into 63
rd

 Street and the 

Safeway driveway. The new left-turn lanes are accommodated by widening College Avenue on 

the east side. 

 Provide pedestrian bulb-outs on the east side of the 63
rd

 Street/Safeway Driveway/College 

Avenue intersection on both the north and south crosswalks across College Avenue. 

 Provide a pedestrian bulb-out on the project corner of the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection. 

 Provide a bus bulb-out on northbound College Avenue just north of Claremont Avenue and move 

the existing bus stop from south of Claremont Avenue to north of Claremont Avenue. 

 Provide a short pedestrian only street between College Avenue and Claremont Avenue near the 

south end of the project site with fronting commercial uses. 
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Trip Generation 

Table 4.3-10 presents the automobile trip generation for the proposed project. Trip generation for the 

expansion of the Safeway Store and the new additional commercial space are described below. 

Table 4.3-10 Project Automobile Trip Generation Estimates 

Land Use 
ITE 

Code 
Units

1
 

Weekday  
PM Peak Hour 

Saturday  
PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Proposed Safeway Store 850
2
 51.510 ksf 293 282 575 285 274 559 

Existing Safeway Store 850
2
 24.26 ksf 185 178 363 134 129 263 

Increase in Safeway Trips 108 104 212 151 145 296 

Pass-By Vehicles (36%)
3
 -38 -38 -76 -54 -54 -108 

Net New Safeway Trips 70 66 136 97 91 188 

Specialty Retail 814
4
 7.913 ksf 18 22 40 18 22 40 

Restaurant 931
5
 2.744 ksf 14 7 21 18 12 30 

Total Net New Automobile Trips 102 95 197 133 125 258 

Notes: 

1. KSF = 1,000-square feet 

2. ITE Trip generation Equation Used: 
PM: Ln(T) = 0.61 Ln(x) + 3.95; Enter = 51%, Exit = 49% 
Saturday: T = 10.85 (x); Enter = 51%, Exit = 49%  

3. ITE Trip Generation Handbook (2
nd

 Edition) average pass-by rate for supermarket 

4. ITE Trip generation Equation Used: 
PM: T = 2.4(x) + 21.48; Enter = 44%, Exit = 56% 
Saturday: Used the PM equation since Saturday peak hour data was not available 

5. ITE Trip generation Equation Used: 
PM: T = 7.49 (x); Enter = 67%, Exit = 33% 
Saturday: T = 10.82 (x); Enter = 59%, Exit = 41% 

Source: Trip Generation Manual (8
th
 Edition), ITE, 2008 and Fehr & Peers, 2010. 

 

Safeway Store 

The vehicle trip generation expected from the proposed store expansion was estimated by applying the 

trip generation equations and rates presented in Institute of Transportation Engineers‘ (ITE) Trip 

Generation, 8th Edition to the square footages of the existing and the proposed stores. The difference 

between the existing and the future trips derived from the ITE methodology represents the net new trips 

estimated to be generated by the proposed expansion.  
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The total net new additional Safeway trips include pass-by trips. Pass-by trips are trips attracted to the site 

from adjacent roadways as an interim stop on the way to their ultimate destination. Pass-by trips consist 

of vehicles that would be on the roadway network regardless of the project; therefore, these trips result in 

changed travel patterns but do not add new vehicle traffic to the roadway network.  

According to the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 2
nd

 Edition, the average reduction for supermarket 

pass-by trips is 36 percent during the weekday PM peak hour. The ITE Trip Generation Handbook does 

not provide pass-by rates for a Saturday peak hour; therefore the weekday PM peak hour pass-by rate is 

used for the Saturday peak hour. This pass-by assumption is reasonable because existing traffic volumes 

on College and Claremont Avenues are similar on a Friday and Saturday, and because the Rockridge area 

is a major destination for shopping and other commercial opportunities. The proposed Safeway expansion 

is estimated to generate 136 new weekday PM peak hour and 188 new Saturday peak hour vehicle trips. 

Retail and Restaurant 

The proposed project would also include an additional 10,657 square feet of neighborhood serving 

commercial distributed along College Avenue. Although specific commercial tenants have not yet been 

identified, the site is expected to be occupied by several smaller retailers serving the local neighborhood 

and may potentially provide a quality restaurant. In order to present a conservative analysis, this analysis 

assumes that the project would provide 7,913 square feet of neighborhood serving commercial and a 

2,744-square-foot restaurant.  

The ITE Specialty Retail land use category was used for the neighborhood serving commercial because it 

best fits this description. As described in ITE Trip Generation, Specialty Retail (land use 814) represents 

―small strip shopping centers that contain a variety of retail shops…‖ By comparison, the Shopping 

Center land use (820) represents ―an integrated group of commercial establishments‖ that includes 

―neighborhood centers, community centers, regional centers, and super regional centers.‖ The data for the 

Shopping Center land use represents much larger, self-contained retail centers than the proposed project; 

therefore, it is not appropriate for use in this instance.  

The ITE Quality Restaurant land use category was used for the restaurant component of the project. The 

proposed restaurant is expected to be similar to the existing restaurants in the neighborhood and would fit 

the description for Quality Restaurant (land use 931) in ITE Trip Generation, which consists of ―high 

quality full service eating establishments with typical turnover rates of at least one hour or longer … and 

generally not part of a chain.‖  

Table 4.3-10 presents the ITE trip generation estimates and the new trips generated by the proposed retail 

and restaurant uses. This study assumes that all trips generated by the these uses would be new trips and 

no pass-by discounts are taken to present a more conservative analysis; the proposed uses would most 

likely complement the existing retail and restaurant uses along the pedestrian oriented commercial district 

along College Avenue. The proposed retail and restaurant uses are estimated to generate 61 new weekday 

PM peak hour and 70 new Saturday peak hour vehicle trips. 
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Total Project Trip Generation 

This study assumes no internalization between the proposed Safeway expansion and the other uses to 

present a more conservative analysis. As shown in Table 4.3-10, the proposed project would generate 197 

net new weekday PM peak hour trips and 258 net new Saturday peak hour trips.  

Mode Split Characteristics 

The preceding trip generation estimates only quantify vehicle trips. To estimate the net new non-

automobile trips, a mode choice survey of customers and employees was conducted at the existing 

Safeway store.  

Customers 

A mode choice survey of Safeway customers was conducted in February 2008. Appendix E provides a 

sample questionnaire used in the customer mode choice survey. Based on the survey, about 70 percent of 

Safeway trips are by vehicles, while about 30 percent are by transit, walking, or biking. 

The results of the mode choice survey were applied to the net new vehicle trips shown in Table 4.3-10. 

Table 4.3-11 presents the mode split and the estimated net new non-automobile trips generated by the 

proposed project. As shown, an additional 58 pedestrian, 20 transit, and 14 bicycle trips are expected 

during the weekday PM peak hour; an additional 81 pedestrian, four transit, and 12 bicycle trips are 

expected during the Saturday PM peak hour.  

Table 4.3-11 Project Trip Generation Estimates by Various Modes 

Travel  
Mode 

Mode Split Characteristics Trip Generation  

Friday  
Evening

1
 

Saturday  
Evening

2
 

Weekday  
PM Peak Hour 

Saturday  
Peak Hour 

Vehicle 68% 73% 197 258 

Walk 20% 23% 58 81 

Transit 7% 1% 20 4 

Bike 5% 3% 14 12 

Total 100% 100% 289 355 

1. Mode split percentage derived from a survey of 369 Safeway customers between 4:00 PM 
and 7:00 PM on Friday, February 8, 2008. 

2. Mode split percentage derived from a survey of 378 Safeway customers between 4:00 PM 
and 7:00 PM on Saturday, February 9, 2008. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 

 

As shown in Table 4.3-11, the ITE Trip Generation data and methodology were used to estimate the new 

vehicle trips generated by the proposed project. The ITE data is generally based on data collected at 

similar sites. The supermarket, specialty retail and quality restaurant sites represented in the ITE data tend 
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to be in suburban areas with little or no access by other modes. In order to present a conservative analysis 

of the proposed project, we did not assume any reductions in vehicle trips associated with pedestrian, 

bicycle, or transit access. 

Table 4.3-12 summarizes the current mode split for day-time Safeway employees based on the survey 

results. Similar to Safeway customers, about 70 percent of day-time employee trips are by automobile 

(drive alone, dropped off, or carpool). The remainder of employee trips is: 26 percent by transit (BART or 

AC Transit) and 4 percent by bike. Many employees stated their non-standard working start and end times 

and availability of transit as the primary reasons for driving to and from the site. The drive alone mode 

share for non day-time employees is higher because of limited transit service and safety concerns. 

 

Table 4.3-12 Day-Time Employee Mode Split 

Travel Mode
1
 Mode Share 

Drive Alone 64% 

Dropped off 4% 

Carpool 2% 

Walk 0% 

BART 22% 

AC Transit 4% 

Bike 4% 

Total 100% 

Notes: 

 Based on survey of Safeway employees conducted in March 
2010. Of the 92 employees at the site, 40 responded to the 
survey. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 

 

Based on data provided by Safeway, the number of employees at this store ranges between five and ten 

employees during the least busy periods (overnight) to between 25 and 35 employees during peak periods 

(afternoons). Based on the mode share data, the employee parking demand during the peak periods is 

estimated at about 23 automobiles. 

Trip Distribution and Assignment 

Trip distribution is defined as the directions of approach and departure that vehicles would use to arrive at 

and depart from the site. Fehr & Peers developed an estimated distribution of project trips based on 

existing travel patterns, study area population density and relative locations of other supermarkets in the 

area. Figure 4.3-11 shows the population density and location of other supermarkets in the surrounding 

areas. The resulting distribution is presented on Figure 4.3-12. New trips generated from the Safeway 

store were assigned to the roadway system based on these general directions of approach and departure. 
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The trips generated by the proposed project, as shown in Table 4.3-10, were assigned to the roadway 

network according to the trip distribution shown on Figure 4.3-12. The resulting trip assignment by 

roadway segment is presented on Figure 4.3-13A for the weekday PM peak hour and Figure 4.3-13B for 

the Saturday peak hour. Figure 4.3-14 presents the project-generated turning movements at the study 

intersection. Figure 4.3-15 shows pass-by trips and reassigned trips due to driveways closures. 

 

 

 

Text continues on page 4.3-54
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

This section evaluates the project‘s potential adverse effects related to transportation, circulation and 

parking, and it considers vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. Traffic impacts are assessed at the study 

intersections in the study area for the following scenarios:  

 Existing Plus Project  

 2015 No Project 

 2015 Plus Project  

 2035 No Project 

 2035 Plus Project  

Following the intersection analysis, the project‘s potential effects on: construction; vehicle, pedestrian and 

bicycle safety; emergency access; and consistency with local plans is presented. An assessment of non-

CEQA issues such as parking, transit, and neighbor traffic intrusion are also provided.  

Significance Criteria 

Significance criteria established by City of Oakland were used to determine if the project would cause a 

significant impact at study intersections in Oakland. City of Berkeley‘s criteria were used to determine if 

the project would result in significant impacts at study intersections located in the City of Berkeley.  

City of Oakland  

The proposed project would have a significant impact on the environment if it would: 

 Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the 

performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass 

transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including, but not 

limited to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit, 

specifically: 

Traffic Load and Capacity Thresholds 

1. at a study, signalized intersection which is located outside the Downtown18 area, the project would 

cause the LOS to degrade to worse than LOS D (i.e., LOS E); 

2. at a study, signalized intersection which is located within the Downtown area, the project would cause 

the LOS to degrade to worse than LOS E (i.e., LOS F); 

3. at a study, signalized intersection outside the Downtown area where the level of service is LOS E, the 

project would cause the total intersection average vehicle delay to increase by four or more seconds, 

or degrade to worse than LOS E (i.e., LOS F); 

                                                      
18 Downtown is defined in the Land Use and Transportation Element of the General Plan (page 67) as the area generally 

bounded by West Grand Avenue to the north, Lake Merritt and Channel Park to the east, the Oakland Estuary to the south 

and I-980/Brush Street to the west. None of the project study intersections are in Downtown Oakland. 
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4. at a study, signalized intersection for all areas where the level of service is LOS E, the project would 

cause an increase in the average delay for any of the critical movements of six seconds or more, or 

degrade to worse than LOS E (i.e., LOS F); 

5. at a study, signalized intersection for all areas where the level of service is LOS F, the project would 

cause 

 The total intersection average vehicle delay to increase by two or more seconds, or 

 An increase in average delay for any of the critical movements of four seconds or more; or 

 The v/c ratio to increase by 3 percent (but only if the delay values cannot be measured 

accurately); 

6. at a study, unsignalized intersection for all areas, the project would add ten or more vehicles and after 

project completion satisfy the Caltrans peak-hour volume warrant; 

7. For a Congestion Management Program (CMP) required analysis, ( i.e., projects that generate 100 or 

more PM peak hour trips), cause a roadway segment on the Metropolitan Transportation System to 

operate at LOS F or increase the v/c ratio by more than 3 percent for a roadway segment that would 

operate at LOS F without the project; 

8. Result in substantially increased travel times for AC Transit buses; 

Other Thresholds 

9. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 

location that results in substantial safety risks; 

10. Substantially increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians due to a design 

feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); 

11. Result in fewer than two emergency access routes for streets exceeding 600 feet in length unless 

otherwise determined to be acceptable by the Fire Chief, or his/her designee, in specific instances due 

to climatic, geographic, topographic, or other conditions;  

12. Fundamentally conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities; 

Cumulative Impacts 

13. A project‘s contribution to cumulative impacts is considered ―considerable‖ (i.e., significant) when 

the project exceeds at least one of thresholds listed above under a future year scenario. 



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures 

4.3 Transportation, Circulation and Parking 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 4.3-56 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

Intersections in the City of Berkeley19 

The following criteria, established by City of Berkeley, were used to determine if the project would result 

in significant impacts at study intersections in the City of Berkeley: 

 at a study, signalized intersection operations degrade from LOS D to LOS E or worse and more 

than a 2-second increase in delay; or 

 at a study, signalized intersection, more than a 3-second increase in delay at intersections 

operating at LOS E without and with the project; or 

 at a study, signalized intersection, operations degrade from LOS E to LOS F and more than a 

3-second increase in delay; or 

 at a study, signalized intersection operating at LOS F without the project, a change in the volume-

to-capacity (v/c) ratio of more than 0.01. 

 at a study, unsignalized intersection:  

o a movement is at LOS F; and 

o the peak hour signal warrant is met; and 

o the project adds a minimum of 10 vehicles to the critical movement.
20

 

 A project‘s contribution to cumulative impacts is considered ―considerable‖ (i.e., significant) 

when the project exceeds at least one of thresholds listed above under a future year scenario. 

Planning-Related Non-CEQA Issues 

The following transportation-related topics are not considerations under CEQA, but should be evaluated 

in order to inform decision-makers and the public about these issues. 

Parking-Related Impacts 

This transportation analysis assesses the issue of parking as a non-CEQA impact. Parking impacts are 

assessed according to the following language, which was developed by the City of Oakland: 

The Court of Appeal has held that parking is not part of the permanent physical environment, that parking 

conditions change over time as people change their travel patterns, and that unmet parking demand created 

by a project need not be considered a significant environmental impact under CEQA unless it would cause 

significant secondary effects.
21

 Similarly, the December 2009 amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines 

                                                      
19  This EIR uses the significance criteria established by each City for intersections under its jurisdiction to identify impacts and 

appropriate mitigations at study intersection within that jurisdiction (e.g., City of Oakland‘s criteria are used for 

intersections in Oakland and City of Berkeley‘s criteria are used in Berkeley). If the City of Oakland‘s significance criteria 

were applied to the study intersections located in Berkeley, the same significant impacts and mitigations to reduce those 

impacts to a less than significant level would be identified. The application of Oakland‘s significance criteria would not 

result in additional significant impacts or mitigations; nor would it eliminate any of the significant impacts or mitigations 

identified using City of Berkeley‘s criteria.  
20  City of Berkeley, Guidelines for Development of Traffic Impact Reports, p.7. The Guidelines further advise that ―as delays 

increase dramatically once LOS F is reached, consideration should be given to the number of new trips added by a project 

and other factors, such as the feasibility of alternative routes and the proximity of adjacent traffic signals.‖ Id.  
21 San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656 
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(which were effective March 18, 2010) removed parking from the State‘s Environmental Checklist 

(Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines) as an environmental factor to be considered under CEQA. 

Parking supply/demand varies by time of day, day of week, and seasonally. As parking demand increases 

faster than the supply, parking prices rise to reach equilibrium between supply and demand. Decreased 

availability and increased costs result in changes to people‘s mode and pattern of travel. However, the City of 

Oakland, in its review of the proposed project, wants to ensure that the project‘s provision of additional 

parking spaces along with measures to lessen parking demand (by encouraging the use of non-auto travel 

modes) would result in minimal adverse effects to project occupants and visitors, and that any secondary 

effects (such as on air quality due to drivers searching for parking spaces) would be minimized. As such, 

although not required by CEQA, parking conditions are evaluated in this document.  

Parking deficits may be associated with secondary physical environmental impacts, such as air quality and 

noise effects, caused by congestion resulting from drivers circling as they look for a parking space. 

However, the absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined with available alternatives to 

auto travel (e.g., transit service, shuttles, taxis, bicycles or travel by foot), may induce drivers to shift to 

other modes of travel, or change their overall travel habits. Any such resulting shifts to transit service, in 

particular, would be in keeping with the City‘s ―Transit First‖ policy.  

Additionally, regarding potential secondary effects, cars circling and looking for a parking space in areas 

of limited parking supply is typically a temporary condition, often offset by a reduction in vehicle trips 

due to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area. Hence, any secondary 

environmental impacts that might result from a shortfall in parking in the vicinity of the proposed project 

are considered less than significant.  

This EIR evaluates if the project‘s estimated parking demand (both project-generated and project-

displaced) would be met by the project‘s proposed parking supply or by the existing parking supply within a 

reasonable walking distance of the project site. Project-displaced parking results from the project's 

removal of standard on-street parking, City or Redevelopment Agency owned/controlled parking and/or 

legally required off-street parking (non-open-to-the-public parking which is legally required). Therefore, the 

analysis must compare the proposed parking supply with both the estimated demand and the Oakland 

Planning Code requirements. 

Transit Ridership 

This transportation analysis assesses the issue of transit as a non-CEQA impact. The following aspects of 

transit operations are evaluated, to see if the proposed project would: 

 increase the average ridership on AC Transit lines by 3 percent at bus stops where the average 

load factor with the project in place would exceed 125 percent over a peak 30-minute period; 

 increase the peak-hour average ridership on BART by 3 percent where the passenger volume 

would exceed the standing capacity of BART trains; or 

 increase the peak-hour average ridership at a BART station by 3 percent where average waiting 

time at fare gates would exceed one minute.  
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Queuing-Related Impacts 

This transportation analysis evaluates the project‘s potential effect on 95
th
 percentile queuing, to see if the 

proposed project would cause an increase in 95
th
 percentile queue length of 25 feet or more at a signalized 

study intersection. 

Traffic Control Devices 

This transportation analysis evaluates the need for additional traffic control devices (e.g., stop signs, street 

lighting, crosswalks, traffic calming devices) using the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 

Devices (MUTCD) and applicable City standards. 

Collision History 

This transportation analysis evaluates five years of vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle collision data for 

intersections and roadway segments adjacent to the project site to determine if the proposed project would 

contribute to an existing problem or if any improvements are recommended in order to alleviate potential 

effects of the project. As described previously, the immediate area adjacent to the project site had few 

collisions in general, and there are no existing physical problems to which the project would contribute. 

Existing Plus Project Intersection Analysis 

This section analyzes the transportation system with trips associated with the proposed project added to 

the existing traffic counts. Because it would take a number of years to secure approvals and complete the 

project, this analysis is presented for information only. This analysis presents the extent of project impacts 

relative to existing conditions. 

Traffic Volumes 

The traffic volumes for the Existing Plus Project conditions are shown on Figure 4.3-16. They include 

existing traffic volumes plus net added traffic volumes generated by the project.  

Roadway Network 

As previously described, the proposed project would add left-turn lanes on northbound and southbound 

College Avenue at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection (#7) and signalize the Mystic 

Street/Auburn Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#8). No other modifications to the roadway 

network are assumed for this analysis. No adjustments were assumed to optimize the traffic signal timings 

at the study intersections. 

Existing Plus Project Intersection Operations 

Intersection LOS calculations were completed with the traffic volumes and the existing lane 

configurations. Table 4.3-13 summarizes traffic operations at the study intersections under Existing Plus 

Project conditions. Detailed intersection LOS calculation worksheets are presented in Appendix F.  
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Table 4.3-13 Intersection Level of Service – Existing Plus Project Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 
Hour 

Existing No Project  
Existing Plus 

Project 
Impact? 

Delay 
(seconds)

2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

1. Ashby Avenue/College Avenue Berkeley Signal 

PM 67.6 E 74.5 E Yes
3
 

SAT 
90.0  

(v/c = 1.22) 
F 

100.6 
(v/c = 1.25) 

F Yes
4
 

2. Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue Berkeley Signal 
PM 35.9 D 36.7 D No 

SAT 29.7 C 30.1 C No 

3. The Uplands/Claremont Avenue  Berkeley Signal 
PM 10.0 B 10.1 B No 

SAT 9.0 A 9.1 A No 

4. Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue Oakland Signal 
PM 39.1 D 39.6 D No 

SAT 27.8 C 28.3 C No 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue  Berkeley Signal 
PM 

98.1 
(v/c = 1.10) 

F 
112.2 

(v/c = 1.16) 
F Yes

4
 

SAT 36.3 D 52.5 D No 

6. Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue Berkeley SSSC 
PM 18.9 (82.1) C (F) 15.3 (67.2) C (F) Yes

5
 

SAT 2.6 (16.0) A (C) 2.6 (16.4) A (C) No 

7. 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue Oakland SSSC 
PM 3.0 (40.6) A (E) 9.7 (60.3) A (F) No

6
 

SAT 3.1 (30.2) A (D) 35.8 (>120) E (F) No
6
 

8. 
Mystic Street/Auburn Avenue/ Claremont 
Avenue 

Oakland 
SSSC/ 
Signal

7
 

PM 3.5 (26.5) A (D) 10.7 B No 

SAT 2.5 (15.0) A (B) 10.4 B No 

9. 
College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62

nd
 

Street 
Oakland Signal 

PM 61.5 E 70.2 E Yes
8
 

SAT 66.6 E 87.8 F Yes
9
 

10. Forest Street/Claremont Avenue Oakland Signal 
PM 27.6 C 28.2 C No 

SAT 19.5 B 19.9 B No 
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# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 
Hour 

Existing No Project  
Existing Plus 

Project 
Impact? 

Delay 
(seconds)

2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

11. 
Hudson Street/ SR 24 WB On-
Ramp/Claremont Ave 

Oakland Signal 
PM 17.0 B 17.5 B No 

SAT 10.3 B 11.1 B No 

12. 
Clifton Street/SR 24 EB Off-Ramp/ 
Claremont Avenue 

Oakland Signal 
PM 16.7 B 16.7 B No 

SAT 11.9 B 12.0 B No 

13. Miles Avenue/College Avenue Oakland Signal 
PM 14.4 B 14.7 B No 

SAT 12.9 B 13.2 B No 

14. 
Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College 
Avenue 

Oakland Signal 
PM 25.4 C 25.8 C No 

SAT 19.0 B 19.8 B No 

15. 
Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College 
Avenue 

Oakland Signal 
PM 31.0 C 32.6 C No 

SAT 16.1 B 16.5 B No 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 
2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the 

average intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for 
both unsignalized and signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase intersection average delay by more than three seconds 
at an intersection in Berkeley already operating at LOS E. 

4. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) by more than 0.01 at an 
intersection in Berkeley already operating at LOS F. 

5. The proposed project would cause an impact at this unsignalized intersection in Berkeley because it would result in the stop-controlled eastbound 
approach to operate at LOS F and the intersection would meet the peak hour signal warrant. 

6. The proposed project would not cause an impact at this intersection because the unsignalized intersection would not meet the peak hour signal 
warrant, despite operating at LOS F during the peak hour. 

7. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under Existing No Project conditions and signalized under Existing Plus Project conditions. 
8. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase intersection average delay by more than four seconds 

and increase delay for a critical movement by more than six seconds at an intersection in Oakland already operating at LOS E. 
9. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection in Oakland because it would degrade intersection operations from LOS E to LOS F. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010 
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With the addition of the project generated traffic, the following intersections would operate at an 

unacceptable LOS during one or both peak hours. 

 The signalized Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#1), located in the City of Berkeley, 

would operate at LOS E during the weekday PM peak hour and LOS F during the Saturday peak 

hour.  

 The signalized Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#5), located in the City of 

Berkeley, would operate at LOS F during the weekday PM peak hour. 

 The side-street stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection (#6), located in the City of Berkeley, would operate at LOS F during the weekday 

PM peak hour. This intersection currently meets the peak-hour volume signal warrant. Although 

the intersection would continue to operate at LOS F, the proposed project would slightly improve 

operations at this intersection because the upstream signal at Mystic Street/Auburn Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue (#8) constructed as part of the proposed project would result in additional 

gaps in traffic flow on Claremont Avenue which would allow the eastbound Alcatraz Avenue 

movement to more easily turn into Claremont Avenue. 

 The side-street stop-controlled westbound approach at the 63
rd

 Street/Safeway Driveway/College 

Avenue intersection (#7), located in the City of Oakland, would operate at LOS F during both 

weekday PM and Saturday peak hours under Existing Plus Project conditions. This intersection 

would not meet the peak-hour volume signal warrant. 

 The signalized College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#9), located in the City of 

Oakland, would operate at LOS E during the weekday PM peak hour and LOS F during the 

Saturday peak hour. 

The proposed project would cause a significant impact at the following four of these intersections: 

 Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#1) 

 Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#5) 

 The side-street stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection (#6) 

 College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#9) 

The proposed project would not cause an impact at the 63
rd

 Street/Safeway Driveway/College Avenue 

intersection (#7). Although it would operate at an unacceptable LOS F during both peak hours, the 

proposed project would not cause a significant impact because the intersection would not meet the peak 

hour vehicle signal warrant without or with the traffic generated by the proposed project.  
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Existing Plus Project Conditions Impacts and Mitigations 

Impact TRANS-1: The proposed project would contribute to LOS E operations and increase the 

average intersection vehicle delay by more than three seconds during the weekday PM peak hour, 

and contribute to LOS F operations and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the 

Saturday peak hour at the Ashby Avenue/College Avenue (#1) intersection under Existing 

Conditions. This is a significant impact based on City of Berkeley’s significance criteria. 

(Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: The impact at the Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection can 

be mitigated by implementing the following: 

 Convert signal control equipment from pre-timed to actuated-uncoordinated operations. The 

signal control equipment shall be designed to applicable standards in effect at the time of 

construction.  

 Optimize signal timing parameters (i.e., adjust the allocation of green time for each 

intersection approach) 

To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the following to City of Berkeley and 

Caltrans for review and approval: 

 Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify the intersection to accommodate the 

signal timing changes supporting vehicle travel and alternative modes travel consistent with 

City of Berkeley and Caltrans requirements.  

 Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group. 

The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and implementing these plans. 

After implementation of this measure, the intersection would continue to operate at LOS E during 

the weekday PM peak hour and improve from LOS F to LOS E during the Saturday PM peak hour. 

Although the intersection would continue to operate at unacceptable conditions, the average 

intersection vehicle delay during both peak hours would be less than under Existing Conditions. No 

secondary significant impacts would result from implementation of this measure.  

As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement, City of Berkeley is 

planning improvements at this intersection. These improvements are currently in the preliminary 

feasibility study phase, do not have final design, and do not have approvals. The improvements may 

include providing a northbound left-turn lane on College Avenue, changing the left-turn signal 

phasing, and/or providing a pedestrian scramble phase. These planned improvements would not 

mitigate the project impacts; however, the proposed mitigation measures would not conflict with 

these potential improvements. The implementation of the improvements under study at this 

intersection may increase delay experienced by automobiles. However, the potential increase in 

delay cannot be reasonably quantified because the details of the improvement that may be 

implemented at this intersection are not known at this time. 

Significance after Mitigation: This project impact is significant and unavoidable because it is not 
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certain that the measure could be implemented. Because it is located in Berkeley, the City of 

Oakland, as lead agency, does not have jurisdiction at this intersection. Since the mitigation 

measure would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley and Caltrans, the impact 

is considered significant and unavoidable. However, in the event that Mitigation Measure 

TRANS-1 were implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

Impact TRANS-2: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations and increase the v/c 

ratio by more than 0.01 during the PM peak hour at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (#5) 

intersection under Existing Conditions. This is a significant impact based on City of Berkeley’s 

significance criteria. (Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2: The impact at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection 

can be mitigated by implementing the following: 

 Provide left-turn lanes on northbound and southbound College Avenue by converting the 

existing angled parking spaces along College Avenue to parallel spaces.  

 Convert signal control equipment from pre-timed to actuated operations and provide 

protected left-turn phasing for the north/south approaches. The signal control equipment shall 

be designed to applicable standards in effect at the time of construction.  

 Optimize signal timing parameters (i.e., adjust the allocation of green time for each 

intersection approach) 

 Consider moving the AC Transit bus stops on both northbound and southbound College 

Avenue from near-side to far-side of the intersection (i.e., from before the signal to after the 

signal). 

To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the following to City of Berkeley for 

review and approval: 

 Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify the intersection to accommodate the 
signal timing changes supporting vehicle travel and alternative modes travel consistent with 
City of Berkeley requirements.  

 Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group. 

The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and implementing these plans. 

After implementation of this measure, the intersection would improve from LOS F to LOS E during 

the weekday PM peak hour.  

Converting the existing angled parking spaces on College Avenue to parallel spaces would result in 

elimination of six metered on-street parking spaces. Parking demand on this segment of College 

Avenue is currently at or above capacity. Thus, the loss of these parking spaces would contribute to 

the expected parking shortage in the area (see page 4.3-12). The mitigation measure would also 

improve pedestrian safety by providing protected left-turn phasing on College Avenue and reducing 

potential conflicts between left-turning automobiles and pedestrians crossing along College 

Avenue. No other secondary significant impacts would result from implementation of this measure.  
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Significance after Mitigation: This project impact is significant and unavoidable because it is not 

certain that the measure could be implemented. Because it is located in Berkeley, the City of 

Oakland, as lead agency, does not have jurisdiction at this intersection. Since the mitigation 

measure would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley, the impact is considered 

significant and unavoidable. However, in the event that Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 were 

implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

Impact TRANS-3: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation at the side-street 

stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#6) intersection, 

which would meet the peak hour signal warrant under Existing Conditions. This would be a 

significant impact based on a conservative reading of the City of Berkeley’s significance criteria, 

and it would be a significant impact based on the City of Oakland significance criteria. 

(Significant)
22

 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3: Implement the following measures at the Alcatraz Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue intersection: 

 Signalize the intersection, providing actuated operation, with permitted left turns and 

communication conduit/cabling connecting the traffic signal to the proposed traffic signal on 

Claremont Avenue at Safeway Driveway/Mystic Street/Auburn Avenue. 

To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the following to City of Berkeley for 

review and approval: 

 Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify the intersection to accommodate the 

proposed signal supporting vehicle travel and alternative modes travel consistent with City of 

Berkeley requirements.  

 Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group. 

The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and implementing these plans. 

Prior to the installation of the traffic signals, a complete traffic signal warrant analysis shall be 

conducted at this location to verify that this location meets the California Manual on Uniform 

Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) signal warrants and be subject to review and approval of the 

City of Berkeley. After implementation of this measure, the intersection would operate at LOS B 

during the weekday PM peak hour and LOS A during the Saturday PM peak hour. Pedestrians 

crossing at this intersection would experience more delay because they would need to wait for the 

appropriate signal phase; however this mitigation measure would improve their safety by providing 

a protected pedestrian crossing. No other secondary significant impacts would result from 

implementation of this measure.  

Significance after Mitigation: Assuming that the City decision-makers find the impact to be 

significant, this project impact is significant and unavoidable because it is not certain that the 

                                                      
22  The proposed project would improve the delay for the critical side-street stop-controlled Alcatraz Avenue approach at this 

intersection. Since the approach would continue to operate at LOS F, this is identified as a significant impact based on a 

conservative interpretation of the City of Berkeley significance criteria. This would be a significant impact under the City of 

Oakland‘s criteria. 
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measure could be implemented. Because it is located in Berkeley, the City of Oakland, as lead 

agency, does not have jurisdiction at this intersection. Since the mitigation measure would need to 

be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley, the impact is considered significant and 

unavoidable. However, in the event that Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 were implemented, the 

impact would be less than significant. 

Impact TRANS-4: The proposed project would contribute to LOS E operations, increase the 

average intersection vehicle delay by more than four seconds, and increase delay for the critical 

movements of northbound College Avenue and northeastbound Claremont Avenue by more than 

six seconds, during the weekday PM peak hour; and degrade intersection operations from LOS E 

to LOS F during the Saturday PM peak hour at the College Avenue/ Claremont Avenue (#9) 

intersection under Existing Conditions. This is a significant impact based on City of Oakland’s 

significance criteria. (Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-4: Implement the following measures at the College Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue intersection: 

 Optimize signal timing parameters (i.e., adjust the allocation of green time for each 

intersection approach) 

 Coordinate the signal timing changes at this intersection with the adjacent intersections that 

are in the same signal coordination group. 

To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the following to City of Oakland‘s 

Transportation Services Division for review and approval: 

 Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify the intersection. All elements shall be 

designed to City standards in effect at the time of construction and all new or upgraded signals 

should include these enhancements. All other facilities supporting vehicle travel and 

alternative modes through the intersection should be brought up to both City standards and 

ADA standards (according to Federal and State Access Board guidelines) at the time of 

construction. Current City Standards call for among other items the elements listed below: 

o 2070L Type Controller 

o GPS communication (clock)  

o Accessible pedestrian crosswalks according to Federal and State Access Board guidelines  

o City Standard ADA wheelchair ramps  

o Full actuation (video detection, pedestrian push buttons, bicycle detection)  

o Accessible Pedestrian Signals, audible and tactile according to Federal Access Board 
guidelines 

o Signal interconnect and communication to City Traffic Management Center for corridors 
identified in the City's ITS Master Plan  

o Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group. 

The project sponsor shall fund, prepare, and install the approved plans and improvements. 

After implementation of this measure, the intersection would continue to operate at LOS E during 

the weekday PM peak hour and improve from LOS F to LOS E during the Saturday PM peak hour. 
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Although the intersection would continue to operate at unacceptable conditions, the project impact 

would be reduced to less than significant because the average intersection vehicle delay during both 

peak hours would be less than under Existing Conditions and the increase in delay for all critical 

movements would be less than four seconds higher than under 2015 No Project conditions. No 

secondary significant impacts would result from implementation of this measure.  

As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement, City of Oakland is 

planning improvements at this intersection, consisting of installing bulbouts and upgrading traffic 

signal control equipment. These improvements are not currently expected to be funded. These 

planned improvements would not mitigate the project impacts; however, the proposed mitigation 

measure would not conflict with the planned improvements. These improvements are not expected 

to affect traffic operations at this intersection or cause significant secondary impacts. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

Existing Plus Project Mitigated Conditions  

Table 4.3-14 summarizes intersection operations after implementation of the mitigation measures at the 

affected intersections. 

Mitigation measures described above include signal timing optimization to minimize the delay to vehicle 

traffic. Signal timing optimization is adjusting the amount of green time (i.e., when the green signal light 

is on) assigned to each intersection approach. When signal timings are changed along a corridor, the 

average amount of delay experienced by drivers traveling through the corridor can be reduced by 10 to 

30 percent. However, there can be unintended consequences, such as:  

 Increased pedestrian delay: Reducing delay to drivers by increasing the amount of green time 

assigned to each lane of traffic can increase the amount of time that a pedestrian must wait to 

cross the street.  

 Increased vehicle queues: While increasing the amount of green time assigned to each lane of 

traffic increases the number of cars that can pass through the intersection, it also increases the 

amount of time that drivers need to wait at the intersection because the other traffic must wait 

longer for a green light, the line of cars waiting gets longer. 

Signal timing optimization may also include changing the way left turn movements are provided the 

green light. One method uses a solid green ball which means that a driver can make a left turn if there is a 

gap in the oncoming traffic and a pedestrian is not in the crosswalk. Traffic engineers refer to this as 

permitted left-turn movements. The second method uses a green arrow which means that a driver can 

make a left turn without stopping because the oncoming traffic and pedestrians have a red light. The latter 

method is called protected left-turn movements and can improve safety by separating opposing 

movements, but it also tends to increase the vehicle delay at the intersection. 

Because of the competing needs described above, signal timing optimization and the benefit to drivers 

traveling through the area needs to be balanced against the impacts to pedestrians crossing at 

intersections, transit riders on buses, drivers waiting in vehicle queues, and bicyclists waiting for a green 

light at a traffic signal.  
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Table 4.3-14 Intersection Level of Service – Existing Plus Project Mitigated Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 
Hour 

Existing  
No Project 

Existing  
Plus Project 

Existing Plus 
Project Mitigated Significance 

After Mitigation Delay 
(seconds)

2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 
(seconds)

2 LOS 

1. 
Ashby Avenue/ College 
Avenue 

Berkeley Signal 

PM 67.6 E 74.5 E 56.9 E 
Significant and 

Unavoidable
3
 

SAT 
90.0  

(v/c = 1.22) 
F 

100.6 
(v/c = 1.25) 

F 77.5 E 

5. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ College 
Avenue  

Berkeley Signal 

PM 
98.1 

(v/c = 1.10) 
F 

112.2 
(v/c = 1.16) 

F 57.7 E 
Significant and 

Unavoidable
3
 

SAT 36.3 D 52.5 D 30.5 C 

6. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 
Claremont Avenue 

Berkeley 
SSSC/ 
Signal

4
 

PM 18.9 (82.1) C (F) 15.3 (67.2) C (F) 10.1 B 
Significant and 

Unavoidable
3
 

SAT 2.6 (16.0) A (C) 2.6 (16.4) A (C) 5.7 A 

9. 
College Avenue/ 
Claremont Avenue/ 62

nd
 

Street 

Oakland Signal 

PM 61.5 E 70.2 E 56.0 E 
Less than 

Significant 
SAT 66.6 E 87.8 F 57.7 E 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 

2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the average 

intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both unsignalized 

and signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. Impact is significant and unavoidable because the intersection is not within Oakland’s jurisdiction and it is not certain the measure could be implemented. If 

the mitigation measure is implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

4. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under Existing No Project and Existing Plus Project conditions and signalized under Existing Plus Project Mitigated 

conditions. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 
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Based on general industry practice in urban areas, changes to signal operations including timing and 

signal phasing are considered to mitigate impacts to less than significant levels only if the changes can be 

accomplished within the current cycle length or if the signal cycle length is no greater than 90 seconds. In 

general, longer cycle lengths are considered to adversely affect pedestrians and bicyclists because they 

would experience additional delay at the intersection, but these are not considered significant CEQA 

impacts. Additional upgrades may also be needed for the signal equipment to comply with the latest local, 

state, and federal requirements. These may include: providing count-down pedestrian signal heads, 

providing audible pedestrian signals, and providing bicycle detection at actuated signals. 

2015 Intersection Impacts 

This section addresses the intersection impacts that would occur in 2015 with the completion of the 

proposed project. Items discussed in this section include the development of traffic volume forecasts for 

the 2015 No Project and 2015 Plus Project scenarios, intersection operations results, and project 

intersection impacts. 

2015 Intersection Traffic Forecasts 

Traffic volume forecasts for the 2015 No Project scenario were developed using the ACCMA Model and 

existing traffic counts, which reflects past, present, and future developments expected by year 2015. The 

main inputs to the 2015 forecasting process are the model outputs from a modified version of the 

ACCMA Model (with updated land use) and the existing traffic counts. The base land use data in the 

ACCMA Model was modified to reflect more accurate land use projections in the City of Oakland. The 

modifications to the model land use database are described in Appendix G. These modifications assure 

that the ACCMA Model correctly accounts for traffic growth from past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable development (i.e., pending, planned, proposed, and recently completed residential and non-

residential developments) in the project vicinity.  

The ACCMA Model produces weekday peak hour roadway segment volumes. The difference method, 

which increases existing turning movement volumes to reflect model-predicted increases in roadway 

segment volumes, was applied to these forecasted segment volumes to estimate weekday PM peak hour 

intersection turning movements under 2015 No Project conditions.  

Since the ACCMA model does not include non-weekday time periods, the ratio between the weekday PM 

peak hour existing volumes and the forecasted 2015 No Project volumes were applied to the existing 

Saturday peak hour volumes to estimate Saturday peak hour volumes under the 2015 No project 

conditions. The traffic volumes for the 2015 No Project scenario are shown on Figure 4.3-17.  

In addition, this analysis assumes that pedestrian and bicycle volumes at the study intersections would 

increase proportional to the projected growth in land uses in the study area. 

The traffic volumes under the 2015 Plus Project scenario are shown on Figure 4.3-18. They include 2015 

No Project traffic volumes plus traffic volumes generated by the proposed project.  

 

Text continues onpage 4.3-77
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Table 4.3-15 Intersection Level of Service – 2015 Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 

Hour 

2015 No Project  2015 Plus Project 
Impact? Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

1. Ashby Avenue/College Avenue Berkeley Signal 

PM 78.2 E 86.2 F Yes
3
 

SAT 
106.4 

(v/c = 1.28) 
F 

119.3 
(v/c = 1.32) 

F Yes
4
 

2. Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue Berkeley Signal 
PM 63.1 E 64.7 E No 

SAT 34.8 C 35.5 D No 

3. The Uplands/Claremont Avenue  Berkeley Signal 
PM 10.4 B 10.4 B No 

SAT 9.2 A 9.3 A No 

4. Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue Oakland Signal 
PM 45.1 D 46.0 D No 

SAT 30.2 C 31.0 C No 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue  Oakland Signal 
PM 

119.6 
(v/c = 1.20) 

F 
>120 

(v/c = 1.26) 
F Yes

4
 

SAT 44.1 D 63.9 E Yes
5
 

6. Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont Avenue Berkeley SSSC 
PM 66.4 (>120) F (F) 50.5 (>120) F (F) Yes

6
 

SAT 3.1 (19.1) A (C) 3.1 (19.8) A (C) No 

7. 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue Oakland SSSC 
PM 4.1 (66.5) A (F) 15.8 (>120) C (F) No

7
 

SAT 6.7 (108.1) A (F) 54.3 (>120) F (F) No
7
 

8. 
Mystic Street/Auburn Avenue/Claremont 
Avenue 

Oakland 
SSSC/ 

Signal
8
 

PM 3.5 (29.1) A (D) 11.7 B No 

SAT 2.7 (17.6) A (C) 10.3 B No 

9. College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62
nd

 Street Oakland Signal 
PM 102.5 F 124.6 F Yes

9
 

SAT 101.6 F 133.9 F Yes
9
 

10. Forest Street/Claremont Avenue Oakland Signal 
PM 40.9 D 41.9 D No 

SAT 25.9 C 26.3 C No 
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# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 

Hour 

2015 No Project  2015 Plus Project 
Impact? Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

11. 
Hudson Street/SR 24 WB On-Ramp/Claremont 
Avenue 

Oakland Signal 
PM 19.0 B 19.4 B No 

SAT 12.6 B 13.3 B No 

12. 
Clifton Street/SR 24 EB Off-Ramp/Claremont 
Avenue 

Oakland Signal 
PM 17.3 B 17.3 B No 

SAT 12.8 B 13.0 B No 

13. Miles Avenue/College Avenue Oakland Signal 
PM 15.7 B 16.0 B No 

SAT 13.3 B 13.6 B No 

14. Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue Oakland Signal 
PM 66.9 E 66.9 E No 

SAT 19.6 B 20.5 C No 

15. Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue Oakland Signal 
PM 38.0 D 40.5 D No 

SAT 17.3 B 17.7 B No 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 
2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the 

average intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both 
unsignalized and signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would degrade intersection operations from LOS E to LOS F and increase 
intersection average delay by more than three seconds at an intersection in Berkeley. 

4. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) by more than 0.01 at an 
intersection in Berkeley already operating at LOS F. 

5. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would degrade intersection operations from LOS D to LOS E and increase 
intersection average delay by more than two seconds at an intersection in Berkeley. 

6. The proposed project would cause an impact at this unsignalized intersection in Berkeley because it would result in the stop-controlled eastbound approach 
to operate at LOS F and the intersection would meet the peak hour signal warrant. 

7. The proposed project would not cause an impact at this intersection because the unsignalized intersection would not meet the peak hour signal warrant, 
despite operating at LOS F during the peak hour. 

8. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under 2015 No Project conditions and signalized under 2015 Plus Project conditions. 
9. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase intersection average delay by more than two seconds and 

increase delay for a critical movement by more than four seconds at an intersection in Oakland already operating at LOS F. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010 
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Roadway Network 

The 2015 No Project and Plus Project scenarios assume the completion of improvements at the Miles 

Avenue/College Avenue (#13) and Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue (#14) intersections that 

are part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement.  

As previously described, the proposed project would add left-turn lanes on northbound and southbound 

College Avenue at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection (#7) and signalize the Mystic Street/ 

Auburn Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#8). These modifications were assumed for the 2015 

Plus Project scenario. No other modifications to the roadway network are assumed for the 2015 No 

Project or Plus Project scenarios. No adjustments were made to optimize the traffic signal timings at the 

study intersections. 

2015 Intersection Operations 

The forecasted 2015 intersection turning movement volumes in conjunction with the existing intersection 

lane configurations and traffic signal timings were used to evaluate intersection operations for the 2015 

No Project scenario. The 2015 Plus Project scenario was analyzed after adding trips generated by the 

project. The results are summarized in Table 4.3-15. Detailed intersection LOS calculation worksheets are 

presented in Appendix H. 

The following seven intersections are projected to operate at a deficient level in 2015 without or with the 

proposed project:  

 The signalized Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#1), located in the City of Berkeley, 

would degrade from LOS E under 2015 No Project conditions to LOS F under 2015 Plus Project 

conditions during the weekday PM peak hour. The intersection would operate at LOS F during 

the Saturday PM peak hour regardless of the proposed project. 

 The signalized Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#2), located in the City of 

Berkeley, would operate at LOS E during the weekday PM peak hour regardless of the proposed 

project. 

 The signalized Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#5), located in the City of 

Berkeley, would operate at LOS F during the weekday PM peak hour regardless of the proposed 

project. The intersection would degrade from LOS D under 2015 No Project conditions to LOS E 

under 2015 Plus Project conditions during the Saturday PM peak hour. 

 The side-street stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection (#6), located in the City of Berkeley, would operate at LOS F during the weekday 

PM peak hour regardless of the proposed project. This intersection would meet the peak-hour 

volume signal warrant. Although the intersection would continue to operate at LOS F, the 

proposed project would slightly improve operations at this intersection because the upstream 

signal at Mystic Street/Auburn Avenue/ Claremont Avenue (#8) constructed as part of the 

proposed project would result in additional gaps in traffic flow on Claremont Avenue which 

would allow the eastbound Alcatraz Avenue movement to more easily turn into Claremont 

Avenue. 

 The side-street stop-controlled eastbound and westbound approaches at the 63
rd

 Street/Safeway 

Driveway/College Avenue intersection (#7), located in the City of Oakland, would operate at 
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LOS F during both weekday PM and Saturday peak hours regardless of the proposed project. This 

intersection would not meet the peak-hour volume signal warrant regardless of the proposed 

project. 

 The signalized College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#9), located in the City of 

Oakland, would operate at LOS F during both weekday and Saturday PM peak hours regardless 

of the proposed project.  

 The signalized Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#14), located in the 

City of Oakland, would operate at LOS E during the weekday PM peak hour regardless of the 

proposed project. 

The proposed project would cause a significant impact at the following four of these intersections: 

 Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#1) 

 Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#5) 

 The side-street stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection (#6) 

 College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#9) 

The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact at the following intersections: 

 The Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#2) would operate at LOS E during the 

weekday PM peak hour, but the addition of project traffic would not increase average intersection 

delay by more than three seconds. 

 The side-street stop-controlled approach at 63
rd

 Street/Safeway Driveway/College Avenue 

intersection (#7) would operate at unacceptable LOS F during both weekday and Saturday PM 

peak hours. The proposed project would not cause a significant impact because the intersection 

would not meet peak hour signal warrants without or with the traffic generated by the proposed 

project.  

 The Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#14) would operate at LOS E 

during the weekday PM peak hour, but the addition of project traffic would not increase average 

intersection delay by more than four seconds or critical movement delay by more than six 

seconds.  

2015 Plus Project Conditions Impacts and Mitigations 

Impact TRANS-5: The proposed project would degrade intersection operations from LOS E to 

LOS F and increase the average intersection vehicle delay by more than three seconds during the 

weekday PM peak hour and contribute to LOS F operation and increase the v/c ratio by more than 

0.01 during the Saturday peak hour at the Ashby Avenue/College Avenue (#1) intersection under 

2015 Conditions. This is a significant impact based on City of Berkeley’s significance criteria. 

(Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-5: The impact at the Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection can 

be mitigated by implementing the following: 



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures 

4.3 Transportation, Circulation and Parking 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 4.3-79 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

 Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 

After implementation of this measure, the intersection would improve from LOS F to LOS E during 

the weekday PM peak hour and continue to operate at LOS F during the Saturday PM peak hour. 

Although the intersection would continue to operate at unacceptable conditions, the average 

intersection vehicle delay during both peak hours would be less than under 2015 No Project 

Conditions. No secondary significant impacts would result from implementation of this measure.  

As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement, City of Berkeley is 

planning improvements at this intersection. These improvements are currently in the preliminary 

feasibility study phase, do not have final design, and do not have approvals. The improvements may 

include providing a northbound left-turn lane on College Avenue, changing the left-turn signal 

phasing, and/or providing a pedestrian scramble phase. These planned improvements would not 

mitigate the project impacts; however, the proposed mitigation measures would not conflict with 

these potential improvements. The implementation of the improvements under study at this 

intersection may increase delay experienced by automobiles. However, the increase in delay cannot 

be reasonably quantified because the details of the improvement that may be implemented at this 

intersection are not known at this time. 

Significance after Mitigation: This project impact is significant and unavoidable because it is not 

certain that the measure could be implemented. Because it is located in Berkeley, the City of 

Oakland, as lead agency, does not have jurisdiction at this intersection. Since the mitigation 

measure would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley and Caltrans, the impact 

is considered significant and unavoidable. However, in the event that Mitigation Measure 

TRANS-1 were implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

Impact TRANS-6: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations and increase the v/c 

ratio by more than 0.01 during the PM peak hour and degrade intersection operations from LOS D 

to LOS E and increase intersection average delay by more than two seconds during the Saturday 

PM peak hour at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (#5) intersection under 2015 Conditions. 

This is a significant impact based on City of Berkeley’s significance criteria. (Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-6: The impact at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection 

can be mitigated by implementing the following: 

 Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 

After implementation of this measure, the intersection would improve from LOS F to LOS E during 

the weekday PM peak hour. Although the intersection would continue to operate at unacceptable 

conditions, the average intersection vehicle delay would be less than under 2015 No Project 

Conditions. The intersection would improve from LOS E to LOS C during the Saturday peak hour. 

No secondary significant impacts would result from implementation of this measure.  

Significance after Mitigation: This project impact is significant and unavoidable because it is not 

certain that the measure could be implemented. Because it is located in Berkeley, the City of 

Oakland, as lead agency, does not have jurisdiction at this intersection. Since the mitigation 
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measure would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley, the impact is considered 

significant and unavoidable. However, in the event that Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 were 

implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

Impact TRANS-7: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation at the side-street 

stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#6) intersection 

which would meet the peak hour signal warrant under 2015 Conditions. This is a significant impact 

based on a conservative reading of the City of Berkeley’s significance criteria. (Significant)
23

 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-7: Implement the following measures at the Alcatraz Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue intersection: 

 Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 

Prior to the installation of the traffic signals, a complete traffic signal warrant analysis shall be 

conducted at this location to verify that this location meets MUTCD signal warrants and be subject 

to review and approval of the City of Berkeley. After implementation of this measure, the 

intersection would operate at LOS B during the weekday PM peak hour and LOS A during the 

Saturday PM peak hour. No secondary significant impacts would result from implementation of this 

measure.  

Significance after Mitigation: This project impact is significant and unavoidable because it is not 

certain that the measure could be implemented. Because it is located in Berkeley, the City of 

Oakland, as lead agency, does not have jurisdiction at this intersection. Since the mitigation 

measure would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley, the impact is considered 

significant and unavoidable. However, in the event that Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 were 

implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

Impact TRANS-8: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations, increase the 

average intersection vehicle delay by more than two seconds, and increase delay for all critical 

movements by more than four seconds, during both weekday and Saturday PM peak hours at the 

College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#9) intersection under 2015 Conditions. This is a significant 

impact based on City of Oakland’s significance criteria. (Significant)  

Mitigation Measure TRANS-8: Implement the following measures at the College Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue intersection: 

 Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS-4 

After implementation of this measure, the intersection would continue to operate at LOS F during 

both weekday PM and Saturday PM peak hours. Although the intersection would continue to 

operate at unacceptable conditions, the project impact would be reduced to less than significant 

because the average intersection vehicle delay during both peak hours would be less than under 

2015 No Project Conditions and the increase in delay for all critical movements would be less than 

four seconds higher than under 2015 No Project conditions. No secondary significant impacts 

                                                      
23  Ibid. 
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would result from implementation of this measure.  

As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement, City of Oakland is 

planning improvements at this intersection, consisting of installing bulbouts and upgrading traffic 

signal control equipment. These planned improvements would not mitigate the project impacts; 

however, the proposed mitigation measure would not conflict with the planned improvements. 

These improvements are not expected to affect traffic operations at this intersection or cause 

significant secondary impacts. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

2015 Plus Project Mitigated Conditions  

Table 4.3-16 summarizes intersection operations after implementation of the mitigation measures at the 

affected intersections. 

2035 Intersection Impacts 

This section addresses the intersection impacts that would occur in 2035 with the completion of the 

proposed project. Items discussed in this section include the development of traffic volume forecasts for 

the 2035 No Project and 2035 Plus Project scenarios, intersection operations results, and project 

intersection impacts. 

2035 Intersection Traffic Forecasts 

The 2035 No Project intersection turning movement forecasts were developed using the same procedure 

as the 2015 No Project forecasts. The only difference is that instead of the ACCMA model output for 

2015, the ACCMA model output for 2035, which reflects past, present, and future developments expected 

by year 2035, was used. The traffic volumes for the 2035 No Project scenario are shown on Figure 4.3-19.  

The traffic volumes under the 2035 Plus Project scenario are shown on Figure 4.3-20. They include 2035 

No Project traffic volumes plus traffic volumes generated by the proposed project.  

Roadway Network 

The 2035 No Project and Plus Project scenarios assume the completion of improvements at the Miles 

Avenue/College Avenue (#13) and Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue (#14) intersections that 

are part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement.  

As previously described, the proposed project would add left-turn lanes on northbound and southbound 

College Avenue at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection (#7) and signalize the Mystic Street/ 

Auburn Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#8). These modifications were assumed for the 2035 

Plus Project scenario. No other modifications to the roadway network are assumed for the 2035 No 

Project or Plus Project scenarios. No adjustments were made to optimize the traffic signal timings at the 

study intersections. 
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2035 Intersection Operations 

The forecasted 2035 intersection turning movement volumes in conjunction with the existing intersection 

lane configurations and traffic signal timings were used to evaluate intersection operations for the 2035 

No Project scenario. The 2035 Plus Project scenario was analyzed after adding trips generated by the 

project. The results are summarized in Table 4.3-17. Detailed intersection LOS calculation worksheets are 

presented in Appendix I. 

 

 

Text continues on page 4.3-90.
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Table 4.3-16 Intersection Level of Service – 2015 Plus Project Mitigated Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 

Hour 

2015 No Project 2015 Plus Project 
2015 Plus Project 

Mitigated Significance 
After 

Mitigation Delay 
(seconds)

2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 
(seconds)

2 LOS 

1. 
Ashby Avenue/ College 
Avenue 

Berkeley Signal 

PM 78.2 E 86.2 F 64.2 E 
Significant and 

Unavoidable
3
 

SAT 
106.4 

(v/c = 1.28) 
F 

119.3 
(v/c = 1.32) 

F 
90.5 

(v/c = 1.25) 
F 

5. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ College 
Avenue  

Berkeley Signal 

PM 
119.6 

(v/c = 1.20) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.26) 

F 
71.5 

(v/c = 1.06) 
E 

Significant and 

Unavoidable
3
 

SAT 44.1 D 63.9 E 34.4 C 

6. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 
Claremont Avenue 

Berkeley 
SSSC/ 
Signal

4
 

PM 66.4 (>120) F (F) 50.5 (>120) F (F) 11.9 B 
Significant and 

Unavoidable
3
 

SAT 3.1 (19.1) A (C) 3.1 (19.8) A (C) 6.0 A 

9. 
College 
Avenue/Claremont 
Avenue/ 62

nd
 Street 

Oakland Signal 
PM 102.5 F 124.6 F 85.6 F Less than 

Significant 
SAT 101.6 F 133.9 F 89.0 F 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 

2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the average 

intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both unsignalized 

and signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. Impact is significant and unavoidable because the intersection is not within Oakland’s jurisdiction and it is not certain the measure could be implemented. If 

the mitigation measure were implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

4. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under 2015 No Project and 2015 Plus Project conditions and signalized under 2015 Plus Project Mitigated 

conditions. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 
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Table 4.3-17 Intersection Level of Service – 2035 Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 

Hour 

2035 No Project  2035 Plus Project 
Impact? Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

1. Ashby Avenue/College Avenue Berkeley Signal 

PM 
>120 

(v/c = 1.24) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.26) 

F Yes
3
 

SAT 
>120 

(v/c = 1.40) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.43) 

F Yes
3
 

2. Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue Berkeley Signal 
PM 

>120 
(v/c = 1.12) 

F 
>120 

(v/c = 1.13) 
F Yes

3
 

SAT 65.5 E 68.0 E No 

3. The Uplands/Claremont Avenue  Berkeley Signal 
PM 12.6 B 12.7 B No 

SAT 9.8 A 9.9 A No 

4. Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue Oakland Signal 
PM 76.3 E 78.5 E No 

SAT 38.2 D 39.7 D No 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue  Berkeley Signal 
PM 

>120 
(v/c = 1.51) 

F 
>120 

(v/c = 1.57) 
F Yes

3
 

SAT 64.2 E 89.1 F Yes
4
 

6. Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont Avenue Berkeley SSSC 
PM >120 (>120) F (F) >120 (>120) F (F) Yes

5
 

SAT 21.1 (>120) C (F) 17.2 (100.5) C (F) Yes
5
 

7. 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue Oakland SSSC 
PM 6.0 (>120) A (F) 10.8 (103.8) B (F) No 

SAT 12.5 (>120) B (F) >120 (>120) F (F) Yes
6
 

8. 
Mystic Street/Auburn Avenue/Claremont 
Avenue 

Oakland 
SSSC/ 
Signal

7
 

PM 6.8 (106.7) A (F) 12.4 B No 

SAT 2.9 (30.7) A (D)  9.6 A No 

9. 
College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62

nd
 

Street 
Oakland Signal 

PM 
>120 

(v/c = 1.67) F 
>120 

(v/c = 1.87) F Yes
8
 

SAT 
>120 

(v/c = 1.39) F 
>120 

(v/c = 1.56) F Yes
8
 

10. Forest Street/Claremont Avenue Oakland Signal 
PM 86.2 F 88.6 F Yes

9
 

SAT 65.6 E 65.2 E No 

11. 
Hudson Street/ SR 24 WB On-Ramp/ 
Claremont Ave 

Oakland Signal 
PM 21.5 C 21.8 C No 

SAT 14.0 B 14.6 B No 
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# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 

Hour 

2035 No Project  2035 Plus Project 
Impact? Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

12. 
Clifton Street/SR 24 EB Off-Ramp/ 
Claremont Avenue 

Oakland Signal 
PM 25.4 C 25.5 C No 

SAT 15.1 B 15.3 B No 

13. Miles Avenue/College Avenue Oakland Signal 
PM 22.2 C 22.6 C No 

SAT 15.4 B 15.7 B No 

14. 
Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College 
Avenue 

Oakland Signal 
PM 69.3 E 69.8 E No 

SAT 19.8 B 20.7 C No 

15. 
Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College 
Avenue 

Oakland Signal 
PM 67.0 E 72.1 E Yes

10
 

SAT 20.5 C 21.2 C No 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 

2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the 

average intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both 

unsignalized and signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) by more than 0.01 at an 

intersection in Berkeley already operating at LOS F. 

4. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would degrade intersection operations from LOS E to LOS F and increase 

intersection average delay by more than three seconds at an intersection in Berkeley. 

5. The proposed project would cause an impact at this unsignalized intersection in Berkeley because it would result in the stop-controlled eastbound 

approach to operate at LOS F and the intersection would meet the peak hour signal warrant. 

6. The proposed project would cause an impact at this unsignalized intersection in Oakland because it would increase intersection traffic volume by more 

than ten vehicles and the intersection would meet the peak hour signal warrant. 

7. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under 2035 No Project conditions and signalized under 2035 Plus Project conditions. 

8. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase v/c ratio by more 0.03 at an intersection in Oakland already 

operating at LOS F. 

9. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase intersection average delay by more than two seconds and 

increase delay for a critical movement by more than four seconds at an intersection in Oakland already operating at LOS F. 

10. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase intersection average delay by more than four seconds at an 

intersection in Oakland already operating at LOS E. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010 
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The following eleven intersections are projected to operate at a deficient level in 2035 without or with the 

proposed project:  

 The signalized Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#1), located in the City of Berkeley, 

would operate at LOS F during both weekday and Saturday PM peak hour and at LOS E during 

the Saturday PM peak hour regardless of the proposed project. 

 The signalized Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#2), located in the City of 

Berkeley, would operate at LOS F during the weekday PM peak hour regardless of the proposed 

project. 

 The signalized Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue intersection (#4), located in the City of 

Oakland, would operate at LOS E during the weekday PM peak hour regardless of the proposed 

project. 

 The signalized Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#5), located in the City of 

Berkeley, would operate at LOS F during the weekday PM peak hour regardless of the proposed 

project. The intersection would degrade from LOS E under 2035 No Project conditions to LOS F 

under 2035 Plus Project conditions during the Saturday PM peak hour. 

 The side-street stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection (#6), located in the City of Berkeley, would operate at LOS F during both weekday 

and Saturday PM peak hours regardless of the proposed project. This intersection would meet the 

peak-hour volume signal warrant regardless of the proposed project. Although the intersection 

would continue to operate at LOS F, the proposed project would slightly improve operations at 

this intersection because the upstream signal at Mystic Street/Auburn Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

(#8) constructed as part of the proposed project would result in additional gaps in traffic flow on 

Claremont Avenue which would allow the eastbound Alcatraz Avenue movement to more easily 

turn into Claremont Avenue. 

 The side-street stop-controlled eastbound and westbound approaches at the 63
rd

 Street/Safeway 

Driveway/College Avenue intersection (#7), located in the City of Oakland, would operate at 

LOS F during both weekday PM and Saturday peak hours regardless of the proposed project. This 

intersection would meet the peak-hour volume signal warrant under 2035 Plus Project conditions. 

 The side-street stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Mystic Street/Auburn 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#8), located in the City of Oakland, would operate at 

LOS F during the weekday PM peak hour under 2035 No Projects conditions.  

 The signalized College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#9), located in the City of 

Oakland, would operate at LOS F during both weekday and Saturday PM peak hours regardless 

of the proposed project. 

 The signalized Forest Street/Claremont Avenue intersection (#10), located in the City of Oakland, 

would operate at LOS F during the weekday PM peak hour and LOS E during the Saturday PM 

peak hour regardless of the proposed project. 

 The signalized Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#14), located in the 

City of Oakland, would operate at LOS E during the weekday PM peak hour regardless of the 

proposed project. 

 The signalized Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue intersection (# 15), located in the 

City of Oakland, would operate at LOS E during the weekday PM peak hour regardless of the 

proposed project. 
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The proposed project would cause a significant impact at the following eight of these intersections: 

 Ashby Avenue/College (#1) 

 Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#2) 

 Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (#5) 

 The side-street stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection (#6) 

 The side-street stop-controlled eastbound and westbound approaches at the 63
rd

 Street/Safeway 

Driveway/College Avenue intersection (#7) 

 College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#9) 

 Forest Street/Claremont Avenue (#10) 

 Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue (#15) 

The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact at the following intersections: 

 The signalized Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue intersection (#4) would operate at LOS E 

during the weekday PM peak hour, but the addition of project traffic would not increase average 

intersection delay by more than four seconds or increase delay for any critical movements by 

more than six seconds. 

 The side-street stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Mystic Street/Auburn Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue intersection (#8) would operate at LOS F during the weekday PM peak hour 

under 2035 No Projects conditions. However, the proposed project would signalize the 

intersection and improve intersection operations to LOS B under 2035 Plus Project conditions.  

 The Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#14) would operate at LOS E 

during the weekday PM peak hour, but the addition of project traffic would not increase average 

intersection delay by more than four seconds or critical movement delay by more than six 

seconds.  

2035 Plus Project Impacts and Mitigations 

Impact TRANS-9: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation and increase the v/c 

ratio by more than 0.01 during both weekday and Saturday PM peak hours at the Ashby 

Avenue/College Avenue (#1) intersection under 2035 Conditions. This is a significant impact based 

on City of Berkeley’s significance criteria. (Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-9: The impact at the Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection can 

be mitigated by implementing the following: 

 Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 

 Provide a left-turn lane on southbound College Avenue 

After implementation of this measure, the intersection would continue to operate at LOS F during 

both weekday and Saturday PM peak hour. Although the intersection would continue to operate at 

unacceptable conditions, the average intersection vehicle delay during both peak hours would be 

less than under 2035 No Project Conditions.  
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Providing a left-turn lane on southbound College Avenue may result in secondary impacts. This 

segment of College Avenue currently provides adequate width to accommodate a southbound left-

turn lane in addition to the existing southbound and northbound through lanes. However, provision 

of a southbound left-turn lane would narrow the northbound through lane. As a result, trucks may 

have difficulty turning right from westbound Ashby Avenue to northbound College Avenue. In 

addition, buses stopped at the existing bus stop on northbound College Avenue just north of Ashby 

Avenue may block northbound through traffic on the narrower travel lane.  

As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement, City of Berkeley is 

planning improvements at this intersection. These improvements are currently in the preliminary 

feasibility study phase, do not have final design, and do not have approvals. The improvements may 

include providing a northbound left-turn lane on College Avenue, changing the left-turn signal 

phasing, and/or providing a pedestrian scramble phase. These planned improvements would not 

mitigate the project impacts; however, the proposed mitigation measures would not conflict with 

these potential improvements. The implementation of the improvements under study at this 

intersection may increase delay experienced by automobiles. However, the potential increase in 

delay cannot be reasonably quantified because the details of the improvement that may be 

implemented at this intersection are not known at this time. 

Significance after Mitigation: This project is significant and unavoidable because it is not certain 

that the measure could be implemented. Because it is located in Berkeley, the City of Oakland, as 

lead agency, does not have jurisdiction at this intersection. Since the mitigation measure would 

need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley and Caltrans, the impact is considered 

significant and unavoidable. However, in the event that Mitigation Measure TRANS-9 were 

implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

Impact TRANS-10: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation and increase the 

v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the weekday PM peak hour at the Ashby Avenue/Claremont 

Avenue (#2) intersection under 2035 Conditions. This is a significant impact based on City of 

Berkeley’s significance criteria. (Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-10: The impact at the Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection 

can be mitigated by implementing the following: 

 Reconfigure the westbound approach on Ashby Avenue to provide a dedicated left-turn lane 

and a shared through/right-turn lane 

 Convert signal control equipment from pre-timed to actuated-uncoordinated operations 

 Optimize signal timing parameters (i.e., adjust the allocation of green time for each 

intersection approach) 

To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the following to City of Berkeley and 

Caltrans for review and approval: 

 Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify the intersection to accommodate the 

signal timing changes supporting vehicle travel and alternative modes travel consistent with 

City of Berkeley and Caltrans requirements.  



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures 

4.3 Transportation, Circulation and Parking 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 4.3-93 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

 Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group. 

The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and implementing these plans. 

After implementation of this measure, the intersection would continue to operate at LOS F during 

the weekday PM peak hour. Although the intersection would continue to operate at unacceptable 

conditions, the average intersection vehicle delay during both peak hours would be less than under 

2035 No Project Conditions. No secondary significant impacts would result from implementation 

of this measure.  

As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement, City of Berkeley is 

planning improvements at this intersection. These improvements are currently in the preliminary 

feasibility study phase and do not have approvals. The improvements may include converting one 

of the through lanes on eastbound and/or westbound Ashby Avenue to a dedicated left-turn lane. 

The proposed mitigation measure is one of the improvements under study by City of Berkeley. The 

proposed mitigation measures would not conflict with other improvements under study at this 

intersection. The implementation of the improvements under study at this intersection may increase 

delay experienced by automobiles. However, the potential increase in delay cannot be reasonably 

quantified because the details of the improvement that may be implemented at this intersection are 

not known at this time. 

Significance after Mitigation: This project impact is significant and unavoidable because it is not 

certain that the measure could be implemented. Because it is located in Berkeley, the City of 

Oakland, as lead agency, does not have jurisdiction at this intersection. Since the mitigation 

measure would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley and Caltrans, the impact 

is considered significant and unavoidable. However, in the event that Mitigation Measure 

TRANS-10 were implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

Impact TRANS-11: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations and increase the 

v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the PM peak hour and degrade intersection operations from 

LOS E to LOS F and increase intersection average delay by more than three seconds during the 

Saturday PM peak hour at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (#5) intersection under 2035 

Conditions. This is a significant impact based on City of Berkeley’s significance criteria. 

(Significant) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-11: The impact at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection 

can be mitigated by implementing the following: 

 Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 

After implementation of this measure, the intersection would continue to operate at LOS F during 

the weekday PM peak hour. Although the intersection would continue to operate at unacceptable 

conditions, the average intersection vehicle delay would be less than under 2035 No Project 

Conditions. The intersection would improve from LOS F to LOS D during the Saturday peak hour. 

No secondary significant impacts would result from implementation of this measure.  

Significance after Mitigation: This project impact is significant and unavoidable because it is not 

certain that the measure could be implemented. Because it is located in Berkeley, the City of 
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Oakland, as lead agency, does not have jurisdiction at this intersection. Since the mitigation 

measure would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley, the impact is considered 

significant and unavoidable. However, in the event that Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 were 

implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

Impact TRANS-12:  

The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation at the side-street stop-controlled 

eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#6) intersection which would meet 

the peak hour signal warrant under 2035 Conditions. This is a significant impact based on a 

conservatiove reading of the City of Berkeley’s significance criteria. (Significant)
24

 

 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-12: Implement the following measures at the Alcatraz Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue intersection: 

 Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 

Prior to the installation of the traffic signals, a complete traffic signal warrant analysis shall be 

conducted at this location to verify that this location meets MUTCD signal warrants and be subject 

to review and approval of the City of Berkeley. After implementation of this measure, the 

intersection would operate at LOS C during the weekday PM peak hour and LOS A during the 

Saturday PM peak hour. No secondary significant impacts would result from implementation of this 

measure.  

Significance after Mitigation: This project impact is significant and unavoidable because it is not 

certain that the measure could be implemented. Because it is located in Berkeley, the City of 

Oakland, as lead agency, does not have jurisdiction at this intersection. Since the mitigation 

measure would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley, the impact is considered 

significant and unavoidable. However, in the event that Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 were 

implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

Impact TRANS-13: The proposed project would add more than 10 trips to the 63
rd

 Street/College 

Avenue (#7) intersection which would meet the peak hour signal warrant under 2035 Conditions. 

This is a significant impact based on City of Oakland‘s significance criteria. 

(Significant)Mitigation Measure TRANS-13: Implement the following measures at the 63
rd

 

Street/College Avenue intersection: 

 Signalize the intersection, providing actuated operation, with permitted left turns, a pedestrian 

scramble phase (i.e., an all-pedestrian signal phases), and communication conduit/cabling 

connecting the traffic signal to the existing traffic signals on College Avenue at Alcatraz 

Avenue and Claremont Avenue. 

 Coordinate the signal timings at this intersection with the adjacent intersections that would be 

in the same signal coordination group. 

To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the following to City of Oakland‘s 

                                                      
24  Ibid. 
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Transportation Services Division for review and approval: 

 Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify the intersection to accommodate the 

signal installation. All elements shall be designed to City standards in effect at the time of 

construction and all new or upgraded signals should include these enhancements. All other 

facilities supporting vehicle travel and alternative modes through the intersection should be 

brought up to both City standards and ADA standards (according to Federal and State Access 

Board guidelines) at the time of construction. Current City Standards call for among other 

items the elements listed below: 

o GPS communication (clock)  

o Accessible pedestrian crosswalks according to Federal and State Access Board guidelines  

o City Standard ADA wheelchair ramps  

o Full actuation (video detection, pedestrian push buttons, bicycle detection)  

o Accessible Pedestrian Signals, audible and tactile according to Federal Access Board 
guidelines Signal interconnect and communication to City Traffic Management Center for 
corridors identified in the City's ITS Master Plan  

o Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group  

The project sponsor shall fund, prepare, and install the approved plans and improvements. 

Prior to the installation of the traffic signals, a complete traffic signal warrant analysis shall be 

conducted at this location to verify that this location meets MUTCD signal warrants and be subject 

to review and approval of the City. After implementation of this measure, the intersection would 

operate at LOS A during both weekday PM and Saturday peak hours. Pedestrians crossing at this 

intersection would experience more delay because they would need to wait for the appropriate 

signal phase; however this mitigation measure would improve their safety by providing a protected 

pedestrian crossing. In addition, considering the proximity of this intersection to existing signals 

along College Avenue at Alcatraz and Claremont Avenues, a signal at this intersection may result 

in queues from upstream intersections backing and blocking this intersection. Queues on 

northbound College Avenue at Alcatraz Avenue and on southbound College Avenue at Claremont 

Avenue are expected to spill back past 63
rd

 Street under 2035 Plus Project conditions after 

implementation of mitigation measures. Signal coordination along College Avenue would reduce 

the likelihood of queue spillbacks.  

Without a signal at this intersection, vehicles exiting the Safeway Driveway would form long 

queues inside the project garage as they wait for adequate gaps in the flow of vehicles and 

pedestrians to exit the garage. The proposed mitigation measure would reduce the delay and queues 

experienced by vehicles exiting the project driveway. 

As part of this mitigation measure, the westbound Safeway driveway shall be designed similar to a 

typical intersection approach with raised curb returns, the driveway surface lower than the 

sidewalk, and ADA compliant ramps. If the driveway approach is designed as a typical driveway at 

the same level as the sidewalk and the driveway is signalized, pedestrians along College Avenue 

may fail to note that the driveway is signalized. No other secondary significant impacts would 

result from implementation of this measure. 
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Potential secondary significant impacts would result from implementation of this measure. 

However, they can be mitigated by implementing Mitigation Measures TRANS-17A and -17B as 

identified in the pedestrian and bicycle safety discussion of this section. 

Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable. While mitigation measures have been 

identified that, if implemented, would mitigate any significant impacts at this intersection, this 

impact is being conservatively assumed to be significant and unavoidable. Because the mitigation 

would create a signalized intersection on a residential side street and would provide direct access to 

the College Avenue entrance for the site, it could create negative increases in traffic in the 

residential neighborhood along 63
rd

 Street. This could result in undesirable quality of life and other 

negative effects that, while not significant impacts under CEQA, may result in a determination that 

the mitigation is infeasible. 

Impact TRANS-14: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations and increase the 

intersection v/c ratio by more than 0.03 during both weekday and Saturday PM peak hours at the 

College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#9) intersection under 2035 Conditions. This is a significant 

impact based on City of Oakland’s significance criteria. (Significant)  

Mitigation Measure TRANS-14: Implement the following measures at the College Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue intersection: 

 Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS-4 

After implementation of this measure, the intersection would continue to operate at LOS F during 

both weekday PM and Saturday PM peak hours. Although the intersection would continue to 

operate at unacceptable conditions, the project impact would be reduced to less than significant 

because the average intersection vehicle delay and v/c ratio during both peak hours would be less 

than under 2035 No Project Conditions. No secondary significant impacts would result from 

implementation of this measure.  

As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement, City of Oakland is 

planning improvements at this intersection, consisting of installing bulbouts and upgrading traffic 

signal control equipment. These improvements are not currently expected to be funded. These 

planned improvements would not mitigate the project impacts; however, the proposed mitigation 

measure would not conflict with the planned improvements. These improvements are not expected 

to affect traffic operations at this intersection or cause significant secondary impacts. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

Impact TRANS-15: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations, increase the 

average intersection delay by more than two seconds, and increase delay for the critical westbound 

movements by more than four seconds, during the weekday PM peak hours at the Forest 

Street/Claremont Avenue (#10) intersection under 2035 Conditions. This is a significant impact 

based on City of Oakland’s significance criteria. (Significant)  

Mitigation Measure TRANS-15: Implement the following measures at the Forest Street/ 

Claremont Avenue intersection: 
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 Optimize signal timing parameters (i.e., adjust the allocation of green time for each 

intersection approach). 

 Coordinate the signal timing changes at this intersection with the adjacent intersections that 

are in the same signal coordination group. 

To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the following to City of Oakland‘s 

Transportation Services Division for review and approval: 

 Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify the intersection. All elements shall be 

designed to City standards in effect at the time of construction and all new or upgraded 

signals should include these enhancements. All other facilities supporting vehicle travel and 

alternative modes through the intersection should be brought up to both City standards and 

ADA standards (according to Federal and State Access Board guidelines) at the time of 

construction. Current City Standards call for among other items the elements listed below: 

o 2070L Type Controller 

o GPS communication (clock) 

o Accessible pedestrian crosswalks according to Federal and State Access Board guidelines  

o City Standard ADA wheelchair ramps  

o Full actuation (video detection, pedestrian push buttons, bicycle detection)  

o Accessible Pedestrian Signals, audible and tactile according to Federal Access Board 

guidelines Signal interconnect and communication to City Traffic Management Center for 

corridors identified in the City's ITS Master Plan  

o Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group. 

The project sponsor shall fund, prepare, and install the approved plans and improvements. 

After implementation of this measure, the intersection would improve from LOS F to LOS E during 

the weekday PM peak hour. Although the intersection would continue to operate at unacceptable 

conditions, the project impact would be reduced to less than significant because the average 

intersection vehicle delay and delay for the critical westbound movements would be less than under 

2035 No Project Conditions. No secondary significant impacts would result from implementation 

of this measure.  

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

Impact TRANS-16: The proposed project would contribute to LOS E operations, increase the 

average intersection delay by more than four seconds during the weekday PM peak hours at the 

Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue (#15) intersection under 2035 Conditions. This is a 

significant impact based on City of Oakland’s significance criteria. (Significant)  

Mitigation Measure TRANS-16: Implement the following measures at the Hudson Street/Manila 

Avenue/College Avenue intersection: 

 Optimize signal timing parameters (i.e., adjust the allocation of green time for each 

intersection approach). 
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 Coordinate the signal timing changes at this intersection with the adjacent intersections that 

are in the same signal coordination group. 

To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the following to City of Oakland‘s 

Transportation Services Division for review and approval: 

 Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify the intersection. All elements shall be 

designed to City standards in effect at the time of construction and all new or upgraded 

signals should include these enhancements. All other facilities supporting vehicle travel and 

alternative modes through the intersection should be brought up to both City standards and 

ADA standards (according to Federal and State Access Board guidelines) at the time of 

construction. Current City Standards call for among other items the elements listed below: 

o 2070L Type Controller 

o GPS communication (clock) 

o Accessible pedestrian crosswalks according to Federal and State Access Board guidelines  

o City Standard ADA wheelchair ramps  

o Full actuation (video detection, pedestrian push buttons, bicycle detection)  

o Accessible Pedestrian Signals, audible and tactile according to Federal Access Board 

guidelines Signal interconnect and communication to City Traffic Management Center for 

corridors identified in the City's ITS Master Plan  

o Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group. 

The project sponsor shall fund, prepare, and install the approved plans and improvements. 

After implementation of this measure, the intersection would improve from LOS E to LOS D 

during the weekday PM peak hour. No secondary significant impacts would result from 

implementation of this measure.  

As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement, City of Oakland is 

planning improvements at this intersection, consisting of extending bulbouts at the west side of the 

intersection, installing new traffic signal control equipment to allow countdown pedestrian signal 

heads, and providing a new north-south crosswalk along the west side of College Avenue. These 

improvements are not currently expected to be funded. These planned improvements would not 

mitigate the project impacts; however, the proposed mitigation measure would not conflict with the 

planned improvements. These improvements are not expected to affect traffic operations at this 

intersection or cause significant secondary impacts. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

2035 Plus Project Mitigated Conditions  

Table 4.3-18 summarizes intersection operations after implementation of the mitigation measures at the 

affected intersections. 
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Table 4.3-18 Intersection Level of Service – 2035 Plus Project Mitigated Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 
Hour 

2035 No Project 2035 Plus Project 
2035 Plus Project 

Mitigated Significance 
After Mitigation Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 
(seconds)

2 LOS 

1. Ashby Ave./ College Ave Berkeley Signal 

PM 
>120 

(v/c = 1.24) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.26) 

F 
83.4 

(v/c = 1.24) 
F 

Significant and 
Unavoidable

3
 

SAT 
>120 (v/c = 

1.40) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.43) 

F 
96.7 

(v/c = 1.30) 
F 

2. Ashby Ave/Claremont Ave Berkeley Signal 
PM 

>120 
(v/c = 1.12) 

F 
>120 

(v/c = 1.13) 
F 

101.1 
(v/c = 1.11) 

F Significant and 
Unavoidable 

SAT 65.5 E 68.8 E 58.9 E 

5. Alcatraz Ave/ College Ave Berkeley Signal 
PM 

>120 
(v/c = 1.51) 

F 
120 

(v/c = 1.57) 
F 

119.2 
(v/c=1.27) 

F Significant and 
Unavoidable

3
 

SAT 64.2 E 89.0 F 44.0 D 

6. Alcatraz Ave/ Claremont Ave Berkeley 
SSSC/ 
Signal

3
 

PM >120 (>120) F (F) >120 (>120) F (F) 29.1 C Significant and 
Unavoidable

3
 SAT 21.1 (>120) C (F) 17.2 (100.5) C (F) 8.7 A 

7. 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue Oakland 
SSSC/ 
Signal

4
 

PM 6.0 (>120) A (F) 10.8 (103.8) B (F) 6.8 A Significant and 
Unavoidable

3
 SAT 12.5 (>120) A (F) >120 (>120) F (F) 8.1 A 

9. 
College Ave/Claremont Ave/ 
62

nd
 Street 

Oakland Signal 

PM 
>120 

(v/c = 1.67) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.87) 

F 
>120 

(v/c = 1.53) 
F 

Less than 
Significant 

SAT 
>120 

(v/c = 1.39) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.56) 

F 
>120 

(v/c = 1.33) 
F 

10. Forest St/ Claremont Ave Oakland Signal 
PM 86.2 F 88.6 F 84.4 F Less than 

Significant SAT 65.6 E 65.2 E 49.5 D 

15. 
Hudson St/ Manila Ave/ 
College Ave 

Oakland Signal 
PM 67.0 E 72.1 E 47.6 D Less than 

Significant SAT 20.6 C 21.3 C 21.3 C 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 

2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the average 

intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both unsignalized 

and signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. Impact is significant and unavoidable because the intersection is not within Oakland’s jurisdiction and it is not certain the measure could be implemented. If the 

mitigation measure were implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

4. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under 2035 No Project and 2035 Plus Project conditions and signalized under 2035 Plus Project Mitigated conditions. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010 
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Construction Impacts  

During the construction period, temporary and intermittent transportation impacts may result from truck 

movements as well as construction worker vehicles to and from the project site. The construction-related 

traffic may temporary reduce capacities of project area roadways because of the slower movements and 

larger turning radii of construction trucks compared to passenger vehicles. Considering the proximity of 

SR-24 freeway ramps, use of local roadways by construction trucks would be limited. Truck traffic that 

occurs during the peak commute hours (7:00 to 9:00 AM and 4:00 to 6:00 PM) may result in worse levels 

of service and higher delays at study intersections during the construction period. Also, if parking of 

construction workers‘ vehicles cannot be accommodated within the project site, it would temporarily 

increase parking occupancy levels in the area. Project construction could also impact the operations of AC 

Transit buses. 

The City of Oakland Standard Conditions of Approval and Uniformly Applied Development Standards 

Imposed as Standard Conditions of Approval TRANS-2, as discussed on page 4.3-38, requires that a 

Construction Traffic Management Plan be developed as part of a larger Construction Management Plan to 

address potential issues during the project‘s construction. 

Vehicle, Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety 

The proposed project would result in increased vehicular traffic and pedestrian and bicycle activity in and 

around the project area. The streets surrounding the project site provide sidewalks on both sides and the 

proposed project would provide a new pedestrian passageway between College Avenue and Claremont 

Avenue.  

The proposed project would include the following improvements to vehicle and pedestrian access and 

circulation in and around the project area to improve safety and encourage more pedestrian activity: 

 Signalize the Claremont Avenue/Mystic Street/Safeway Driveway intersection. This proposed 

signal would also provide a protected pedestrian crossing across Claremont Avenue. 

 In comparison to conditions prior to closing of the Union 76 gas station, decrease the number of 

driveways on College Avenue from four to one and on Claremont Avenue from five to three; 

reducing potential conflict points between automobiles and pedestrians/bicycles. 

 Provide left-turn lanes on northbound and southbound College Avenue into 63
rd

 Street and the 

Safeway driveway.  

 Provide pedestrian bulbouts on the east side of the College Avenue/63
rd

 Street/Safeway Driveway 

intersection on both the north and south crosswalks across College Avenue. 

 Provide ladder striping at the uncontrolled crossings on College Avenue and 63
rd

 Street. 

 Provide a pedestrian walkway between College Avenue and Claremont Avenue near the south 

end of the project site with fronting commercial uses. 

 Provide a bus bulb-out on northbound College Avenue just north of Claremont Avenue and move 

the existing bus stop from south of Claremont Avenue to north of Claremont Avenue. 

 Widen segments of sidewalks along project frontage on College Avenue and Claremont Avenue.  
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The proposed project would also reconstruct and improve the sidewalks adjacent to the project. The 

following specific improvements are expected: 

 Upgrading curb ramps to meet ADA design requirements 

 Providing tree grates for trees within sidewalks 

 Repairing cracked and uneven sidewalks 

As previously described, changes to traffic signal operations including timing and signal phasing are 

considered to mitigate impacts on vehicular traffic flow to less than significant levels only if the changes 

can be accomplished within the current cycle length or if the signal cycle length is no greater than 90 

seconds. In general, longer cycle lengths are considered to adversely affect pedestrians and bicyclists 

because they would experience additional delay at the intersection but these are not significant CEQA 

impacts.  

Mitigation measures that require additional upgrades to the traffic signal equipment would also include 

improvements to pedestrians and bicycles in order to comply with the local, state, and federal 

requirements. These may include: providing count-down pedestrian signal heads, providing audible 

pedestrian signals, and providing bicycle detection at actuated signals. 

Vehicle, Pedestrian, and Bicycle Safety Impacts and Mitigations 

The project site plan has not been finalized; the final project design would be reviewed to ensure 

consistency with design standards. Considering the above listed improvements, the final project design 

would minimize potential conflicts between various modes and provide safe and efficient pedestrian, 

bicycle, and vehicle connections between the project and the surrounding circulation systems. The 

proposed project would not cause a significant impact by substantially increasing traffic hazards to motor 

vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians due to a design feature, except for the pedestrian crossing on College 

Avenue at 63
rd

 Street and Safeway Driveway.  

Impact TRANS-17A: Pedestrian crossings on College Avenue at 63
rd

 Street and Safeway Driveway. 

(Significant) 

Currently, a ladder striped crossing is provided on the north approach of the 63
rd

 Street/College 

Avenue intersection. The proposed project would result in an increase in automobile traffic and 

pedestrian crossings at this location. The proposed project would also lengthen the crossing across 

College Avenue by providing left-turn lanes on both northbound and southbound approaches of the 

intersection. The project would provide ladder striped crossings on both north and south approaches 

of the intersection and provide bulbouts on the east side of the intersection.  

Mitigation Measure TRANS-17A: Implement the following at the 63rd Street/College Avenue 

intersection: 

 Provide bulbouts on the west side of College Avenue at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue 

intersection to shorten the pedestrian crossing distance across College Avenue. Since both 

sides of 63rd Street just west of College Avenue are designated for loading and are used for 

truck deliveries for businesses along College Avenue, the bulbouts should continue to 
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accommodate truck movements between College Avenue and 63rd Street. Each bulbouts may 

result in loss of one parking space. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

Impact TRANS-17B: Pedestrian crossings on the Safeway Driveway along College Avenue. 

(Significant) 

Upon implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-13, in which the 63rd Street/ College Avenue/ Safeway 

Driveway intersection would be signalized, pedestrians walking along the east side of the College Avenue 

sidewalk may fail to recognize that the Safeway driveway is signalized which may create a hazard as 

autos exit from the garage at a green light. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-17B: Implement the following at the 63rd Street/College Avenue 

intersection: 

If and when the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection is signalized per Mitigation Measure 

TRANS-13, minimize the potential for conflicts between the high volume of pedestrians on the 

sidewalk adjacent to Safeway and automobiles entering and exiting the project driveway by 

considering the following items in the final design for the driveway that shall be reviewed and 

approved by City of Oakland‘s Transportation Services Division: 

  

o Design the driveway approach similar to a typical intersection approach with raised curb 

returns, the driveway surface lower than the sidewalk, and ADA compliant ramps. If the 

driveway approach is designed as a typical driveway at the same level as the sidewalk 

and the driveway is signalized, pedestrians along College Avenue may fail to note that 

the driveway is signalized. 

o Provide different paving material for the segment of sidewalk crossing the driveway. 

o Ensure adequate sight distance between automobiles entering and exiting the driveway 

and pedestrians on the sidewalk. 

o Provide directional curb ramps at each crosswalk crossing College Avenue, 63rd Street, 

and the project driveway.  

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

Emergency Vehicle Access 

The parking structure and buildings included in the proposed project would be accessible from multiple 

points on both College and Claremont Avenues. If one street were blocked, the other street could be used 

by emergency vehicles to reach the project site. Thus, the project would not result in fewer than two 

emergency vehicle access routes, and therefore, would not result in a significant impact on emergency 

access.  



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures 

4.3 Transportation, Circulation and Parking 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 4.3-103 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

Consistency with Adopted Policies, Plans or Programs Supporting 

Alternative Transportation 

A discussion of applicable polices and plans is provided below. In general, the proposed project is 

consistent with these policies, plans and programs, and would not cause a significant impact by 

conflicting with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. 

The City of Oakland General Plan LUTE and ―Transit First‖ Policy state a strong preference for 

encouraging the use of alternative transportation modes, such as transit, bicycling, and walking. As 

previously documented, about 30 percent of Safeway customers and employees currently use alternative 

travel modes. The high usage of alternative modes is due to the site‘s location in the pedestrian oriented 

Rockridge commercial district, location adjacent to AC Transit Route 51B on College Avenue, one of the 

busiest AC Transit bus routes, and vicinity to BART. The proposed project is expected to have similar 

travel mode characteristic as the existing Safeway Supermarket. 

The proposed project, as part of the City‘s Standard Conditions of Approval, would implement a 

transportation demand management (TDM) program at the project site to encourage more employees and 

customers to shift from driving alone to other modes of travel. Potential TDM measures may include, but are 

not limited to, awareness programs, direct transit sales to employees, parking management strategies, and 

physical improvements that encourage walking, bicycling, and transit. The components of the proposed 

TDM program have not been finalized. A TDM program may not be as effective for commercial 

developments as other types of developments. Typically, TDM programs are most effective for 

developments, such as office buildings, where most trips are daily peak period commute trips. Most 

employees at Safeway do not work every day and have irregular work hours. Most employees start and 

end their work shift outside the peak commute periods and as a result may not have access to convenient 

transit. Most customers would not travel to the site daily and may make large purchase which may not be 

convenient to transport by walking, bicycling, or transit. 

The proposed project is consistent with the City‘s Pedestrian Master Plan by including features and 

improvements such as providing a signalized crossing at the project driveway on Claremont Avenue, 

bulbouts at the College Avenue/63
rd

 Street intersection, widening segments of sidewalks along project 

frontage, and a pedestrian passageway. The proposed project would replace the existing parking frontage 

along College Avenue with pedestrian oriented ground level commercial uses. The Safeway store would 

be on the upper level and accessible from the ground level by elevators and stairs. 

The proposed project is consistent with the City‘s Bicycle Master Plan in that the proposed project does 

not preclude the master plan from being implemented. The project does include short-term and long-term 

bicycle parking that encourage bicycle activity (addressed in more detail in a subsequent section). The 

proposed project would not alter Claremont Avenue which is proposed to be a future Class 2 bicycle 

facility south of Alcatraz Avenue.  

The proposed project would also move the existing bus stop on northbound College Avenue from south 

of Claremont Avenue to north of Claremont Avenue. The new bus stop would encourage additional 

transit trips because it would be closer to the project site and would provide a shelter. In addition, moving 

the bus stop from the near-side to the far-side of the intersection would improve bus travel times by 

reducing potential delays experienced by buses at the signal. 



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures 

4.3 Transportation, Circulation and Parking 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 4.3-104 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

Required CMP Evaluation 

The Alameda County Congestion Management Program (CMP) requires the assessment of development-

driven impacts to regional roadways. Because the project would generate more than 100 ―net new‖ PM 

peak-hour trips, the CMP requires the use of the Countywide Travel Demand Forecasting Model to assess 

the impacts on regional roadways near the project site. The CMP and Metropolitan Transportation System 

(MTS) roadways in the project vicinity identified in the NOP comments by ACCMA (December 1, 2009 

letter) include the following: 

 I-880 

 I-580 

 I-80 

 I-980 

 SR 24 

 SR 13 

 Broadway 

 San Pablo Avenue  

 Adeline Street 

 Telegraph Avenue 

 Shattuck Avenue 

 College Avenue 

 Claremont Avenue 

The ACCMA Model used in this study is a regional travel demand model that uses socio-economic data 

and roadway and transit network assumptions to forecast traffic volumes and transit ridership using a 

four-step modeling process that includes trip generation, trip distribution, mode split, and trip assignment. 

This process takes into account changes in travel patterns due to future growth and balances trip 

productions and attractions. This version of the Countywide Model is based on Association of Bay Area 

Governments (ABAG) Projections 2007 land uses for 2015 and 2035. 

For the purposes of this CMP and MTS Analysis, the project is assumed to not be included in the 

Countywide Model in order to present a more conservative analysis. The traffic forecasts for the 2015 and 

2035 with project scenario were extracted for the CMP and MTS highway segments from that model and 

used as the ―no project‖ forecasts. Vehicle trips generated by the project were added to the ―no project‖ 

forecasts to estimate the ―plus project‖ forecasts.  

The CMP and MTS segments were assessed using a v/c ratio methodology. For freeway segments, a per-

lane capacity of 2,000 vehicles per hour (vph) was used, consistent with the latest CMP documents. For 

surface streets, a per-lane capacity of 800 vph was used. Roadway segments with a v/c ratio greater than 

1.00 signify LOS F. 

The ―plus project‖ results were compared to the baseline results for the 2015 and 2035 horizon years. The 

2015 and 2035 peak hour volumes, v/c ratios and the corresponding levels of service for without and with 

project conditions are provided in Appendix J. 

Due to differences in the land use assumptions and differences in analysis methodologies, the forecasted 

traffic volumes on the roadway links can be different from the intersection volumes, particularly at the 

local level. The first area of difference is the land use data sets employed for the intersection forecasts and 

the MTS forecasts. The intersection forecasts, which are used to assess project traffic impacts on City of 

Oakland intersections, are based on land use data adjusted to reflect all past, present, existing, approved, 

pending and reasonably foreseeable projects in the City of Oakland, which differs from the data in the 

ACCMA Model. The second area of difference is the use of the Furness process. The intersection 

forecasts use the output of the ACCMA Model as an input to develop intersection volumes in conjunction 

with existing traffic counts. The CMP and MTS roadway analysis is based on the outputs of the ACCMA 

Model directly on a roadway segment level. It is not unusual to have discrepancies given that the two 
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analyses measure impacts at a different scale. For local streets, intersections are typically a more accurate 

measure of operating conditions because the capacity of an urban street, defined as the number of vehicles 

that can pass through its intersections, is controlled by the capacity at its intersections.  

The project would contribute to 2015 and 2035 increases in traffic congestion on MTS roadways. 

However, the project would not cause a roadway segment on the MTS to degrade from LOS E or better to 

LOS F. The project also would not increase the v/c ratio by more than 3 percent for roadway segments 

that would operate at LOS F without the project. This is a less-than-significant impact, and as a result no 

mitigation measures are required. 

Transit Travel Time 

Table 4.3-19 shows peak-hour travel times along the major corridors served by AC Transit in the project 

vicinity: College Avenue and Claremont Avenue. Existing average travel speeds range from 9 miles per 

hour traveling on southbound College Avenue during the weekday PM peak hour to about 19 miles per 

hour traveling on northbound Claremont Avenue during the Saturday PM peak hour.  

 

Table 4.3-19 Travel Times Along AC Transit Corridors 

Corridor Direction 
Distance 
(miles) 

Peak 
Hour 

Existing 
Existing Plus 

Project 
Existing Plus  

Project Mitigated 

Travel 
Time 

(min:sec) 

Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

Travel 
Time 

(min:sec) 

Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

Travel 
Time 

(min:sec) 

Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

College 
Avenue 

Northbound 
(Manila Avenue to 

Ashby Avenue) 
1.18 

PM 6:06 12 6:48 10 5:01 14 

SAT 5:11 14 6:01 12 4:35 15 

Southbound  
(Ashby Avenue to 
Manila Avenue) 

1.18 

PM 7:44 9 8:24 8 5:33 13 

SAT 5:48 12 7:18 10 4:48 15 

Claremont 
Avenue 

Northbound  
(College Avenue to 

Ashby Avenue) 
0.70 

PM 2:45 15 2:57 14 3:06 14 

SAT 2:10 19 2:19 18 2:23 18 

Southbound  
(Ashby Avenue to 
College Avenue) 

0.70 

PM 2:32 17 2:45 15 2:48 15 

SAT 2:40 16 2:58 14 2:54 15 

Note: Corridor travel times were calculated using intersection delay and free-flow segment speeds from Synchro 7.0. 

Source: Fehr and Peers, 2010. 
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Implementation of the proposed project is estimated to decrease travel speeds along both these corridors 

by about one to two miles per hour. The largest increase in travel time is expected along southbound 

College Avenue where the travel time from Ashby Avenue to Manila Avenue would increase by about 

1.5 minutes. The mitigation measures proposed for Existing Plus Project conditions (TRANS-1 through 

TRANS-4) would reduce travel times along College Avenue by allocating more signal green time to the 

College Avenue movements. In addition, the project and its mitigations would create left-turn lanes on 

College Avenue at Alcatraz Avenue and 63
rd

 Street which would reduce queuing for through travel. As a 

result, travel times on College Avenue under Existing Plus Project Mitigated conditions are expected to 

be less than existing travel times. In addition, the project proposes to move the existing bus stop on 

northbound College Avenue from south of Claremont Avenue to north of Claremont Avenue; and 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 includes moving bus stops on both northbound and southbound College 

Avenue from the near-side to the far-side of the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection. Although 

not reflected in the travel time analysis presented in this section, moving the bus stop from the near-side 

to the far-side of the intersection is expected to reduce delay experienced by buses caused by the signals 

on College Avenue at Claremont and Alcatraz Avenues. Moving the bus stops from the near-side to the 

far-side of the intersection is also consistent with AC Transit‘s recommendations as published in Route 51 

Service and Reliability Report (December 2008). 

The proposed mitigation measures would further decrease average speeds along Claremont Avenue 

primarily due to the proposed signal at Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (Mitigation 

Measure TRANS-3). The proposed mitigation measures are estimated to increase travel times along 

Claremont Avenue by less than 0.5 minute in comparison to existing travel times. Claremont Avenue is 

currently served by Route 49 which operates with 30 minute headways on weekdays and one-hour 

headways on weekends. Thus, the estimated increase in travel times is not expected to affect bus operations 

along this corridor. 

While the proposed project would increase travel times, the resulting increase would have a minor effect on 

transit service within the area. The estimated increase is within the variability in travel time experienced by 

each bus on these corridors. This impact is less than significant. 

Planning-Related Non-CEQA Issues Discussion 

The items discussed in this section include: 

 Parking Considerations 

 Transit Considerations 

 Truck Access and Circulation 

 Intersection Queuing Analysis 

 Neighborhood Traffic Intrusion 

While these subjects do not relate to environmental impacts that are required to be evaluated under 

CEQA, they are discussed for informational purposes to aid the public and decision makers in evaluating 

and considering the merits of the project. 
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Parking for Bicycles and Automobiles 

Bicycle Parking 

City of Oakland Bicycle Parking Ordinance, found in Municipal Code Chapter 17.117, provides bicycle 

parking requirements for new facilities and additions to existing facilities. Two types of bicycle parking 

are required: long-term bicycle parking, which includes lockers or locked enclosures, and short-term bicycle 

parking, which includes bicycle racks. Municipal Code Chapter 17.117.110 indicates the bicycle parking 

requirements as follows: 

 Long-Term (minimum two spaces per activity type): 

o General Food Sales: One space for each 12,000 square feet of floor area 

o Retail Sales Use: One space for each 12,000 square feet of floor area 

o Full Service Restaurant: One space for each 12,000 square feet of floor area 

 Short-Term (minimum two spaces per activity type): 

o General Food Sales: One space for each 2,000 square feet of floor area 

o Retail Sales Use: One space for each 5,000 square feet of floor area 

o Full Service Restaurant: One space for each 2,000 square feet of floor area 

Table 4.3-20 summarizes bicycle parking supply as required by the Bicycle Parking Ordinance. The 

proposed project would require seven long-term and 29 short-term spaces. The Oakland Bicycle Parking 

Ordinance addresses not only the quantity of parking, but the design and layout of that parking. 

Generally, long-term and short-term bicycle parking spaces are required to be located within 500 feet and 

50 feet of the building entrance, respectively.  

 

Table 4.3-20 Bicycle Parking Required Per Bicycle Parking Ordinance 

Use 
Net  

Floor Area 

Parking Required 

Long-Term Short-Term Total 

Grocery Store 51.510 KSF 

5 spaces 

25 spaces 

32 spaces 

Restaurant 2.744 KSF 2 spaces 

Retail 7.913 KSF 2 spaces 2 spaces 4 spaces 

Total Bicycle Parking Required  7 spaces 29 spaces 36 spaces 

Total Bicycle Parking Provided 15 spaces 68 spaces 83 spaces 

Bicycle Parking Surplus  8 spaces 39 spaces 47 spaces 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010.  
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Current project plans indicate that the proposed project would provide 15 long-term bicycle parking 

spaces in various locations in the underground parking garage. It would provide 68 short-term bicycle 

parking spaces as bicycle racks on sidewalks along College Avenue and Claremont Avenue adjacent to 

the project site.  

Since the proposed project would provide less than 150,000 square feet of floor area, it is not required to 

provide shower or locker facilities. 

Improvement Measure TRANS-1: Although not required to address an adverse environmental impact, 

the City should consider the following improvements to bicycle parking: 

 Consider relocating the long-term bicycle parking from proposed locations distributed throughout 

the underground parking garage to the edges of the garage or the upper level parking lot. Some of 

the currently proposed spaces would require bicyclists to dismount from bicycles in the drive 

aisle. 

 Ensure the long-term bicycle parking in the underground parking garage do not block drivers 

sight distance. 

 Ensure the short-term bicycle parking on sidewalks do not block pedestrian circulation. 

 Ensure that some short-term bicycle parking spaces can accommodate bicycles with trailers. 

 Monitor the usage of long-term and short-term bicycle parking spaces and if necessary provide 

additional parking spaces. 

Automobile Parking 

The evaluation includes the following: 

 Comparison of the proposed parking supply to the City‘s parking requirements 

 Comparison of the proposed parking supply to the estimated project demand, including an 

evaluation of the potential for shared parking 

 Summary of strategies to reduce parking demand and/or increase supply 

Project Parking Supply 

The proposed project would provide 171 off-street parking spaces in two locations: 

 An underground parking garage with 144 parking spaces primarily for customers 

 An upper-level parking facility with 27 parking spaces restricted to employees only 

In addition, the project would result in the following changes to the on-street parking supply: 

 College Avenue: on-street parking spaces along project frontage would reduce from 11 to 9 

spaces. 

 Claremont Avenue: on-street parking spaces along project frontage would increase from 16 to 19 

spaces. 

The project would increase the overall on-street parking supply by one parking space. 
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City Off-Street Project Parking Requirements 

A consideration when evaluating the project‘s proposed parking supply is how it compares to the City‘s 

Municipal Code requirements for off-street parking (Municipal Code Chapter 17.116). The project site is 

zoned C-31 Neighborhood Center mixed use, and Municipal Code Chapter 17.116.80 indicates the 

parking requirements as follows: 

 General Food Sales: one space per 300 square feet of net floor area 

 General Retail Sales: one space per 600 square feet of net floor area 

 Full Service Restaurant: one space per 300 square feet of net floor area 

Table 4.3-21 summarizes parking supply as required by the Municipal Code. The proposed project would 

require 186 off-street parking spaces. The proposed off-street parking supply of 171 spaces would not be 

adequate to satisfy the City‘s zoning code requirements. 

The City of Oakland Bicycle Parking Ordinance allows up to a 5 percent reduction in the number of 

required automobile parking spaces if the bicycle parking supply exceeds the minimum requirements. The 

Bicycle Parking Ordinance allows for the automobile parking to be reduced by one space for six long-

term or short-term bicycle parking space in excess of the minimum requirements. Since the project would 

provide 47 additional bicycle parking spaces, the automobile parking can be reduced by eight spaces. The 

proposed project would have an automobile parking deficit of 15 spaces with the bicycle parking credit. 

 
Table 4.3-21 Required Automobile Parking Supply Per  

City of Oakland Zoning Ordinance 

Use Net Floor Area Parking Required 

Grocery Store 51.150 KSF 171.7 spaces 

Retail 7.913 KSF 13.2 spaces 

Restaurant 2.744 KSF 9.2 spaces 

Total Parking Required  194 spaces 

Reduction due to exceeding bicycle parking -8 

Total Parking Required 186 

Parking Supply 171 spaces 

Parking Deficit 15 spaces 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010.  



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures 

4.3 Transportation, Circulation and Parking 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 4.3-110 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

Parking Demand Analysis 

The parking supply provided for the proposed project was also measured against the expected parking 

demand for the proposed project uses, using parking demand rates based on ITE Parking Generation, 3
rd

 

Edition (ITE, 2004). Table 4.3-22 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday peak parking demand. 

Parking demand for the project components are described below. 

 

 
Table 4.3-22 Automobile Parking Demand Estimate 

Land Use ITE Code Units
1
 Weekday  Saturday 

Supermarket 850
2
 51.510 KSF 146 149 

Retail 820
3
 7.913 KSF 21 24 

Restaurant 931
4
 2.744 KSF 42 47 

Time of day Reduction (-28%)   -12 -13 

Restaurant Subtotal   30 34 

Total Demand 197 207 

Parking Supply 171 171 

Parking Deficit 26 36 

Notes: 
1. KSF = 1,000-square feet 
2. ITE parking generation rates: 

 85
th

 percentile rate for urban supermarkets on weekdays = 2.83 spaces per KSF. 
 ITE does not provide 85

th
 percentile rates for urban supermarkets on Saturdays. The 

weekday 85
th

 percentile to average ratio was applied to the Saturday average rate = 2.89 
spaces per KSF. 

3. ITE parking generation rates: 

 Average rate for shopping center on non-December weekdays = 2.65 spaces per KSF. 

 Average rate for shopping center on non-December Saturdays = 2.97 spaces per KSF. 

4. ITE parking generation rates: 

 Average rate for quality restaurant on weekdays = 15.4 spaces per KSF. 

 Average rate for quality restaurant on Saturdays = 17.2 spaces per KSF. 

Source: Parking Generation (3rd Edition), ITE, 2004 and Fehr & Peers, 2010. 

 

 

The parking demand for the Safeway component of the project was estimated using the 85
th
 percentile 

demand rates for urban supermarkets. The proposed Safeway store is estimated to generate about 146 

parked automobiles during the weekday PM peak hour and 149 parked automobiles during the Saturday 

peak hour. 

The parking demand for the retail component of the project was estimated using the average rates for 

shopping center uses, because it best fits the proposed uses. The retail component of the project is 
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estimated to generate 21 parked automobiles during the weekday PM peak hour and 24 parked 

automobiles during the Saturday peak hour. 

The parking demand for the restaurant component of the project was estimated using the average rates for 

quality restaurant. Peak parking demand for restaurants typically occurs at night, while grocery store and 

retail uses peak in the evening. Based on data published in ITE Parking Generation, the peak demand for 

restaurant was adjusted to present the overall peak parking demand for the proposed project. The 

restaurant component of the project is estimated to generate 30 parked automobiles during the weekday 

PM peak hour and 34 parked automobiles during the Saturday peak hour. 

Overall, the proposed project is estimated to have a typical parking demand of 197 parking spaces on 

weekdays and 207 spaces on Saturdays. Since the site would provide 171 off-street parking spaces, the 

project would have a parking deficit of 26 spaces on weekdays and 36 spaces on Saturdays. 

Employee Parking 

Based on data provided by Safeway, the project would increase the total number of employees at Safeway 

by 77 employees. It is estimated that the number of peak shift employees would increase from 35 to 67 

employees. Assuming that Safeway employees would continue to have similar mode share and 

commuting patterns, the Safeway employee peak parking demand is estimated to be about 44 parked 

automobiles. 

The upper level parking lot with access to and from Claremont Avenue would provide 27 parking spaces 

which would be assigned to Safeway employees. The Safeway employee peak parking demand would 

exceed the provided supply by about 17 parking spaces. 

Parking Analysis Conclusions 

As discussed in previous sections, the parking supply provided for the proposed project would not be 

adequate to meet City code requirements or estimated demand. Project customers and employees would 

use on-street parking when the project parking facilities operate near or above capacity. In addition, the 

parking garage would be open to the general public. Thus, non-project customers would also use the 

parking garage. 

The existing on-street parking supply and demand were discussed on page 4.3-12. While the overall on-

street parking occupancy in the study area was about 68 percent during both weekday and Saturday peak 

periods, the majority of on-street parking on College Avenue adjacent to the project site has an overall 

occupancy of 85 percent or more during both Friday and Saturday peak periods. The additional parking 

demand from the proposed project that cannot be accommodated on-site (26 vehicles during weekday 

peak period and 36 vehicles during the Saturday peak period) would result in higher on-street parking 

occupancies. It is estimated that the parking occupancies on streets adjacent to the project site and within 

one block of the site would be at or near capacity during peak periods. Since on-street parking spaces on 

residential streets west of College Avenue have no restrictions and no charge, parking demand may spill 

to these streets. 
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Improvement Measure TRANS-2: Although not required to address an adverse environmental impact, 

the City should consider the following strategies to reduce the expected parking deficit and potential for 

intrusion in the adjacent residential neighborhoods: 

 Consider limiting parking in the underground garage to two hours. 

 Implement a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan to encourage more project 

employees to use other travel modes than driving.  

 Install an automated parking counting system including variable message signs to inform 

motorists of the number of parking spaces available in the underground parking garage and 

reduce potential traffic circulation. 

 Consider strategies to maximize the use of available parking spaces. These may include providing 

tandem parking spaces or parking lifts in the employee parking lot, or attendant parking. 

 Consider strategies to manage the on-street parking supply. Potential strategies may include: 

o Consider installing parking meters along project frontage on Claremont Avenue.  

o Consider implementing Residential Parking Permit (RPP) on the residential streets west of 

College Avenue in Oakland. Note that implementation of an RPP is dependent on 

neighborhood support and is subject to approval by the City of Oakland City Council. The 

neighborhood support for RPP is currently not known. 

It is not yet known which of these strategies may be implemented and if so whether it would be as part of 

the project or independent of the proposed project, as most of the strategies have pros and cons and would 

likely be the subject of debate. Some of the strategies being considered may also be found to be 

infeasible. 

The environmental consequences of each strategy listed above have been considered. It is not anticipated 

that the implementation of any of these strategies would result in any significant CEQA impacts. 

Truck Access and Circulation 

Off-street loading facilities are required for commercial uses per City Municipal Code 

Section 17.116.140. According to the code, total commercial uses providing less than 10,000 square feet 

of net floor area do not require any loading berths; uses between 25,000 and 49,999 square feet of net 

floor area require two loading berths; and uses between 50,000 and 99,999 square feet of net floor area 

require three loading berths. The proposed project would provide 62,167 square feet of commercial uses. 

Thus, it requires three loading berths. However, the project would provide two loading berths. The 

proposed project would not meet the City‘s requirements for off-street loading facilities.  

Loading facilities for Safeway would be located on the upper level employee parking lot with access to and 

from Claremont Avenue. Delivery trucks would approach and leave from the site using Claremont 

Avenue and other designated truck routes in Oakland and Berkeley. They are not expected to use the local 

residential streets, including Alcatraz Avenue between Claremont and College Avenues. 

Transit Ridership 

This section analyzes the transit system with trips associated with the proposed project added to the 

existing system. This analysis presents the extent of project impacts relative to existing transit conditions. 
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Since the proposed project primarily serves the local neighborhood, it is expected to generate very few 

trips that would use BART. Thus, potential impacts of the proposed project on BART train occupancy 

and station gate capacity are expected to be minimal and are not further discussed.  

AC Transit Ridership 

Table 4.3-11 on page 4.3-44 summarized the current customer mode share at the existing Safeway store. 

Currently, about 7 percent of weekday PM peak hour trips and 1 percent of Saturday peak hour trips are 

by transit. Based on the existing mode share, the proposed project is estimated to generate 20 new 

weekday PM peak hour and four new Saturday PM peak hour transit trips. All new transit trips are 

expected to be by bus. 

An impact would occur on an AC Transit line if the project would add more than 3 percent to the total 

ridership on a line when the average passengers per seat rate (i.e., load factor) on that line exceeds 

125 percent. 

Transit operations are evaluated against the existing conditions using the transit trips generated by the 

proposed project. Table 4.3-23 shows AC Transit maximum passenger load factors for buses serving 

the project site. Two local bus routes currently serve the project site: Line 49 and Line 51B. Service on 

Line 49 started in March 2010 and no current ridership is available. Line 51B was split was Line 51 in 

March 2010 and is assumed to have the same ridership profile as Line 51. Currently the 51B line has a 

maximum load factor of 108 percent in the northbound direction and 105 percent in the southbound 

direction. 

 

Table 4.3-23 AC Transit Maximum Loads (No Project and Plus Project)  

Bus 

Line 
Stop Location Direction 

Average 

Capacity 

(Seats) 

No Project Plus Project 

Maximum 
Load

1
 

Max. 
Load 

Factor
2
 

Maximum 
Load

1
 

Max. 
Load 

Factor
2
 

49
3 Claremont Ave at 

Mystic St 

NB 

32 N/A N/A 

SB 

51B
4 

College Ave at 

Claremont Ave 

NB 

40 

43 108% 45 113% 

SB 42 105% 44 110% 

College Ave at 

Alcatraz Ave 

NB 

40 

43 108% 45 113% 

SB 42 105% 45 110% 

Notes: Bold indicates maximum load factor above seating capacity. 

1. Maximum number of passengers on the bus observed on a typical weekday. 

2. Maximum load divided by average seated capacity. 

3. As of March 28, 2010, this line was discontinued in this area. No ridership data available. 

4. The No Project ridership is for Line 51. Line 51B is assumed to have the same ridership as Line 51. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010.  
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This analysis conservatively assumes that all transit trips generated by the proposed project would use 

Line 51B. Of the 20 weekday PM peak-hour AC Transit trips generated by the proposed project, about 

two additional riders are expected to be added to each northbound or southbound 51B bus. This would 

result in a 5 percent increase in load factors in both northbound and southbound directions. However, since 

the overall load factors would continue to be less than 125 percent, the project-generated ridership 

increases to AC Transit lines would result in a less than significant impact. 

Intersection Queuing Analysis 

Environmental impacts of the project on intersection traffic operations were analyzed through the 

delay/LOS analysis presented earlier in this document. Although not an environmental impact, in 

addition, an analysis on project‘s impacts on queuing at intersections was also completed to provide 

additional information to aid the public and decision makers in evaluating and considering the merits of 

the project. 

Queuing analysis for intersections in the project vicinity was completed for all analysis scenarios using 

the Synchro software. The software calculates the expected queue using a formula that extrapolates the 

length of queue based on two cycle lengths. This methodology provides reasonable results for locations 

operating in the LOS A through D, but can miss-represent conditions as intersection operations approach 

capacity. In these instances, the software output denotes the condition with a letter/symbol adjacent to the 

analysis output worksheet.  

Queuing impacts were identified where the project trips would add 25 or more feet to the existing 95
th
 

percentile queue if the existing 95
th
 percentile queue was already over the available storage length or 

where project trips would extend the queue over the available storage length. The findings are summarized 

below and in Appendix K. 

 Project Impact on Existing Conditions 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue: 

  Eastbound through/left/right-turn – Project would increase queue from 485 feet to 500 feet in 
the weekday PM peak hour and from 205 feet to 215 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour ; 
storage length is 225 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would decrease the weekday 
PM peak hour queue to 490 feet and increase the Saturday PM peak hour queue to 260 feet. 

 Northbound through/left/right-turn – Project would increase queue from 260 feet to 355 feet 
in the weekday PM peak hour and from 265 feet to 400 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour; 
storage length is 275 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would decrease the queue to 
205 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and 205 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour. 

7. 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue: 

 The intersection would not result in queues because it is not signalized. However, queues 
from upstream intersections on College Avenue at Alcatraz Avenue and Claremont Avenue 
would spill back into this intersection during both weekday PM and Saturday PM peak hours. 
The proposed mitigation measures would reduce the queues on northbound College Avenue 
at Alcatraz Avenue so that it would not spill back to 63

rd
 Street. However, queues on 

southbound College Avenue at Claremont Avenue would continue to spill back past 63
rd
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Street with mitigation measures. The westbound Safeway Driveway would have a queue of 
115 during the weekday PM peak hour and 285 feet during the Saturday peak hour. 

9 Claremont Avenue/College Avenue:  

 Northbound through/right-turn – Project would increase queue from 480 feet to 530 feet in 
the weekday PM peak hour and from 445 feet to 515 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour; 
storage length is 400 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would decrease the queue to 
480 feet during the weekday PM peak hour and 455 feet during the Saturday PM peak hour. 

 Southbound through/left/right-turn – Project would increase queue from 510 feet to 540 feet 
in the weekday PM peak hour and from 585 feet to 655 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour; 
storage length is 250 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would decrease the queue to 
480 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and 570 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour, less than 
Existing No Project conditions. 

 2015 Conditions 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue: 

 Eastbound through/left/right-turn – Project would increase queue from 555 feet to 575 feet in 
the weekday PM peak hour and from 245 feet to 285 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour; 
storage length is 225 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would result in a queue of 555 
feet during the weekday PM peak hour and 305 feet during the Saturday PM peak hour. 

 Northbound through/left/right-turn – Project would increase queue from 330 feet to 430 feet 
in the weekday PM peak hour and from 365 feet to 490 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour; 
storage length is 275 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would decrease the queue to 
300 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and 305 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour. 

6. Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue: 

 Eastbound left/right-turn – Project would decrease the queue from 575 feet to 510 feet during 
the weekday PM peak hour; storage length is 560 feet. The queue would decrease due to the 
proposed signalization of the upstream intersection on Claremont Avenue at Safeway 
Driveway, which would meter through traffic on Claremont Avenue. The proposed 
mitigation measures would further reduce the queue to 210 feet. 

7. 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue: 

 The intersection would not result in queues because it is not signalized. However, queues 
from upstream intersections on College Avenue at Alcatraz Avenue and Claremont Avenue 
would spill back into this intersection during both weekday PM and Saturday PM peak hours. 
The upstream queues would continue to spill back into the intersection if the proposed 
mitigation measures are implemented. In addition, the westbound Safeway Driveway would 
have a queue of 150 feet during the weekday PM peak hour and 320 feet during the Saturday 
peak hour. 

9 Claremont Avenue/College Avenue:  

 Northbound through/right-turn – Project would increase queue from 600 feet to 650 feet in 
the weekday PM peak hour and from 490 feet to 555 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour; 
storage length is 400 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would decrease the queue to 
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610 feet during the weekday PM peak hour and 505 feet during the Saturday PM peak hour. 

 Southbound through/left/right-turn – Project would increase queue from 600 feet to 650 feet 
in the weekday PM peak hour and from 680 feet to 750 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour; 
storage length is 250 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would decrease the queue to 
570 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and 665 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour, which are 
lower than Existing No Project conditions. 

 2035 Conditions 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue:  

 Eastbound through/left/right-turn – Project would increase queue from 795 feet to 810 feet in 
the weekday PM peak hour and from 375 feet to 390 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour; 
storage length is 225 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would result in a queue of 750 
feet during the weekday PM peak hour and 390 feet during the Saturday PM peak hour. 

 Northbound through/left/right-turn – Project would increase queue from 485 feet to 540 feet 
in the weekday PM peak hour and from 480 feet to 550 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour; 
storage length is 275 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would decrease the queue to 
420 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and 355 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour. 

6. Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue: 

 Eastbound left/right-turn – The weekday PM peak hour queue would exceed beyond the 
available 560-foot storage length regardless of the project. The proposed mitigation measures 
would reduce the queue to 505 feet. 

7. 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue: 

 The intersection would not result in queues because it is not signalized under the 2035 No 
Project or 2035 Plus Project conditions. However, queues from upstream intersections on 
College Avenue at Alcatraz Avenue and Claremont Avenue would spill back into this 
intersection during both weekday PM and Saturday PM peak hours. The upstream queues 
would continue to spill back into the intersection if the proposed mitigation measures are 
implemented. In addition, the westbound Safeway Driveway would have a queue of 125 feet 
during the weekday PM peak hour and 450 feet during the Saturday peak hour. The proposed 
mitigation would reduce the driveway queues to less than 50 feet during both peak hours. 

9 Claremont Avenue/College Avenue:  

 Northbound through/right-turn – Project would increase queue from 915 feet to 955 feet in 
the weekday PM peak hour and from 730 feet to 785 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour; 
storage length is 400 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would result in queues of 920 
feet during the weekday PM peak hour and 740 feet during the Saturday PM peak hour. 

 Southbound through/left/right-turn – Project would increase queue from 635 feet to 710 feet 
in the weekday PM peak hour and reduce queue from 765 feet to 670 feet in the Saturday PM 
peak hour; storage length is 250 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would result in 
queues of 750 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and 740 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour. 
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Neighborhood Traffic Intrusion 

The traffic operations analysis presented in previous sections assumed that automobiles would access the 

site using arterials and major streets in the project vicinity. The proposed mitigation measures, to the 

extent feasible, would ensure that the major streets would have adequate capacity to serve the project site. 

However, considering the existing and expected traffic congestion in the area, the proposed project may 

result in additional traffic on surrounding residential neighborhood streets. Additional traffic generated by 

the proposed project may use adjacent residential streets, such as 63
rd

 Street, as cut-through routes to 

divert from potential congestion on College, Alcatraz or Claremont Avenues.  

Since neighborhood traffic intrusion would not exceed the capacity of these residential streets, it would 

not result in a significant impact based on the identified significant criteria. As a result, no mitigation 

measure is required; however, the following recommended improvements should be considered during 

review of the project‘s merits to reduce potential cut-through traffic:  

Improvement Measure TRANS-3: Project applicant should pay to monitor traffic volumes and speeds 

on the following roadways before and after the completion of the proposed project.  

 63
rd

 Street between College Avenue and Colby Street 

 Hillegass Avenue between Claremont Avenue and Alcatraz Avenue 

 Mystic Street 

 Auburn Avenue, Manoa Street, and Rockwell Street between Mystic Street and Florio Street  

 Alcatraz Avenue between College and Claremont Avenues 

In consultation with local residents, and in accordance with all legal requirements, appropriate traffic 

calming measures, such as speed humps, or roadway closures, should be considered if and when excessive 

traffic volumes or speeding are observed. These potential improvements should be funded by the project 

applicant. 

In addition, implementation and regular enforcement of a Residential Parking Permit (RPP) program (See 

Improvement Measure TRANS-2) would reduce traffic intrusion in residential streets by discouraging 

drivers looking for on-street parking from these streets. 
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4.4 Air Quality 

This section presents an overview of region-specific information related to air quality, including a 

description of current air quality conditions in the project vicinity, expected emissions associated with the 

project, and sensitive receptors that could be affected by air pollution. 

Following the discussion of the setting, this section identifies any potentially significant air quality 

impacts and, if necessary, appropriate mitigation measures or standard conditions of approval. Pursuant to 

the City‘s amendment to the Oakland General Plan (City of Oakland, 2005), as well as Section 15358(b) 

of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation measures are proposed only to address physical impacts that may 

result from the project. 

4.4.1 Environmental Setting 

Air quality is a function of both the rate and location of pollutant emissions under the influence of 

meteorological conditions and topographic features that influence pollutant movement and dispersal. 

Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, atmospheric stability, and air temperature 

gradients interact with the physical features of the landscape to determine the movement and dispersal of 

air pollutants, which affects air quality. 

Regional Topography, Meteorology, and Climate 

The potential for high pollutant concentrations to develop at a given location depends upon the quantity of 

pollutants emitted into the atmosphere in the surrounding area or upwind, and the ability of the 

atmosphere to disperse the air pollutants. The atmospheric pollution potential, as the term is used in this 

EIR, is independent of the location of emission sources and is instead a function of factors such as 

topography and meteorology. 

The proposed project site is located in the City of Oakland in Alameda County, California, which falls 

within the boundaries of the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (Basin). The Basin encompasses the nine-

county region, including all of Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa Clara, San Francisco, San Mateo, Marin and 

Napa counties, and the southern portions of Solano and Sonoma counties. Within the Basin, 11 

subregions have been defined based on their unique climatology and topography. The proposed project is 

located within the Northern Alameda County and Western Contra Costa Counties subregion. This 

subregion stretches from Richmond to San Leandro and is bound by San Francisco Bay to the west and 

by the Oakland-Berkeley Hills to the east. The prevailing winds for most of this area are from the west. 

Temperatures have a narrow range due to the proximity of the moderating marine area; maximum 

summer temperatures average in the mid-70s, with minimums in the mid-50s. Winter highs are in the 

mid- to high-50s, with lows in the low- to mid-40s. 

The air pollution potential is lowest for parts of the subregion that are closest to the bay, due to largely 

good ventilation and less influx of pollutants from upwind sources. Major sources of air pollution this 
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subregion include a number of industrial sources and traffic congestion on major roadways and 

freeways.
25

 

Existing Air Quality 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) operates a regional monitoring network that 

measures the ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants. Existing levels of air quality in the study area 

can generally be inferred from ambient air quality measurements conducted by BAAQMD at its long-

term station closest to the proposed site, which is the Oakland monitoring site at 9925 International 

Boulevard which began operating in 2007.
26

 

Background ambient concentrations of pollutants are determined by pollutant emissions in a given area as 

well as wind patterns and meteorological conditions for that area. As a result, background concentrations 

can vary among different locations within an area. However, areas located close together and exposed to 

similar wind conditions can be expected to have similar background pollutant concentrations. Table 4.4-1 

on the following page shows a summary of monitoring data collected at the 9925 International Boulevard 

for 2007 through 2009.  

The data are compared with the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and the National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) that are currently applicable. 

Sensitive Receptors 

For the purposes of air quality and public health and safety, sensitive receptors are generally defined as 

land uses with population concentrations that would be particularly susceptible to disturbance from dust 

and air pollutant concentrations, or other disruptions associated with project construction and/or 

operation. The reasons for greater than average sensitivity include preexisting health problems, proximity 

to emissions sources, or duration of exposure to air pollutants. Schools, hospitals, and convalescent 

homes are considered to be relatively sensitive to poor air quality because children, elderly people, and 

the infirm are more susceptible to respiratory distress and other air quality-related health problems than 

the general public. 

Residential areas are considered sensitive to poor air quality because people usually stay home for 

extended periods of time, with associated greater exposure to ambient air quality. Recreational uses are 

also considered sensitive due to the greater exposure to ambient air quality conditions because vigorous 

exercise associated with recreation places a high demand on the human respiratory system.  

The closest sensitive receptors to the project site are residences immediately adjacent the site to the north. 

Residential receptors are also located across Claremont Avenue to the east and across College Avenue to 

the west. 

                                                      
25  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, June 2010. 
26  This site is 8 miles south-southeast of the project site, but is more representative of project site conditions than other east bay 

monitoring sites such as San Pablo, Concord or Fremont. 
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Table 4.4-1 Oakland Air Quality Monitoring Summary 

Pollutant Averaging Time (Units) 2007 2008 2009 

Ozone 

Maximum 1 Hour (ppm)  
Days > State Standard (0.09 ppm) 

0.040 
0 

0.086 
0 

0.092 
0 

Maximum 8 Hour (ppm) 
Days > 2008 Federal Standard (0.075 ppm) 
Days > State Standard (0.07 ppm) 

0.037 
0 
0 

0.064 
0 
0 

0.062 
0 
0 

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 

Annual Average (ppm)  * 0.015 0.014 

Max 1 Hour (ppm) 
Days > State Standard 

0.059 
0 

0.070 
0 

0.062 
0 

Carbon monoxide (CO) 

Maximum 1 Hour (ppm)
1
 2.00 2.32 2.84 

Maximum 8 Hour (ppm) 
Days > State Standard (9.0 ppm) 
Days > Federal Standard (9 ppm) 

1.40 
0 
0 

1.63 
0 
0 

1.99 
0 
0 

Ultra fine particulate 
matter (PM2.5) 

Annual Average (µg/m
3
)  * 23.8 26.7 

Maximum 24 Hour (µg/m
3
) 

Est. Days > Federal Standard (35 µg/m
3
) 

* 

*- 
22.8 

0 

36.3 
3 

Notes: 
> = exceed 
ppm = parts per million 
* = Insufficient (or no) data available.  
Exceedances are listed in bold. 

1 1
The CARB does not report 1-hour average CO concentrations in its database, only 8-hour CO concentrations. 

Therefore, the 1-hour CO concentration was derived by dividing the 8-hour concentration by 0.7. 

Source: California Air Resources Board, Aerometric Data Analysis and Management (ADAM), 2010. 
(http://www.arb.ca.gov./adam/cgi-bin/adamtop/d2wstart). 

Regulatory Context 

Air quality within the Basin is addressed through the efforts of various federal, State, and local 

government agencies. These agencies work jointly, as well as individually, to improve air quality through 

legislation, regulations, planning, policy-making, education, and a variety of programs. 

The air pollutants of concern and agencies primarily responsible for improving the air quality within the 

Basin and the pertinent regulations are discussed below. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

Regulation of air pollution is achieved through both national and State ambient air quality standards and 

emission limits for individual sources of air pollutants. As required by the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), 

the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has identified criteria pollutants and has established 

NAAQS to protect public health and welfare. NAAQS have been established for ozone (O3), carbon 

monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and 
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lead (Pb). These pollutants are called ―criteria‖ air pollutants because standards have been established for 

each of them to meet specific public health and welfare criteria. 

To protect human health and the environment, the USEPA has set ―primary‖ and ―secondary‖ maximum 

ambient thresholds for each of the criteria pollutants. Primary thresholds were set to protect human health, 

particularly sensitive receptors such as children, the elderly, and individuals suffering from chronic lung 

conditions such as asthma and emphysema. Secondary standards were set to protect the natural 

environment and prevent further deterioration of animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings. 

The NAAQS are defined as the maximum acceptable concentration that may be reached, but not exceeded 

more than once per year. California has adopted more stringent ambient air quality standards for most of 

the criteria air pollutants. Table 4.4-2 on the following page presents both sets of ambient air quality 

standards (i.e., national and State) and the Basin‘s attainment status for each standard. California has also 

established State ambient air quality standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride; however, 

air emissions of these pollutants are not expected under the project and thus, they are not discussed further 

in this EIR. 

As shown, the Basin is currently classified as non-attainment for the one-hour State ozone standard as 

well as non-attainment for the federal and State eight-hour standards. Additionally, the Basin is classified 

as non-attainment for State 24-hour and annual arithmetic mean PM10 standards as well as the State 

annual arithmetic mean and the national 24-hour PM2.5 standards. The Basin is unclassified or classified 

as attainment for all other pollutants standards. 

Ozone 

Ozone is a respiratory irritant and an oxidant that increases susceptibility to respiratory infections and that 

can cause substantial damage to vegetation and other materials. Ozone is not emitted directly into the 

atmosphere, but is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of 

photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx). ROG and 

NOx are known as precursor compounds for ozone. Significant ozone production generally requires 

ozone precursors to be present in a stable atmosphere with strong sunlight for approximately three hours. 

Ozone is a regional air pollutant because it is not emitted directly by sources, but is formed downwind of 

sources of ROG and NOx under the influence of wind and sunlight. Ozone concentrations tend to be 

higher in the late spring, summer, and fall, when the long sunny days combine with regional subsidence 

inversions to create conditions conducive to the formation and accumulation of secondary photochemical 

compounds, like ozone. 

Carbon Monoxide 

CO is a non-reactive pollutant that is a product of incomplete combustion and is mostly associated with 

motor vehicle traffic. High CO concentrations develop primarily during winter when periods of light 

winds combine with the formation of ground level temperature inversions (typically from the evening 

through early morning). These conditions result in reduced dispersion of vehicle emissions. Motor 

vehicles also exhibit increased CO emission rates at low air temperatures. When inhaled at high  
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Table 4.4-2 Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Air Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time 
California 
Standard 

Attainment 
Status 

Federal 
Standard 

Attainment 
Status 

Ozone (O3) 

1 hour 0.09 ppm N —  

8 hour 0.070 ppm N 0.075 ppm N 

Respirable 
particulate matter 

(PM10) 

24 hour 50 µg/m
3 

N 150 µg/m
3 

U 

Mean 20 µg/m
3
 N —  

Fine particulate 
matter (PM2.5) 

24 hour —  35 µg/m
3 

N 

Mean 12 µg/m
3
 N 15.0 µg/m

3
 A 

Carbon 
monoxide (CO) 

1 hour 20 ppm A 35 ppm A 

8 hour 9.0 ppm A 9 ppm A 

Nitrogen dioxide 
(NO2) 

1 hour 0.18 ppm A —  

Mean 0.030 ppm  0.053 ppm A 

Sulfur dioxide 
(SO2) 

1 hour 0.25 ppm  —  

24 hour 0.04 ppm  0.075 ppm A 

Lead 

30-day 1.5 µg/m
3
 A —  

Quarter —  1.5 µg/m
3
 A 

Sulfates 24 hour 25 µg/m
3
 A 

No 
Federal 

Standard 

 

Hydrogen sulfide 1 hour 0.03 ppm U  

Vinyl chloride** 24 hour 0.01 ppm 
No Information 

Available 
 

Visibility-
reducing 
particles 

8 hour 

Extinction 
coefficient of 0.23 

per kilometer, 
visibility of 10 
miles or more 
from particles 
when relative 

humidity is less 
than 70%. 

U  

Abbreviations: 
A = Attainment; N = Nonattainment; U = Unclassified; ppm = parts per million; µg/m

3
 = micrograms per cubic meter 

30-day = 30-day average; Quarter = Calendar quarter; Mean = Annual Arithmetic Mean 

** Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Standards and Attainment Status, 
http://hank.baaqmd.gov/pln/air_quality/ambient_air_quality.htm, accessed November 8, 2010. 
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concentrations, CO combines with hemoglobin in the blood and reduces the oxygen-carrying capacity of 

the blood. This results in reduced oxygen reaching the brain, heart, and other body tissues. This condition 

is especially critical for people with cardiovascular diseases, chronic lung disease, or anemia. 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

NO2 is an air quality pollutant of concern because it acts as a respiratory irritant. NO2 is a major 

component of the group of gaseous nitrogen compounds commonly referred to as oxides of nitrogen 

(NOx). A precursor to ozone formation, NOx is produced by fuel combustion in motor vehicles, industrial 

stationary sources (such as industrial activities), ships, aircraft, and rail transit. Typically, NOx emitted 

from fuel combustion is in the form of nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen NO2. NO is often converted to NO2 

when it reacts with ozone or undergoes photochemical reactions in the atmosphere. 

Particulate Matter 

PM10 and PM2.5 represent fractions of particulate matter that can be inhaled into air passages and the lungs 

and can cause adverse health effects.
27

 Particulate matter in the atmosphere results from many kinds of 

dust- and fume-producing industrial and agricultural operations, fuel combustion, and atmospheric 

photochemical reactions. Some sources of particulate matter, such as demolition and construction 

activities, are more local in nature, while others, such as vehicular traffic, have a more regional effect. 

Very small particles of certain substances (e.g., sulfates and nitrates) can cause lung damage directly, or 

can contain adsorbed gases (e.g., chlorides or ammonium) that may be injurious to health. According to a 

recent study by the California Air Resources Board (CARB), exposure to PM2.5 from 2004 through 2006 

can be associated with an average of approximately 18,000 premature annual deaths statewide.
28

 

Particulates can also damage materials and reduce visibility. 

Other Criteria Pollutants 

SO2 is a combustion product of sulfur or sulfur-containing fuels such as coal. SO2 is also a precursor to the 

formation of atmospheric sulfate and particulate matter (both PM10 and PM2.5) and contributes to potential 

atmospheric sulfuric acid formation that could precipitate downwind as acid rain. Lead has a range of 

adverse neurotoxin health effects, and was formerly released into the atmosphere primarily via leaded 

gasoline. The phase-out of leaded gasoline in California resulted in decreasing levels of atmospheric lead. 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) 

Non-criteria air pollutants or TACs are airborne substances that are capable of causing short-term (acute) 

and/or long-term (chronic or carcinogenic, i.e., cancer causing) adverse human health effects(i.e., injury 

or illness). TACs include both organic and inorganic chemical substances. They may be emitted from a 

variety of common sources including gasoline stations, automobiles, dry cleaners, industrial operations, 

                                                      
27  PM10 and PM2.5 represent fractions of particulate matter 10 microns and 2.5 microns or less in diameter, respectively. A 

micron is one-millionth of a meter. 
28  California Air Resources Board, Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths Associated with Long-Term Exposure to 

Fine Airborne Particulate Matter in California, October 24, 2008. 
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and painting operations. The current California list of TACs includes approximately 200 compounds, 

including particulate emissions from diesel-fueled engines. 

In 2001, the CARB assessed the statewide health risks from exposure to diesel exhaust and to other toxic 

air contaminants. It is difficult to distinguish the health risks of diesel emissions from the other air toxics, 

since diesel exhaust contains about 40 different TACs. The CARB study (CARB, 2000) detected diesel 

exhaust by using ambient air carbon soot measurements as a surrogate for diesel emissions. The Study 

reported that in 2000, the statewide cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust was about 540 per million 

(i.e., 540 cancers per million people) as compared to a total risk for exposure to all ambient air toxics of 

760 per million. This estimate of risk from diesel exhaust, which accounts for about 70 percent of the total 

risk from TACs, included both urban and rural areas in the state. It can be considered as an average worst-

case for the state, since it assumes constant exposure to outdoor concentrations of diesel exhaust and does 

not account for expected lower concentrations indoors, where people spend most of their time. 

Odorous Emissions 

Though offensive odors from stationary sources rarely cause any physical harm, they still remain 

unpleasant and can lead to public distress generating citizen complaints to local governments. The 

occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on the nature, frequency and intensity of the source; wind 

speed and direction; and the sensitivity of receptors. The CEQA Guidelines recommends that odor 

impacts be considered for any proposed new odor sources located near existing receptors, as well as any 

new sensitive receptors located near existing odor sources. Generally, increasing the distance between the 

receptor and the source will reduce odor impacts. 

4.4.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

The USEPA is responsible for implementing the programs established under the federal Clean Air Act, 

such as establishing and reviewing the NAAQS and judging the adequacy of State Implementation Plans 

(SIPs), but has delegated the authority to implement many of the federal programs to the states while 

retaining an oversight role to ensure that the programs continue to be implemented. The federal CAA 

requires USEPA to define NAAQS to protect U.S. public health and welfare. 

State 

CARB is responsible for establishing and reviewing the State standards, compiling the California SIP and 

securing approval of that plan from USEPA, conducting research and planning, and identifying toxic air 

contaminants (TACs). CARB also regulates mobile sources of emissions in California, such as 

construction equipment, trucks, and automobiles, and oversees the activities of California‘s air quality 

management districts, which are organized at the county or regional level. 

County or regional air quality management districts are primarily responsible for regulating stationary 

sources at industrial and commercial facilities within their geographic areas and for preparing the air 

quality plans that are required under the federal CAA and California CAA. 
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Regional and Local Plans and Policies 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

BAAQMD is the regional agency with jurisdiction over the nine-county region located in the Basin. The 

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

(MTC), county transportation agencies, cities and counties, and various non-governmental organizations 

also join in the efforts to improve air quality through a variety of programs. These programs include the 

adoption of regulations and policies, as well as implementation of extensive education and public 

outreach programs. 

BAAQMD is responsible for bringing and/or maintaining air quality in the Basin within federal and State 

air quality standards. Specifically, BAAQMD has the responsibility to monitor ambient air pollutant 

levels throughout the Basin and to develop and implement strategies to attain the applicable federal and 

State standards. 

In June 2010, BAAQMD adopted an updated guidance document to provide lead government agencies, 

consultants, and project proponents with uniform procedures for assessing air quality impacts and 

preparing the air quality sections of environmental documents for projects subject to CEQA.
29

 The 

BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines is an advisory document and local jurisdictions are not required 

to utilize the methodology outlined therein. The document describes the criteria that BAAQMD uses 

when reviewing and commenting on the adequacy of environmental documents. It recommends 

thresholds for use in determining whether projects would have significant adverse environmental impacts, 

identifies methodologies for predicting project emissions and impacts, and identifies measures that can be 

used to avoid or reduce air quality impacts. 

Air Quality Plans 

The 1977 FCAA amendments require that regional planning and air pollution control agencies prepare a 

regional Air Quality Plan to outline the measures by which both stationary and mobile sources of 

pollutants can be controlled in order to achieve all standards specified in the Clean Air Act. The 1988 

CCAA also requires development of air quality plans and strategies to meet state air quality standards in 

areas designated as non-attainment (with the exception of areas designated as non-attainment for the state 

PM standards). Maintenance plans are required for attainment areas that had previously been designated 

non-attainment in order to ensure continued attainment of the standards. Air quality plans developed to 

meet federal requirements are referred to as State Implementation Plans. 

Bay Area plans are prepared by the BAAQMD with the cooperation of the Metropolitan Transportation 

Commission (―MTC‖) and the Association of Bay Area Governments (―ABAG‖). Currently, there are 

three plans for the Bay Area. These are: 

 The Revised San Francisco Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan for the 1-Hour National Ozone 

Standard developed to meet federal ozone air quality planning requirements  

                                                      
29  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, June 2010 
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 The Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy developed to meet planning requirements related to the state 

ozone standard; and 

 The 1996 Carbon Monoxide Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan for Ten Federal 

Planning Areas, developed by the air districts with jurisdiction over the ten planning areas 

including the BAAQMD to ensure continued attainment of the federal carbon monoxide standard. 

In June 1998, the USEPA approved this plan and designated the ten areas as attainment. The 

maintenance plan was revised most recently in 2004. 

The Bay Area 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan was prepared as a proposed revision to the Bay Area part of 

California‘s plan to achieve the national ozone standard. The plan was prepared in response to USEPA‘s 

partial approval and partial disapproval of the Bay Area‘s 1999 Ozone Attainment Plan and finding of 

failure to attain the national ambient air quality standard for ozone. The revised plan was adopted by the 

Boards of the co-lead agencies at a public meeting and approved by the CARB in 2001. In July 2003, the 

USEPA approved the plan. The USEPA also made an interim final determination that the plan corrects 

deficiencies identified in the 1999 plan. Following three years of low ozone levels (2001, 2002 and 2003), 

in October 2003, USEPA proposed a finding that the Bay Area had attained the national one-hour 

standard and that certain elements of the 2001 plan (attainment demonstration, contingency measures and 

reasonable further progress) were no longer required. In April 2004, USEPA made final the finding that 

the Bay Area had attained the one-hour standard and approved the remaining applicable elements of the 

2001 plan: emissions inventory; control measure commitments; motor vehicle emission budgets; 

reasonably available control measures; and commitments to further study measures. 

The USEPA recently transitioned from the national one-hour standard to a more health protective 8-hour 

standard. Defined as ―concentration-based,‖ the new national ozone standard is set at 85 parts per billion 

averaged over eight hours. The new national 8-hour standard is considered to be more health protective 

because it protects against health effects that occur with longer exposure to lower ozone concentrations. 

In April 2004, USEPA designated regions as attainment and non-attainment areas for the 8-hour standard. 

These designations took effect on June 15, 2004. USEPA formally designated the Bay Area as a non-

attainment area for the national 8-hour ozone standard and classified the region as ―marginal‖ according 

to five classes of non-attainment areas for ozone, which range from marginal to extreme. Marginal non-

attainment areas were charged with attaining the national 8-hour ozone standard by June 15, 2007. While 

certain elements of Phase 1 of the 8-hour implementation rule are still undergoing legal challenge, 

USEPA signed Phase 2 of the 8-hour implementation rule on November 9, 2005. Although the Bay Area 

did not achieve attainment by the June 2007 deadline, it is not currently anticipated that marginal areas 

will be required to prepare attainment demonstrations for the 8-hour standard, though other planning 

elements may be required. The Bay Area plans to address all requirements of the national 8-hour standard 

in subsequent documents.  

For state air quality planning purposes, the Bay Area is classified as a serious non-attainment area for 

ozone. The ―serious‖ classification triggers various plan submittal requirements and transportation 

performance standards. One such requirement is that the Bay Area update the Clean Air Plan (―CAP‖) 

every three years to reflect progress in meeting the air quality standards and to incorporate new 

information regarding the feasibility of control measures and new emission inventory data. The Bay 

Area‘s record of progress in implementing previous measures must also be reviewed. On January 4, 2006, 

the BAAQMD adopted the most recent revision to the CAP - the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy. The 

control strategy for the 2005 Ozone Strategy is to implement all feasible measures on an expeditious 
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schedule in order to reduce emissions of ozone precursors and consequently reduce ozone levels in the 

Bay Area and reduce transport to downwind regions. 

On September 15, 2010, the BAAQMD adopted the final Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP), 

and certified the Final Environmental Impact Report on the CAP. The 2010 CAP serves to update the Bay 

Area ozone plan in compliance with the requirements of the Chapter 10 of the California Health & Safety 

Code. In addition, the 2010 CAP provides an integrated, multi-pollutant strategy to improve air quality, 

protect public health, and protect the climate. 

City of Oakland General Plan 

Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element (OSCAR). The OSCAR Element of the Oakland 

General Plan (Oakland, 1996) contains the following Air Quality policies that address criteria pollutants 

and would apply to the proposed project. 

 Policy CO-12.1: Land use patterns which promote air quality. Promote land use patterns and 

densities which help improve regional air quality conditions by: (a) minimizing dependence on 

single passenger autos; (b) promoting projects which minimize quick auto starts and stops, such 

as live-work development, mixed use development, and office development with ground floor 

retail space; (c) separating land uses which are sensitive to pollution from the sources of air 

pollution; and (d) supporting telecommuting, flexible work hours, and behavioral changes which 

reduce the percentage of people in Oakland who must drive to work on a daily basis. 

 Policy CO-12.4: Design of development to minimize air quality impacts. Require that 

development projects be designed in a manner which reduces potential adverse air quality 

impacts. This may include: (a) the use of vegetation and landscaping to absorb carbon monoxide 

and to buffer sensitive receptors; (b) the use of low-polluting energy sources and energy 

conservation measures; (c) designs which encourage transit use and facilitate bicycle and 

pedestrian traffic. 

 Policy CO-12.5: Use of best available control technology. Require new industry to use best 

available control technology to remove pollutants, including filtering, washing, or electrostatic 

treatment of emissions. 

 Policy CO-12.6: Control of dust emissions. Require construction, demolition and grading 

practices which minimize dust emissions. 

City of Oakland Municipal Code  

Pursuant to the City of Oakland Municipal Code, Title 15 Buildings and Construction, Chapter 15.36 

Demolition Permits, 15.36.100 Dust Control Measures: 

‗Best Management Practices‘ shall be used throughout all phases of work, including suspension of work, 

to alleviate or prevent fugitive dust nuisance and the discharge of smoke or any other air contaminants 

into the atmosphere in such quantity as will violate any city or regional air pollution control rules, 

regulations, ordinances, or statutes. Water or dust palliatives or combinations of both shall be applied 

continuously and in sufficient quantity during the performance of work and at other times as required. 

Dust nuisance shall also be abated by cleaning and sweeping or other means as necessary. A dust control 

plan may be required as condition of permit issuance or at other times as may be deemed necessary to 
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assure compliance with this section. Failure to control effectively or abate fugitive dust nuisance or the 

discharge of smoke or any other air contaminants into the atmosphere may result in suspension or 

revocation of the permit, in addition to any other applicable enforcement actions or remedies. (Ord. 12152 

§ 1, 1999)  

City of Oakland Conditions of Approval and Uniformly Applied Development Standards 

Imposed as Standard Conditions of Approval 

The City‘s Standard Conditions of Approval are incorporated into projects regardless of a project‘s 

environmental determination. As applicable, the Standard Conditions of Approval are adopted as 

requirements of an individual project when it is approved by the City and are designed to, and will, 

substantially mitigate environmental effects. For the proposed project, the relevant standard conditions 

regarding air quality would be incorporated as part of the project. If a Standard Condition of Approval 

would reduce a potentially significant impact to less than significant, the impact will be determined to be 

less than significant and no mitigation is imposed. Where there are impacts associated with a project site 

that will result in significant environmental impacts despite implementation of the Standard Conditions of 

Approval, additional mitigation measures are recommended. 

The City‘s Standard Conditions of Approval relevant to this project‘s air quality impacts are shown below 

for reference. 

AIR-1: Dust Control 

Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading or building permit. During construction, the project applicant 

shall require the construction contractor to implement the following measures required as part of the City 

of Oakland‘s basic and enhanced dust control procedures required for construction sites. These include: 

a) Water all exposed surfaces of active construction areas at least twice daily (using reclaimed water if 

possible). Watering should be sufficient to prevent airborne dust from leaving the site. Increased 

watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed 

water should be used whenever possible. 

b) Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to maintain at least 

two feet of freeboard (i.e., the minimum required space between the top of the load and the top of the 

trailer). 

c) All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet power 

vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited. 

d) Pave all roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc. as soon as feasible. In addition, building pads should be 

laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used. 

e) Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to exposed stockpiles (dirt, 

sand, etc.). 

f) Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour. 

g) Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not is use or reducing the 

maximum idling time to five minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control measure 

Title 13, Section 2485, of the California Code of Regulations. Clear signage to this effect shall be 

provided for construction workers at all access points. 

h) All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with the 

manufacturer‘s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and 
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determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 

i) Post a publicly visible sign that includes the contractor‘s name and telephone number to contact 

regarding dust complaints. When contacted, the contractor shall respond and take corrective action 

within 48 hours. The telephone numbers of contacts at the City and the BAAQMD shall also be 

visible. This information may be posted on other required on-site signage.  

The following enhanced control measures would also be required due to the need for demolition and 

extensive soil export ( approximately 15,500 cubic yards): 

a) All exposed surfaces shall be watered at a frequency adequate to maintain minimum soil moisture of 

12 percent. Moisture content can be verified by lab samples or moisture probe. 

b) All excavation, grading, and demolition activities shall be suspended when average wind speeds 

exceed 20 mph.  

c) Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways. 

d) Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas (previously graded areas 

inactive for one month or more). 

e) Designate a person or persons to monitor the dust control program and to order increased watering, as 

necessary, to prevent transport of dust offsite. Their duties shall include holidays and weekend 

periods when work may not be in progress. 

f) Install appropriate wind breaks (e.g., trees, fences) on the windward side(s) of actively disturbed areas 

of the construction site to minimize wind blown dust. Wind breaks must have a maximum 50 percent 

air porosity. 

g) Vegetative ground cover (e.g., fast-germinating native grass seed) shall be planted in disturbed areas 

as soon as possible and watered appropriately until vegetation is established. 

h) The simultaneous occurrence of excavation, grading, and ground-disturbing construction activities on 

the same area at any one time shall be limited. Activities shall be phased to reduce the amount of 

disturbed surfaces at any one time. 

i) All trucks and equipment, including tires, shall be washed off prior to leaving the site. 

j) Site accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road shall be treated with a 6 to 12 inch 

compacted layer of wood chips, mulch, or gravel. 

k) Minimize the idling time of diesel-powered construction equipment to two minutes. 

l) The project applicant shall develop a plan demonstrating that the off-road equipment (more than 50 

horsepower) to be used in the construction project (i.e., owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles) 

would achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate 

matter (PM) reduction compared to the most recent California Air Resources Board (CARB) fleet 

average. Acceptable options for reducing emissions include the use of late model engines, low-

emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, add-

on devices such as particulate filters, and/or other options as they become available. 
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m) Use low VOC (i.e., ROG) coatings beyond the local requirements (i.e., BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 

3: Architectural Coatings). 

n) All construction equipment, diesel trucks, and generators shall be equipped with Best Available 

Control Technology for emission reductions of NOx and PM. 

o) Off-road heavy diesel engines shall meet the CARB‘s most recent certification standard. 

AIR-2: Construction Emissions 

Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading or building permit. To minimize construction equipment 

emissions during construction, the Project Applicant shall require the construction contractor to: 

a) Demonstrate compliance with BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 1 (General Requirements) for all 

portable construction equipment subject to that rule. BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 1 provides the 

issuance of authorities to construct and permits to operate certain types of portable equipment used 

for construction purposes (e.g., gasoline or diesel-powered engines used in conjunction with power 

generation, pumps, compressors, and cranes) unless such equipment complies with all applicable 

requirements of the ―California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA)‖ Portable 

Equipment Registration Rule‖ or with all applicable requirements of the Statewide Portable 

Equipment Registration Program. This exemption is provided in BAAQMD Rule 2-1-105. 

b) Perform low- NOx tune-ups on all diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 

horsepower (no more than 30 days prior to the start of use of that equipment).Periodic tune-ups (every 

90 days) should be performed for such equipment used continuously during the construction period. 

AIR-3: Asbestos Removal in Structures 

Prior to issuance of a demolition permit. If asbestos-containing materials (ACM) are found to be present 

in building materials to be removed, demolished and disposed, the Project Applicant shall submit 

specifications signed by a certified asbestos consultant for the removal, encapsulation, or enclosure of the 

identified ACM in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations, including but not necessarily 

limited to: California Code of Regulations, Title 8; Business and Professions Code; Division 3; California 

Health & Safety Code 25915-25919.7; and Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Regulation 11, 

Rule 2, as may be amended. 

In addition, the following SCAs located in other sections of this EIR would also serve to reduce vehicle 

miles traveled (VMT), thus reducing pollutant emissions: 

 TRANS-1: Transportation Demand Management Plan (Section 4.3, Traffic and Circulation) 
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4.4.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Significance Criteria 

The proposed project would result in a significant impact to air quality if it would: 

Project-Level Impacts 

1. During project construction result in average daily emissions of 54 pounds per day of ROG, NOx, or 

PM2.5 or 82 pounds per day of PM10;  

2. During project operation result in average daily emissions of 54 pounds per day of ROG, NOx, or 

PM2.5 or 82 pounds per day of PM10; or result in maximum annual emissions of 10 tons per year of 

ROG, NOx, or PM2.5 or 15 tons per year of PM10; 

3. Contribute to carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations exceeding the California Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (CAAQS) of nine parts per million (ppm) averaged over eight hours and 20 ppm for one 

hour. [NOTE: Pursuant to BAAQMD Guidelines, localized CO concentrations should be estimated 

for projects in which (1) project-generated traffic would conflict with an applicable congestion 

management program established by the county congestion management agency or (2) project-

generated traffic would increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than 44,000 vehicles 

per hour (or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is substantially limited, 

such as tunnels, parking garages, bridge underpasses, natural or urban street canyons, and below-

grade roadways).]; 

4. During either project operation or project construction expose persons by siting a new source or a 

new receptor to substantial levels of Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) resulting in (a) a cancer risk 

level greater than 10 in one million, (b) a non-cancer risk (chronic or acute) hazard index greater than 

1.0, or (c) an increase of greater than 0.3 micrograms per cubic meter of annual average PM2.5 

[NOTE: Pursuant to BAAQMD Guidelines, when siting new TAC sources consider receptors located 

within 1,000 feet, and when siting new receptors consider TAC sources located within 1,000 feet 

including, but not limited to, stationary sources, freeways, major roadways (10,000 or greater vehicles 

per day), truck distribution centers, ports, and rail lines. The cumulative analysis should consider the 

combined risk from all existing and reasonably foreseeable future sources. For this threshold 

receptors include residential uses, schools, parks, daycare centers, nursing homes, and medical 

centers] or; 

5. Frequently and for a substantial duration, create or expose sensitive receptors to substantial 

objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people [NOTE: For this threshold sensitive 

receptors include residential uses, schools, daycare centers, nursing homes, and medical centers.]. 

Project-Level Cumulative Impacts 

1. During either project operation or project construction expose persons by siting a new source or a 

new receptor to substantial levels of TACs resulting in (a) a cancer risk level greater than 100 in a 

million, (b) a non-cancer risk (chronic or acute) hazard index greater than 10.0, or (c) an increase of 

greater than 0.8 micrograms per cubic meter of annual average PM2.5. 
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The City of Oakland air quality thresholds are based on the BAAQMD significance thresholds, as 

described in the document CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.
30

. BAAQMD significance thresholds are 

summarized in Table 4.4-3.  

Table 4.4-3 BAAQMD Project-Level Air Quality Thresholds of Significance 

Pollutant 
Construction-

Related 
Operational-Related 

Criteria Air Pollutants and 

Precursors (Regional) 

Average Daily 

Emissions (lbs/day) 

Average Daily Emissions 

(lbs/day) 

Maximum Annual Emissions 

(tons/year) 

ROG 54 54 10 

NOx 54 54 10 

PM10 (Exhaust) 82 82 15 

PM2.5 (Exhaust) 54 54 10 

PM10/PM2.5 (Fugitive Dust) 
Best Management 

Practices 
None 

Local CO None 9.0 ppm (8-hour average), 20.0 ppm (1-hour average) 

Risks and Hazards 

(Individual Projects) 

Same as Operational 

Thresholds 

Compliance with a Qualified Community Risk Reduction Plan 

OR 

Increased cancer risk of >10.0 in a million OR 

Increased non-cancer risk of >1.0 Hazard Index (Chronic or 

Acute)Ambient PM2.5 increase > 0.3 µg/m
3
 annual average 

Risks and Hazards 

(Cumulative Threshold) 

Same as Operational 

Thresholds 

Compliance with a Qualified Community Risk Reduction Plan 

OR 

Cancer: > 100 in a million (from all local sources) 

Non-cancer: >10.0 Hazard Index )from all local sources) 

PM2.5 > 0.8 µg/m
3 
annual average (from all local sources) 

Accidental Release of 

Acutely Hazardous Air 

Pollutants 

None 

Storage or use of acutely hazardous materials locating near 

receptors or new receptors locating near stored or used 

acutely hazardous materials considered significant 

Odors None 5 confirmed complaints per year averaged over 3 years 

Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; lb/day = pounds per day; NOX = oxides of 

nitrogen; PM2.5= fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; PM10 = 

respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10 micrometers or less; ppm = parts per 

million; ROG = reactive organic gases. 

 

Approach to Analysis 

Project-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: impacts due to construction, and impacts due 

to project operation. First, during project construction, the project would increase local particulate 

concentrations primarily due to fugitive dust sources. Over the long-term, the project would result in an 

increase in emissions primarily due to increased motor vehicle trips. Onsite area sources (such as natural 

                                                      
30  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, June 2010. 
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gas for water and space heating, and emissions from landscaping and use of consumer products) would 

result in lesser quantities of pollutant emissions. 

Air quality assessment methodologies in this section conform to those identified by BAAQMD in its 

CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Construction emissions were estimated using the California Emissions 

Estimator Model (CalLEEMod). Operational phase emissions were also estimated using CalLEEMod.  

BAAQMD screening methodologies were applied to the proposed project to evaluate construction TAC 

impacts and carbon monoxide impacts on streets providing access to the project site. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Construction Air Quality Impacts 

Construction activities would include demolition of the existing buildings. Demolition activities may 

result in airborne entrainment of asbestos, a TAC. Some asbestos-containing materials have been 

identified within the existing buildings on site.
31

 However, these materials would be removed in 

accordance with regulatory requirements prior to demolition. In order to ensure that no impacts would 

occur from release of asbestos and lead during demolition activities, Standard Condition of Approval 

AIR-3, Asbestos Removal in Structures, would apply. 

Impact AIR-1: Activities associated with demolition, site preparation, and construction would 

generate short-term emissions of criteria pollutants. (Less than Significant)  

In addition to demolition, construction activities would include site excavation and grading as well as 

general construction. Heavy duty construction equipment, construction-related on-road trucks, and worker 

vehicles would also result in exhaust emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 during construction of the 

proposed project. Exhaust emissions would vary depending on the number and type of construction 

equipment used, number of truck trips to the site, and number of workers present. 

The CalLEEMod program was used to quantify construction emissions. Construction-related emissions 

for the proposed project and corresponding thresholds of significance are presented in Table 4.4-4, below. 

The estimated emissions consider the following basic construction phases: demolition, excavation/ 

grading, building construction, and application of architectural coatings. To be consistent with the 

BAAQMD thresholds of significance, an average emission, in pounds per day, was calculated using the 

CalLEEMod output. 

The average emissions shown in Table 4.4-4 are well below the BAAQMD thresholds of significance as 

indicated above in Table 4.4-4. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation: None required 

                                                      
31  Monte Deignan & Associates, Asbestos Survey for Safeway Store 687/2870 6310 College Avenue in Oakland, California, 

July 25, 2007. 
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Table 4.4-4 Average Daily Construction Emissions in Pounds Per Day 

 ROG NOx 
PM10 

(Exhaust) 
PM2.5 

(Exhaust) 

Construction 

Emissions 
6.00 25.36 1.36 1.36 

Threshold of 

Significance 
54.00 54.00 82.00 54.00 

Significant? No No No No 

Notes:  
ROG = Reactive Organic Gases 
NOx = Nitrogen Oxides 
PM10 = Particulate Matter, 10 micron 
PM2.5 = Particulate Matter, 2.5 micron 

 

Impact AIR-2: Activities associated with demolition, site preparation, and construction would 

generate short-term emissions of fugitive dust. (Less than Significant)  

The BAAQMD‘s approach to analyses of fugitive dust emissions from construction is to emphasize 

implementation of effective and comprehensive dust control measures rather than detailed quantification 

of emissions. The BAAQMD considers any project‘s construction-related impacts to be less than 

significant if the required dust-control measures are implemented. Without these measures, the impact is 

generally considered to be significant, particularly if sensitive land uses are located in the project vicinity. 

In addition, through its Municipal Code, the City of Oakland requires demolition projects to use best 

management practices for dust control. Construction activities would occur intermittently at the project 

site throughout the phases of construction. Although the related impacts would be temporary, construction 

related activities could cause adverse effects on the local air quality, primarily from dust emissions. 

Construction activities would include site preparation, earthmoving and general construction. Site 

preparation includes activities such as demolition, general land clearing, and grubbing. Earthmoving 

activities would include cut-and-fill operations, trenching, soil compaction and grading. About 15,500 

cubic yards of soil would be exported from the site. General construction includes adding improvements 

such as roadway surfaces, structures and facilities. These activities would result in dust emissions 

(including PM10 and PM2.5) primarily from ―fugitive‖ sources (i.e., emissions released through means 

other than through a stack or tailpipe) such as soil disturbance. 

Construction-related fugitive dust emissions at the project site would vary from day to day, depending on 

the level and type of activity, silt content of the soil and the weather. Without mitigation, construction 

activities would result in significant quantities of dust and as a result, local visibility and PM10 and PM2.5 

concentrations would be adversely affected. The project would be subject to dust control measures 

recommended by BAAQMD, which are included in SCA AIR-1, listed above, and to City of Oakland 

Municipal Code 15.36.100 Dust Control Measures. Implementation of the measures would reduce 

impacts from fugitive dust to on- and off-site receptors to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation: None required. 
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Impact AIR-3: Construction activities would expose nearby sensitive receptors to PM2.5 and toxic 

air contaminants (TACs), which may lead to adverse health effects. (Significant) 

The BAAQMD has developed a screening approach to conduct initial evaluations of potential health risks 

from exposure to toxic air contaminants (TACs), including diesel particulate matter (DPM), and 

particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of less than 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5) from 

construction activities.
32

 DPM, PM2.5, and several TACs are all emitted from construction activity that 

uses traditional diesel-powered equipment such as bulldozers, generators, and cranes. The BAAQMD 

methodology uses screening tables to estimate air quality health risk impacts associated with construction 

activity in accordance with the BAAQMD‘s CEQA thresholds of significance.  

According to the BAAQMD screening tables, the minimum offset distance (buffer distance) to ensure that 

a sensitive receptor would have a less-than-significant impact would be 150 meters (approximately 500 

feet). There are numerous existing residential units located within this distance. Since the project cannot 

be shown to have a less-than-significant impact based on the screening tables, a site-specific health risk 

assessment was prepared. This health risk assessment contains three quantitative determinations: 

emissions calculation, air dispersion modeling and health risk characterization. Emissions from diesel 

vehicles and equipment were estimated over the construction period. Concentrations of toxic air 

contaminants and PM2.5 affecting neighboring properties were estimated by inputting emission estimates 

into the ISCST-PRIME dispersion model. Results of the air modeling exposure predictions were then 

applied to the respective cancer health risk factors and chronic non-cancer reference exposure levels to 

perform a health risk characterization that quantified individual health risks associated with predicted 

levels of exposure. 

The health risk assessment found the highest annual DPM concentrations would be located east of the 

project site along the Claremont Avenue sidewalk, but this area is not considered a sensitive land use. The 

maximum off-site annual average concentration of DPM at any sensitive land use would be 0.339 PPM, 

within the residential area just north of the project site. The calculated cancer risk at this location would 

be 30.9 in one million, compared to the threshold of significance of 10 in one million. This represents a 

significant impact unless mitigated. 

The health risk assessment found the maximum chronic Hazard Index would be 0.068. The acute Hazard 

Index, based on peak hour acrolein concentrations, would be 0.161. Both these values are well below the 

BAAQMD thresholds of significance of 1.0. Therefore, project construction impacts related to non-cancer 

health effects would be less-than-significant. 

Concentrations of PM2.5 above 0.3 μg/m
3 
extend eastward from the project site over the adjacent sidewalk 

and part way into Claremont Avenue. Concentrations at all neighboring properties, however, would be 

less than the 0.03 μg/m
3
 BAAQMD threshold of significance. Therefore, project construction impacts 

related to PM2.5 emissions would be less-than-significant. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1: The project applicant shall develop a Diesel Emission Reduction Plan 

including, but not limited to alternatively fueled equipment, engine retrofit technology, after-

treatment products and add-on devices such as particulate filters, and/or other options as they 

become available, capable of achieving a project wide fleet-average of 70 percent particulate matter 

                                                      
32  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Screening Tables for Air Toxics Evaluation During Construction, May 2010. 
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(PM) reduction compared to the most recent California Air Resources Board (CARB) fleet average. 

This Plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the City, and the project applicant shall 

implement the approved Plan. 

Impact after Standard Conditions and Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 

above would reduce TAC, including DPM, exhaust emissions by implementing feasible controls and 

requiring up-to-date equipment. With mitigation, the calculated maximum excess cancer risk from 

construction activities would be reduced from 30.9 in one million to 9.3 in one million. This would be 

considered less-than significant after mitigation.  

Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Impact AIR-4: Operation of the proposed project would result in increased long-term emissions of 

criteria pollutants. (Less than Significant) 

Operational emissions for vehicle trips and area sources were calculated using the CalEEMod computer 

model. The CalEEMod model was applied to both the existing and proposed Safeway stores. Net new 

emissions were estimated and compared to the appropriate threshold of significance. 

As shown in Table 4.4-5 on the following page, the proposed project would not result in an increase in 

criteria pollutant emissions that would be considered significant under the City of Oakland‘s thresholds of 

significance. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

Impact AIR-5: The proposed project would not frequently create substantial objectionable odors 

affecting a substantial number of people. (Less than Significant) 

The City of Oakland‘s thresholds of significance provide that odor impacts could result from siting a new 

odor source near existing sensitive receptors or siting a new sensitive receptor near an existing odor 

source. Examples of land uses that have the potential to generate considerable odors include wastewater 

treatment plants, landfills, confined animal facilities, composting stations, food manufacturing plants, 

refineries, and chemical plants. The proposed project would not include uses that have been identified by 

the City of Oakland as potential sources of objectionable odors. The operation of the proposed 

supermarket t would not generate objectionable odors. The proposed project includes a restaurant that 

could generate cooking odors that are not normally considered objectionable odors. Additionally, any 

food services would need to comply with local ordinances regarding appropriate ventilation of cooking 

areas. 

The proposed project would have a less than significant odor impact because it would not frequently 

create substantial objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

Mitigation: None required. 
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Table 4.4-5 Average Daily Operational Emissions in Pounds Per Day 

 ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Existing Safeway 

Store 
15.62 30.79 7.67 1.15 

Proposed Safeway 

Store 
23.01 46.41 13.64 1.81 

Net Increase 7.39 15.62 8.97 0.66 

Threshold of 

Significance 
54.00 54.00 82.00 54.00 

Significant? No No No No 

Notes: 
ROG = Reactive Organic Gases 
NOx = Nitrogen Oxides 
PM10 = Particulate Matter, 10 micron 
PM2.5 = Particulate Matter, 2.5 micron 

 

Impact AIR-6: The proposed project would not contribute to CO concentrations exceeding the 

State AAQS of 9 ppm averaged over 8 hours and 20 ppm for 1 hour. (Less than Significant) 

The City of Oakland has developed a preliminary screening methodology that provides a conservative 

indication of whether the implementation of a proposed project would result in CO emissions that exceed 

the CO thresholds of significance. The screening method provides peak hourly traffic volumes for 

intersections that, if not exceeded, indicate that there is no potential to violate the CO air quality 

standards. Quantification of CO impacts is only required if the screening traffic volumes are exceeded. 

For a development proposal, a proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact to localized 

CO concentrations if the following screening criteria are met: 

 The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than 

44,000 vehicles per hour. 

 The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than 

24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is substantially limited (e.g., 

tunnel, parking garage, bridge underpass, natural or urban street canyon, below-grade roadway) 

The project would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than 44,000 vehicles per 

hour, and would not affect any intersections where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is substantially 

limited. Based on the City of Oakland‘s criteria, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant 

impact on carbon monoxide concentrations 

Mitigation: None required. 

Impact AIR-7: The project would continue to attract diesel powered delivery trucks, which are 

sources of diesel particulate, a Toxic Air Contaminant. (Less than Significant) 

The project is not expected to result in the construction of any new stationary sources of emissions with 

potential toxic air contaminate components. However, diesel powered delivery trucks would continue to 
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be used to make deliveries to the site, and diesel emissions would be released in conjunction with this 

activity. 

Trucks accessing the existing truck loading dock at the north end of the site enter and exit from the 

driveway off Claremont at the northeast corner of the site. The new loading dock would be located 

slightly further from the boundary of the neighboring residential properties along Alcatraz Avenue than at 

present. More importantly, the driveway for trucks would be located about 150 feet further south along 

Claremont Avenue.  

Currently, two or three Safeway trucks utilize the loading dock daily, along with five small vendor trucks. 

There are also two or three semi-sized non-Safeway truck deliveries per week. 

With the project, there would be three or four daily Safeway trucks utilizing the loading dock. Small 

vendor truck trips would remain at five per day, and semi-sized non-Safeway truck deliveries would 

remain at two or three per week. 

Anticipated truck traffic increases to the loading docks would be about one additional truck per day. At 

the same time, the new design would re-direct truck traffic further away from the closest residences 

located just north of the project site, with the result that exposures to truck exhausts would be similar to 

existing conditions. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation: None required. 

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts 

Impact AIR-8: The proposed project could result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a 

cumulative air quality impact from criteria pollutant emissions. (Less than Significant) 

The geographic area considered for the air quality cumulative is generally the San Francisco Bay Area air 

basin. According to City of Oakland significance criteria, any proposed project that would individually 

have a significant air quality impact would also be considered to have a significant cumulative air quality 

impact.  

Since the project's individual impacts were found to be less than significant or would be reduced to a less-

than-significant level through mitigation, the project would not have any cumulative air quality impacts. 

Mitigation: None required. 
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4.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

The October 2009 Initial Study included an assessment of potential air quality impacts of the project 

based on scientific information and regulatory requirements current at that time. However, in October 

2009 neither the state nor the BAAQMD had established significance thresholds for GHG emissions, and 

thus GHG was not addressed in that analysis.  

Following review of the Notice of Preparation and the Initial Study, the BAAQMD indicated that 

although the District had not, at that time, established significance thresholds for GHG emissions, 

analytical methodologies and tools did exist to quantify GHG emissions associated with the project. 

BAAQMD recommended that the EIR quantify emissions from the project, and that the project sponsors 

minimize the project‘s contribution to climate change by implementing all feasible mitigation measures to 

reduce GHG emissions. BAAQMD further recommended that the City refer to the California Air 

Pollution Control Officers Association‘s resource guide to addressing GHG emissions subject to CEQA, 

CEQA and Climate Change.  

Since then, there has been a significant advancement in scientific understanding of the relationship 

between certain air emissions and trend-line changes in climatic conditions that have national and even 

global ramifications. New information about GHG emissions and their potential effects on global climate 

change, as well as new public environmental policy has emerged and become more formalized. Guidance 

has been issued by the state regarding requirements for environmental review under CEQA for proposed 

projects related to GHG emissions and global climate change, and the Bay Area Air Quality Management 

District (BAAQMD) has recently adopted CEQA Thresholds of Significance and issued new CEQA 

Guidelines which include thresholds of significance for levels of GHG emissions attributable to projects 

and plans.
33

 

In light of the more recent legislative action on this topic, the BAAQMD‘s recently adopted Thresholds of 

Significance, the City has developed its own thresholds of significance for GHG emissions. In recognition 

that climate change as an environmental issue now warranting review under CEQA, this EIR provides a 

thorough assessment of this project‘s contribution to GHG and its effects on climate change. The analysis 

contained in this EIR relies upon the City‘s thresholds, which are based upon recommendations and 

suggested methodologies for lead agencies as contained in the BAAQMD 2010 CEQA Guidelines and the 

adopted June 2010 BAAQMD Thresholds of Significance.  

4.5.1 Physical Setting  

There is a general scientific consensus that global climate change is occurring, caused in whole or in part, 

by increased emissions of GHGs that keep the Earth‘s surface warm by trapping heat in the Earth‘s 

atmosphere, in much the same way as glass traps heat in a greenhouse. While many studies show 

evidence of warming over the last century and predict future global warming, the precise causes of such 

warming and its potential effects are far less certain.
34

 While the greenhouse effect is responsible for 

                                                      
33  BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Update and Thresholds of Significance, June 2, 2010. 
34  ―Global climate change‖ is a broad term used to describe any worldwide, long-term change in the earth‘s climate. ―Global 

warming‖ is more specific and refers to a general increase in temperatures across the earth, although it can cause other 

climatic changes, such as a shift in the frequency and intensity of weather events and even cooler temperatures in certain 

areas, even though the world, on average, is warmer. 
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maintaining a habitable climate on Earth, human activity has caused increased concentrations of these 

gases in the atmosphere, contributing to an increase in global temperatures and alteration of climatic 

conditions.  

The U.S. EPA has recently concluded that scientists have a good understanding of the following 

relationships and data supporting them:  

 Human activities are changing the composition of Earth's atmosphere. Increasing levels of GHGs 

like carbon dioxide (CO2) in the atmosphere since pre-industrial times are well-documented and 

understood. 

 The atmospheric buildup of CO2 and other GHGs is largely the result of human activities such as 

the burning of fossil fuels. 

 An ―unequivocal‖ warming trend of about 1.0 to 1.7°F occurred from 1906-2005. Warming 

occurred in both the Northern and Southern Hemispheres, and over the oceans 

 The major GHGs emitted by human activities remain in the atmosphere for periods ranging from 

decades to centuries. It is therefore virtually certain that atmospheric concentrations of GHGs will 

continue to rise over the next few decades. 

 Increasing GHG concentrations tend to warm the planet.‖
35

 

At the same time, there is much uncertainty concerning the magnitude and rate of the warming. 

Specifically, the US EPA notes that ―Important scientific questions remain about how much warming will 

occur, how fast it will occur, and how the warming will affect the rest of the climate system including 

precipitation patterns and storms. Answering these questions will require advances in scientific 

knowledge in a number of areas: 

 Improving understanding of natural climatic variations, changes in the sun's energy, land-use 

changes, the warming or cooling effects of pollutant aerosols, and the impacts of changing 

humidity and cloud cover. 

 Determining the relative contribution to climate change of human activities and natural causes. 

 Projecting future greenhouse emissions and how the climate system will respond within a narrow 

range. 

 Improving understanding of the potential for rapid or abrupt climate change.‖
36

 

Greenhouse Gases  

Carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O) are the principal GHGs, and when 

concentrations of these gases exceed the natural concentrations in the atmosphere, the greenhouse effect 

may be enhanced. CO2, CH4, and N2O occur naturally, but are also generated through human activity.  

                                                      
35  http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/science/stateofknowledge.html, accessed November 12, 2010. 
36  Ibid. 

http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/science/stateofknowledge.html
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Emissions of CO2 are largely by-products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results from off-gassing 

associated with agricultural practices and landfills. Other human-generated GHGs, which have much 

higher heat-absorption potential than CO2, include fluorinated gases, such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), 

perfluorocarbons (PFC), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), which are byproducts of certain industrial 

processes.
37

 

Potential Effects of Human Activity on GHG Emissions  

Fossil fuel combustion, especially for the generation of electricity and powering of motor vehicles, has 

led to substantial increases in CO2 emissions (and thus substantial increases in atmospheric 

concentrations). In 1994, atmospheric CO2 concentrations were found to have increased by nearly 

30 percent above pre-industrial (c.1860) concentrations.  

The effect each GHG has on climate change is measured as a combination of the volume of its emissions, 

and its global warming potential (GWP),
38

 and is expressed as a function of how much warming would be 

caused by the same mass of CO2. Thus, GHG emissions are typically measured in terms of pounds or tons 

of CO2 equivalents (CO2E).  

Global Emissions  

Worldwide emissions of GHGs in 2004 were 30 billion tons of CO2E per year
39

 (including both ongoing 

emissions from industrial and agricultural sources, but excluding emissions from land use changes).  

U.S. Emissions  

In 2004, the United States emitted about 8 billion tons of CO2E or about 25 tons/year/person. Of the four 

major sectors nationwide - residential, commercial, industrial and transportation - transportation accounts 

for the highest fraction of GHG emissions (approximately 35 to 40 percent); these emissions are entirely 

generated from direct fossil fuel combustion.
40

 

State of California Emissions  

In 2004, California emitted approximately 550 million tons of CO2E, or about 6 percent of the U.S. 

emissions. This large number is due primarily to the sheer size of California compared to other states. By 

contrast, California has one of the fourth lowest per capita GHG emission rates in the country, due to the 

success of its energy-efficiency and renewable energy programs and commitments that have lowered the 

State‘s GHG emissions rate of growth by more than half of what it would have been otherwise.
41

 Another 

                                                      
37  CalEPA, 2006b. Final 2006 Climate Action Team Report to the Governor and Legislature. Sacramento, CA. April 3. 
38  The potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere. 
39  United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), Sum of Annex I and Non-Annex I Countries 

Without Counting Land-Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF). Predefined Queries: GHG total without LULUCF 

(Annex I Parties). Bonn, Germany, http://unfccc.int/ghg_emissions_data/predefined_queries/items/3814.php, accessed 

November 12, 2010. 
40  US EPA website, op cit. 
41  California Energy Commission (CEC), Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 to 2004 - Final 

Staff Report, publication # CEC-600-2006-013-SF, Sacramento, CA, December 22, 2006; and January 23, 2007 update to 

that report.  
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factor that has reduced California‘s fuel use and GHG emissions is its mild climate compared to that of 

many other states.  

The California EPA Climate Action Team stated in its March 2006 report that the composition of gross 

climate change pollutant emissions in California in 2002 (expressed in terms of CO2 equivalence) were as 

follows:  

 Carbon dioxide (CO2) accounted for 83.3 percent;  

 Methane (CH4) accounted for 6.4 percent;  

 Nitrous oxide (N2O) accounted for 6.8 percent; and  

 Fluorinated gases (HFCs, PFC, and SF6) accounted for 3.5 percent.
42

 

The California Energy Commission found that transportation is the source of approximately 41 percent of 

the State‘s GHG emissions, followed by electricity generation (both in-state and out-of-state) at 

23 percent, and industrial sources at 20 percent. Agriculture and forestry is the source of approximately 

8.3 percent, as is the source categorized as ―other,‖ which includes residential and commercial activities.
43

 

Bay Area Emissions  

In the Bay Area, fossil fuel consumption in the transportation sector (on-road motor vehicles, off-highway 

mobile sources, and aircraft) is the single largest source of the Bay Area‘s GHG emissions, accounting for 

just over half of the Bay Area‘s 85 million tons of GHG emissions in 2002. Industrial and commercial 

sources were the second largest contributors of GHG emissions with about 25 percent of total emissions. 

Domestic sources (e.g., home water heaters, furnaces, etc.) account for about 11 percent of the Bay Area‘s 

GHG emissions, followed by power plants at 7 percent. Oil refining currently accounts for approximately 

6 percent of the total Bay Area GHG emissions.
44

 

Oakland Emissions  

The City of Oakland, in partnership with the Local Governments for Sustainability (ICLEI), has 

developed a GHG emissions inventory estimating citywide GHG emissions for the year 2005 at 

approximately 3 million metric tons of CO2E.
45

 Table 4.5-1 identifies what those emissions are. This 

citywide GHG emissions inventory reflects all the energy used and waste produced within the Oakland 

city limits. When emissions from highway transportation are considered in this total, approximately 58 

percent of Oakland‘s GHG emissions are associated with the transportation sector. Natural gas 

consumption represents approximately 22 percent of Oakland‘s GHG emissions, while electricity use and 

decomposition represent 16 percent and 4 percent of Oakland‘s GHG emissions, respectively.  

 

                                                      
42  Cal EPA, 2006b, op. cit. 
43  California Energy Commission (CEC), 2007, op. cit. 
44  BAAQMD 2006, Source Inventory of Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions, November. 
45  City of Oakland Resolution Approving Preliminary Planning Targets for Development of the Draft Oakland Energy and 

Climate Action Plan. June 23, 2009 
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Table 4.5-1  Oakland Estimated Community-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 2005 

GHG Emission Source Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide Percent Equivalent (CO2E) of Total  

Non-Highway Transportation  759,883 22% 

Highway Transportation  1,006,911 29% 

Mobile Sources (Port of Oakland)  211,910 6% 

Commercial/Industrial Electricity  320,212 9% 

Commercial/Industrial Natural Gas  285,365 8% 

Residential Electricity  150,105 4% 

Residential Natural Gas  346,339 10% 

Other Stationary Sources  226,900 7% 

Landfill Methane from Solid Waste  126,361 4% 

Total  3,433,986 100% 

Note: Individual percentages do not sum to total due to rounding.  
Source: City of Oakland, Garrett Fitzgerald, Sustainability Coordinator.  

 

Construction and Development Emissions  

The construction and operation of developments, such as the proposed project, cause GHG emissions. 

Operational phase GHG emissions result from energy use associated with heating, lighting and powering 

buildings (typically through natural gas and electricity consumption in Oakland), pumping and processing 

water, as well as fuel used for transportation and decomposition of waste associated with building 

occupants. New development can also create GHG emissions in its construction and demolition phases 

including the use of fuels in construction equipment, creation and decomposition of building materials, 

vegetation clearing, natural gas usage, electrical usage (since electricity generation by conventional means 

is a major contributor GHG emissions, discussed below), and transportation.  

However, it is important to acknowledge that new development does not necessarily create entirely new 

GHG emissions, since most of the persons who will visit or occupy new development will come from 

other locations where they were already causing such GHG emissions. Further, as discussed above, it has 

not been demonstrated that new GHG emissions caused by a local development project can affect global 

climate change, or that a project‘s net increase in GHG emissions, if any, when coupled with other 

activities in the region, would be cumulatively considerable.  

Potential Effects of Human Activity on Global Climate Change  

Globally, climate change has the potential to impact numerous environmental resources through 

anticipated, though uncertain, impacts related to future air temperatures and precipitation patterns. 

Scientific modeling predicts that continued GHG at or above current rates would induce more extreme 

climate changes during the 21
st
 century than were observed during the 20

th
 century. A warming of about 
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0.2°C (0.36°F) per decade is projected, and there are identifiable signs that global warming is taking 

place, including substantial loss of ice in the Arctic.
46

 

However, the understanding of GHG emissions, particulate matter, and aerosols on global climate trends 

remains uncertain. In addition to uncertainties about the extent to which human activity rather than solar 

or volcanic activity is responsible for increasing warming, there is also evidence that some human activity 

has cooling, rather than warming, effects, as discussed in detail in numerous publications by the 

International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), namely ―Climate Change 2001, The Scientific 

Basis‖(2001).
47

 

Acknowledging uncertainties regarding the rate at which anthropogenic GHG emissions would continue 

to increase (based upon various factors under human control, such as future population growth and the 

locations of that growth; the amount, type, and locations of economic development; the amount, type, and 

locations of technological advancement; adoption of alternative energy sources; legislative and public 

initiatives to curb emissions; and public awareness and acceptance of methods for reducing emissions), 

and the impact of such emissions on climate change, the IPCC devised a set of six ―emission scenarios‖ 

which utilize various assumptions about the rates of economic development, population growth, and 

technological advancement over the course of the next century.
48

 These emission scenarios are paired 

with various climate sensitivity models to attempt to account for the range of uncertainties which affect 

climate change projections. The wide range of temperature, precipitation, and similar projections yielded 

by these scenarios and models reveal the magnitude of uncertainty presently limiting climate scientists‘ 

ability to project long-range climate change (as previously discussed).  

The projected effects of global warming on weather and climate are likely to vary regionally, but are 

expected to include the following direct effects, according to the IPCC.
49

  

 Snow cover is projected to contract, with permafrost areas sustaining thawing;  

 Sea ice is projected to shrink in both the Arctic and Antarctic;  

 Hot extremes, heat waves, and heavy precipitation events are likely to increase in frequency;  

 Future tropical cyclones (typhoons and hurricanes) will likely become more intense;  

 Non-tropical storm tracks are projected to move poleward, with consequent changes in wind, 

precipitation, and temperature patterns. Increases in the amount of precipitation are very likely in 

high-latitudes, while decreases are likely in most subtropical regions; and  

 Warming is expected to be greatest over land and at most high northern latitudes, and least over 

the Southern Ocean and parts of the North Atlantic Ocean.  

                                                      
46  International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Special Report on Emissions Scenarios, 2000, 

www.grida.no/climate/ipcc/emission/002.htm, accessed November 12, 2010. 
47  The IPCC was established in 1988 by the World Meteorological Organization and the United Nations Environment 

Programme to assess scientific, technical and socio-economic information relevant for the understanding of climate change, 

its potential impacts and options for adaptation and mitigation. 
48  IPCC, 2000, op. cit. 
49  Ibid. 
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Potential secondary effects from global warming include global rise in sea level, impacts to agriculture, 

changes in disease vectors, and changes in habitat and biodiversity.  

Potential Effects of Climate Change on State of California  

According to the California Air Resources Board (CARB), some of the potential impacts in California of 

global warming may include loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more 

high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought years.
50

 Several recent studies have attempted 

to explore the possible negative consequences that climate change, left unchecked, could have in 

California. These reports acknowledge that climate scientists‘ understanding of the complex global 

climate system, and the interplay of the various internal and external factors that affect climate change, 

remains too limited to yield scientifically valid conclusions on such a localized scale. Substantial work 

has been done at the international and national level to evaluate climatic impacts, but far less information 

is available on regional and local impacts. In addition, projecting regional impacts of climate change and 

variability relies on large-scale scenarios of changing climate parameters, using information that is 

typically at too general a scale to make accurate regional assessments.
51

  

Below is a summary of some of the potential effects reported in an array of studies that could be 

experienced in California as a result of global warming and climate change:  

 Air Quality – Higher temperatures, conducive to air pollution formation, could worsen air quality 

in California. Climate change may increase the concentration of ground-level ozone, but the 

magnitude of the effect, and therefore its indirect effects, are uncertain. For other pollutants, the 

effects of climate change and/or weather are less well studied, and even less well understood.
52

 If 

higher temperatures are accompanied by drier conditions, the potential for large wildfires could 

increase, which, in turn, would further worsen air quality. However, if higher temperatures are 

accompanied by wetter, rather than drier conditions, the rains would tend to temporarily clear the 

air of particulate pollution and reduce the incidence of large wildfires, thus ameliorating the 

pollution associated with wildfires. Additionally, severe heat accompanied by drier conditions 

and poor air quality could increase the number of heat-related deaths, illnesses, and asthma 

attacks throughout the State.
53

 

 Water Supply – Uncertainty remains with respect to the overall impact of global climate change 

on future water supplies in California. For example, models that predict drier conditions (i.e., 

parallel climate model (PCM)) suggest decreased reservoir inflows and storage and decreased 

river flows, relative to current conditions. By comparison, models that predict wetter conditions 

(i.e., HadCM2) project increased reservoir inflows and storage, and increased river flows.
54

 

                                                      
50  California Air Resources Board (CARB), 2006c. Public Workshop to Discuss Establishing the 1990 Emissions Level and 

the California 2020 Limit and Developing Regulations to Require Reporting of Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Sacramento, 

CA. December 1. 
51  Kiparsky, M. and P.H. Gleick, 2003. Climate Change and California Water Resources: A Survey and Summary of the 

Literature. Oakland, CA: Pacific Institute for Studies in Development. July 2003. 
52  US EPA, 2007, op. cit. 
53  California Climate Change Center (CCCC), 2006. Our Changing Climate: Assessing the Risks to California, CEC500-2006-

077, Sacramento, CA. July. 
54  Brekke, L.D., et al, 2004. ―Climate Change Impacts Uncertainty for Water Resources in the San Joaquin River Basin, 

California.‖ Journal of the American Water Resources Association. 40(2): 149–164. Malden, MA, Blackwell Synergy for 

AWRA. 
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A July 2006 technical report prepared by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) 

addresses the State Water Project (SWP), the Central Valley Project, and the Sacramento-San Joaquin 

Delta. Although the report projects that ―[c]limate change will likely have a significant effect on 

California‘s future water resources … [and] future water demand,‖ it also reports that ―much uncertainty 

about future water demand [remains], especially [for] those aspects of future demand that will be directly 

affected by climate change and warming. While climate change is expected to continue through at least 

the end of this century, the magnitude and, in some cases, the nature of future changes is uncertain. This 

uncertainty serves to complicate the analysis of future water demand, especially where the relationship 

between climate change and its potential effect on water demand is not well understood.‖
55

 DWR adds 

that ―[i]t is unlikely that this level of uncertainty will diminish significantly in the foreseeable future.‖
56

 

Still, changes in water supply are expected to occur, and many regional studies have shown that large 

changes in the reliability of water yields from reservoirs could result from only small changes in 

inflows.
57

 Water purveyors, such as the East Bay Municipal Utilities District (EBMUD), are required by 

state law to prepare Urban Water Management Plans (UWMPs) (discussed below, under Regulatory 

Context for Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change) that consider climatic variations and 

corresponding impacts on long-term water supplies.
58

 DWR has published a 2005 SWP Delivery 

Reliability Report, which presents information from computer simulations of the SWP operations based 

on historical data over a 73-year period (1922–1994). The DWR notes that the results of those model 

studies ―represent the best available assessment of the delivery capability of the SWP.‖ In addition, the 

DWR is continuing to update its studies and analysis of water supplies. EBMUD would incorporate this 

information from DWR in its update of its current UWMP 2005 (required every five years per the 

California Water Code), and information from the UWMP can be incorporated into Water Supply 

Assessments (WSAs) and Water Verifications prepared for certain development projects in accordance 

with Cal. Water Code Section 10910, et. seq. and Cal. Government Code Section 66473.7, et. seq.  

 Hydrology – As discussed above, climate change could potentially affect the following: the 

amount of snowfall, rainfall and snow pack; the intensity and frequency of storms; flood 

hydrographs (flash floods, rain or snow events, coincidental high tide and high runoff events); sea 

level rise and coastal flooding; coastal erosion; and the potential for salt water intrusion. Sea level 

rise can be a product of global warming through two main processes -- expansion of sea water as 

the oceans warm and melting of ice over land. A rise in sea levels could result in coastal flooding 

and erosion and could also jeopardize California‘s water supply. In particular, saltwater intrusion 

would threaten the quality and reliability of the state‘s major fresh water supply that is pumped 

from the southern portion of the Sacramento/San Joaquin River Delta. Increased storm intensity 

and frequency could affect the ability of flood-control facilities, including levees, to handle storm 

events.  

 Agriculture – California has a $30 billion agricultural industry that produces half the country‘s 

fruits and vegetables. The California Climate Change Center (CCCC) notes that higher CO2 

levels can stimulate plant production and increase plant water-use efficiency. However, if 

temperatures rise and drier conditions prevail, water demand could increase, crop-yield could be 

                                                      
55  California Department of Water Resources (DWR), 2006. Progress on Incorporating Climate Change into Management of 

California Water Resources, Sacramento, CA. July. 
56  Ibid. 
57  Kiparsky 2003, op. cit; DWR, 2005, op. cit.; Cayan, D., et al, 2006. Scenarios of Climate Change in California: An 

Overview (White Paper, CEC-500-2005-203-SF), Sacramento, CA. February. 
58  California Water Code, Section 10631(c). 



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval, and Mitigation Measures 

4.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 4.5-31 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

threatened by a less reliable water supply, and greater ozone pollution could render plants more 

susceptible to pest and disease outbreaks. In addition, temperature increases could change the 

time of year that certain crops, such as wine grapes, bloom or ripen, and thus affect their quality.
59

 

 Ecosystems and Wildlife – Increases in global temperatures and the potential resulting changes in 

weather patterns could have ecological effects on a global and local scale. In 2004, the Pew 

Center on Global Climate Change released a report examining the possible impacts of climate 

change on ecosystems and wildlife.
60

 The report outlines four major ways in which it is thought 

that climate change could affect plants and animals: (1) timing of ecological events, (2) 

geographic range, (3) species‘ composition within communities, and (4) ecosystem processes 

such as carbon cycling and storage.  

4.5.2 Regulatory Context for GHG Emissions and Climate Change  

Global climate change is addressed through the efforts of various federal, state, regional and local 

government agencies as well as national and international scientific and governmental conventions and 

programs. These agencies work jointly, as well as individually to understand and regulate the effects of 

GHG emissions and resulting climate change through legislation, regulations, planning, policy-making, 

education, and a variety of programs. The agencies, conventions and programs focused on global climate 

change are discussed below.  

International and Federal  

Kyoto Protocol  

The United States participates in the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC) (signed on March 21, 1994). The Kyoto Protocol is a treaty made under the UNFCCC and 

was the first international agreement to regulate GHG emissions. It has been estimated that if the 

commitments outlined in the Kyoto Protocol are met, global GHG emissions could be reduced by an 

estimated 5 percent from 1990 levels during the first commitment period of 2008–2012. It should be 

noted that although the United States is a signatory to the Kyoto Protocol, Congress has not ratified the 

Protocol and the United States is not bound by the Protocol‘s commitments. 

Copenhagen Summit  

The 2009 United Nations Climate Change Conference (Copenhagen Summit) was held in Denmark in 

December 2009. The conference included the 15 Conference of the Parties to the United Nations 

Framework Convention on Climate Change, and the fifth meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol. A 

framework for climate change mitigation beyond 2012 was to be agreed there. The Copenhagen Accord 

was drafted by the US, China, India, Brazil, and South Africa on December 18, and judged to be a 

―meaningful agreement‖ by the United Stated government. It was ―taken note of‖ but not ―adopted‖ in a 

debate of all the participating countries the next day, and it was not passed unanimously. The document 

recognized that climate change is one of the greatest challenges of the present day and that actions should 

                                                      
59  California Climate Change Center (CCCC), 2006, op. cit. 
60  Parmesan, C. and H. Galbraith, Observed Impacts of Global Climate Change in the U.S., Arlington, VA: Pew Center on 

Global Climate Change, November 2004. 
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be taken to keep any temperature increases to below 2 degrees C. The document is not legally binding and 

does not contain any legally binding commitments for reducing CO2 emissions.  

Climate Change Technology Program  

The United States has opted for a voluntary and incentive-based approach toward emissions reductions in 

lieu of the Kyoto Protocol‘s mandatory framework. The Climate Change Technology Program (CCTP) is 

a multi-agency research and development coordination effort (which is led by the Secretaries of Energy 

and Commerce) that is charged with carrying out the President‘s National Climate Change Technology 

Initiative.
61

 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)  

To date, the U.S. EPA has not regulated GHGs under the Clean Air Act (discussed above) based on its 

assertion in Massachusetts et. al. v. EPA et. al
62

 that the ―Clean Air Act does not authorize it to issue 

mandatory regulations to address global climate change and that it would be unwise to regulate GHG 

emissions because a causal link between GHGs and the increase in global surface air temperatures has not 

been unequivocally established,‖ However, in the same case from 2007, (Massachusetts v. EPA) the U.S. 

Supreme Court held that the U.S. EPA can, and should, consider regulating motor-vehicle GHG 

emissions. 

In December of 2009 the EPA issued an ―endangerment‖ finding about carbon dioxide and other GHGs. 

The endangerment finding classified six GHGs as pollutants that threaten health: carbon dioxide, 

methane, nitrous oxide, hydro-fluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride. These findings 

could potentially enable the EPA to make rules restricting GHG emissions under the Clean Air Act, but to 

date no such rules have been enacted.  

State of California  

Assembly Bill (AB) 1493  

On July 1, 2002, the California Assembly passed Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (signed into law on July 22, 

2002), requiring the CARB to ―adopt regulations that achieve the maximum feasible and cost-effective 

reduction of GHG emissions from motor vehicles.‖ The regulations were to be adopted by January 1, 

2005, and apply to 2009 and later model-year vehicles. In September 2004, CARB responded by adopting 

―CO2-equivalent fleet average emission‖ standards. The standards will be phased in from 2009 to 2016, 

reducing emissions by 22 percent in the ―near term‖ (2009–2012) and 30 percent in the ―mid term‖ 

(2013–2016), as compared to 2002 fleets.  

                                                      
61  Climate Change Technology Program (CCTP), About the U.S. Climate Change Technology Program (web page), 

Washington, D.C., last updated July 2008, http://www.climatetechnology.gov/about/index.htm, November 12, 2010.  
62  U.S. Supreme Court, Massachusetts et. al. v. EPA et. al (No. 05-1120, 415F 3d 50), April 2, 2007.  

http://www.climatetechnology.gov/about/index.htm
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Executive Order (EO) S-3-05  

On June 1, 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, establishing 

statewide GHG emission reduction targets. This EO provides that by 2010, emissions shall be reduced to 

2000 levels; by 2020, emissions shall be reduced to 1990 levels; and by 2050, emissions shall be reduced 

to 80 percent below 1990 levels. The Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency 

(CalEPA) is charged with coordinating oversight of efforts to meet these targets and formed the Climate 

Action Team (CAT) to carry out the EO. Several of the programs developed by the CAT to meet the 

emission targets are relevant to residential construction and are outlined in a March 2006 report.
63

 These 

include prohibition of idling of certain classes of construction vehicles, provision of recycling facilities 

within residential buildings and communities, compliance with the Energy Commission‘s building and 

appliance energy efficiency standards, compliance with California‘s Green Buildings and Solar 

initiatives, and implementation of water-saving technologies and features.  

California Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32)  

On August 31, 2006, the California Assembly passed Bill 32 (AB 32) (signed into law on September 27, 

2006), the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 commits California to reduce GHG 

emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and establishes a multi-year regulatory process under the jurisdiction of 

the CARB to establish regulations to achieve these goals. The regulations shall require monitoring and 

annual reporting of GHG emissions from selected sectors or categories of emitters of GHGs. By January 

1, 2008, CARB was required to adopt a statewide GHG emissions limit equivalent to the statewide GHG 

emissions levels in 1990, which must be achieved by 2020. By January 1, 2011, CARB is required to 

adopt rules and regulations, which shall become operative January 1, 2012, to achieve the maximum 

technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emission reductions. 

On April 20, 2007, CARB published Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in California.
64

 

There are no early action measures specific to residential development included in the list of 36 measures 

identified for CARB to pursue during calendar years 2007, 2008, and 2009. Also, this publication 

indicated that the issue of GHG emissions in CEQA and General Plans was being deferred for later 

action, so the publication did not discuss any early action measures generally related to CEQA or to land 

use decisions. As noted in that report, ―AB 32 requires that all GHG reduction measures adopted and 

implemented by the Air Resources Board be technologically feasible and cost effective.‖
65

 The law 

permits the use of market-based compliance mechanisms to achieve those reductions and also requires 

that GHG measures have neither negative impacts on conventional pollutant controls nor any 

disproportionate socioeconomic effects (among other criteria).  

On December 11, 2008, CARB adopted its Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan), which 

functions as a roadmap of CARB‘s plans to achieve GHG reductions in California required by AB 32 

through subsequently enacted regulations. The Scoping Plan contains the main strategies California will 

                                                      
63  California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), 2006a. Climate Action Team, Executive Summary. Climate Action 

Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the California Legislature. Sacramento, CA, March. 
64  CalEPA, Air Resources Board (CARB), Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in California. Sacramento, CA, 

April 20, 2007.  
65  Ibid.  
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implement to reduce CO2E emissions by 174 million metric tons (MMT), or approximately 30 percent, 

from the state‘s projected 2020 emissions level of 596 MMT of CO2E under a business-as-usual scenario. 

The Scoping Plan also breaks down the amount of GHG emissions reductions CARB recommends for 

each emissions sector of the state‘s GHG inventory. While CARB has identified a GHG reduction target 

of 15 percent for local governments themselves, it has not yet determined what amount of GHG emissions 

reductions it recommends from local government land use decisions. However, the Scoping Plan does 

state that successful implementation of the plan relies on local governments‘ land use planning and urban 

growth decisions because local governments have primary authority to plan, zone, approve, and permit 

land development to accommodate population growth and the changing needs of their jurisdictions. 

CARB further acknowledges that decisions on how land is used will have large effects on the GHG 

emissions that will result from the transportation, housing, industry, forestry, water, agriculture, 

electricity, and natural gas emission sectors. The measures approved by CARB will be developed over the 

next two years and be in place by 2012.  

The Scoping Plan also includes recommended measures that were developed to reduce GHG emissions 

from key sources and activities while improving public health, promoting a cleaner environment, 

preserving our natural resources, and ensuring that the impacts of the reductions are equitable and do not 

disproportionately impact low-income and minority communities. These measures, shown below in Table 

4.5-2 by sector, also put the state on a path to meet the long-term 2050 goal of reducing California‘s GHG 

emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.  

California Senate Bill 1368 (SB 1368)  

On August 31, 2006, the California Senate passed SB 1368 (signed into law on September 29, 2006), 

which required the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to develop and adopt a ―GHG emission 

performance standard‖ by February 1, 2007, for the private electric utilities under its regulation. The PUC 

adopted an interim standard on January 25, 2007, but formally requested a delay until September 30, 

2007, for the local publicly-owned electric utilities under its regulation. These standards apply to all long-

term financial commitments entered into by electric utilities. The California Energy Commission (CEC) 

was required to adopt a consistent standard by June 30, 2007. However, this date was missed, and CEC 

will address the concerns of the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) and resubmit the rulemaking as 

soon as possible. The rulemaking then must be approved by the OAL before it can take effect. 

California Senate Bill 97 (SB 97)  

Governor Schwarzenegger signed SB 97 (Chapter 185, Statutes 2007) into law on August 24, 2007. The 

legislation provides partial guidance on how GHGs should be addressed in certain CEQA documents.  

SB 97 required the Governor‘s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to prepare CEQA Guidelines for 

the mitigation of GHG emissions, including, but not limited to, effects associated with transportation or 

energy consumption. The Resources Agency was required to certify and adopt the guidelines by January 

1, 2010. OPR and the Resources Agency are then required to periodically review the guidelines to 

incorporate new information or criteria adopted by CARB pursuant to the Global Warming Solutions Act, 

scheduled for 2012.  
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Table 4.5-2 List of Recommended Actions by Sector 

Measure Description GHG Reductions No. (Annual Million Metric Tons CO2E) 

Transportation 

T-1  Pavley I and II – Light Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards  31.7  

T-2 Low Carbon Fuel Standard (Discrete Early Action) 15 

T-3
1
 Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Gas Targets 5 

T-4 Vehicle Efficiency Measures 4.5 

T-5 Ship Electrification at Ports (Discrete Early Action) 0.2 

T-6  
Goods Movement Efficiency Measures. Ship Electrification at Ports System-Wide Efficiency 

Improvements  
3.5 

T-7  
Heavy-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Measure – Aerodynamic Efficiency 

(Discrete Early Action)  
0.93 

T-8  Medium- and Heavy-Duty Vehicle Hybridization  0.5 

T-9  High Speed Rail  1 

Electricity and Natural Gas 

E-1  

Energy Efficiency (32,000 GWh of Reduced Demand) Increased Utility Energy Efficiency 

Programs More Stringent Building & Appliance Standards Additional Efficiency and 

Conservation Programs  

15.2 

E-2  
Increase Combined Heat and Power Use by 30,000 GWh (Net reductions include avoided 

transmission line loss)  
6.7 

E-3  Renewables Portfolio Standard (33% by 2020)  21.3 

E-4  
Million Solar Roofs (including California Solar Initiative, New Solar Homes Partnership and solar 

programs of publicly owned utilities) Target of 3000 MW Total Installation by 2020  
2.1 

CR-1  
Energy Efficiency (800 Million Therms Reduced Consumptions) Utility Energy Efficiency 

Programs Building and Appliance Standards Additional Efficiency and Conservation Programs  
4.3 

CR-2  Solar Water Heating (AB 1470 goal)  0.1 

Green Buildings 

GB-1 Green Buildings 26 

Water 

W-1  Water Use Efficiency  1.4† 

W-2  Water Recycling  0.3† 

W-3  Water System Energy Efficiency  2.0† 

W-4  Reuse Urban Runoff  0.2† 

W-5 Increase Renewable Energy Production 0.9† 

W-6 Public Goods Charge (Water) TBD† 

Industry 

I-1 Energy Efficiency and Co-Benefits Audits for Large Industrial Sources TBD 

I-2 Oil and Gas Extraction GHG Emission Reduction 0.2 

I-3 GHG Leak Reduction from Oil and Gas Transmission 0.9 

I-4 Refinery Flare Recovery Process Improvements 0.3 

I-5 Removal of Methane Exemption from Existing Refinery Regulations 0.1 

Notes: 
1. This is not the SB 375 regional target. CARB will establish regional targets for each MPO region 

following the input of the regional targets advisory committee and a consultation process with MPO’s 
and other stakeholders per SB 375.  

† GHG emission reduction estimates are not included in calculating the total reductions needed to 
meet the 2020 target.  
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2008 OPR Technical Advisory: On June 19, 2008, OPR published a technical advisory on CEQA and 

climate change. The advisory provided OPR‘s perspective on the emerging role of CEQA in addressing 

climate change and GHG emissions, while recognizing that approaches and methodologies for calculating 

GHG emissions and addressing environmental impacts through CEQA review are rapidly evolving. The 

advisory recognized that OPR will develop, and the Resources Agency will adopt, amendments to the 

CEQA Guidelines pursuant to SB 97. In the interim, the technical advisory ―offers informal guidance 

regarding the steps lead agencies should take to address climate change in their CEQA documents.‖  

The technical advisory pointed out that neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines prescribe thresholds of 

significance or particular methodologies for performing an impact analysis. The advisory stated, ―This is 

left to lead agency judgment and discretion, based upon factual data and guidance from regulatory 

agencies and other sources where available and applicable.‖ OPR recommended that ―the global nature of 

climate change warrants investigation of a statewide threshold of significance for GHG emissions.‖ Until 

such a standard is established, OPR advises that each lead agency should develop its own approach to 

performing an analysis for projects that generate GHG emissions. OPR set out the following process for 

evaluating GHG emissions.  

 First, agencies should determine whether GHG emissions may be generated by a proposed 

project, and if so, quantify or estimate the emissions by type or source. Calculation, modeling, or 

estimation of GHG emissions should include the emissions associated with vehicular traffic, 

energy consumption, water usage, and construction activities.  

 Lead agencies should then assess whether the emissions are ―cumulatively considerable‖ even 

though a project‘s GHG emissions may be individually limited. OPR states, ―Although climate 

change is ultimately a cumulative impact, not every individual project that emits GHGs must 

necessarily be found to contribute to a significant cumulative impact on the environment.‖ 

Individual lead agencies may undertake a project-by-project analysis, consistent with available 

guidance and current CEQA practice.  

 Finally, if the lead agency determines emissions are a cumulatively considerable contribution to a 

significant cumulative impact, the lead agency must investigate and implement ways to mitigate 

the emissions. OPR states, ―Mitigation measures will vary with the type of project being 

contemplated, but may include alternative project designs or locations that conserve energy and 

water, measures that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by fossil-fueled vehicles, measures that 

contribute to established regional or programmatic mitigation strategies, and measures that 

sequester carbon to offset the emissions from the project.‖ OPR concludes that, ―A lead agency is 

not responsible for wholly eliminating all GHG emissions from a project; the CEQA standard is 

to mitigate to a level that is ―less than significant.‖ The technical advisory includes a list of 

mitigation measures that can be applied on a project-by-project basis.  

2008 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) ―White Paper‖: In January 2008, 

the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) issued a ―white paper‖ on 

evaluating and addressing GHGs under CEQA. This resource guide was prepared to support local 

governments as they develop their programs and policies around climate change issues. The paper was 

not a guidance document. It was not intended to dictate or direct how any agency chooses to address 

GHG emissions. Rather, it was intended to provide a common platform of information about key 
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elements of CEQA as they pertain to GHG, including an analysis of different approaches to setting 

significance thresholds.  

The paper noted that for a variety of reasons local agencies may decide not to have a CEQA threshold. 

Local agencies may also decide to assess projects on a case-by-case basis when the projects come 

forward. The paper also discussed a range of GHG emission thresholds that could be used. The range of 

thresholds discussed includes a GHG threshold of zero and several non-zero thresholds. Non-zero 

thresholds include percentage reductions for new projects that would allow the state to meet its goals for 

GHG emissions reductions by 2020 and perhaps 2050. These would be determined by a comparison of 

new emissions versus business as usual emissions and the reductions required would be approximately 

30 percent to achieve 2020 goals and 90 percent (effectively immediately) to achieve the more aggressive 

2050 goals. These goals could be varied to apply differently to new projects, by economic sector, or by 

region in the state.  

Other non-zero thresholds discussed in the paper include:  

 900 metric tons/year CO2E (a market capture approach);  

 10,000 metric tons/year CO2E (potential CARB mandatory reporting level with Cap and Trade);  

 25,000 metric tons/year CO2E (the CARB mandatory reporting level for the statewide emissions 

inventory);  

 40,000 to 50,000 metric tons/year CO2E (regulated emissions inventory capture – using 

percentages equivalent to those used in air districts for criteria air pollutants),  

 Projects of statewide importance (9,000 metric tons/year CO2E for residential, 13,000 metric 

tons/year CO2E for office project, and 41,000 metric tons/year CO2E for retail projects); and  

 Unit-based thresholds and efficiency-based thresholds that were not quantified in the report.  

2009/2010 Amendments to the CEQA Guidelines: In January 2009, OPR released preliminary proposed 

amendments to the CEQA Guidelines regarding GHG emissions. No significance threshold was included 

in the draft and the guidelines afforded the customary deference provided to lead agencies in their 

analysis and methodologies. The introductory preface to the amendments recommended that CARB set 

state-wide thresholds of significance. OPR emphasized the necessity of having a consistent threshold 

available to analyze projects, and the analyses should be performed based on the best available 

information. The proposed revisions included a new section specifically addressing the significance of 

GHG emissions, building upon OPR‘s 2008 technical advisory. Like the advisory, the proposed 

Guidelines section calls for quantification of GHG emissions. The proposed section states that the 

significance of GHG impacts should include consideration of the extent to which the project would result 

in the following:  

 help or hinder compliance with AB 32 goals;  

 increase energy use, especially energy use generated by fossil fuel combustion;  

 improve energy efficiency; and  

 result in emissions that would exceed any applicable significance threshold.  
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In April 2009, OPR forwarded the draft revisions to the California Natural Resources Agency for review 

and proposed adoption. On July 3, 2009, the California Natural Resources Agency began the formal 

rulemaking process for adopting the CEQA Guidelines. As directed by SB 97, the Natural Resources 

Agency adopted Amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for GHG emissions on December 30, 2009. On 

February 16, 2010, the Office of Administrative Law approved the Amendments, and filed them with the 

Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations. The Amendments became effective 

on March 18, 2010. Among the changes included in these recent CEQA Guidelines amendments are 

guidance for determining the significance of impacts from GHG emissions (CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.4). These guidelines indicate that ―The determination of the significance of GHG emissions calls 

for a careful judgment by the lead agency … A lead agency should make a good-faith effort, based to the 

extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or estimate the amount of GHG 

emissions resulting from a project.‖ A lead agency shall have discretion to determine, in the context of a 

particular project, whether to use a model or other methodology to quantify GHG emissions resulting 

from a project, and which model or methodology to use, or whether to rely on a qualitative analysis or 

performance based standard.  

These Guidelines also indicate that a lead agency should consider the following factors, among others, 

when assessing the significance of impacts from GHG emissions on the environment:  

 ―The extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the 

existing environmental setting;  

 Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines 

applies to the project.  

 The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a 

statewide, regional or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions.‖  

In determining thresholds of significance for GHG emissions, Section 15064.7 indicates that ―Each public 

agency is encouraged to develop and publish thresholds of significance that the agency uses in the 

determination of the significance of environmental effects. A threshold of significance is an identifiable 

quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental effect, non-compliance with 

which means the effect will normally be determined to be significant by the agency and compliance with 

which means the effect normally will be determined to be less than significant. Thresholds of significance 

to be adopted for general use as part of the lead agency's environmental review process must be adopted 

by ordinance, resolution, rule, or regulation, and developed through a public review process and be 

supported by substantial evidence. When adopting thresholds of significance, a lead agency may consider 

thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by other public agencies or recommended 

by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial 

evidence.‖  

Finally, in considering mitigation measures related to GHG emissions, Section 15126.4 indicates that 

―lead agencies shall consider feasible means, supported by substantial evidence and subject to monitoring 

or reporting, of mitigating the significant effects of GHG emissions. Measures to mitigate the significant 

effects of GHG emissions may include, among others:  
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 Measures in an existing plan or mitigation program for the reduction of emissions that are 

required as part of the lead agency‘s decision;  

 Reductions in emissions resulting from a project through implementation of project features, 

project design, or other measures;  

 Off-site measures, including offsets that are not otherwise required, to mitigate a project‘s 

emissions; and  

 Measures that sequester GHGs;  

 In the case of the adoption of a plan, such as a general plan, long range development plan, or 

plans for the reduction of GHG emissions, mitigation may include the identification of specific 

measures that may be implemented on a project-by-project basis. Mitigation may also include the 

incorporation of specific measures or policies found in an adopted ordinance or regulation that 

reduces the cumulative effect of emissions.‖  

California Senate Bill 375 (SB 375)  

Governor Schwarzenegger signed SB 375 into law in September 2008 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008). 

The legislation aligns regional transportation planning efforts, regional GHG reduction targets, and land 

use and housing allocation. SB 375 requires metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) to adopt a 

Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) or Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) that will prescribe land 

use allocation in the MPO‘s regional transportation plan. CARB, in consultation with MPOs, will provide 

each affected region with reduction targets for GHGs emitted by passenger cars and light trucks in the 

region for the years 2020 and 2035. These reduction targets will be updated every eight years but can be 

updated every four years if advancements in emissions technologies affect the reduction strategies to 

achieve the targets. CARB is also charged with reviewing each MPO‘s SCS or APS for consistency with 

its assigned targets. If MPOs do not meet the GHG reduction targets, transportation projects will not be 

eligible for funding programmed after January 1, 2012.  

California Urban Water Management Act  

The California Urban Water Management Planning Act requires various water purveyors throughout the 

State of California (such as EBMUD) to prepare UWMPs, which assess the purveyor‘s water supplies and 

demands over a 20-year horizon (California Water Code, Section 10631 et seq.). As required by that 

statute, UWMPs are updated by the purveyors every five years. As discussed above, this is relevant to 

global climate change which may affect future water supplies in California, as conditions may become 

drier or wetter, affecting reservoir inflows and storage and increased river flows.
66

 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)  

The BAAQMD‘s prior CEQA Guidelines, which were last updated in 1999, contained no thresholds of 

significance for GHG emissions. However, in May of 2010 the BAAQMD issued its most recent draft 

                                                      
66  Brekke, 2004, op. cit. 
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update to its CEQA Guidelines, and on June 2, 2010 the BAAQMD Board of Directors adopted new 

Thresholds of Significance (2010 Thresholds).
67

 

The adopted June 2010 Thresholds of Significance identify a project-specific threshold of 1,100 metric 

tons per year, and an efficiency-based threshold of 4.6 metric tons per year per service population 

(residents and employees) as resulting in a cumulatively considerable contribution of GHG emission and 

a cumulatively significant impact to global climate change.  

City of Oakland  

Oakland Energy and Climate Action Plan  

In July 2009 the Oakland City Council directed staff to develop a draft Oakland Energy and Climate 

Action Plan using a preliminary planning GHG reduction target equivalent to 36% below 2005 GHG 

emissions by 2020, annual benchmarks for meeting the target. Based on Oakland‘s baseline 2005 GHG 

inventory, totaling approximately 3 million metric tons of CO2E emissions and current forecasts of 

business-as-usual emissions growth, reducing GHG emissions by the equivalent of 36% below 2005 

levels by 2020 will require taking actions that cumulatively add up to approximately 1.1 million metric 

tons of CO2E reductions. A draft Oakland Energy and Climate Action Plan was released in early 2010.  

City of Oakland General Plan  

Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE). The LUTE (which includes the Pedestrian Master 

Plan and Bicycle Master Plan) of the Oakland General Plan contains the following policies that address 

issues related to GHG emissions and climate change:  

 Policy T.2.1: Transit-oriented development should be encouraged at existing or proposed transit 

nodes, defined by the convergence of two or more modes of public transit such as BART, bus, 

shuttle service, light rail or electric trolley, ferry, and inter-city or commuter rail.  

 Policy T.2.2: Transit-oriented developments should be pedestrian-oriented, encourage night and 

day time use, provide the neighborhood with needed goods and services, contain a mix of land 

uses, and be designed to be compatible with the character of surrounding neighborhoods.  

 Policy T3.5: The City should include bikeways and pedestrian ways in the planning of new, 

reconstructed, or realigned streets, wherever possible.  

 Policy T3.6: The City should encourage and promote use of public transit in Oakland by 

expediting the movement of and access to transit vehicles on designated ―transit streets‖ as shown 

on the Transportation Plan.  

 Policy T4.2: Through cooperation with other agencies, the City should create incentives to 

encourage travelers to use alternative transportation options.  

                                                      
67  BAAQMD, Thresholds Of Significance For Use In Determining The Significance Of Projects‘ Environmental Effects Under 

The California Environmental Quality Act (Thresholds of Significance), June 2, 2010. 
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 Policy N3.2: In order to facilitate the construction of needed housing units, infill development 

that is consistent with the General Plan should take place throughout the City of Oakland.  

 Policy T4.5: The City should prepare, adopt, and implement a Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan 

as a part of the Transportation Element of [the] General Plan.  

Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element (OSCAR). The OSCAR Element includes policies 

that address GHG reduction and global climate change. Listed below are the following types of OSCAR 

policies: policies that encourage the provision of open space, which increases vegetation area (trees, 

grass, landscaping, etc.) to effect cooler climate, reduce excessive solar gain, and absorb CO2; policies 

that encourage stormwater management, which relates to the maintenance of floodplains and 

infrastructure to accommodate potential increased storms and flooding; and policies that encourage 

energy efficiency and use of alternative energy sources, which directly address reducing GHG emissions.  

 Policy OS-1.1: Conserve existing City and Regional Parks characterized by steep slopes, large 

groundwater recharge areas, native plant and animal communities, extreme fire hazards, or 

similar conditions.  

 Policy OS-2.1: Manage Oakland‘s urban parks to protect and enhance their open space character 

while accommodating a wide range of outdoor recreational activities.  

 Policy CO-5.3: Employ a broad range of strategies, compatible with the Alameda Countywide 

Clean Water Program. See Policy CO-12.1 under OSCAR policies that address general air 

quality.  

 Policy CO-12.3: Expand existing transportation systems management and transportation demand 

management strategies which reduce congestion, vehicle idling, and travel in single passenger 

autos. See Policy CO-12.4 under OSCAR policies that address general air quality.  

 Policy CO-12.5: Require new industry to use best available control technology to remove 

pollutants, including filtering, washing, or electrostatic treatment of emissions.  

 Policy CO-13.2: Support public information campaigns, energy audits, the use of energy-saving 

appliances and vehicles, and other efforts which help Oakland residents, businesses, and City 

operations become more energy efficient.  

 Policy CO-13.3: Encourage the use of energy-efficient construction and building materials. 

Encourage site plans for new development which maximize energy efficiency.  

 Policy CO-13.4: Accommodate the development and use of alternative energy resources, 

including solar energy and technologies which convert waste or industrial byproducts to energy, 

provided that such activities are compatible with surrounding land uses and regional air and water 

quality requirements.  

Historic Preservation Element (HPE). A key HPE policy relevant to climate change encourages the 

reuse of existing building (and building materials) resources, which could reduce landfill material (a 

source of methane, a GHG), avoid the incineration of materials (which produces CO2 as a by-product), 

avoid the need to transport materials to disposal sites (which produces GHG emissions), and eliminate the 
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need for materials to be replaced by new product (which often requires the use of fossil fuels to obtain 

raw and manufacture new material).
68

 

Safety Element. Safety Element policies that address wildfire hazards related to climate change in that 

increased temperatures could increase fire risk in areas that become drier due to climate change.
69

 Also, 

wildfire results in the loss of vegetation; carbon is stored in vegetation, and when the vegetation burns, 

the carbon returns to the atmosphere.
70

 The occurrence of wildfire also emits particulate matters into the 

atmosphere. Safety Element policies also address storm-induced flooding hazards related to the potential 

to accommodate potential increase in storms and flooding as a result of climate change. Pertinent safety 

Element policies including the following:  

 Policy FI-3: Prioritize the reduction of the wildfire hazard, with an emphasis on prevention.  

 Policy FL-1: Enforce and update local ordinances and comply with regional orders that would 

reduce the risk of storm-induced flooding.  

 Policy FL-2: Continue or strengthen city programs that seek to minimize the storm-induced 

flooding hazard.  

Other City of Oakland Programs and Policies  

The City of Oakland has supported and adopted a number of programs and policies designed to reduce 

GHG emissions and continue Oakland‘s progress toward becoming a model sustainable city. Programs 

and policies of relevance to new residential development include:  

 Sustainable Oakland Program – Oakland‘s sustainability efforts are coordinated through the 

Sustainable Oakland program, a product of the Oakland Sustainability Community Development 

Initiative created in 1998 (ordinance 74678 C.M.S.)  

 Green Building – The City of Oakland has implemented Green Building principles in City 

buildings through the following programs: Civic Green Building Ordinance (Ordinance No. 

12658 C.M.S., 2005), requiring, for certain large civic projects, techniques that minimize the 

environmental and health impacts of the built environment through energy, water and material 

efficiencies and improved indoor air quality, while also reducing the waste associated with 

construction, maintenance and remodeling over the life of the building; Green Building 

Guidelines (Resolution No. 79871, 2006) which provides guidelines to Alameda County residents 

and developers regarding construction and remodeling; and Green Building Education Incentives 

for private developers.  

                                                      
68  US EPA, 2006a. General Information on the Link Between Solid Waste and Greenhouse Gas Emissions (web page), 

October, http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/wycd/waste/generalinfo.html, accessed November 13, 2010.  
69  US EPA, Climate Change – Health and Environmental Effects: Health (web page), October 2006b, 

www.epa.gov/climatechange/effects/health.html, accessed November 13, 2010. 
70  National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), El Nino-Related Fires Increase Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 

January 5, 2005, http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/topstory/2004/0102firenino.html, accessed November 13, 

2010. 

http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/wycd/waste/generalinfo.html
http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/effects/health.html
http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/topstory/2004/0102firenino.html
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 Downtown Housing – The 10K Downtown Housing Initiative has a goal of attracting 10,000 new 

residents to downtown Oakland by encouraging the development of 6,000 market-rate housing 

units. This effort is consistent with Smart Growth principles.  

 Waste Reduction and Recycling – The City of Oakland has implemented a residential recycling 

program increasing the collection of yard trimmings and food waste. This program has increased 

total yard trimming collections by 46 percent compared to 2004, and recycling tonnage by 37 

percent. The City also adopted a Construction and Demolition Recycling program, for which the 

City passed a resolution in July 2000 (Ordinance 12253. OMC Chapter 15.34), requiring certain 

nonresidential or apartment house projects to recycle 100 percent of all asphalt & concrete (A/C) 

materials and 65 percent of all other materials.  

 Polystyrene Foam Ban Ordinance - In June 2006 the Oakland City Council passed the Green 

Food Service Ware Ordinance (Ordinance 14727, effective as of January 1, 2007), which 

prohibits the use of polystyrene foam disposable food service ware and requires, when cost 

neutral, the use of biodegradable or compostable disposable food service ware by food vendors 

and City facilities.  

 Zero Waste Resolution – In March 2006 the Oakland City Council adopted a Zero Waste Goal by 

2020 Resolution (Resolution 79774 C.M.S.), and commissioned the creation of a Zero Waste 

Strategic Plan to achieve the goal.  

 Stormwater Management – On February 19, 2003, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, 

San Francisco Bay Region, issued a municipal stormwater permit under the National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program to the Alameda Countywide Clean 

Water Program (ACCWP). The purpose of the permit is to reduce the discharge of pollutants in 

stormwater to the maximum extent practicable and to effectively prohibit non-stormwater 

discharges into municipal storm drain systems and watercourses. The City of Oakland, as a 

member of the ACCWP, is a co-permittee under the ACCWP‘s permit and is, therefore, subject to 

the permit requirements. Provision C.3 of the NPDES permit is the section of the permit 

containing stormwater pollution management requirements for new development and 

redevelopment projects. Among other things, Provision C.3 requires that certain new 

development and redevelopment projects incorporate post-construction stormwater pollution 

management measures, including stormwater treatment measures, stormwater site design 

measures, and source control measures, to reduce stormwater pollution after the construction of 

the project. These requirements are in addition to standard stormwater-related best management 

practices (BMPs) required during construction.  

 Community Gardens and Farmer‘s Markets – Community Garden locations include Arroyo 

Viejo, Bella Vista, Bushrod, Golden Gate, Lakeside Horticultural Center, Marston Campbell, 

Temescal, and Verdese Carter. Weekly Farmer‘s Market locations include the Jack London 

Square, Old Oakland, Grand Lake, Mandela, and Temescal districts. Both efforts promote and 

facilitate the principal of growing and purchasing locally, which effects reductions in truck and 

vehicle use and GHG emissions.  
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4.5.3 Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval, and Mitigation 
Measures  

Criteria of Significance  

GHG/Climate Change Thresholds of Significance  

The project would have a significant impact on the environment if it would:  

1. Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 

environment, specifically:  

Project-Level Impacts
71

 

a. For a project involving a stationary source,
72

 produce total emissions of more than 10,000 

metric tons of CO2E annually.  

b. For a project involving a land use development,
73

 produce total emissions of more than 1,100 

metric tons of CO2E annually AND more than 4.6 metric tons of CO2E per service 

population
74

 annually.
75

 

 

c. For projects that involve both a stationary source and a land use development, calculate each 

component separately and compare to the applicable threshold.  

2. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purposes of reducing GHG 

emissions.  

Approach and Conclusion to CEQA Analysis of GHG Emissions and 

Climate Change Impacts in this EIR  

This EIR does discuss, for consideration by decision makers, estimated GHG emissions of the proposed 

project, project-related activities that could contribute to the generation of increased GHG emissions, the 

project design features that would avoid or minimize those emissions.  

The approach employed in this EIR is both quantitative and qualitative. The quantitative approach is used 

to address the numeric thresholds identified above (i.e., would the project generate GHG emissions, either 

                                                      
71  The projects expected greenhouse gas emissions during construction should be annualized over a period of 40 years and 

added to the expected emissions during operation for comparison to the threshold. A 40-year period is used because 40 years 

is considered the average life expectancy of a building before it is remodeled with considerations for increased energy 

efficiency. The thresholds are based on the BAAQMD thresholds. The BAAQMD thresholds were originally developed for 

project operation impacts only. Therefore, combining both the construction emissions and operation emissions for 

comparison to the threshold represents a conservative analysis of potential greenhouse gas impacts. 
72  Stationary sources are projects that require a BAAQMD permit to operate. 
73  Land use developments are projects that do not require a BAAQMD permit to operate. 
74  The service population includes both the residents and the employees of a proposed project. 
75  A project‘s impact would be considered significant if the emissions exceed BOTH the 1,100 metric tons threshold and the 

4.6 metric tons threshold. Accordingly, the impact would be considered less than significant if a project‘s emissions are 

below EITHER of these thresholds. 
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directly or indirectly, that exceed adopted numeric thresholds which would result in the project having a 

significant impact on the environment). The quantifiable numeric thresholds discussed above are used to 

determine if this threshold is met.  

The qualitative approach is used to address the second threshold (i.e., would the project conflict with any 

applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions). Theoretically, 

if a project implements reduction strategies identified in AB 32, the Governor‘s Executive Order S-3-05, 

or other strategies to help toward reducing GHGs to the level proposed by the governor and targeted by 

the City of Oakland, it could reasonably follow that the project would not conflict with any applicable 

plan, policy or regulation of an appropriate regulatory agency adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG 

emissions. Alternatively, a project could reduce a potential cumulative contribution to GHG emissions 

through energy efficiency features, density and locale (e.g., compact development near transit and activity 

nodes of work or shopping) and by contributing to available mitigation programs such as reforestation, 

tree planting, or carbon trading.  

However, the analysis in this EIR considers that, because the quantifiable threshold established in the 

June 2010 BAAQMD Thresholds was formulated based on AB 32 reduction strategies, a project cannot 

exceed the numeric threshold without also conflicting with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 

adopted for the purpose of reducing the emission of GHG. Therefore, if the proposed project does not 

meet the first threshold and therefore results in a significant cumulative impact because it exceeds the 

numeric threshold, the project would also result in a significant cumulative impact under the second 

threshold, even though the project may incorporate measures and have features that would reduce its 

contribution to cumulative GHG emissions.  

Further, the methodology applied here assumes that all emission sources with the project would be new 

sources that would combine with existing conditions. For this assessment, it is not possible to predict 

whether emission sources (residents and businesses) associated with the project would move from outside 

the air basin (and thus generate ―new‖ emissions within the air basin), or whether they are sources that 

already exist and are merely relocated within the air basin. Because the effects of GHGs are global, if the 

project merely shifts the location of the GHG-emitting activities (locations of businesses and where 

people drive), there would not be a net new increase of emissions. It also cannot be determined until 

buildout of the project whether patrons of the proposed development would, as a result of frequenting to 

the project, have shorter travel distances, require fewer vehicle trips, walk, bike, or use public transit more 

often, instead of driving, or use overall less energy by virtue of the project‘s location. If these types of 

changes occur, overall vehicle miles traveled could be reduced and it could be argued that the project 

would result in a potential net reduction in GHG emissions, locally and globally.  

The GHG emissions associated with solid waste disposal and refrigeration leaks are presented since 

BAAQMD‘s CEQA Guidelines indicate that these should be quantified, however inclusion of these 

categories is inconsistent with BAAQMD‘s justification for deriving the 1,100 metric ton (MT) threshold 

of significance and therefore the emission inventory is conservative by including these. The reduction in 

refrigerant emission resulting from Safeway‘s efficiency programs is included as a net reduction in 

emissions. Furthermore, solid waste methods suggested by BAAQMD would result in the inappropriate 

combination of operational emissions with a life-cycle emissions estimation with vastly different 

jurisdictional boundaries. Therefore, the analysis utilized the solid waste methods utilized by the 
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California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) which is a comprehensive state-wide model used for 

estimation of GHG and air quality emissions for land use development projects.
76

 

GHG Effects on Flooding and Sea-Level Rise 

Since the project site is not located in an area that would be subject to coastal or other flooding resulting 

from climate change (i.e., is not in an area vulnerable to either a 15-inch or a 55-inch sea level rise),
77

 the 

potential effects of climate change (e.g. effects of flooding on the project site due to sea level rise) on the 

proposed project are not discussed in this EIR.  

GHG Emissions  

Impact GHG-1: Construction and operation of the proposed project would result in significant 

GHG emissions under the City’s thresholds. (Less than Significant)  

The City‘s thresholds of significance include a threshold for large stationary sources such as power 

generators that would require a BAAQMD permit. The proposed project would not require a BAAQMD 

permit, and therefore Threshold of Significance 1a (10,000 MTCO2E annually) for stationary sources 

would not apply to the proposed project, and instead Threshold of Significance 1b would apply to the 

project. 

Threshold of Significance 1b provides for project-specific GHG emissions thresholds of 1,100 metric tons 

per year, and more than 4.6 metric tons of CO2E per service population annually. That is, a project would 

result in a significant impact only if emissions were above both thresholds. Application of these 

thresholds includes both direct emissions from a project‘s vehicle trip generation and on-site water and 

space heating and other stationary sources, as well as indirect emissions from off-site electrical generation 

and water conveyance and treatment.  

Construction and operation of the proposed project would generate GHG emissions, with the majority of 

energy consumption (and associated generation of GHG emissions) occurring during operation. Typically 

more than 80 percent of the total energy consumption takes place during the use of buildings and less than 

20 percent is consumed during construction.
78

 

Overall, the following activities associated with a typical development could contribute to the generation 

of GHG emissions:  

 Removal of Vegetation – The net removal of vegetation for construction results in a loss of the 

carbon sequestration in plants. However, planting of additional vegetation would result in 

additional carbon sequestration and lower the carbon footprint of the project.  

                                                      
76  Environ, Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventory Analysis, Safeway Project at 6310 College Avenue, Oakland, California, June 

2011, page 3. 
77  http://www.bcdc.ca.gov/planning/climate_change/maps/16_55/cbay.pdf. 
78  United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), 2007. Buildings and Climate Change: Status, Challenges and 

Opportunities, Paris, France. 

http://www.bcdc.ca.gov/planning/climate_change/maps/16_55/cbay.pdf
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 Construction Activities – Construction equipment typically uses fossil-based fuels to operate. The 

combustion of fossil-based fuels creates GHGs such as carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous 

oxide. Furthermore, methane is emitted during the fueling of heavy equipment.  

 Gas, Electric and Water Use – Natural gas use results in the emissions of two GHGs: methane 

(the major component of natural gas) and carbon dioxide from the combustion of natural gas. 

Methane is released prior to initiation of combustion of the natural gas (as before a flame on a 

stove is sparked), and from the small amount of methane that is uncombusted in a natural gas 

flame. Electricity use can result in GHG production if the electricity is generated by combusting 

fossil fuel. California‘s water conveyance system is energy intensive. Preliminary estimates 

indicate that total energy used to pump and treat this water exceeds 15,000 GWh per year, or at 

least 6.5 percent of the total electricity used in the State per year.
48 

 

 Motor Vehicle Use – Transportation associated with the proposed project would result in GHG 

emissions from the combustion of fossil fuels in daily automobile and truck trips. However, these 

emissions would not be ―new‖ since drivers are likely diverted from retail uses.  

While the proposed project and all developments of similar land uses would generate GHG emissions as 

described above, the City of Oakland‘s ongoing implementation of its Sustainability Community 

Development Initiative (which includes an array of programs and measures, discussed previously under 

Regulatory Context for GHG Emissions and Climate Change) will collectively reduce the levels of GHG 

emissions and contributions to global climate change attributable to activities throughout Oakland.  

Construction-Generated GHG Emissions 

The construction-generated GHG emissions of the project were estimated and are shown in Appendix L 

(CalEEMod outputs). An estimated total of 387 US tons per year of CO2E, or 351 MTCO2E from project 

construction equipment and vehicles would be emitted over the approximately 13-month estimated 

construction period. 

Construction emissions are annualized because the proposed operational GHG emissions thresholds are 

analyzed in terms of metric tons ―per year.‖ Assuming a 40-year development life of the project until it is 

demolished or remodeled for energy efficiency (which is the common standard currently used in 

practice), total construction emissions represent approximately nine (9) MTCO2e annually, over 40 years. 

The BAAQMD Guidelines do not include a specific threshold or methodology for assessing construction-

related GHG emissions for CEQA analysis. The City‘s methodology adds the 40-year annualized 

construction-related GHG emissions to the project‘s total operational-related emissions, to assess 

construction-related GHG emissions against the BAAQMD thresholds and the project‘s ability to meet 

AB 32 GHG reduction goals, as discussed below. 

The project includes characteristics that specifically contribute it being consistent with AB 32 GHG 

reduction goals during construction. The analysis of construction emissions only considers improvements 

in construction equipment exhaust emissions through manufacturer requirements and turnover. In addition 

to considering the CO2e emission from construction activities, the project would incorporate dust control 

measures recommended by BAAQMD (Oakland SCA AIR-1, Dust Control), and measures related to 

construction exhaust emissions (Oakland SCA AIR-2, Construction Emissions). Further, the SCAs that 

apply to the project align with BAAQMD regulations that relate to portable equipment (e.g., concrete 
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batch plants, and gasoline- or diesel powered engines used for power generation, pumps, compressors, 

pile drivers, and cranes), architectural coatings, and paving materials. Equipment used during project 

construction would be subject to the requirements of BAAQMD Regulation 2 (Permits), Rule 1 (General 

Requirements) with respect to portable equipment unless exempt under Rule 2-1-105 (Exemption, 

Registered Statewide Portable Equipment); BAAQMD Regulation 8 (Organic Compounds), Rule 3 

(Architectural Coatings); and BAAQMD Regulation 8 (Organic Compounds), Rule 15 (Emulsified and 

Liquid Asphalts).  

In summary, the annualized GHG emissions from construction of the project would not conflict with the 

goals of AB 32. 

Long-Term Total Operational Emissions  

A qualified greenhouse gas consultant estimated the proposed project‘s greenhouse gas emissions, the 

results of which are summarized below.
79

 

This section describes the methodology that was used to develop the GHG emissions inventories 

associated with baseline and proposed project conditions. These inventories consider five categories of 

GHG emissions: energy use associated with non-residential buildings, mobile sources, solid waste, water 

and wastewater, and refrigeration leaks. Electrical power will be supplied to the project site by Pacific 

Gas & Electric Company (PG&E). Accordingly, indirect GHG emissions from electricity usage are 

calculated using the PG&E‘s carbon-intensity factors in CalEEMod based on the 2008 Power/Utility 

Reporting Protocol. Legislation and rules regarding climate change, as well as the scientific 

understanding of the extent to which different activities emit GHGs, continue to evolve; as such, the 

inventories in this report are a reflection of the guidance and knowledge currently available. 

The greenhouse gas consultant primarily utilized the California Emission Estimator Model version 

2011.1.1 (CalEEMod)
80

 to assist in quantifying the GHG emissions in the inventories presented in this 

report for baseline conditions and proposed project conditions. CalEEMod is a statewide program 

designed to calculate both criteria and GHG emissions from development projects in California. This 

model was developed under the auspices of the South Coast Air Quality Management District 

(SCAQMD) and received input from other California air districts including BAAQMD, and is currently 

supported by several lead agencies for use in quantifying the emissions associated with development 

projects undergoing environmental review. CalEEMod utilizes widely accepted models for emission 

estimates combined with appropriate default data that can be used if site-specific information is not 

available. These models and default estimates use sources such as the USEPA AP-42 emission factors,
81

 

CARB‘s on-road and off-road equipment emission models such as the EMission FACtor model 

(EMFAC) and the Offroad Emissions Inventory Program model (OFFROAD), and studies commissioned 

by California agencies such as the California Energy Commission (CEC) and CalRecycle. The 

greenhouse gas consultant used Alameda County CalEEMod defaults in the model runs unless otherwise 

                                                      
79  Environ, op. cit. 
80  Available at: http://www.caleemod.com/. 
81  The USEPA maintains a compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors and process information for several air pollution 

source categories. The data is based on source test data, material balance studies, and engineering estimates. More 

information is available at http://www.epa.gov/ttnchie1/ap42/  
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noted in the methodology descriptions below. Details regarding the specific methodologies used by 

CalEEMod can be found in the CalEEMod User‘s Guide and associated appendices
82

. The CalEEMod 

output files are provided for reference in Appendix L to this report. BAAQMD has concluded that 

CalEEMod is an acceptable model to use to quantify GHG emissions for the proposed project.
83

 

Site-Specific Data 

The project applicant, Safeway, provided utility consumption data for electricity, natural gas, and water 

usage at the existing Safeway store
84

. Safeway also provided utility consumption data from newer 

Safeway stores that were built with similar project design features as the project
85

. Safeway provided a 

customer trip length for the store based on the weighted distance of customers who utilized Safeway club 

cards
86

. Average electricity intensity to supply, treat and distribute water for the East Bay Municipal 

Utility District (EBMUD) was used
87

. The subsections below describe the methodology used in 

developing the GHG emission inventories. 

Building Energy Use 

The greenhouse gas consultant analyzed the utility consumption data provided by Safeway. For the new 

store, utility consumption intensity was calculated for the representative store (e.g., for electricity kWh/sq 

ft/year), and the intensity was used with the square footage of the new store to estimate consumption 

intensity for the proposed project. The retail, restaurant, and gas station energy consumption was 

estimated using CalEEMod default data from the California Commercial End-Use Survey (CEUS) for 

climate zone 5
88

. This is a survey that provides energy consumption intensity for various commercial land 

uses by climate zones.  

Emission factors were used to convert the consumption data in kilowatt-hours (kWh) and Therms, for 

electricity and natural gas, respectively, to GHG emissions in MT CO2e. As noted earlier, ENVIRON 

used carbon intensity emission factors for electricity collected from the Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) 

                                                      
82  Available at: http://www.caleemod.com. 
83  Email Communication from Alison Kirk of BAAQMD, June 2, 2011. Re: Use of CalEEMod software for GHG Analysis. 
84  Email Communication from Todd Paradis of Safeway on May 10, 2010. #687 Energy Data.xls 
85  Email Communication from Todd Paradis of Safeway on May 10, 2010. #687 Energy Comparison (Santa Cruz Usage).xls 

This data isolated a year of data starting with period 2 and filled in the missing period 6 with the higher of the period 

surrounding the missing value. 
86  Email Communication from Todd Paradis of Safeway on May 10, 2010. Avg HH Distance by Zip4.xls 
87  EBMUD. Energy: Generating Renewable Power. Available at: 

http://www.ebmud.com/sites/default/files/pdfs/2010_EBMUD_Energy.pdf 
88  Itron, Incorporated. 2006. California Commercial End-Use Survey (CEUS) Results. CEC-400-2006-005. Available at 

http://www.energy.ca.gov/ceus/ 

http://www.ebmud.com/sites/default/files/pdfs/2010_EBMUD_Energy.pdf
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Power/Utility Reporting Protocol
89,90

. Natural gas emission factors used were from the California Climate 

Action Registry‘s General Reporting Protocol
91

. 

Table 4.5-3 identifies the GHG emissions associated with electricity and natural gas usage for the project 

and baseline with further details by land use available in Appendix L of this report 

Water and Wastewater 

Emission factors were also used to convert from consumption data in millions of gallons (MG) water use, 

to equivalent electricity use, and then to GHG emissions in MT CO2e. Water use was converted to 

equivalent electricity consumption using the energy intensity values for EBMUD water use which 

includes the supply, conveyance, treatment, and distribution. The electricity associated with 

transportation, treatment and disposal of wastewater was evaluated based on CEC‘s 2006 report. 

Electricity consumption was converted to CO2e using the method described earlier. Consistent with 

BAAQMD draft guidance, ENVIRON only calculated GHG emissions from electricity associated with 

wastewater treatment, and ENVIRON did not calculate the direct biogenic GHG process emissions 

associated with wastewater treatment. 

Water usage for the existing and proposed grocery store was estimated based on the existing Safeway 

store as well as the upper end of water use per square foot for model new stores. The retail, restaurant and 

gas station water use intensity was estimated based on CalEEMod default data described in ―Waste Not, 

Want Not: The Potential for Urban Water Conservation in California.‖
92

 

Table 4.5-3 shows the baseline and project GHG emissions associated with water and wastewater with 

further details by land use available in Appendix L of this report.  

Mobile Sources 

Greenhouse gas emissions from mobile sources were calculated using the predicted number of vehicle 

trips that are associated with the project and baseline operations. The daily trips for the baseline 

operations, and project were based on total daily trips for each land use according to Institute of 

Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Handbook 8
th
 edition. Using the number of trips on 

weekdays and weekends, with average trip length, the total annual miles travelled were estimated.  

Except for the grocery store customer primary trip length, each type of trip is associated with an average 

primary trip length based on the default urban trip lengths for Alameda County recommended by 

BAAQMD as defaults. The grocery store customer primary trip length was modified based on Safeway‘s 

estimate of the location of existing customers. Safeway analyzed customer club card data to determine the 

                                                      
89  CO2 Emission factor for electricity provided by PG&E for the year 2008, California Climate Action Registry Database. 

2009. Pacific Gas and Electric 2008 PUP Report. Available at: 

https://www.climateregistry.org/CARROT/public/Reports.aspx 
90  CH4 and N2O emission factors for electricity from Table G.6 California Grid Average Electricity Emission Factors (1990-

2004) of CARB 2008 Local Government Operations Protocol Version 1.0. 
91  Emission factors for natural gas obtained from California Climate Action Registry. 2009. General Reporting Protocol 3.1, 

Tables C7 and C9. 
92  Gleick, P.H.; Haasz, D.; Henges-Jeck, C.; Srinivasan, V.; Cushing, K.K.; Mann, A. 2003. Waste Not, Want Not: The 

Potential for Urban Water Conservation in California. Published by the Pacific Institute 
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distance customers traveled to the existing stores.
93 

All trip lengths were further adjusted to account for 

the percent of trips that would be classified as diverted or pass-by instead of primary which is based on 

CalEEMod default data from ITE or SANDAG. Consistent with CalEEMod methods, the diverted trip 

length was assumed to be 25% of the primary trip length and pass-by trip length was 0.1 miles. Total 

vehicle miles traveled (VMT) were calculated by multiplying the number of trips by the average trip 

length for each type of trip. 

 VMT = Number of Trips * Average Trip Length 

The CO2 emissions from mobile sources were calculated with the trip rates, trip lengths and emission 

factors from EMFAC2007 as provided in CalEEMod. Emission factors from 2010 were used with the 

baseline estimate as CalEEMod does not contain the 2009 emission factors. If 2009 emission factors 

would have been used, the baseline emissions would have been higher and, therefore, this is conservative. 

Emission factors from 2012 were used to represent the project at build out.  

Table 4.5-3 shows the baseline and project GHG emissions associated with mobile trips with further 

details by land use available in Appendix L of this report. These are estimated to be conservative since the 

Safeway store is located near a BART station and transportation studies indicate that there is a high 

percentage of customers and workers who use modes of transportation besides vehicles, which has not 

been considered in this analysis. 

Solid Waste Disposal 

Greenhouse gas emissions from solid waste disposal were calculated using the predicted amount of waste 

disposed and sent to a landfill with landfill gas capture flaring. Defaults from CalEEMod were used in all 

instances, which is based on data from CalRecycle, the California Air Resources Board (ARB) Local 

Government Operations Protocol for degradation of solid waste material. The equations used have been 

modified from the Local Government Operations Protocol to capture all of the future GHG emissions 

resulting from the waste degradation in the landfill and attribute it to the year it was placed into the 

landfill. This is more fully described in CalEEMod User‘s Guide Appendix A.
94

  

Table 4.5-3 shows the baseline and project GHG emissions associated with solid waste disposal with 

further details by land use available in Appendix M of this report.  

Offsetting Reductions in Emissions - Refrigerant Leaks 

While refrigerant leaks are not counted in the threshold of 1100 MT CO2e/yr, the reduction in refrigerant 

emissions associated with Safeway‘s sustainability programs can be used as a source of offsetting 

emissions. The use of refrigerated systems results in leakage of some of the charged refrigerant. 

Refrigerants are usually classified as high global warming potential gases. Safeway provided records 

indicating the typical leakage rates of refrigerant from the refrigerated systems at the existing store. These 

data along with the amount and type of refrigerant used at the store was used to estimate the total amount 

of refrigerant leaks from the existing store. Safeway estimated the amount and leak rate for the new store 

based on information from similar newer stores. For each refrigerant type, the global warming potential 

                                                      
93  Email Communication from Todd Paradis of Safeway on May 10, 2010. Avg HH Distance by Zip4.xls 
94  Available online at http://www.caleemod.com/. 
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(GWP) was calculated based on the values utilized in BAAQMD Guidelines and associated 

recommended Models for specific refrigerants identified. The global warming potential indicates, on a 

pound for pound basis, the potency of the chemical compared to carbon dioxide. Multiplying the pounds 

of refrigerant by the GWP results in the GHG emissions from refrigeration leaks in terms of carbon 

dioxide equivalency. 

Table 4.5-4 illustrates the calculations for reduction in emissions associated with the reduction in 

refrigeration leaks from the existing and new store. Table 4.5-3 summarizes this information. 

Total Operational GHG Emissions 

Table 4.5-3 shows the total GHG emissions from all source categories included in the baseline, project 

and net emission inventory. The baseline GHG emissions inventory is an average of 2,391 MTCO2E per 

year. The project GHG emissions inventory is 3,458 MTCO2Eper year. This results in net operational 

GHG emissions of 1,067 MTCO2Eper year, less than the the City of Oakland‘s emission significance 

threshold of 1,100 MT per year. The addition of nine MTCO2E annualized construction emissions 

discussed under Construction-Generated GHG Emissions above, would bring the emissions estimate to 

1,076 MTCO2E per year, less than the City of Oakland‘s numerical threshold of significance. 

Efficiency-Based Threshold  

The City‘s criterion of significance 1b includes an efficiency-based threshold of 4.6 metric tons of CO2E 

emissions per year per service population. GHG efficiency metrics can be utilized as thresholds to assess 

the GHG efficiency of a project on a per capita basis (residential only projects) or on a ―service 

population‖ basis (the sum of the number of jobs and the number of residents provided by a project). This 

method allows an assessment of whether projects that may have a high mass emissions based on their 

size, can still meet the overall reduction goals of AB 32 (i.e., 1990 GHG emissions levels by 2020) based 

on energy efficient design. Final methodology for calculating a project‘s GHG emissions under this 

efficiency-based threshold have not yet been fully developed in the 2010 CEQA Guidelines, but an 

approximation is provided below.  

 The project is estimated to result in net gain of approximately 77 employees.  

 Dividing the total GHG emissions for the project of 1,076 metric tons of CO2E per year by a service 

population of 77 persons, results in a rate of 13.97 metric tons per year of CO2E emissions per 

service population.  

This efficiency-based emission level is far above the 2010 City‘s threshold of 4.6 metric tons per year of 

emissions per service population. However, as discussed above, the proposed project would not produce 

total emissions of more than 1,100 metric tons of CO2E annually; thus, the conclusion of this EIR is that 

the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution of GHG emissions or a 

cumulatively significant impact to global climate change.  

Mitigation Measures: None required. 
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Table 4.5-3: GHG Emission Inventory 

Scenario 

Electricity1 Natural Gas1 Water2 Traffic Waste 
Refrigeration 

Leaks 
Total 

Consumption 

(kWh.yr) 

(MTCO2E/ 

year)4 

Consumption 

Therms/yr) 

(MTCO2E/ 

year)5 

Consumption 

(MG/yr) 

(MTCO2E/ 

year)6 

(MTCO2E/ 

year)7 

Consumption 

(kWh.yr) 

(MTCO2E/ 

year)7 

(MTCO2E/ 

year)8 

(MTCO2E/ 

year) 

Sum Baseline 1,537,720 450.14 18,696 100.37 1.44 1.62 1,514 141 59.83 265 2,391 

Sum of Project 1,632,423 477.87 23,994 128.82 4.1 4.47 2,491 301 127.73 228 3,458 

Net 94,703 28 5,298 28 3 3 977 160 68 -37 1,067 

Notes:  

1  Electricity and Natural Gas use is based on the following information: 

Existing stores is based on the utility bills from store 

New Safeway is based on the utility bills from a newer Safeway store with similar features. 
Gas Station, Retail and Restaurant is based on the energy intensity from the California Commercial End-Use Survey for climate zone 5. 

2  Water and wastewater consumption is based on utility bills for the Safeway stores and the study by Gleick et al Waste Not, Want Not: The Potential for Urban Water Conservation in California. 

3 Trip rate information is based on ITE trip rates. Trip lengths are CalEEMod default except for the grocery store customer trip lengths which is based on an analysis of customer trip lengths using 

club card data to the existing stores as provided by Safeway set to 2.7 miles. Trip type and purpose is based on CalEEMod defaults for each land use category. 

4  Electricity emission factorsare based on the CalEEMod default values for PG&E. 

5  Emission factor for natural gas obtained from California Climate Action Registry Reporting Protocol, Table C6 and C9.. 

6  Energy intensity value for EBMUD was used which includes the supply, conveyance, treatment, and Distribution. Emission factor for electricity provided by Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E). 

Wastewater was assumed to be an aerobic process. 

7  Emission factors for the baseline conservatively used 2010 vehicle emission factors for Alameda County since 2009 values are not available in CalEEMod. Emission factors for the project used 

2012 vehicle emission factors for Alameda County. 

8  Refrigeration leaks is based on the amount of refrigerant charged or anticipated to be charged along with anticipated leakage rates. This has then been converted to CO 2e based on global 

warming potentials for the different refrigerants. 
 

Abbreviations: 

CO2: Carbon dioxide CH4: Methane GHG: Greenhouse gas kWh: kilowatt hour lbs: pounds MG: million gallons MT: Metric Tons N2O: Nitrous oxide 

 

Sources: 

California Air Resources Board (ARB). 2008. Local Government Operations Protocol, For the quantification and reporting of greenhouse gas emissions inventories, Version 1.0. September 25. 
California Climate Action Registry. 2009. General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.1. January. Available at: http://www.climateregistry.org/resources/docs/protocols/grp/GRP_3.1_January2009.pdf 

California Energy Commission. 2006. California Commercial End-Use Survey. Prepared by Itron Inc. Available at: Available at: http://www.energy.ca.gov/ceus/ 

EBMUD. Energy: Generating Renewable Power. Available at: http://www.ebmud.com/sites/default/files/pdfs/2010_EBMUD_Energy.pdf 
Gleick, P.H.; Haasz, D.; Henges-Jeck, C.; Srinivasan, V.; Cushing, K.K.; Mann, A. 2003. Waste Not, Want Not: The Potential for Urban Water Conservation in California. Published by the Pacific 

Institute 
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Table 4.5-4: GHG Emissions from Refrigerant Leaks 

 

R-507 R-134A R-22 R-404A R-407A GHG Emissions1 

lbs refrigerant/year (MTCO2E/ year) 

Existing Safeway Store2 89.60 32.00 144.00 9.60 0.00 265 

Proposed Project3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 330.00 228 

Net -89.60 -32.00 -144.00 -9.60 330.00 -37 

Notes:  

1  The pounds of refrigerant leaks is multiplied by the global warming potential (GWP) for each refrigerant and converted to metric tonnes. The GWP is listed below: 

R-507  3300 
R-134a  1300 

R-22  1500 

R-404A  3260 
R-407a  1526 

2. The amount of refrigerant leaks per year is based on the total charge of each refrigerant type at the store multiplied by the average leak percent (15%). 

3. The amount of refrigerant leaks per year is based on the total charge of each refrigerant type at the store multiplied by the average leak (15%). 

 

Abbreviations: 

CO2E: Carbon dioxide equivalent 

lbs: pounds 
MT: Metric Tons 

yr: Year 

Sources: 

Safeway Refrigerant Data 
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Conflict with an Applicable Plan, Policy or Regulation Adopted for the 

Purpose of Reducing GHG Emissions  

Impact GHG-2: The project would not comply with applicable plans, policies, and regulations 

adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. (Less than Significant)  

The project incorporates several characteristics, such as its transit-oriented location and building and site 

design features, and will comply with several BAAQMD and other strategies and regulatory requirement 

that would reduce the project‘s contribution to cumulative GHG emissions generated during construction 

and operation of the project. 

An Oakland Energy and Climate Action Plan (ECAP) is being developed to identify, evaluate and 

recommend prioritized actions to reduce energy consumption and GHG emissions in Oakland. The ECAP 

will identify energy and climate goals, clarify policy direction, and identify priority actions for reducing 

energy use and GHG emissions. On July 7, 2009, the Oakland City Council directed staff to develop the 

draft Oakland ECAP using a GHG reduction target equivalent to 36 percent below 2005 GHG emissions 

by 2020 (City of Oakland, Resolution No. 82129 C.M.S., 2009). Since the City issued a draft ECAP for 

public review in April 2010, but it has not adopted this ECAP at this time, it is unknown if the project 

would conflict with policies and actions that may be included. However, the project does not appear to 

conflict with the current City Sustainability Programs or General Plan policies regarding GHG reductions. 

The project‘s GHG emissions generated during construction and operation would be minimized by virtue 

of the building characteristics and site design features that the project proposes. In addition, the project is 

subject to all the regulatory requirements including the City‘s Standard Conditions of Approval, which 

would reduce GHG emissions of the project. These include conditions to address adherence to best 

management construction practices and equipment use (see SCA AIR-1 and AIR-2) and to minimize post 

construction stormwater runoff that could affect the ability to accommodate potentially increased storms 

and flooding within existing floodplains and infrastructure systems. Overall, the project would entail 

implementing reduction strategies identified in AB 32, the Governor‘s Executive Order S-3-05, and other 

strategies to help reduce GHGs to the level proposed by the governor and targeted by the City of Oakland, 

and the project‘s impacts on GHG reduction plans or policies would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: None required. 
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4.6 Noise  

This section evaluates potential impacts on ambient noise levels from construction and operation of the 

proposed project. The analysis presented below is based on ambient noise measurements taken near the 

proposed project site and local noise ordinances and regulations set by the City of Oakland. This section 

identifies any potentially significant noise impacts and, if necessary, appropriate mitigation measures or 

standard conditions of approval. Pursuant to the City‘s amendment to the Oakland General Plan (City of 

Oakland, 2005), as well as Section 15358(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation measures are proposed 

only to address physical impacts that may result from the project.  

4.6.1 Environmental Setting 

Noise Background  

Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves through a medium such as air. Noise can be 

defined as unwanted sound. Sound is characterized by various parameters that include the rate of 

oscillation of sound waves (frequency), the speed of propagation, and the pressure level or energy content 

(amplitude). In particular, the sound pressure level has become the most common descriptor used to 

characterize the loudness of an ambient sound level. Sound pressure level is measured in decibels (dB), 

with zero dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of human hearing, and 120 to 140 dB corresponding 

to the threshold of pain.  

Sound pressure fluctuations can be measured in units of Hertz (Hz), which correspond to the frequency of 

a particular sound. Typically, sound does not consist of a single frequency, but rather a broad band of 

frequencies varying in levels of magnitude (sound power). When all the audible frequencies of a sound 

are measured, a sound spectrum is plotted consisting of a range of frequency spanning 20 to 20,000 Hz. 

The sound pressure level, therefore, constitutes the additive force exerted by a sound corresponding to the 

sound frequency/sound power level spectrum.  

The typical human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies of the audible sound spectrum. As a 

consequence, when assessing potential noise impacts, sound is measured using an electronic filter that de-

emphasizes the frequencies below 1,000 Hz and above 5,000 Hz in a manner corresponding to the human 

ear‘s decreased sensitivity to low and extremely high frequencies instead of the frequency mid-range. 

This method of frequency weighting is referred to as A-weighting and is expressed in units of A-weighted 

decibels (dBA).  

Noise Exposure and Community Noise  

An individual‘s noise exposure is a measure of the noise experienced by the individual over a period of 

time. A noise level is a measure of noise at a given instant in time. However, noise levels rarely persist 

consistently over a long period of time. In fact, community noise varies continuously with time with 

respect to the contributing sound sources of the community noise environment. Community noise is 

primarily the product of many distant noise sources, which constitute a relatively stable background noise 

exposure, with the individual contributors unidentifiable. Background noise levels change throughout a 
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typical day, but do so gradually, corresponding with the addition and subtraction of distant noise sources 

and atmospheric conditions. The addition of short duration single event noise sources (e.g., aircraft 

flyovers, motor vehicles, sirens) makes community noise constantly variable throughout a day.  

These successive additions of sound to the community noise environment vary the community noise level 

from instant to instant requiring the measurement of noise exposure over a period of time to legitimately 

characterize a community noise environment and evaluate cumulative noise impacts. This time-varying 

characteristic of environmental noise is described using statistical noise descriptors. The noise descriptors 

used in this analysis are summarized below:  

Leq:  The equivalent sound level is used to describe noise over a specified period of time, in terms 

of a single numerical value. The Leq is the constant sound level which would contain the same 

acoustic energy as the varying sound level, during the same time period (i.e., the average noise 

exposure level for the given time period).  

Lmax: The instantaneous maximum noise level measured during the measurement period of interest.  

Ldn:  The energy average of the A-weighted sound levels occurring during a 24-hour period, and 

which accounts for the greater sensitivity of most people to nighttime noise by weighting noise 

levels at night (―penalizing‖ nighttime noises). Noise between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM is 

weighted (penalized) by adding 10 dBA to take into account the greater annoyance of 

nighttime noises.  

Effects of Noise on People  

The effects of noise on people can be placed into three categories:  

 subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, dissatisfaction;  

 interference with activities such as speech, sleep, learning; and  

 physiological effects such as hearing loss or sudden startling. 

Environmental noise typically produces effects in the first two categories. Workers at industrial plants 

often experience noise in the last category. There is no completely satisfactory way to measure the 

subjective effects of noise, or the corresponding reactions of annoyance and dissatisfaction. A wide 

variation exists in the individual thresholds of annoyance, and different tolerances to noise tend to 

develop based on an individual‘s past experiences with noise.  

Thus, an important way of predicting a human reaction to a new noise environment is the way the new 

noise compares to the existing noise levels that one has adapted, which is referred to as the ―ambient 

noise‖ level. In general, the more a new noise exceeds the previously existing ambient noise level, the less 

acceptable the new noise would be judged by those hearing it. With regard to increases in A-weighted 

noise level, the following relationships occur:  

 Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of 1 dBA cannot be perceived;  

 Outside of the laboratory, a 3-dBA change is considered a just-perceivable difference when the 

change in noise is perceived but does not cause a human response;  
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 A change in level of at least 5 dBA is required before any noticeable change in human response 

would be expected; and  

 A 10-dBA change is subjectively heard as approximately a doubling in loudness, and can cause 

an adverse response.  

These relationships occur in part because of the logarithmic nature of sound and the decibel system. A 

ruler is a linear scale: it has marks on it corresponding to equal quantities of distance. One way of 

expressing this is to say that the ratio of successive intervals is equal to one. A logarithmic scale is 

different in that the ratio of successive intervals is not equal to one. Each interval on a logarithmic scale is 

some common factor larger than the previous interval. A typical ratio is 10, so that the marks on the scale 

read: 1, 10, 100, 1,000, 10,000, etc., doubling the variable plotted on the x-axis. The human ear perceives 

sound in a non-linear fashion; hence the decibel scale was developed. Because the decibel scale is based 

on logarithms, two noise sources do not combine in a simple additive fashion, rather they combine 

logarithmically. For example, if two identical noise sources produce noise levels of 50 dBA, the 

combined sound level would be 53 dBA, not 100 dBA.  

Noise Attenuation 

Point sources of noise, including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles or onsite construction 

equipment, attenuate (lessen) at a rate of 6.0 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, 

depending upon the type of ground surface. Widely distributed noises such as a large industrial facility 

spread over many acres or a street with moving vehicles (a ―line‖ source) would typically attenuate at a 

lower rate of approximately 3.0 to 4.5 dBA per doubling distance from the source also dependent upon 

the type of ground surface (California Department of Transportation [Caltrans], 1998).  

Vibration  

Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion‘s amplitude can be 

described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. There are several different methods that are 

used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous 

peak of the vibration signal. The PPV is most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings. 

The root mean square (RMS) amplitude is most frequently used to describe the affect of vibration on the 

human body. The RMS amplitude is defined as the average of the squared amplitude of the signal. 

Decibel notation (VdB) is commonly used to measure RMS. The decibel notation acts to compress the 

range of numbers required to describe vibration (Federal Transit Administration [FTA], 2006). Typically, 

ground-borne vibration generated by man-made activities attenuates rapidly with distance from the source 

of the vibration.  

Existing Ambient Noise Environment  

Noise Survey Procedure 

Long-term noise surveys were performed by Wilson, Ihrig & Associates, Inc. (WIA) at four locations on 

or adjacent to the site over a one-week period between Wednesday, February 13, and Tuesday, 
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February 19. 2008 using precision, calibrated, Type 1 logging sound level meters. One of the monitoring 

locations (L-1) was in the rear yard at 2712 Alcatraz, the closest residence to the existing store‘s loading 

dock. The second monitoring location (L-2) was on Alcatraz Avenue, at the intersection with Lewiston 

Avenue. The third location (L-3) was in the side garden of the residence at 3306 Claremont Avenue, 

adjacent to one of the existing site entrances from Claremont Avenue. The fourth location (L-4) was on 

the roof of the existing Safeway store adjacent to College Avenue. These monitoring locations are 

indicated on an aerial photo of the site in Figure 4.6-1.  

The noise loggers were programmed to record various statistical noise levels over consecutive hourly 

intervals. The statistical noise levels included the Leq (equivalent continuous, or essentially the sound-

over-time mean noise level) and the L25, L33, L50, and L90 (the levels exceeded for 25%, 33%, 50%, and 

90% of each hour, respectively). L90 is a commonly used measure of the background or average minimum 

noise level. The other metrics were chosen for general consistency with some of the metrics used in the 

City of Oakland Noise Ordinance, the City of Berkeley Noise Ordinance, and the Oakland Noise 

Ordinance, which include limits for noise occurring 30 minutes per hour (50% of the time), and 20 

minutes per hour (33% of the time).  

Short-term noise samples were also recorded on the afternoon of Tuesday, February 19, 2008, near the 

noise loggers at L-1 (2712 Alcatraz) and L-3 (3306 Claremont). The samples, each of approximately two 

hours‘ duration, were recorded on Digital Audio Tape using precision, calibrated sound level meters and 

DAT recorders. 

Monitoring Results 

Graphs showing the hourly statistical noise levels for each complete 24-hour period are presented in 

Appendix M. The Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldn
95

) values at the long-term monitoring locations 

over each complete 24-hour period during the survey are summarized in Table 4.6-1. Note that Monday, 

2/18/08 was the Presidents‘ Day public holiday.  

Existing Noise Environment 

The operational noise from the existing Safeway store can be heard from the adjoining residential 

properties located along the northern boundary of the site. The loading dock is adjacent to the residence at 

2712 Alcatraz Avenue, one of the long-term monitoring locations used in the survey. A refrigerated 

trailer, which is used to store perishable goods at certain times of the year, including Thanksgiving, is 

permanently located in the loading dock area. A trash compactor is also adjacent to the residential 

property boundary along the northern side of the site (Figure 4.6-2). A recycling center is next to one of 

the site entrances from Claremont Avenue. Other noise sources associated with the existing store include 

roof-mounted mechanical equipment (Figure 4.6-3). 

 

                                                      
95  The noise exposure at a site, measured using the Ldn metric, represents the A-weighted equivalent continuous noise exposure 

level (essentially the average sound level) for a 24-hour period, with a 10 decibel adjustment added to the sound levels 

occurring during the nighttime hours (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM). This adjustment is meant to account for the higher sensitivity 

of people to noise during the nighttime relative to the daytime. See Appendix A for additional definitions of the terminology 

used in this report. 
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Table 4.6-1 Summary of Day-Night Average (Ldn) Sound Levels  
at Long-Term Monitoring Locations 

Date L-1 L-2 L-3 L-4 

2/13/08 (Wed.) 59 63 60 64 

2/14/08 (Thurs.) 57 64 61 68 

2/15/08 (Fri.) 60 64 63 67 

2/16/08 (Sat.) 56 62 61 65 

2/17/08 (Sun.) 54 61 60 64 

2/18/08 (Mon.) 57 64 60 65 

2/19/08 (Tues.) 58 65 64 67 

Note: Results rounded to nearest whole decibel. 

 

The noise-monitoring results obtained at Location L-1 (the rear yard at 2712 Alcatraz) include some fairly 

high-noise-level events over the week-long survey, with the logger recording maximum noise levels 

exceeding 80 dBA at times. Since the noise monitoring location was fairly well shielded from street 

traffic noise, it is inferred that many of these high-noise events can be attributed to the Safeway site, 

including truck movements and activities at the loading dock area.  

During the two-hour attended measurements at 2712 Alcatraz (Location L-1) and 3306 Claremont 

(Location L-3) on the afternoon of Tuesday, 2/19/08 no large Safeway trucks delivered goods at the 

loading dock. The maximum noise levels recorded during these measurements were 80 dBA at 2712 

Alcatraz and 78 dBA at 3306 Claremont, due to a helicopter flyover. There was also a jet aircraft that 

produced maximum noise levels of 75 dBA at 2712 Alcatraz and 73 dBA at 3306 Claremont. Noise from 

breaking glass at the recycling center was quite noticeable at both locations, producing maximum noise 

levels of up to 73 dBA at 3306 Claremont and up to 70 dBA at 2712 Alcatraz.  

Other noise sources observed during these attended measurements included the raising and lowering of 

the roll-up door at the Safeway loading dock, employees talking in the loading dock area, movement of 

shopping carts, opening and closing of car doors, cars starting, and vehicle movements in the parking lot. 

Noise from the Safeway site was more clearly audible at 2712 Alcatraz due to the lower ambient noise 

levels and its close proximity to the loading dock area. Noise from the Safeway site was generally less 

noticeable at 3306 Claremont due primarily to the masking provided by noise from Claremont Avenue 

traffic, although the recycling center noise was higher at this location.  

Mechanical equipment noise from the roof of the existing Safeway store was also audible at the adjacent 

residential boundary. Wilson Ihrig & Associates measured a noise level of 68 dBA at the roof level 

boundary of the residential property at 3217 College Avenue adjacent to the roof-mounted air exhaust 

louvers (seen in the left foreground in Figure 4.6-3).  
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Figures B-29 through B-32 (in Appendix M) shows the hourly L90 (average minimum, or background) 

noise levels at each monitoring location over the full week-long survey. The background noise levels at 

L-1, L-2, and L-3 all fell to lows of around 35 dBA at night. The background noise levels at L-4 (on the 

roof of the existing Safeway store, overlooking College Avenue) fell to night-time levels of around 

45 dBA. 

4.6.2 Regulatory Setting  

Federal, State, and local agencies regulate different aspects of environmental noise. Federal and State 

agencies generally set noise standards for mobile sources such as aircraft and motor vehicles, while 

regulation of stationary sources is left to local agencies. Local regulation of noise involves 

implementation of general plan policies and noise ordinance standards. Local general plans identify 

general principles intended to guide and influence development plans; local noise ordinances establish 

standards and procedures for addressing specific noise sources and activities.  

Local Plans, Policies and Regulations  

City of Oakland General Plan  

The Noise Element of the City of Oakland General Plan contains guidelines for determining the 

compatibility of various land uses with different noise environments (City of Oakland, 2005). The Noise 

Element recognizes that some land uses are more sensitive to ambient noise levels than others, due to the 

amount of noise exposure (in terms of both exposure duration and insulation from noise) and the types of 

activities typically involved. The City uses State noise guidelines for judging the compatibility between 

various land uses and their noise environments (City of Oakland, 2005). For institutional uses such as 

hospitals, nursing homes, schools, libraries, and churches, the guidelines indicate that a noise 

environment of 60 dBA Ldn or less is ―normally acceptable,‖ while a noise environment between 60 and 

70 dBA Ldn is considered ―conditionally acceptable‖ and 70 to 80 dBA Ldn is ―normally unacceptable.‖ 

Noise environments of greater than 80 dBA Ldn are considered ―clearly unacceptable‖ for such uses. For 

commercial, business, and office uses, which are generally less noise-sensitive, a noise environment of 65 

dBA Ldn or less is considered normally acceptable, while a noise environment between 65 and 75 dBA 

Ldn is considered conditionally acceptable.  

In this context, ―normally acceptable‖ is defined as satisfactory for the specific land use, assuming that 

normal conventional construction is used in buildings. ―Conditionally acceptable‖ means that new 

construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction 

requirements is made and needed noise insulation features are included in the design. Conventionally 

constructed buildings, with closed windows would normally suffice. ―Normally unacceptable‖ means that 

new construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or development 

does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise 

insulation features must be included in the design. 

The Noise Element also identifies the following maximum interior noise levels as generally acceptable for 

various common land uses:  
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 45 dB: residential, hotels, motels, transient lodging, institutional (churches, hospitals, classrooms, 

libraries), movie theaters;  

 50 dB: professional offices, research and development, auditoria, meeting halls;  

 55 dB: retail, banks, restaurants, sports clubs; and  

 65 dB: manufacturing, warehousing.  

Oakland‘s community noise regulations are contained in Chapter 17.120 (Performance Standards) of the 

Oakland Municipal Code. Section 17.120.050 (Noise) states that the noise level received by any legal 

residential activity, school, child-care, health care or nursing home, public open space, and similarly 

sensitive land use shall not exceed prescribed exterior limits. The residential standards are applied to the 

proposed project as they are the most conservative and if the project meets them, then the project impacts 

with respect to surrounding commercial uses would be less than significant. The residential limits are 

summarized in Table 4.6-2. 

Table 4.6-2 City of Oakland Residential and Civic Noise Level Standards 

Cumulative Number of Minutes in 

Either the Daytime or Nighttime 

One Hour Period 

Daytime  

(7 am to 10 pm) 

Nighttime  

(10 pm to 7 am) 

20 60 45 

10 65 50 

5 70 55 

1 75 60 

0 80 65 

Source: City of Oakland, 2009. 

 

The Oakland Planning Code also states that the limits shall be reduced by 5 dBA for tonal noises (such as 

whines, screeches, or hums), for noise consisting primarily of speech and music, or for recurring impulse 

noise such as hammering or riveting. Planning Code Sections 17.120.050.I (regarding commercial 

refrigeration units) and J (regarding commercial exhaust systems) likely are also relevant. Municipal 

Code Section 8.18 (regarding nuisances) would also apply. 

Temporary construction and demolition activities are not subject to the noise restrictions set forth above. 

However, per Municipal Code Chapter 17.120.050, these activities are required to abide by the noise level 

standards shown in Table 4.6-3. Short-term construction activities are those that last less than ten days 

while long-term construction activities are those that last ten days or more. Nighttime noise levels 

produced by any construction and demolition activity between weekday hours of seven PM and seven 

AM or between eight PM and nine AM on weekends and federal holidays shall not exceed the applicable 

noise level standards outlined in the above table (City of Oakland, 2009).  
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Table 4.6-3 City of Oakland Maximum Allowable Noise Level Standards  

from Construction Activities 

Type of Activity  Receiving Land Use  

Noise Level (dBA) 

Weekdays  
(7 AM to 7 PM) 

Weekends  
(9 AM to 8 PM) 

Construction (Short-
Term)  

Residential / Commercial, 
Industrial  

80 / 85 65 / 70 

Construction (Long-
Term)  

Residential / Commercial, 
Industrial  

65 / 70 55 / 60 

Source: City of Oakland, 2009.  

 

City of Oakland Standard Conditions of Approval and Uniformly Applied Development 

Standards Imposed as Standard Conditions of Approval  

The City‘s Standard Conditions of Approval relevant to noise are listed below for reference. If the 

proposed project is approved by the City, then all applicable Standard Conditions of Approval would be 

adopted as conditions of approval and required of the project to help ensure less-than significant impacts 

to noise. The Standard Conditions of Approval are incorporated and required as part of the project, so 

they are not listed as mitigation measures. Standard Conditions of Approval applicable to potential noise 

impacts due to the project include: 

NOI-1: Days/Hours of Construction Operation. Ongoing throughout demolition, grading, and/or 

construction. The project applicant shall require construction contractors to limit standard construction 

activities as follows: 

a) Construction activities are limited to between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM Monday through Friday, except 

that pile driving and/or other extreme noise generating activities greater than 90 dBA shall be limited 

to between 8:00 AM and 4:00 AM Monday through Friday.  

b) Any construction activity proposed to occur outside of the standard hours of 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM 

Monday through Friday for special activities (such as concrete pouring which may require more 

continuous amounts of time) shall be evaluated on a case by case basis, with criteria including the 

proximity of residential uses and a consideration of resident‘s preferences for whether the activity is 

acceptable if the overall duration of construction is shortened and such construction activities shall 

only be allowed with the prior written authorization of the Building Services Division.  

c) Construction activity shall not occur on Saturdays, with the following possible exceptions:  

i. Prior to the building being enclosed, requests for Saturday construction for special activities 

(such as concrete pouring which may require more continuous amounts of time), shall be 

evaluated on a case by case basis, with criteria including the proximity of residential uses and 

a consideration of resident‘s preferences for whether the activity is acceptable if the overall 

duration of construction is shortened. Such construction activities shall only be allowed on 

Saturdays with the prior written authorization of the Building Services Division.  
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ii. After the building is enclosed, requests for Saturday construction activities shall only be 

allowed on Saturdays with the prior written authorization of the Building Services Division, 

and only then within the interior of the building with the doors and windows closed.  

d) No extreme noise generating activities (greater than 90 dBA) shall be allowed on Saturdays, with no 

exceptions. 

e) No construction activity shall take place on Sundays or Federal holidays.  

f) Construction activities include but are not limited to: truck idling, moving equipment (including 

trucks, elevators, etc) or materials, deliveries, and construction meetings held on-site in a non-

enclosed area.  

g) Applicant shall use temporary power poles instead of generators where feasible.  

NOI-2: Noise Control. Ongoing throughout demolition, grading, and/or construction. To reduce noise 

impacts due to construction, the project applicant shall require construction contractors to implement a 

site-specific noise reduction program, subject to the Planning and Zoning Division and the Building 

Services Division review and approval, which includes the following measures:  

a) Equipment and trucks used for project construction shall utilize the best available noise control 

techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine 

enclosures and acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever feasible).  

b) Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for project construction 

shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with 

compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. However, where use of pneumatic tools is 

unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can lower 

noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be 

used where feasible, and this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures shall be used, 

such as drills rather than impact equipment, whenever feasible.  

c) Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as possible, and they shall be 

muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, incorporate insulation barriers, or other measures to the 

extent feasible.  

d) If feasible, the noisiest phases of construction shall be limited to less than 10 days at a time.  

NOI-3: Noise Complaint Procedures. Ongoing throughout demolition, grading, and/or construction. 

Prior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the submission of construction documents, the 

project applicant shall submit to the Building Services Division a list of measures to respond to and track 

complaints pertaining to construction noise. These measures shall include:  

a) A procedure and phone numbers for notifying the Building Services Division staff and Oakland 

Police Department; (during regular construction hours and off-hours);  

b) A sign posted on-site pertaining with permitted construction days and hours and complaint procedures 

and who to notify in the event of a problem. The sign shall also include a listing of both the City and 

construction contractor‘s telephone numbers (during regular construction hours and off-hours);  

c) The designation of an on-site construction complaint and enforcement manager for the project;  

d) Notification of neighbors and occupants within 300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 

days in advance of extreme noise generating activities about the estimated duration of the activity; 

and  



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures 

4.6 Noise 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 4.6-12 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

e) A preconstruction meeting shall be held with the job inspectors and the general contractor/on-site 

project manager to confirm that noise measures and practices (including construction hours, 

neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.) are completed. 

NOI-4: Interior Noise. Prior to issuance of a building permit and Certificate of Occupancy. If necessary 

to comply with the interior noise requirements of the City of Oakland‘s General Plan Noise Element and 

achieve an acceptable interior noise level, noise reduction in the form of sound-rated assemblies (i.e., 

windows, exterior doors, and walls), and/or other appropriate features/measures, shall be incorporated 

into project building design, based upon recommendations of a qualified acoustical engineer and 

submitted to the Building Services Division for review and approval prior to issuance of building permit. 

Final recommendations for sound-rated assemblies, and/or other appropriate features/measures, would 

depend on the specific building designs and layout of buildings on the site and shall be determined during 

the design phases. Written confirmation by the acoustical consultant, HVAC or HERS specialist, shall be 

submitted for City review and approval, prior to Certificate of Occupancy (or equivalent) that: 

a) Quality control was exercised during construction to ensure all air-gaps and penetrations of the 

building shell are controlled and sealed; and  

b) Demonstrates compliance with interior noise standards based upon performance testing of a sample 

unit.  

c) Prohibition of Z-duct construction.  

NOI-5: Extreme Noise Generators. Ongoing throughout demolition, grading, and/or construction. To 

further reduce extreme noise generating construction impacts greater than 90 dBA, a set of site-specific 

noise attenuation measures shall be completed under the supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant. 

Prior to commencing construction, a plan for such measures shall be submitted for review and approval 

by the Planning and Zoning Division and the Building Services Division to ensure that maximum feasible 

noise attenuation would be achieved. This plan shall be based on the final design of the project. A third-

party peer review, paid for by the project applicant, may be required to assist the City in evaluating the 

feasibility and effectiveness of the noise reduction plan submitted by the project applicant. A special 

inspection deposit is required to ensure compliance with the noise reduction plan. The amount of the 

deposit shall be determined by the Building Official, and the deposit shall be submitted by the project 

applicant concurrent with submittal of the noise reduction plan. The noise reduction plan shall include, 

but not be limited to, an evaluation of the following measures. These attenuation measures shall include 

as many of the following control strategies as feasible:  

a) Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around the construction site, particularly along on sites 

adjacent to residential buildings;  

b) Implement ―quiet‖ pile driving technology (such as pre-drilling of piles, the use of more than one pile 

driver to shorten the total pile driving duration), where feasible, in consideration of geotechnical and 

structural requirements and conditions; 

c) Utilize noise control blankets on the building structure as the building is erected to reduce noise 

emission from the site;  

d) Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily improving the noise reduction 

capability of adjacent buildings by the use of sound blankets for example; and  

e) Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise measurements.  
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NOI-6. Operational Noise-General. Ongoing. Noise levels from the activity, property, or any 

mechanical equipment on site shall comply with the performance standards of Section 17.120 of the 

Oakland Planning Code and Section 8.18 of the Oakland Municipal Code. If noise levels exceed these 

standards, the activity causing the noise shall be abated until appropriate noise reduction measures have 

been installed and compliance verified by the Planning and Zoning Division and Building Services.  

4.6.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

Significance Criteria  

The project would have a significant impact on the environment if it would:  

1) Expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the Oakland General 

Plan or applicable standards of other agencies (e.g., OSHA);  

2) Violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance (Oakland Planning Code Section 17.120.050) regarding 

operational noise; 

3) Violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance (Oakland Planning Code Section 17.120.050) regarding 

construction noise, except if an acoustical analysis is performed;  

4) Violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance (Oakland Municipal Code Section 8.18.020) regarding 

nuisance of persistent construction-related noise;  

5) Create a vibration not associated with motor vehicles, trains, or temporary construction or demolition 

work which is perceptible without instruments by the average person at or beyond any lot line 

containing the vibration-causing activity, except vibration-causing activities located in the M-40 zone 

or in the M-30 zone more than 400 feet from any legally occupied residential property (Oakland 

Planning Code Section 17.120.060);  

6) Expose persons to or generate rail-related groundborne vibration in excess of standards established by 

the Federal Transit Administration (FTA);  

7) Generate interior Ldn or CNEL greater than 45 dBA for multi-family dwellings, hotels, motels, 

dormitories and long-term care facilities (and may be extended by local legislative action to include 

single family dwellings) per California Noise Insulation Standards (CCR Part 2, Title 24);  

8) Result in a 5 dBA permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project; If the cumulative increase in noise results in a 5 dBA permanent increase 

in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above existing levels without the project (i.e., 

cumulative conditions including the proposed project compared to existing conditions), the project‘s 

contribution to the cumulative increase would be cumulative considerable and significant if it results 

in a 3 dBA permanent increase attributable to the project (i.e., cumulative conditions including the 

proposed project compared to cumulative conditions without the proposed project). 

9) Conflict with land use compatibility guidelines for all specified land uses for determination of 

acceptability of noise after incorporation of all applicable Standard Conditions of Approval;  

10) Be located within an airport land use plan and would expose people residing or working in the project 

area to excessive noise levels; or  

11) Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, and would expose people residing or working in 

the project area to excessive noise levels.  
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In general, projects within the City of Oakland are considered to have a significant noise impact if they 

would violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance or result in a five dBA permanent increase in ambient 

noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. Furthermore, projects that 

would create vibration not associated with motor vehicles, trains, or temporary construction or demolition 

work, which is perceptible without instruments by the average person at or beyond any lot line containing 

the vibration-causing activity, would be considered significant. Since the proposed project would not 

include any vibration-causing activity aside from that associated with construction and motor vehicles, it 

can be assumed that no impact would occur with regard to criterion 6). 

The proposed project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip nor is it located within the land 

use plan area for Oakland Airport or any other airport. Therefore, impacts associated with criteria 10) and 

11) are not discussed further in this EIR.  

Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

Impact NOI-1: Construction activities associated with the proposed project would temporarily 

generate noise levels that could conflict with standards established in the City noise ordinance. 

(Less than Significant)  

The demolition/construction period for a development of this type could be at least a year, indicating the 

potential for adverse noise impacts on neighboring properties without effective noise-control provisions. 

The anticipated schedule would be: 

 Demolition 3 weeks 

 Grading/Excavation 5 weeks 

 Foundation through Podium 2.5 months  

 Building Shell and Safeway Store 40 weeks 

Construction of the proposed project would result in temporary increases to ambient noise levels 

associated with operation of heavy duty construction equipment; pile driving has not been proposed. 

Demolition/construction noise sources would likely include diesel-powered mobile equipment (such as 

bulldozers, graders, front-end loaders, vibrating rollers, cranes, and material delivery trucks); air 

compressors; welding machines; jackhammers, power saws; power drills; angle grinders; and hand tools, 

such as hammers. Construction vibration sources would typically include vibration compactors, loaded, 

dump trucks, and bulldozers.  

Table 4.6-4 lists heavy duty construction equipment that would likely be required as well as typical noise 

levels for each piece of equipment measured at 50 feet from the source. As shown, equipment noise levels 

in the vicinity of the construction sites would range from 80 dBA up to 88 dBA.  

As discussed previously, noise from construction equipment generally attenuates (decreases) at a rate of 

6.0 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance. Construction activities associated with the project could take 

place as close as 100 feet from the nearest existing sensitive receptors.  

The highest construction noise and vibration exposures would likely be generated during excavation and 

earthmoving operations. Bulldozers, front-end loaders, excavators, backhoes, and graders would likely be 

involved during this phase of the project. The levels of noise emission associated with diesel-powered  
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Table 4.6-4 Typical Construction Equipment Noise and Vibration 

Type of Equipment 
Duty Cycle per 

8 Hour Shift 

Maximum Noise 
Level at 50 ft  

(dBA) 

Maximum 
Vibration at 50 ft 

(in/sec PPV) 

Backhoe 40% 78 0.031 

Hand compactor 20% 83 0.012 

Compactor 20% 83 0.074 

Concrete Pump Truck 20% 81 NS 

Crane 16% 81 NS 

Dozer 40% 82 0.031 

Dump Truck* 1% 77 0.027 

Excavator 40% 81 NS 

Front End Loader 40% 79 NS 

Generator 50% 81 NS 

Grader 40% 85 NS 

Pickup Truck* 1% 75 NS 

Roller 20% 80 0.074 

Soil Mix Drill Rig 50% 80 0.071 

Pile driver (impact) 20% 101 0.537 

Pile driver (vib) 20% 101 0.260 

Notes: 
* based on 20-second passby, 15 trucks per shift 
NS: Not a significant source of vibration 

Source: FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model, 2006, FTA 2006 and WIA. 

 

 

excavation and construction machinery are largely dependent on the extent of exhaust silencing and 

whether the engine is housed within an acoustic enclosure. Noise emission levels and potential annoyance 

also depend on the condition of the equipment, the type of operation, its duration and the time of day.  

The noise levels from diesel-powered excavation and construction equipment operating under maximum 

load near the closest residential boundaries (at 10 feet distance) would be approximately 14 dB higher 

than the levels shown in the above table, which would clearly exceed Oakland‘s 65 dBA daytime noise 

limit for long-term construction activities. Without mitigation, the buffer distance from noisy construction 

activities would typically be around 500 feet.  

The vibration generated by construction activities at 10 feet from residential buildings would potentially 

exceed the recommended 0.3 in/sec PPV vibration impact criterion, and activities such as vibratory 

compaction should be conducted at least 20 feet from any residential building. 
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Summary  

Implementation of Standard Conditions NOI-1, Days/Hours of Construction Operation, NOI-2, Noise 

Control, NOI-3, Noise Complaint Procedures, and NOI-5, Extreme Noise Generators, would reduce 

impacts from construction noise by limiting hours of construction activities, requiring best available noise 

control technology, and by requiring the project applicant and/or its contractors to notify local residents of 

construction activities and to track and respond to noise complaints. To specifically address impacts from 

extreme noise generating construction activities that may expose sensitive receptors to noise levels greater 

than 90 dBA, Lmax, the proposed project, to comply with part of the Standard Condition NOI-5, would 

be required to develop and submit for review and approval by the City and to implement a Site-specific 

Construction Noise Reduction Plan that would ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation would be 

achieved. Implementation of Standard Conditions NOI-1 through NOI-3 and NOI-5 would reduce 

temporary noise nuisance impacts associated with construction to a less-than-significant level.  

Mitigation: None required.  

Impact NOI-2: Noise levels from project generated traffic would increase roadside ambient noise 

levels. (Less than Significant)  

The new store would generate small changes in the traffic conditions, most of which would be small 

increases in traffic volume and some changes to lane configurations. The traffic study prepared by Fehr 

and Peers
96

 indicates that the new store would typically increase traffic by up to 10 percent in the project 

vicinity. A 10 percent increase in traffic volume would theoretically produce a 0.4 dBA increase in traffic 

noise levels at a given receiver, assuming the same traffic mix and speed, well below the 5 dBA threshold 

of significance for permanent project noise increases. Therefore, impacts from the proposed project would 

be less than significant.  

Mitigation: None required.  

Impact NOI-3: Operational noise sources generated by HVAC equipment, emergency generators, 

proposed parking structures, and truck loading/unloading may impact nearby noise-sensitive 

receptors. (Less than Significant)  

The proposed project would involve the replacement of the existing Safeway store with a new Safeway 

and eight additional small businesses in a new configuration with substantially different site design and 

architectural characteristics. The effects of these changes on operational noise levels in the vicinity of the 

site and, more particularly, at the neighboring residential properties, are discussed below. 

Vehicle Movements in Service Area 

Safeway reports that the existing store is supplied by an average of three large delivery trucks a day, 

arriving between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM; and furthermore, that the frequency of these truck movements is 

unlikely to substantially increase once the new store is operational.  

Based on measurements taken at other Safeway sites and the current truck-noise limits in California 

(80 dBA at 50 feet distance from the truck centerline, for trucks manufactured after 1988) noise levels of 

                                                      
96  Fehr and Peers, College Avenue Safeway ADEIR, dated June 2010 
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up to approximately 76 dBA could be expected at the rear facades of the adjoining homes along Alcatraz 

when the trucks are maneuvering on the surface parking space accessed on Claremont Avenue that is 

above the parking garage.. This would comply with the 80 dBA daytime limit in the Oakland Noise 

Ordinance for sporadic noises without additional noise control measures, and would not result in a 

significant noise impact. Because project-generated trucks would be in motion, they would not be subject 

to one of the lower standards. The new 7.5 feet high barrier along the north wall (proposed as part of the 

project) would partially shield the trucks and reduce truck noise on the order of 10 dB or more at ground 

level receivers, well below all local ordinances. This new, solid wall would provide more noise 

attenuation than the existing fences along the rear of these properties. For example, the existing rear fence 

at 2712 Alcatraz comprises wood slats in a chain mesh fence, which provides little, if any, sound 

attenuation. 

The surface parking lot on Claremont Avenue above the parking garage would also provide a parking lot 

for employees. While the noise monitoring at the existing site did not specifically identify the sounds of 

employees using their cars, the employee cars using the outdoor parking space would be moving at slow 

speed and thus generating low noise levels on the order of 60 dBA or less at the property line, well below 

the applicable ordinances. Car doors slammed closed could generate noise levels on the order of 60 to 65 

dBA at a distance of 50 feet. The 7.5-foot-high barrier along the north wall would reduce the sound from 

car doors on the order of 10 dBA, less reduction would be provided for cars further away from the 

property line, but the distance would also be greater. Noise from employee cars would be expected to 

comply with the 65 dBA nighttime noise limit. Therefore, impacts from the proposed project would be 

less than significant. 

Parking Garage Noise 

As noted above, most of the parking spaces for store customers would be in the new ground floor 

(College Avenue level) garage. The noise from the movement of shopping carts, opening and closing of 

car doors, cars starting, and vehicle movements in the basement garage would be contained within the 

garage, with little, if any, noise emanating towards the neighboring properties; this would be a substantial 

improvement from the existing surface-level parking lot.  

However, the north wall of the parking garage would not be entirely solid, and some sound from the 

garage could emit to the adjoining residential properties through ventilation openings designed into the 

wall (though the impact of such noise on nearby residences would be less than significant). Although not 

required to address a CEQA impact, the following improvement measures are recommended to address 

this consideration:  

Improvement Measure 1: To eliminate the potential for noise impact from the ventilation openings, 

acoustical louvers could be installed in these vent openings to reduce the transmission of garage sounds. 

Improvement Measure 2: To further reduce the noise levels within the garage and further reduce noise 

emanating from the garage, the underside of the garage ceiling could be fully lined with spray-on 

thermal/acoustic insulation. This additional noise control measure would typically be provided on the 

garage ceiling directly below the store.  
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Noise from Automobile Traffic Entering/Leaving the Site 

Automobile traffic arriving at the site would enter or leave the property at the new signalized intersection 

on Claremont Avenue or at the proposed entry/exit on College Avenue. The automobile traffic from 

Claremont Avenue would travel on a ramp down to the basement garage at slow speed (15-25 mph) and 

would potentially generate a noise level well below 60 dBA at a distance of 5 to 10 feet. Vehicles on the 

ramp would probably be about 5 to 10 feet from the property lines. of the residence at 3306 Claremont 

Avenue and the residences at 2724, 2720, and 2716 Alcatraz Avenue. The vehicle noise would also be 

shielded from the retaining structure and from the new sound wall, an approximately 15 dBA reduction. 

Thus, the net result would be that car traffic on the ramp would generate maximum noise levels or 45 

dBA or less, which would comply with the most restrictive Oakland Noise Ordinance limit of 65 dBA at 

nighttime. 

While noise from cars on the ramp would not result in a significant impact under CEQA, it could be 

further reduced through implementation of the following improvement measure: 

Improvement Measure 3: As an added noise control measure, sound-absorptive material could be 

applied to the ramp walls to further reduce noise from vehicle movements on the ramp. Potential tire 

noise could be reduced by avoiding a polished (squeaky) concrete slab surface.  

Loading Dock 

The proposed new loading dock would be located slightly further from the boundary of the neighboring 

residential properties along Alcatraz Avenue than at present and would be at a similar elevation. More 

importantly, the loading dock area would be enclosed and roll-up doors would be provided at the eastern 

end of the area. The new loading dock would accommodate one Safeway truck and one vendor truck. 

Thus, the enclosure would serve to reduce noise from loading dock activities since under most 

circumstances delivery trucks would fit within the loading dock; on occasion, additional vendor trucks 

could be on-site, in which case those additional trucks would have to park in the service area lot. After 

delivery trucks have backed into the loading dock, the roll-up doors would be closed, with the result that 

the noise levels at the neighboring residential properties during truck unloading would be lower than at 

present. Therefore, impacts from the proposed project would be less than significant. 

Trash Compactor 

The trash compactor would be located in an enclosure (with roll-up doors) on the south side of the loading 

dock, further from the northern property boundary than the existing location. The trash compactor noise at 

the neighboring residential properties should be substantially lower than at present. Therefore, impacts 

from the proposed project would be less than significant. 

Removal of Recycling Center 

Safeway has indicated there would no longer be a free-standing recycling center at the proposed new 

store, thus removing an existing noise source. 
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Miscellaneous Operational Noise  

Other sources of noise that can typically occur in the operation of a grocery store include garbage truck 

pickups and shopping cart cleaning. The project would move the shopping cart cleaning activities into the 

garage, which would reduce or eliminate the impact of that noise on the community. The noise from the 

garbage truck pickups would be reduced from the existing levels due to the new layout and sound wall. 

(The existing levels are potentially in the range of 80 to 88 dBA from trash-related activities as noted in 

the existing conditions section above). Thus, the new sound wall should reduce future noise from daytime 

trash pickup by at least 9 dBA, which would reduce trash pickup noise below the Oakland Noise 

Ordinance Limit of 80 dBA during the daytime. Nevertheless, while trash pickup activities are 

intermittent and of short duration and would not result in significant noise impacts, they have the potential 

to be annoying and result in neighbor complaints. While noise from this miscellaneous noise ramp would 

not result in a significant impact under CEQA, it could be further reduced through the following 

management practices: 

Improvement Measure 4: Methods to reduce noise from shopping cart power washing would include 

conducting the washing activities within the enclosed loading dock area, or at the far end of the service 

deck, away from residential neighbors. 

Improvement Measure 5: Methods to reduce noise or annoyance from garbage truck pickup activity 

would be to limit hours to 9 AM to 6 PM. 

Mechanical Equipment Noise 

The locations of the future roof-top mechanical equipment (air-conditioning units, refrigeration units, 

exhaust fans, and similar equipment) have been conceptually located, and operation of all such equipment 

would be subject to the City‘s noise ordinance standards. Noise levels from this equipment shall comply 

with the performance standards of Sections 17.120 and Section 8.18 of the Oakland Municipal Code. The 

applicable design standard would be 45 dBA at adjacent residences (taking into account all operational 

noise). Because the mechanical equipment must be designed and used in a manner that complies with 

these standards, the related noise impact to adjacent residences would not be significant.  

Cumulative Noise Impacts  

Impact NOI-4: Project traffic, in combination with cumulative traffic, could substantially increase 

traffic noise levels in the project area. (Less than Significant)  

The project is expected to increase area noise from vehicular traffic by less than 3 dBA. Moreover, it is 

also expected to reduce noise impacts due to site circulation and operations (e.g., as noted above, garage 

parking, shielded rooftop mechanical equipment, enclosed trash compactor, and enclosed loading dock 

further from residents) as compared to the existing Safeway store, On balance, the project therefore is 

expected to result in similar noise levels for the future noise level (Year 2035).  

The geographic area considered for cumulative noise analysis includes areas within close proximity to the 

project site and roadways examined in the transportation analysis. Longer-term noise from cumulative 

development (including past, present, existing, approved, pending, and reasonably foreseeable future 
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development) in the area would primarily occur from motor vehicle traffic. Cumulative traffic noise 

levels in the project area were estimated using traffic data provided by Fehr and Peers. The combination 

of project and cumulative traffic would increase the traffic noise levels by up to 0.4 dBA along the 

analyzed roadway segments which would fall below the significance criteria of 5 dBA for a cumulative 

noise increase Thus, the project‘s contribution to the cumulative noise environment would be less than 

significant.  

Noise impacts under cumulative conditions must consider other projects in the vicinity that could 

contribute a significant cumulative impact on sensitive receptors. Two types of noise impacts would occur 

during demolition and construction phases for both the proposed and cumulative projects. The first is the 

increase in traffic flow on local streets associated with the transport of workers, equipment, and materials 

to and from the project sites. Although one or more projects may result in increases in traffic volumes on 

the same roadway segments (such as along Claremont Avenue), these increases would be expected to be 

minimal (fractions of the existing volume) and would result in a less-than-significant impact on sensitive 

receptors in the vicinity.
97

  

The second type of noise impact is related to the noise generated by heavy equipment operating on the 

project site. Demolition and site preparation phases are typically the loudest phases of construction due to 

the types of equipment used. The worst case combined noise level during this phase of construction 

would be approximately 88 dBA Lmax at a distance of 50 feet from an active construction area. There are 

no identified projects under construction or planned within 1,000 feet of the proposed project and it is not 

anticipated there would be cumulative construction noise impacts in the project area., Thus cumulative 

construction noise impacts would be considered less-than-significant. 

Moreover, potential impacts from construction noise simultaneously occurring at two or more sites, 

including drilling for piles, would be reduced with implementation of the City‘s Days/Hours of 

Construction Operation, and Noise Control Noise Complaint Procedures, and Pile Driving and Other 

Extreme Noise generators Standard Conditions of Approval (see NOI-1, NOI-2, NOI-3 and NOI-5). 

Compliance with the conditions of approval applicable to construction hours of operation, noise control, 

noise complaint procedures, and pile driving and other extreme noise generators, would ensure that all 

projects on the cumulative project list comply with the City‘s Noise Ordinance. The City‘s Standard and 

Uniformly Applied Conditions of Approval are included as part of the project. 

Mitigation: None required. 

 

 

                                                      
97  A traffic increase of 100% would cause a noise increase of 3 dBA. A 10% volume increase would cause a noise increase of 

less than 1 dBA, and a 50% volume increase would cause a 1.7 dBA noise increase. 
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CHAPTER 5 

Alternatives 
 
 

5.1 Criteria for Selecting Alternatives 

CEQA requires that the EIR compare the effects of a ―reasonable range of alternatives‖ to the effects of 

the project. The alternatives selected for comparison should attain most of the basic objectives of the 

project and avoid or substantially lessen one or more significant effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6). The ―range of alternatives‖ is governed by the ―rule of reason‖ which requires the EIR 

to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit an informed and reasoned choice by the decision-

making body and informed public participation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]). CEQA generally 

defines ―feasible‖ to mean an alternative that is capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 

within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, technological, 

and legal factors. 

The alternatives addressed in this EIR were selected based on the following factors: 

1. The extent to which the alternative would accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project 

(identified in Chapter 1); 

2. The extent to which an alternative contributes to a ―reasonable range‖ of alternatives necessary to 

permit a reasoned choice; 

3. The feasibility of the alternative, taking into account the consistency with applicable plans and zoning 

regulations, site suitability, access, and other factors; 

4. The extent to which the alternative would avoid or lessen any of the identified significant 

environmental effects of the project (discussed throughout Chapter 4); and 

5. The requirement of the CEQA Guidelines to consider a no-project alternative and to identify an 

environmentally superior alternative in addition to the no-project alternative (CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15126.6(e)). 

5.2 Significant Project Impacts 

To determine alternatives that would avoid or lessen any of the identified significant environmental 

impacts of the project, the significant impacts of the project must be considered. Impacts that are not 

mitigated to a less-than-significant level are considered ―significant and unavoidable‖ (―SU‖). The SU 

impacts of the proposed project that are evaluated in this Alternatives chapter are listed below: 
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Traffic and Transportation: 

1. (Impact TRANS-1) – Ashby Avenue/College Avenue. Under existing plus project conditions, the 

project would contribute to LOS E operations and increase the average intersection delay by more 

than three seconds during the weekday PM peak hour, and contribute to LOS F operations and 

increase the volume to capacity (v/c) ratio by more than 0.01 during the Saturday peak hour. This is a 

significant impact based on Berkeley‘s criteria. Mitigation would have to be approved by Berkeley 

and Caltrans; the impact is judged Significant and Unavoidable because the City of Oakland does not 

have jurisdiction over the intersection. 

2. (Impact TRANS-2) – Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue. Under existing plus project conditions, the 

proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 

during the PM peak hour. This is a significant impact based on Berkeley‘s criteria. Mitigation would 

have to be approved by Berkeley; the impact is judged Significant and Unavoidable because the City 

of Oakland does not have jurisdiction over the intersection.  

3. (Impact TRANS-3) – Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue. Under existing plus project conditions, the 

proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation at the side-street stop-controlled eastbound 

approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection which would meet the peak hour 

signal warrant. The EIR conservatively treats this as a significant impact based on Berkeley‘s criteria. 

Mitigation would have to be approved by Berkeley; the impact is judged Significant and Unavoidable 

because the City of Oakland does not have jurisdiction over the intersection and/or because the City 

may determine the mitigation measure to be infeasible. 

4.  (Impact TRANS-5) – Ashby Avenue/College Avenue. Under the 2015 scenario, the project would 

degrade intersection operations from LOS E to LOS F and increase the average intersection vehicle 

delay by more than three seconds during the weekday PM peak hour and contribute to LOS F 

operation and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the Saturday peak hour. This is a 

significant impact based on Berkeley‘s criteria. Mitigation would have to be approved by Berkeley 

and Caltrans; the impact is judged Significant and Unavoidable because the City of Oakland does not 

have jurisdiction over the intersection. 

5.  (Impact TRANS-6) – Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue. Under the 2015 scenario, the proposed 

project would contribute to LOS F operations during the weekday PM peak hour and degrade the 

intersection operations from LOS D to E in the Saturday PM peak hour. This is a significant impact 

based on Berkeley‘s criteria. Mitigation would have to be approved by Berkeley and Caltrans; the 

impact is judged Significant and Unavoidable because the City of Oakland does not have jurisdiction 

over the intersection. 

6. (Impact TRANS-7) – Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue. Under the 2015 scenario the project 

would contribute to LOS F operation at the side-street stop sign controlled eastbound approach. The 

EIR conservatively treats this as a significant impact based on Berkeley‘s criteria. Mitigation would 

have to be approved by Berkeley; the impact is judged Significant and Unavoidable because the City 

of Oakland does not have jurisdiction over the intersection and/or because the City may determine the 

mitigation measure to be infeasible. 

7. (Impact TRANS-9) – Ashby Avenue/College Avenue. Under the 2035 scenario, the proposed project 

would contribute to LOS F operation and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during both 

weekday and Saturday PM peak hours. This is a significant impact based on Berkeley‘s criteria. 

Mitigation would have to be approved by Berkeley and Caltrans; the impact is judged Significant and 

Unavoidable because the City of Oakland does not have jurisdiction over the intersection. 

8. (Impact TRANS-10) – Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue. Under the 2035 scenario, the proposed 

project would contribute to LOS F operations during the weekday PM peak hour. This is a significant 
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impact based on Berkeley‘s criteria. Mitigation would have to be approved by Berkeley; the impact is 

judged Significant and Unavoidable because the City of Oakland does not have jurisdiction over the 

intersection. 

9. (Impact TRANS-11) – Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue. Under the 2035 scenario the proposed 

project would contribute to LOS F operations during the weekday PM peak hour and degrade the 

intersection operations from LOS D to E in the Saturday PM peak hour. This is a significant impact 

based on Berkeley‘s criteria. Mitigation would have to be approved by Berkeley and Caltrans; the 

impact is judged Significant and Unavoidable because the City of Oakland does not have jurisdiction 

over the intersection. 

10. (Impact TRANS-12) – Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue. Under the 2035 scenario the project 

would contribute to LOS F operation at the side-street stop sign controlled eastbound approach. The 

EIR conservatively treats this as a significant impact based on Berkeley‘s criteria. Mitigation would 

have to be approved by Berkeley; the impact is judged Significant and Unavoidable because the City 

of Oakland does not have jurisdiction over the intersection and/or because the City may determine the 

mitigation measure to be infeasible. 

11. (Impact TRANS-13) – 63rd Street/College Avenue. Under the 2035 scenario the project would add 

more than 10 trips, which would meet the peak hour signal warrant. This is a significant impactbased 

on the City of Oakland‘s significance criteria. While mitigation measures have been identified that, if 

implemented, would mitigate any significant impacts at this intersection, this impact is being 

conservatively assumed to be significant and unavoidable. Because the mitigation would create a 

signalized intersection on a residential side street and would provide direct access to the College 

Avenue entrance for the site, it could create negative increases in traffic in the residential 

neighborhood along 63rd Street. This could result in undesirable quality of life and other negative 

effects that, while not significant impacts under CEQA, may result in a determination that the 

mitigation is infeasible. 

The evaluation of alternatives undertaken in this chapter quantifies the extent to which the respective 

alternatives would reduce, avoid or add to the traffic, air quality, GHG, noise, land use and visual impacts 

relative to the proposed project.  

5.3 Alternatives Considered 

Project Alternatives 

The City of Oakland, as Lead Agency, has specified four project alternatives plus the required No Project 

Alternative for evaluation in this EIR. This range of alternatives was developed based on applicable 

planning and zoning regulations, comments from the public received at the Planning Commission 

meeting on the Initial Study, and the need to consider feasible alternatives with the potential to avoid or 

lessen significant project impacts. Based on these considerations, the following alternatives to the 

proposed project have been developed for evaluation in this EIR: 

1a. Mixed-use alternative with regular apartments – This alternative assumes that the proposed 

project would also include multi-family dwelling units. Access would be provided through 

driveways as proposed by the project.  

1b. Mixed-use alternative with senior housing – This alternative assumes that the proposed project 

would also include senior housing. Access would be provided through driveways as proposed by 

the project.  
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2. A 40,000-square-foot reduced-size project – This alternative assumes that the proposed Safeway 

store would be reduced to eliminate project impacts. Access would be provided through 

driveways as proposed by the project.  

2a. A 35,750-square-foot reduced-size project – This alternative assumes that the proposed Safeway 

store would be reduced, about 5,000 square feet of commercial space and 5,000 square feet of 

office space and a 750 square foot café/deli would be included. Access would be provided 

through two driveways on Claremont Avenue and a mid-block driveway on College Avenue. 

2b. A 25,250-square-foot reduced-size project – This alternative assumes that the proposed Safeway 

store would be reduced and would also include a small café/deli along College Avenue. Access 

would be provided through two driveways on Claremont Avenue and a mid-block driveway on 

College Avenue. 

3. Full project with no curb-cut on College Avenue – This alternative assumes that the full project 

would be developed but it would not have vehicular access to and from College Avenue. All 

vehicular access would be through Claremont Avenue.  

4. Full project with inbound only driveway on College Avenue – This alternative assumes that the 

full project would be developed but the driveway on College Avenue would only provide inbound 

access. All outbound access would be through Claremont Avenue. 

5.  No Project Alternative. 

Table 5-1, on page 5-5, compares the characteristics of the proposed project and project alternatives in 

tabular form. 

Alternatives Considered and Rejected 

In addition to the alternatives selected for evaluation in this EIR, an alternative site location was reviewed 

and rejected for further review because it was considered infeasible. The specific reasons for rejecting 

such an alternative include: 

1. An Alternative Site Location. Relocating the project to an alternative site is considered infeasible 

because it would involve closing the existing Safeway store, leaving a relatively large vacant site in a 

neighborhood where alternative sites of similar size and accessibility are essentially unavailable. The 

existing store has been operating on this site for decades and is a well-established land use that 

provides convenient food shopping for residents in the surrounding neighborhoods. Furthermore, the 

Safeway company owns the existing site and does not control other sites in the vicinity. In addition, 

grocery stores are an appropriate and permissible land use on this site, as established by the Oakland 

General Plan and Oakland zoning regulations, and an alternative involving relocation of this business 

would not preclude the development of another grocery store on the site. For these reasons, the 

consideration of an Alternative Site Location was considered unfeasible and was rejected for 

evaluation in this EIR.  
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Number of Buildings 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 

2 
(grocery 
and gas 
station) 

          
Number of Stories 2 3 3 1 2 2 2 2 1 
          
Grocery Square Footage 51,510 45,000 30,000 40,000 35,750 24,500 51,510 51,510 24,260 
          

Retail / Restaurant Square Footage 10,657 10,750 11,820 0 5,000 750 10,657 10,657 

1,120 
(associa-
ted with 

gas 
station) 

          
Office Square Footage 0 0 0 0 5,000 0 0 0 0 
          
Residential Units 0 40 54 0 0 0 0 0 0 
          
TRANSPORTATION GRID IMPROVEMENTS          
          
Driveways (on College Avenue / on Claremont Avenue) 1 / 3 1 / 2 1 / 3 N/A* 1 / 2 1 / 2 0 / 3 1 / 3 4 / 5 
          
Signalize the Claremont Avenue/Mystic Street/Safeway Driveway 
intersection. 

Y Y Y N/A* Y Y Y Y N 

          
Provide left-turn lanes on northbound and southbound College 
Avenue into 63rd Street and the Safeway driveway. The new left-
turn lanes are accommodated by widening College Avenue on the 
east side. 

Y Y Y N/A* N N N N N 

          
Provide pedestrian bulb-outs on the east side of the 63rd 
Street/Safeway Driveway/College Avenue intersection on both the 
north and south crosswalks across College Avenue. 

Y Y Y N/A* N N Y Y N 
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Provide a pedestrian bulb-out on the project corner of the College 
Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection. 

Y Y Y N/A* N N Y Y N 

          
Provide a bus bulb-out on northbound College Avenue just north of 
Claremont Avenue and move the existing bus stop from south of 
Claremont Avenue to north of Claremont Avenue. 

Y Y Y N/A* N N Y Y N 

          
Provide a short pedestrian only street between College Avenue and 
Claremont Avenue near the south end of the project site with 
fronting retail uses. 

Y N N N/A* N N Y Y N 

 

* Detailed plans not developed for this alternative. 
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5.4 Description of Alternatives 

5.4.1 Mixed-Use Alternatives 

Alternative 1a – Mixed-use Alternative with Regular Apartments  

Alternative 1a, which is illustrated in Figure 5.1, calls for the replacement of the existing Safeway store 

with a new 45,000 square feet store, to be built on the second floor, above parking and a row of seven 

small commercial shops along the College Avenue frontage. Compared with the proposed project, this 

alternative would add a new land use, housing, to the development. The City zoning would allow a total 

of 40 units with permitted open space and parking to be constructed along the Claremont Avenue 

frontage, with 3 unit on the ground level, 11 units on the second level and 26 units on a third level. There 

would be a mix of 1-, 2-, and 3-bedroom units. Under this Alternative the supermarket would be larger 

than the existing Safeway, but 5,400 square feet smaller than the supermarket proposed in the project.  

The commercial shop space would be similar to the proposed project: seven spaces with 10,750 square 

feet as contrasted to eight spaces and 10,657 square feet.  

Some of the primary project objectives include to: provide enhanced pedestrian amenities and to establish 

the College/Claremont area as an attractive and inviting setting for pedestrian shopping. Alternative 1a 

would not achieve these objectives to the same degree as the project because the proposed walkthrough 

from College to Claremont would be elimated under this alternative. Further, the development of housing 

is not one of the project objectives.  

However, some of the other project objectives could be accomplished with this alternative including those 

related to the provision of new commercial spaces, more parking, and revitalization of the 

College/Claremont intersection. See Project Objectives in Chapter 1, Project Description.  
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Alternative 1b – Mixed-use Alternative with Senior Housing  

Alternative 1b, which is illustrated in Figure 5.2, is also a mixed-use alternative with a supermarket, small 

commercial spaces, and housing. Under this Alternative, the new Safeway would have about 30,000 

square feet, 20 percent larger than the existing store, but 40 percent smaller than the store proposed in the 

project. There would be six commercial spaces, occupying 11,820 square feet, slightly more than the 

proposed project, although average size of the shops would be larger, as the project includes eight 

storefront spaces. This Alternative calls for a total of 54 senior housing units. Four would be located on 

the ground floor along Claremont Avenue and 50 would be developed on the second and third floors, 

along both the College and Claremont frontages. There would be a mix of 1- and 2 bedroom units. 

Alternative 1b would fall far short of accomplishing several of the primary objectives of the applicant, 

which include to: replace the existing 1960s suburban style development with a modern, urban design that 

de-emphasizes the prominence of surface-level parking; construct a new Safeway store sufficient in size 

to offer a more comprehensive range of commercial services and products to Safeway‘s customers, 

including an on-site, ―from scratch‖ bakery, a pharmacy, expanded floral offerings, an expanded deli 

(including warm food table, and prepared catering food items), a ―service‖ meat and seafood service (as 

compared to the pre-packaged items currently available), and a greatly expanded produce section; and 

create a more functional and efficient shopping area configuration to eliminate current ―pinch points‖ in 

Safeway customers‘ path of travel and enhance the overall shopping experience of customers. Like 

Alternative 1a, Alternative 1b would not achieve certain project objectives of providing enhanced 

pedestrian amenities to the same degree as the project since the proposed walkthrough from College to 

Claremont would be eliminated under this alternative. It would also provide a lower level of employment 

than the proposed project due to the reduced size of the grocery store. Further, the development of 

housing is also not one of the project objectives.  

However, some of the other project objectives could be accomplished with this alternative including those 

related to the provision of new commercial spaces, more parking, and revitalization of the 

College/Claremont intersection. See Project Objectives in Chapter 1, Project Description. 
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5.4.2 Reduced Size Alternatives 

Alternative 2 – 40,000-Square-Foot Reduced Size Project  

This alternative assumes that the proposed Safeway store would be reduced in size to eliminate at least 

one significant and unavoidable transportation impact. All other aspects of the project, including access 

driveways, would be the same as the proposed project. 

The project analysis identified a number of significant and unavoidable traffic impacts because the 

affected intersections are in the City of Berkeley, outside the jurisdiction of City of Oakland, which is the 

lead agency on this project. Impact TRANS-10, at the Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection, is 

most likely to be reduced to a less-than-significant level by reducing the size of the project. 

The proposed project would add 14 weekday PM peak hour trips to this intersection, which corresponds 

to less than 0.4 percent of the total weekday PM peak hour intersection volume under 2035 Plus Project 

conditions. However, this significant and unavoidable impact could be reduced to a less-than-significant 

level by reducing the trips generated by the project by about 57 percent (This would reduce project 

generated trips at the Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection from 14 to 6 trips during the 

weekday PM peak hour). Alternative 2 was specifically developed to achieve this goal. Accomplishing 

this would require the elimination of the retail and restaurant components of the proposed project and a 

reduction in the size of the proposed Safeway store from 51,510 square feet to 40,000 square feet. 

Considering that this alternative would increase the size of the existing store by about 15,000 square feet, 

it is likely that this alternative would include remodeling the existing store and reconfiguring the existing 

parking spaces, including through roof parking, rather than constructing a new store with structured 

parking.  

Alternative 2 would fall short of accomplishing several of the of the primary objectives of the applicant, 

which include to: replace the existing 1960s suburban style development with a modern, urban design that 

de-emphasizes the prominence of surface-level parking; create a mixed-use retail development project 

that promotes pedestrian activity and comparison shopping at the College/Claremont corner; provide 

more street-front retail opportunities similar in scope and scale to the retail frontage on College Avenue; 

construct a new Safeway store sufficient in size to offer a more comprehensive range of commercial 

services and products to Safeway‘s customers, including an on-site, ―from scratch‖ bakery, a pharmacy, 

expanded floral offerings, an expanded deli (including warm food table, and prepared catering food 

items), a ―service‖ meat and seafood service (as compared to the pre-packaged items currently available), 

and a greatly expanded produce section; and create a more functional and efficient shopping area 

configuration to eliminate current ―pinch points‖ in Safeway customers‘ path of travel and enhance the 

overall shopping experience of customers. Some of the other project objectives could be accomplished 

with this alternative, although it would provide a lower level of employment than would the proposed 

project due to the reduced size of the grocery store and the elimination of the retail and restaurant 

components of the proposed project. 

Alternative 2a – 35,750-Square-Foot Reduced Size Project  

Alternative 2a would consist of a new one-story 25,000-square-foot store with rooftop parking and 

loading docks along Claremont Avenue; a 10,000-square-foot building on College Avenue that would 
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contain 5,000 square feet of ground floor commercial and 5,000 square feet of office on the second floor; 

and a 750-square-foot café/deli building and plaza on the south corner of the project site (Figure 5-2A). 

The alternative would feature surface parking and landscaping. Access would be provided through two 

driveways on Claremont Avenue and a driveway on College Avenue opposite 63rd Street. 

Alternative 2a would have fewer impacts than the proposed project but would not meet several of the 

primary objectives of the applicant, which include to construct a new Safeway store sufficient in size to 

offer a more comprehensive range of commercial services and products to Safeway‘s customers, 

including an on-site, ―from scratch‖ bakery, a pharmacy, expanded floral offerings, an expanded deli 

(including warm food table, and prepared catering food items), a ―service‖ meat and seafood service (as 

compared to the pre-packaged items currently available), and a greatly expanded produce section; and 

create a more functional and efficient shopping area configuration to eliminate current ―pinch points‖ in 

Safeway customers‘ path of travel and enhance the overall shopping experience of customers. Some of 

the other project objectives could be accomplished with this alternative, although it would provide a lower 

level of employment than would the proposed project due to the reduced size of the grocery store. It 

would also not achieve to the same level as the project the objectives of creating amixed-use retail 

development project that promotes pedestrian activity and comparison shopping at the College/Claremont 

corner or providing more street-front retail opportunities similar in scope and scale to the retail frontage 

on College Avenue. 

Alternative 2b – 27,250-Square-Foot Reduced Size Project  

Alternative 2b would expand and renovate the existing building, add a 2,000-square-foot loading dock, 

and a 750-square-foot café/deli building and plaza on the south corner of the project site (Figure 5-2B). 

The alternative would feature surface parking and landscaping. Access would be provided through two 

driveways on Claremont Avenue and a mid-block driveway on College Avenue. 

Alternative 2b would have fewer impacts than the proposed project but would not meet several of the 

primary project objectives, which include to: replace the existing 1960s suburban style development with 

a modern, urban design that de-emphasizes the prominence of surface-level parking; construct a new 

Safeway store sufficient in size to offer a more comprehensive range of commercial services and products 

to Safeway‘s customers , including an on-site, ―from scratch‖ bakery, a pharmacy, expanded floral 

offerings, an expanded deli (including warm food table, and prepared catering food items), a ―service‖ 

meat and seafood service (as compared to the pre-packaged items currently available), and a greatly 

expanded produce section; create a more functional and efficient shopping area configuration to eliminate 

current ―pinch points‖ in Safeway customers‘ path of travel and enhance the overall shopping experience 

of customers; create a mixed-use retail development project that promotes pedestrian activity and 

comparison shopping at the College/Claremont corner; and provide more street-front retail opportunities 

similar in scope and scale to the retail frontage on College Avenue. Some of the other project objectives 

could be accomplished with this alternative, although it would provide a lower level of employment than 

would the proposed project due to the reduced size of the grocery store and the elimination of the retail 

and restaurant components of the proposed project. 
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5.4.3 Alternative 3 – Full Project with No Curb Cut on College 
Avenue 

This alternative assumes that the full project consisting of a 51,510–square-foot Safeway store and 10,657 

square feet of commercial would be developed. However, the project would not have vehicular access to 

and from College Avenue under this alternative. This alternative would result in a continuous 

uninterrupted sidewalk along the project frontage on College Avenue and eliminate potential conflicts 

between pedestrians on the sidewalk and automobiles entering or exiting the driveway.  

While this alternative would generate the same number of vehicular trips as the proposed project, all 

vehicular access would be through Claremont Avenue, and traffic patterns around the site would be 

modified. In order to evaluate this alternative, a detailed traffic operations analysis of it was prepared and 

is presented below.  

While Alternative 3 would accomplish most of the project‘s stated objectives, it would not accomplish the 

objective of retaining an important vehicular access point from College Avenue. 

5.4.4 Alternative 4 – Full Project with Inbound Only Driveway on 
College Avenue 

This alternative assumes that the full project consisting of a 51,510-square-foot Safeway store and 10,657 

square feet of commercial would be developed. However, the project would have inbound only access on 

College Avenue. Vehicles from northbound and southbound College Avenue would be able to turn into 

the project driveway on College Avenue opposite 63
rd

 Street. However, vehicles would not be able to exit 

the project site to College Avenue. All vehicles would exit the site to Claremont Avenue.  

While this alternative would generate the same number of vehicular trips as the proposed project, all 

outbound vehicular access would be through Claremont Avenue, and traffic patterns around the site 

would be modified. In order to evaluate this alternative, a detailed traffic operations analysis of it was 

prepared and is presented below.  

While Alternative 4 would accomplish most of the project‘s stated objectives, it would not accomplish the 

objective of retaining an important vehicular access point from College Avenue to the same degree as the 

proposed project since it would only allow inbound traffic on College Avenue.  

5.4.5 Alternative 5 – No Project Alternative 

Under this scenario, the project site would not be redeveloped. It is assumed that current Safeway store 

and parking lot would remain as they are and no aspect of the proposed project would be constructed. It is 

also assumed that the Safeway store would remain open for the foreseeable future, providing groceries 

and related products for its customers.  

With the No Project Alternative the former gas station on the site would not be demolished. Although it 

was closed in late 2009, and remains unused and inaccessible behind a fence, the basic land use would not 

be changed. However, this Alternative would not preclude it from being re-opened to provide an 

economic return for the owners.  
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The No Project Alternative would not accomplish any of the project objectives.  

5.5 Impacts of Alternatives 

The potential impacts of the respective Alternatives relative to the impacts of the proposed project, with 

emphasis on the Significant and Unavoidable impacts, are evaluated in this section.  

5.5.1 Mixed-use Alternatives 

Alternative 1a – Mixed-Use Alternative with Apartments  

Traffic Impacts. The auto trip generation estimates for Alternative 1a are shown below in Table 5-2.  

 

Table 5-2 Alternative 1a – Automobile Trip Generation Estimates 

Land Use 
ITE 

Code 
Units

1
 

Weekday  

PM Peak Hour 

Saturday  

PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Alternative 1a Store 850
2
 45.00 ksf 270 260 530 249 239 488 

Existing Safeway Store 850
2
 24.26 ksf 185 178 363 134 129 263 

Increase in Safeway Trips 85 82 167 115 110 225 

Pass-By Vehicles (36%)
3
 -30 -30 -60 -40 -40 -80 

Net New Safeway Trips 55 52 107 75 70 145 

Specialty Retail 814
4
 10.75 ksf 21 26 47 21 26 47 

Apartment 220
5
 40 du 26 14 40 11 11 22 

Total Net New Alternative Trips 102 92 194 107 107 214 

Total Net New Original Project Trips 102 95 197 133 125 258 

Difference 0 -3 -3 -26 -18 -44 

Notes: 

1. ksf = 1,000-square feet; du = Dwelling Unit 

2. ITE Trip generation Equation Used: 
PM: Ln(T) = 0.61 Ln(x) + 3.95; Enter = 51%, Exit = 49% 
Saturday: T = 10.85 (x); Enter = 51%, Exit = 49%  

3. ITE Trip Generation Handbook (2
nd

 Edition) average pass-by rate for supermarket 

4. ITE Trip generation Equation Used: 

PM: T = 2.4(x) + 21.48; Enter = 44%, Exit = 56% 
Saturday: Used the PM equation since Saturday peak hour data was not available 

5. ITE Trip generation Equation Used: 
PM: T = 0.55 (x); + 17.65; Enter = 65%, Exit = 35% 
Saturday: T = 0.52 (x); Enter = 50%, Exit = 50% 

Source: Trip Generation Manual (8
th
 Edition), ITE, 2008 and Fehr & Peers, 2010. 
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Alternative 1a would generate three fewer trips than the project during the weekday PM peak hour and 44 

fewer trips during the Saturday PM peak hour. This modest change in trip generation would be expected 

to result in similar impacts as the proposed project. Alternative 1a would most likely continue to cause the 

same significant unavoidable transportation-related impacts. 

Air Quality. The operational emissions from Alternative 1a would be approximately the same as with the 

proposed project. The increase in emissions of all criteria pollutants (ROG, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5) would 

be well below the applicable BAAQMD thresholds of significance, and would not result in any 

significant unavoidable adverse impacts. 

Like the proposed project, this alternative would result in the emissions of toxic air contaminants during 

construction (from diesel powered trucks and construction equipment) within 150 meters (approximately 

500 feet) from sensitive receptors, and would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  

Greenhouse Gases. With Alternative 1a the operational emissions of GHGs would be reduced by 

approximately 10 percent relative to the proposed project‘s less-than-significant impacts. Alternative 1a‘s 

GHG emissions would be a less-than-significant impact. Construction period GHG emissions would be 

somewhat greater than for the proposed project, but would not exceed applicable standards and would be 

less-than-significant. 

Noise Impacts. Like the proposed project, this Alternative would place the new Safeway store and 

parking structure 10 feet from the northerly property line, which forms a common boundary with a 

residential neighborhood, the most noise sensitive land use surrounding the site. This would result in 

several beneficial impacts relative to existing conditions, including the reduction in noise levels 

associated with the loading docks, trash compactors, recycling, and parking lot noise. Noise impacts from 

autos entering and leaving the site, rooftop mechanical equipment, and other store operations would be 

similar to those of the proposed project and could be addressed with mitigation.  

This alternative would place 40 units of new housing along Claremont Avenue, which has relatively high 

traffic volumes and is a noise source. Additional Standard Conditions of Approval would be applied in 

this scenario to ensure that the City‘s interior noise standards would be met. Mitigation of this type is 

routine for new urban infill housingwhich would successfully reduce the traffic noise impacts to a less-

than-significant level.  

The addition of the housing would result in a larger project that would likely require a longer 

constructionperiod, with parallel increase in the potential for exposure to construction noise. The same 

Standard Conditions of Approval relating to construction noise impacts would have to be implemented in 

the same manner as for the proposed project. In summary, the noise impacts of this project would be 

similar to of the proposed project, augmented by the need toincorporate the additional Standard 

Conditions of Approval relating to interior nois e for the housing component.  

Land Use Impacts. The proposed project would not have any Significant and Unavoidable land use 

impacts, nor would this Alternative. The Mixed Use Alternative would add a major housing component to 

the mix of land uses proposed for the site. Housing is acceptable in the applicable Neighborhood Center 

Mixed Use classification of the Oakland General Plan‘s Land Use and Transportation Element, and also 

in the C-31 Zoning District regulations of the Oakland Planning code. The addition of the housing would 

create a denser, bulkier, and generally taller scale of development on the site, but the level of development 

called for in this Alternative could be accomplished within the allowable building limits, which permit a 
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FAR of up to 4.0 and a maximum height of 35 feet. As with the proposed project, Conditional Use 

Permits, possibly variances, and related zoning approvals by the Oakland Planning Commission, which 

has broad discretion with respect to the design details, would be required.  

As with the proposed project, this Alternative would not result in adverse impacts with respect to 

community integrity. This Alternative‘s potential for conflicts with adjacent land uses (judged to have 

less-than-significant impacts) would be essentially the same as for the proposed project, as the design and 

layout of structures along the northern boundary adjacent to existing residences, is much like the design 

for the proposed project.  

Visual Impacts. The proposed project would not have any Significant and Unavoidable visual impacts, 

nor would this Alternative. This Alternative would primarily be distinguished from the proposed project 

by the addition of the housing levels along the Claremont Avenue frontage. While this is an area where no 

structures currently exist, and this Alternative would call for taller and bulkier development than the 

project (3 floors instead of 2) at this location, the visual change would not be out of scale, considering the 

existing office building across Claremont Avenue. The site is in an urban context, with commercial and 

mixed-use development on all corners of the Claremont/College Avenue intersection, and, as noted 

above, this Alternative could be developed within the allowable FAR and height limits. There would be a 

visual transformation, but not a visual degradation, relative to existing conditions. The visual impacts of 

this alternative, like the project, would be classified as less-than-significant.  

Alternative 1b – Mixed-Use Alternative with Senior Housing.  

Traffic Impacts. With the smaller supermarket and the inclusion of senior housing, which has lower trip 

generation rates than standard housing, Alternative 1b would generate 105 fewer trips than the project 

during the weekday PM peak hour and 151 fewer trips during the Saturday PM peak hour (see Table 5-3). 

As a result, Alternative 1b would most likely cause fewer significant impacts than the proposed project. 

However, it would most likely continue to cause some significant unavoidable transportation-related 

impacts. The magnitude of these impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed project; however, 

Impacts TRANS-1, -2, -3, -5, -6, -7, -9, -10, -11, and -12 would not be reclassified as they would all still 

require mitigation that is beyond the jurisdiction of the City of Oakland. This alternative would eliminate 

Impact TRANS-13 at the 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection. 

Air Quality. The operational emissions from Alternative 1b would be less than half as much as for the 

proposed project, primarily because the net increase in vehicle trips generated would be reduced by 58%. 

As with the proposed project, the increases in emissions of all criteria pollutants (ROG, NOx, PM10 and 

PM2.5) would well below the applicable BAAQMD thresholds of significance, and would not result in any 

significant unavoidable adverse impacts.  

Alternative 1b (like the project) would result in the emissions of toxic air contaminants during 

construction (from diesel powered trucks and construction equipment) within 150 meters (approximately 

500 feet) from sensitive receptors, and would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  
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Table 5-3 Alternative 1b – Automobile Trip Generation Estimates 

Land Use 
ITE 

Code 
Units

1
 

Weekday  
PM Peak Hour 

Saturday  
PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Alternative 1b Store 850
2
 30.00 ksf 211 203 414 166 160 326 

Existing Safeway Store 850
2
 24.26 ksf 185 178 363 134 129 263 

Increase in Safeway Trips 26 25 51 32 31 63 

Pass-By Vehicles (36%)
3
 -9 -9 -18 -11 -11 -22 

Net New Safeway Trips 17 16 33 21 20 41 

Specialty Retail 814
4
 11.82 ksf 22 28 50 22 28 50 

Senior Housing 252
5
 54 du 5 4 9 8 8 16 

Total Net New Alternative Trips 44 48 92 51 56 107 

Total Net New Original Project Trips 102 95 197 133 125 258 

Difference -58 -47 -105 -82 -69 -151 

Notes: 

1. ksf = 1,000-square feet; du = Dwelling Unit 

2. ITE Trip generation Equation Used: 
PM: Ln(T) = 0.61 Ln(x) + 3.95; Enter = 51%, Exit = 49%, Saturday: T = 10.85 (x); Enter = 51%, Exit 
= 49%  

3. ITE Trip Generation Handbook (2
nd

 Edition) average pass-by rate for supermarket 

4. ITE Trip generation Equation Used: 
PM: T = 2.4(x) + 21.48; Enter = 44%, Exit = 56%, Saturday: Used the PM equation since Saturday 
peak hour data was not available 

5. ITE Trip generation Equation Used: 
PM: T = 0.16 (x); + 17.65; Enter = 60%, Exit = 40%, Saturday: T = 0.30 (x); Enter = 50%, Exit = 50% 

Source: Trip Generation Manual (8
th
 Edition), ITE, 2008 and Fehr & Peers, 2010. 

 

 

Greenhouse Gases. With Alternative 1b the operational emissions of GHGs would be reduced by 

approximately 35 percent relative to the proposed project, and would be below the City‘s threshold of 

significance (1,100 MTCO2E). Alternative 1b‘s GHG impacts would be less than significant. 

Construction period GHG emissions would be somewhat greater than for the proposed project, but would 

not exceed applicable standards and would be less than significant. 

Noise Impacts. Like the proposed project, and Alternative 1a, this Alternative would place the new 

Safeway store and parking structure ten feet from the northerly property line, which forms a common 

boundary with a residential neighborhood, the most noise sensitive land use surrounding the site. This 

would result in several beneficial impacts relative to existing conditions, including the reduction in noise 

levels associated with the loading docks, trash compactors, recycling, and parking lot noise. Noise 

impacts from autos entering and leaving the site, rooftop mechanical equipment, and other store 

operations would be similar to those of the proposed project and could be addressed with mitigation.  
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This alternative would place 54 units of new housing in the southerly half of the site, along both 

Claremont and College Avenues, both of which carry relatively high traffic volumes and are a noise 

source. Additional Standard Conditions of Approval would be applied in this scenario to ensure that the 

City‘s interior noise standards would be met, which would successfully reduce the traffic noise impacts to 

a less-than-significant level.  

The addition of the housing would result in a larger project that would likely require a longer 

constructionperiod, with parallel increase in the potential for exposure to construction noise. The same 

Standard Conditions of Approval relating to construction noise impacts would have to be implemented in 

the same manner as for the proposed project. In summary, the noise impacts of this project would be 

similar to of the proposed project, augmented by the need toincorporate the additional Standard 

Conditions of Approval relating to interior noise for the housing component.  

Land Use Impacts. Like Alternative 1a, Alternative 1b would add a major housing component to the mix 

of land uses proposed for the site. As noted, housing is acceptable in the applicable General Plan and 

zoning regulations. Similarly, this design calls for a denser and bulkier level of development on the site, 

but the scale of development proposed could be accomplished within the allowable building limits.  

This Alternative would not result in adverse impacts with respect to community integrity, and the 

potential for conflicts with adjacent land uses would be essentially the same (classified as less-than-

significant impacts) as for the proposed project, because the design and layout of structures along the 

northern boundary adjacent to existing residences, is much like the design for the proposed project.  

Visual Impacts. As with the proposed project and Alternative 1a, the visual impacts of this Alternative 

would be classified as less-than-significant. This alternative calls for bulkier and taller development (three 

floors instead of two) along segments of both the College and Claremont Avenue frontages. The 

development would not exceed applicable FAR and height limits, and the visual changes would not be out 

of scale, considering the existing office buildings across both Claremont and College Avenues.  

5.5.2 Reduced Size Alternatives 

Alternative 2 – 40,000-Square-Foot Reduced Size Project  

Traffic Impacts: As noted, Alternative 2 calls for the elimination of the retail and restaurant components 

of the proposed project and a reduction in the size of the proposed Safeway store from 51,510 square feet 

to 40,400 square feet. 

As shown in Table 5-4, Alternative 2 would generate 111 fewer trips than the project during the weekday 

PM peak hour and 145 fewer trips during the Saturday PM peak hour. As a result, Alternative 2 would 

cause fewer significant impacts than the proposed project. The alternative would eliminate Impact 

TRANS-10 at the Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection. This alternative would eliminate Impact 

TRANS-13 at the 63rd Street/College Avenue. Impacts TRANS-1, -2, -3, -5, -6, -7, -9, -11, and -12 

would not be reclassified as they would all still require mitigation that is beyond the jurisdiction of the 

City of Oakland. However, the magnitude of these impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed 

project.  
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Air Quality. The operational emissions from Alternative 2 would be less than the proposed project, 

primarily because the net increase in vehicle trips generated would be reducedby about 36 percent . As 

with the proposed project, the increases in emissions of all criteria pollutants (ROG, NOx, PM10 and 

PM2.5) would well below the applicable BAAQMD thresholds of significance, and would not result in any 

significant unavoidable adverse impacts.  

Alternative 2 (like the project) would result in the emissions of toxic air contaminants during construction 

(from diesel powered trucks and construction equipment) within 150 meters (approximately 500 feet) of 

sensitive receptors, and would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  

 
Table 5-4 Alternative 2 – Automobile Trip Generation Estimates 

Land Use 
ITE 

Code 
Units

1
 

Weekday  
PM Peak Hour 

Saturday  
PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Alternative 2 Store 850
2
 40.40 ksf 253 243 496 223 215 438 

Existing Safeway Store 850
2
 24.26 ksf 185 178 363 134 129 263 

Increase in Safeway Trips 68 65 133 89 86 175 

Pass-By Vehicles (36%)
3
 -23 -23 -46 -31 -31 -62 

Total Net New Alternative Trips 45 42 87 58 55 112 

Total Net New Original Project Trips 102 95 197 133 125 258 

Difference -57 -53 -111 -75 -70 -145 

Notes: 

1. ksf = 1,000-square feet 

2. ITE Trip generation Equation Used: 
PM: Ln(T) = 0.61 Ln(x) + 3.95; Enter = 51%, Exit = 49% 
Saturday: T = 10.85 (x); Enter = 51%, Exit = 49%  

3. ITE Trip Generation Handbook (2nd Edition) average pass-by rate for supermarket 

Source: Trip Generation Manual (8th Edition), ITE, 2008 and Fehr & Peers, 2010. 

 

Greenhouse Gases. Alternative 2‘s GHG emissions (both construction and operational) would be less 

than the proposed project‘s less-than-significant impacts, and therefore Alternative 2‘s GHG impacts 

would be less than significant. 

Noise Impacts. Design schematics for this Alternative have not been developed, although it is assumed 

reducing the scale of the project by approximately 36 percent would allow for the creation of a larger 

buffer between the on-site development and the adjoining residences to the north. As with the proposed 

project, it is assumed that the existing sources of noise from the Safeway operations would be enclosed, 

relocated, or otherwise mitigated, such that the existing operational noise impacts would be eliminated or 

reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

As with the proposed project, this Alternative would have potential noise impacts from autos entering and 

leaving the site, rooftop mechanical equipment, and other store operations. They would be similar to, but 

of lower magnitude than with proposed project and could be addressed with mitigation. The construction 
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period for this Alternative would be shorter, reducing the length of time in which there would be a 

potential for exposure to disturbing construction noises.  

Land Use Impacts. The proposed project would not have any Significant and Unavoidable land use 

impacts; nor would this Alternative. The substantial reduction in the scale of development anticipated in 

this alternative would allow greater design flexibility such that the potential for land use conflicts with the 

adjoining residential uses could be even further reduced or eliminated, assuming the design were to 

incorporate a larger buffer, lower structures, and appropriate mitigation. 

Visual Impacts. The proposed project would not have any Significant and Unavoidable visual impacts; 

nor would this Alternative. The level of visual transformation would probably be less than what would 

occur with the proposed project simply because the bulk and, presumably, the height of development 

would be reduced. It is also possible that more land would be available for landscaping, which could 

provide visual benefits, although this would not be the case if the reduced size Safeway store and all 

associated parking were proposed to be constructed at ground level.  

Alternative 2a – 35,750-Square-Foot Reduced Size Project  

Traffic Impacts: Alternative 2a reduces the size of the Safeway project to about the size of the existing 

store, and would include a 10,000-square-foot building on College Avenue that would contain 5,000 

square feet of ground floor commercial and 5,000 square feet of office on the second floor; and a 750-

square-foot café/deli building and plaza on the south corner of the project site. It also moves the project 

driveway on College Avenue from opposite 63
rd

 Street to mid-block between 63
rd

 Street and Claremont 

Avenue. 

As shown in Table 5-45 Alternative 2a would generate 146 fewer trips than the project during the 

weekday PM peak hour and 209 fewer trips during the Saturday PM peak hour. As a result, Alternative 2a 

would cause fewer significant impacts than the proposed project. The alternative would eliminate the 

following impacts: 

 Impacts TRANS-3, -7, and -12 at the Acatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection under 

Existing Conditions, 2015 Conditions, and 2035 Conditions, respectively; 

 Impact TRANS-10 at the Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection; and  

 Impact TRANS-13 at the 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection.  

It is likely that this alternative would eliminate many of the other identified project impacts. The 

magnitude of all impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Air Quality. The operational emissions from Alternative 2a would be less than the proposed project, 

primarily because the net increase in vehicle trips generated would be reduced. As with the proposed 

project, the increases in emissions of all criteria pollutants (ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5) would well 

below the applicable BAAQMD thresholds of significance, and would not result in any significant 

unavoidable adverse impacts.  

Alternative 2a (like the project) would result in the emissions of toxic air contaminants during 

construction (from diesel powered trucks and construction equipment) within 150 meters (approximately 

500 feet) of sensitive receptors, and would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 
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Table 5-5 Alternative 2a – Automobile Trip Generation Estimates 

Land Use 
ITE 

Code 
Units

1
 

Weekday  
PM Peak Hour 

Saturday  
PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Alternative 2a Store 850
2
 25.00 ksf 189 181 370 138 133 271 

Existing Safeway Store 850
2
 24.26 ksf 185 178 363 134 129 263 

Increase in Safeway Trips 4 3 7 4 4 8 

Pass-By Vehicles (36%)
3
 -1 -1 -2 -1 -1 -2 

Net New Safeway Trips 3 2 5 3 3 6 

Specialty Retail 814
4
 5.00 ksf 15 18 33 15 18 33 

Office 814
5
 5.00 ksf 1 6 7 1 1 2 

Restaurant 931
6
 0.75 ksf 4 2 6 5 3 8 

Total Net New Alternative Trips 23 28 51 24 25 49 

Total Net New Original Project Trips 102 95 197 133 125 258 

Difference -79 -67 -146 -109 -100 -209 

Notes: 

1. ksf = 1,000-square feet 

2. ITE Trip generation Equation Used: 
 PM: Ln(T) = 0.61 Ln(x) + 3.95; Enter = 51%, Exit = 49% 
 Saturday: T = 10.85 (x); Enter = 51%, Exit = 49%  

3. ITE Trip Generation Handbook (2nd Edition) average pass-by rate for supermarket 

4. ITE Trip generation Equation Used: 

 PM: T = 2.4(x) + 21.48; Enter = 44%, Exit = 56% 
 Saturday: Used the PM equation since Saturday peak hour data was not available 

5. ITE Trip generation Equation Used: 
 PM: T = 7.49 (x); Enter = 67%, Exit = 33% 
 Saturday: T = 10.82 (x); Enter = 59%, Exit = 41% 

6. ITE Trip generation Equation Used: 
 PM: T = 7.49 (x); Enter = 67%, Exit = 33% 
 Saturday: T = 10.82 (x); Enter = 59%, Exit = 41% 

Source: Trip Generation Manual (8th Edition), ITE, 2008 and Fehr & Peers, 2010. 

 

Greenhouse Gases. Alternative 2a‘s GHG emissions (both construction and operational) would be less 

than the proposed project‘s less-than-significant impacts, and therefore Alternative 2a‘s GHG impacts 

would be less than significant.  

Noise Impacts. Design schematics for this Alternative have not been developed, although it is assumed 

reducing the scale of the project by approximately 42 percent would allow for the creation of a larger 

buffer between the on-site development and the adjoining residences to the north. As with the proposed 

project, it is assumed that the existing sources of noise from the Safeway operations would be enclosed, 

relocated, or otherwise mitigated, such that the existing operational noise impacts would be eliminated or 

reduced to a less-than-significant level.  
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As with the proposed project, this Alternative would have potential noise impacts from autos entering and 

leaving the site, rooftop mechanical equipment, and other store operations. They would be similar to, but 

of lower magnitude than with proposed project and could be addressed with mitigation. The construction 

period for this Alternative would be shorter, reducing the length of time in which there would be a 

potential for exposure to disturbing construction noises.  

Land Use Impacts. The proposed project would not have any Significant and Unavoidable land use 

impacts; nor would this Alternative. The substantial reduction in the scale of development anticipated in 

this alternative would allow greater design flexibility such that the potential for land use conflicts with the 

adjoining residential uses could be even further reduced or eliminated, assuming the design were to 

incorporate a larger buffer, lower structures, and appropriate mitigation. 

Visual Impacts. The proposed project would not have any Significant and Unavoidable visual impacts; 

nor would this Alternative. The level of visual transformation would probably be less than what would 

occur with the proposed project simply because the bulk and, presumably, the height of development 

would be reduced. It is also possible that more land would be available for landscaping, which could 

provide visual benefits, although this would not be the case if the reduced size Safeway store and all 

associated parking were proposed to be constructed at ground level.  

Alternative 2b – 25,250-Square-Foot Reduced Size Project  

Traffic Impacts: Alternative 2b reduces the size of the Safeway project to about the size of the existing 

store and provides a 750-square-foot cafe/deli. It also moves the project driveway on College Avenue 

from opposite 63rd Street to mid-block between 63
rd

 Street and Claremont Avenue. 

As shown in Table 5-6, Alternative 2b would generate 189 fewer trips than the project during the 

weekday PM peak hour and 247 fewer trips during the Saturday PM peak hour. As a result, Alternative 2b 

would cause fewer significant impacts than the proposed project. The alternative would eliminate the 

following impacts: 

 Impacts TRANS-3, -7, and -12 at the Acatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection under 

Existing Conditions, 2015 Conditions, and 2035 Conditions, respectively; 

 Impact TRANS-10 at the Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection; and  

 Impact TRANS-13 at the 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection.  

It is likely that this alternative would eliminate many of the other identified project impacts. The 

magnitude of all impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed project. 
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Table 5-6 Alternative 2b – Automobile Trip Generation Estimates 

Land Use 
ITE 

Code 
Units

1
 

Weekday  
PM Peak Hour 

Saturday  
PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Alternative 2b Store 850
2
 24.50 ksf 186 179 365 136 130 266 

Existing Safeway Store 850
2
 24.26 ksf 185 178 363 134 129 263 

Increase in Safeway Trips 1 1 2 2 1 3 

Pass-By Vehicles (36%)
3
 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Net New Safeway Trips 1 1 2 2 1 3 

Restaurant 931
4
 0.75 ksf 4 2 6 5 3 8 

Total Net New Alternative Trips 5 4 9 7 4 11 

Total Net New Original Project Trips 102 95 197 133 125 258 

Difference -97 -91 -189 -126 -121 -247 

Notes: 

1. ksf = 1,000-square feet 

2. ITE Trip generation Equation Used: 
 PM: Ln(T) = 0.61 Ln(x) + 3.95; Enter = 51%, Exit = 49% 
 Saturday: T = 10.85 (x); Enter = 51%, Exit = 49%  

3. ITE Trip Generation Handbook (2nd Edition) average pass-by rate for supermarket 

4. ITE Trip generation Equation Used: 
 PM: T = 7.49 (x); Enter = 67%, Exit = 33% 
 Saturday: T = 10.82 (x); Enter = 59%, Exit = 41% 

Source: Trip Generation Manual (8th Edition), ITE, 2008 and Fehr & Peers, 2010. 

 

 

Air Quality. The operational emissions from Alternative 2b would be less than the proposed project, 

primarily because the net increase in vehicle trips generated would be reduced. As with the proposed 

project, the increases in emissions of all criteria pollutants (ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5) would well 

below the applicable BAAQMD thresholds of significance, and would not result in any significant 

unavoidable adverse impacts.  

Alternative 2b (like the project) would result in the emissions of toxic air contaminants during 

construction (from diesel powered trucks and construction equipment) within 150 meters (approximately 

500 feet) of sensitive receptors, and would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  

Greenhouse Gases, Alternative 2b‘s GHG emissions (both construction and operational) would would be 

less than the proposed project‘s less-than-significant impacts, and therefore Alternative 2b‘s GHG 

impacts would be less than significant. 

Noise Impacts. Design schematics for this Alternative have not been developed, although it is assumed 

reducing the scale of the project by approximately 56 percent would allow for the creation of a larger 

buffer between the on-site development and the adjoining residences to the north. As with the proposed 

project, it is assumed that the existing sources of noise from the Safeway operations would be enclosed, 
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relocated, or otherwise mitigated, such that the existing operational noise impacts would be eliminated or 

reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

As with the proposed project, this Alternative would have potential noise impacts from autos entering and 

leaving the site, rooftop mechanical equipment, and other store operations. They would be similar to, but 

of lower magnitude than with proposed project and could be addressed with mitigation. The construction 

period for this Alternative would be shorter, reducing the length of time in which there would be a 

potential for exposure to disturbing construction noises.  

Land Use Impacts. The proposed project would not have any Significant and Unavoidable land use 

impacts; nor would this Alternative. The substantial reduction in the scale of development anticipated in 

this alternative would allow greater design flexibility such that the potential for land use conflicts with the 

adjoining residential uses could be even further reduced or eliminated, assuming the design were to 

incorporate a larger buffer, lower structures, and appropriate mitigation. 

Visual Impacts. The proposed project would not have any Significant and Unavoidable visual impacts; 

nor would this Alternative. The level of visual transformation would probably be less than what would 

occur with the proposed project simply because the bulk and, presumably, the height of development 

would be reduced. It is also possible that more land would be available for landscaping, which could 

provide visual benefits, although this would not be the case if the reduced size Safeway store and all 

associated parking were proposed to be constructed at ground level. 

5.5.3 Alternative 3 – Full Project with No Curb Cut on College 
Avenue 

Traffic Impacts. This alternative would generate the same number of vehicular trips as the proposed 

project. All vehicular access would be through Claremont Avenue. This analysis assumes that all 

vehicular trips would continue to access the site from the same direction as the analyzed project. Since all 

vehicular traffic would be rerouted to Claremont Avenue, only traffic patterns around the project site 

would be modified.  

To evaluate the implications of this major variation in the project design a detailed traffic operations 

analysis of the affected intersections surrounding the project site was prepared. Since all vehicular trips 

would continue to access the site from the same direction as the proposed project, this analysis assumes 

that all other study intersections not analyzed in this section would operate similarly to the analyzed 

project. 

Existing Plus Alternative 3 Intersection Analysis 

Figure 5-3 presents traffic volumes under Existing Plus Alternative 3 conditions at the five intersections 

immediately surrounding the project site. These include existing traffic volumes plus net added traffic 

volumes generated by the project and existing traffic generated by Safeway that would be rerouted from 

College Avenue to Claremont Avenue.  

Intersection LOS calculations were completed with the traffic volumes presented on Figure 5-3 and 

existing lane configurations and signal timing parameters. Table 5-7 summarizes traffic operations under 

Existing Plus Alternative 3 conditions and compares them to Existing Plus Project conditions. Four of the 
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five affected intersections would operate at worse conditions in comparison to Existing Plus Project 

conditions because of the traffic diverting from College Avenue to Claremont Avenue. However, traffic 

operations at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection (#7) would improve due to the elimination of the 

project driveway. 

As shown in the table, Alternative 3 would result in significant impacts at the following three 

intersections similar to the Project: 

1. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (Impact TRANS-2) 

2. Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-3) 

3. College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-4) 

Table 5-8 summarizes traffic operations under Existing Plus Alternative 3 Mitigated conditions at the 

affected intersections. Similar to the project, mitigations TRANS-2 and TRANS-3 would mitigate the 

impacts at Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue and Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersections, 

respectively. Since these mitigations would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley, 

and the City of Oakland, as lead agency, does not have jurisdiction, they would continue to be considered 

significant and unavoidable under this alternative. 

Mitigation TRANS-4 would reduce average intersection delay and the magnitude of the impact at the 

College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#9). However, delay for the critical movements at the 

intersection would continue to be above the significance threshold. Therefore, unlike the proposed 

project, Alternative 3 would result in a significant unavoidable impact at the College Avenue/Claremont 

Avenue intersection under Existing Plus Alternative 3 conditions (Impact TRANS-4). The significant and 

unavoidable impact at this intersection can be mitigated by providing additional traffic lanes. However, 

this would not be feasible because it would require additional right-of-way that is not available. 

2015 Plus Alternative 3 Intersection Analysis 

Figure 5-4 presents traffic volumes under 2015 Plus Alternative 3 conditions at the five intersections 

immediately surrounding the project site. These include 2015 No Project traffic volumes plus net added 

traffic volumes generated by the project and existing traffic generated by Safeway that would be rerouted 

from College Avenue to Claremont Avenue.  

Intersection LOS calculations were completed with the traffic volumes presented on Figure 5-4 and 

existing lane configurations and signal timing parameters. Table 5-9 summarizes traffic operations under 

2015 Plus Alternative 3 conditions and compares them to 2015 Plus Project conditions.  

Similar to Existing conditions, four of the five affected intersections would operate at worse conditions in 

comparison to 2015 Plus Project conditions because of the traffic diverting from College Avenue to 

Claremont Avenue. However, traffic operations at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection (#7) would 

improve due to the elimination of the project driveway. 

As shown in the table, Alternative 3 would result in significant impacts at the following three 

intersections similar to the Project: 

1. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (Impact TRANS-6) 
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2. Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-7) 

3. College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-8) 

Table 5-10 summarizes traffic operations under 2015 Plus Alternative 3 Mitigated conditions at the 

affected intersections. Similar to the project, mitigations TRANS-2 and TRANS-3 would mitigate the 

impacts at Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue and Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont Avenue intersections, 

respectively. Since these mitigations would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley, 

and the City of Oakland, as lead agency, does not have jurisdiction, they would continue to be considered 

significant and unavoidable under this alternative. 

Mitigation TRANS-4 would reduce average intersection delay and the magnitude of the impact at the 

College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#9). However, delay for the critical movements at the 

intersection would continue to be above the significance threshold. Therefore, unlike the proposed 

project, Alternative 3 would result in a significant unavoidable impact at the College Avenue/Claremont 

Avenue intersection under 2015 Plus Alternative 3 conditions (Impact TRANS-8). The significant and 

unavoidable impact at this intersection can be mitigated by providing additional traffic lanes. However, 

this would not be feasible because it would require additional right-of-way that is not available.  

 

Text continues page 5-35. 
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Table 5-7 Intersection Level of Service – Existing Plus Alternative 3 Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 
Hour 

Existing No Project 
Existing Plus 

Project Significant 
Impact? 

Existing Plus 
Alternative 3 Significant 

Impact? Delay 
(seconds)

2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 
(seconds)

2 LOS 

5. 
Alcatraz 
Avenue/College Avenue  

Berkeley Signal 
PM 

98.1 
(v/c = 1.10) 

F 
112.2 

(v/c = 1.16) 
F Yes

3
 

>120 
(v/c = 1.17) 

F Yes
3
 

SAT 36.3 D 52.5 D No 78.0 E Yes
4 

6. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 
Claremont Avenue 

Berkeley SSSC 

PM 18.9 (82.1) C (F) 15.3 (67.2) C (F) Yes
5
 76.2 (>120) F (F) Yes

5
 

SAT 2.6 (16.0) A (C) 2.6 (16.4) A (C) No 7.4 (27.3) A (D) No 

7. 
63

rd
 Street/College 

Avenue 
Oakland SSSC 

PM 3.0 (40.6) A (E) 9.7 (60.3) A (F) No 1.2 (19.3) A (C) No 

SAT 3.1 (30.2) A (D) 35.8 (>120) E (F) No 1.4 (22.1) A (C) No 

8. 
Mystic Street/Auburn 
Avenue/Claremont 
Avenue 

Oakland 
SSSC/ 
Signal

6
 

PM 3.5 (26.5) A (D) 10.7 B No 15.8 B No 

SAT 2.5 (15.0) A (B) 10.4 B No 14.3 B No 

9. 
College 
Avenue/Claremont 
Avenue/62

nd
 Street 

Oakland Signal 
PM 61.5 E 70.2 E Yes

7
 79.9 E Yes

7
 

SAT 66.6 E 87.8 F Yes
8
 93.4 F Yes

8
 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F;  

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 

2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the average 
intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both unsignalized and 
signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) by more than 0.01 at an intersection in 
Berkeley already operating at LOS F. 

4. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would degrade an intersection in Berkeley from LOS D to LOS E and increase average 
intersection delay by more than two seconds. 

5. The proposed project would cause an impact at this unsignalized intersection in Berkeley because it would result in the stop-controlled eastbound approach to 
operate at LOS F and the intersection would meet the peak hour signal warrant. 

6. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under Existing No Project conditions and signalized under Existing Plus Project conditions. 

7. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase intersection average delay by more than four seconds and increase delay 
for a critical movement by more than six seconds at an intersection in Oakland already operating at LOS E. 

8. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection in Oakland because it would degrade intersection operations from LOS E to LOS F. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 
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Table 5-8 Intersection Level of Service – Existing Plus Alternative 3 Mitigated Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 

Hour 

Existing No Project 
Existing Plus 

Alternative 3 

Existing Plus Alt 3 

Mitigated 
Significance 

After 

Mitigation 
Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

5. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ College 

Avenue  
Berkeley Signal 

PM 
98.1 

(v/c = 1.10) 
F 

>120 

(v/c = 1.17) 
F 44.7 D Significant and 

Unavoidable
3
 

SAT 36.3 D 78.0 E 28.8 C 

6. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont 

Avenue 
Berkeley 

SSSC/ 

Signal
4
 

PM 18.9 (82.1) C (F) 76.5 (>120) F (F) 13.6 B Significant and 

Unavoidable
3
 SAT 2.6 (16.0) A (C) 7.4 (27.3) A (D) 8.2 A 

9. 
College Avenue/Claremont 

Avenue/ 62
nd

 Street 
Oakland Signal 

PM 61.5 E 79.9 E 62.0 E Significant and 

Unavoidable SAT 66.6 E 93.4 F 63.7 E 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 

2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the average 

intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both unsignalized and 

signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. Impact is significant and unavoidable because the intersection is not within Oakland’s jurisdiction and it is not certain the measure could be implemented. If the 

mitigation measure were implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

4. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under Existing No Project and Existing Plus Alternative 3 conditions and signalized under Existing Plus Alternative 3 

Mitigated conditions. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 
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Table 5-9 Intersection Level of Service – 2015 Plus Alternative 3 Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 

Hour 

2015 No Project 2015 Plus Project 

Impact? 

2015 Plus 

Alternative 3 
Impact? 

Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

5. 
Alcatraz Ave/ 
College Ave  

Berkeley Signal 
PM 

119.6 

(v/c = 1.20) 
F 

>120 

(v/c = 1.26) 
F Yes

3
 

>120 

(v/c = 1.27) 
F Yes

3
 

SAT 44.1 D 63.9 E Yes
4
 85.4 F Yes

4 

6. 
Alcatraz Ave/ 
Claremont Ave 

Berkeley SSSC 

PM 66.4 (>120) F (F) 50.5 (>120) F (F) Yes
5
 >120 (>120) F (F) Yes

5
 

SAT 3.1 (19.1) A (C) 3.1 (19.8) A (C) No 10.4 (42.8) B (E) No 

7. 63
rd

 St/College Ave Oakland SSSC 
PM 4.1 (66.5) A (F) 15.8 (>120) C (F) No 1.5 (22.2) A (C) No 

SAT 6.7 (108.1) A (F) 54.3 (>120) F (F) No 2.0 (27.5) A (D) No 

8. 
Mystic Street/Auburn 
Ave/Claremont Ave 

Oakland 
SSSC/ 

Signal
6
 

PM 3.5 (29.1) A (D) 11.7 B No 18.7 B No 

SAT 2.7 (17.6) A (C) 10.3 B No 15.1 B No 

9. 
College Ave/ 
Claremont Ave/62

nd
 St 

Oakland Signal 
PM 102.5 F 124.6 F Yes

7
 135.2 F Yes

7
 

SAT 101.6 F 133.9 F Yes
7
 138.3 F Yes

7
 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 

2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the average 

intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both unsignalized 

and signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) by more than 0.01 at an intersection 

in Berkeley already operating at LOS F. 

4. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would degrade an intersection in Berkeley from LOS D to LOS E or LOS F and 

increase average intersection delay by more than two seconds. 

5. The proposed project would cause an impact at this unsignalized intersection in Berkeley because it would result in the stop-controlled eastbound approach to 

operate at LOS F and the intersection would meet the peak hour signal warrant. 

6. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under 2015 No Project conditions and signalized under 2015 Plus Project conditions. 

7. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase intersection average delay by more than two seconds and increase 

delay for a critical movement by more than four seconds at an intersection in Oakland already operating at LOS F. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 
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Table 5-10 Intersection Level of Service – 2015 Plus Alternative 3 Mitigated Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 

Hour 

2015 No Project 
2015 Plus 

Alternative 3 

2015 Plus Alt 3 

Mitigated Significance 

After Mitigation Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

5. Alcatraz Ave/ College Ave Berkeley Signal 

PM 
119.6 

(v/c = 1.20) 
F 

>120 

(v/c = 1.27) 
F 50.6 D 

Significant and 

Unavoidable
3
 

SAT 44.1 D 85.4 F 31.2 C 

6. 
Alcatraz Ave/ Claremont 

Ave 
Berkeley 

SSSC/ 

Signal
4
 

PM 66.4 (>120) F (F) >120 (>120) F (F) 16.9 B 
Significant and 

Unavoidable
3
 

SAT 3.1 (19.1) A (C) 10.4 (42.8) B (E) 8.9 A 

9. 
College Ave /Claremont 

Ave / 62
nd

 St 
Oakland Signal 

PM 102.5 F 135.2 F 100.4 F Significant and 

Unavoidable 
SAT 101.6 F 138.3 F 96.2 F 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 

2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the average 

intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both unsignalized 

and signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. Impact is significant and unavoidable because the intersection is not within Oakland’s jurisdiction and it is not certain the measure could be implemented. If 

the mitigation measure were implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

4. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under Existing No Project and Existing Plus Alternative 3 conditions and signalized under Existing Plus Alternative 3 

Mitigated conditions. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 



5. Alternatives 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-35 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

2035 Plus Alternative 3 Intersection Analysis 

Figure 5-5 presents traffic volumes under 2035 Plus Alternative 3 conditions at the five intersections 

immediately surrounding the project site. These include 2035 No Project traffic volumes plus net added 

traffic volumes generated by the project and existing traffic generated by Safeway that would be rerouted 

from College Avenue to Claremont Avenue.  

Intersection LOS calculations were completed with the traffic volumes presented on Figure 5-5 and 

existing lane configurations and signal timing parameters. Table 5-11 summarizes traffic operations under 

2035 Plus Alternative 3 conditions and compares them to 2035 Plus Project conditions. Four of the five 

affected intersections would operate at worse conditions in comparison to 2035 Plus Project conditions 

because of the traffic diverting from College Avenue to Claremont Avenue. However, traffic operations at 

the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection (#7) would improve due to the elimination of the project 

driveway. 

As shown in the table, Alternative 3 would result in significant impacts at the following three 

intersections similar to the project: 

1. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (Impact TRANS-11) 

2. Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-12) 

3. College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-14) 

However, unlike the project, Alternative 3 would eliminate Impact TRANS-13 at the 63
rd

 Street/College 

Avenue (#7) because it would eliminate the traffic volume entering and exiting the Safeway driveway at 

this intersection. 

Table 5-12 summarizes traffic operations under 2035 Plus Alternative 3 Mitigated conditions at the 

affected intersections. Similar to the project, mitigation TRANS-2 would mitigate Impact TRANS-11 at 

the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection to less than significant. Since mitigation TRANS-2 

would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley, and the City of Oakland, as lead 

agency, does not have jurisdiction, this impact would continue to be considered significant and 

unavoidable under Alternative 3. 

Mitigation TRANS-3, which consists of signalizing the intersection, would not fully mitigate the impact 

at Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection. In addition to signalization, the impact can be 

reduced to less-than-significant by striping the eastbound Alcatraz Avenue approach to provide separate 

left-turn and right-turn lanes. This improvement may require elimination of on-street parking on segments 

of Alcatraz Avenue. No other secondary impacts would result from implementing this improvement. 

Mitigation TRANS-4 would reduce average intersection delay and the magnitude of the impact at the 

College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (#9). However, delay for the critical movements at the 

intersection would continue to be above the significance threshold. Therefore, unlike the proposed 

project, Alternative 3 would result in a significant unavoidable impact at the College Avenue/Claremont 

Avenue intersection under 2035 Plus Alternative 3 conditions (Impact TRANS-14). The significant and 

unavoidable impact at this intersection can be mitigated by providing additional traffic lanes. However, 

this would not be feasible because it would require additional right-of-way that is not available. 
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Table 5-11 Intersection Level of Service – 2035 Plus Alternative 3 Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 

Hour 

2035 No Project 2035 Plus Project 

Impact? 

2035 Plus  

Alternative 3 
Impact? 

Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

5. 
Alcatraz Ave/College 

Ave 
Berkeley Signal 

PM 
>120 

(v/c = 1.51) 
F 

>120 

(v/c = 1.57) 
F Yes

3
 

>120 

(v/c = 1.61) 
F Yes

3
 

SAT 64.2 E 89.0 F Yes
4
 101.0 F Yes

4 

6. 
Alcatraz Ave/Claremont 

Ave 
Berkeley SSSC 

PM >120 (>120) F (F) >120 (>120) F (F) Yes
5
 >120 (>120) F (F) Yes

5
 

SAT 21.1 (>120) C (F) 17.2 (100.5) C (F) Yes
5
 89.1 (>120) F (F) Yes

5
 

7. 63
rd

 St/College Ave Oakland SSSC 
PM 6.0 (>120) A (F) 10.8 (103.8) B (F) No 1.7 (28.4) A(D) No 

SAT 12.5 (>120) B (F) >120 (>120) F (F) Yes
6
 2.5 (40.5)) A (D) No 

8. 
Mystic St/Auburn 

Ave/Claremont Ave 
Oakland 

SSSC/ 

Signal
7
 

PM 6.8 (106.7) A (F) 12.4 B No 38.5 D No 

SAT 2.9 (30.7) A (D)  9.6 A No 16.9 B No 

9. 
College Ave/Claremont 

Ave/62
nd

 St 
Oakland Signal 

PM 
>120 

(v/c = 1.67) 
F 

>120 

(v/c = 1.87) 
F Yes

8
 

>120 

(v/c = 1.80) 
F Yes

8
 

SAT 
>120 

(v/c = 1.39) 
F 

>120 

(v/c = 1.56) 
F Yes

8
 

>120 

(v/c = 1.49) 
F Yes

8
 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 

2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the average 
intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both unsignalized and 
signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) by more than 0.01 at an intersection in 
Berkeley already operating at LOS F. 

4. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would degrade an intersection in Berkeley from LOS E to LOS F and increase average 
intersection delay by more than three seconds. 

5. The proposed project would cause an impact at this unsignalized intersection in Berkeley because it would result in the stop-controlled eastbound approach to 
operate at LOS F and the intersection would meet the peak hour signal warrant. 

6. The proposed project would cause an impact at this unsignalized intersection in Oakland because it would increase intersection traffic volume by more than ten 
vehicles and the intersection would meet the peak hour signal warrant. 

7. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under 2015 No Project conditions and signalized under 2015 Plus Project conditions. 

8. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase v/c ratio by more 0.03 at an intersection in Oakland already operating at 
LOS F. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 
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Table 5-12 Intersection Level of Service – 2035 Plus Alternative 3 Mitigated Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 
Hour 

2035 No Project 
2035 Plus 

Alternative 3 

2035 Plus 
Alternative 3 

Mitigated 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 
(seconds)

2 LOS 

5. 
Alcatraz Avenue/  
College Avenue  

Berkeley Signal 

PM 
>120 

(v/c = 1.51) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.61) 

F 94.8 F 
Significant and 
Unavoidable

3
 

SAT 64.2 E 101.0 F 37.0 D 

6. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 
Claremont Avenue 

Berkeley 
SSSC/ 
Signal

4
 

PM >120 (>120) F (F) >120 (>120) F (F) 57.5 E 
Significant and 
Unavoidable

3
 

SAT 21.1 (>120) C (F) 89.1 (>120) F (F) 13.0 B 

9. 
College Avenue/ 
Claremont Avenue/  
62

nd
 Street 

Oakland Signal 

PM 
>120 

(v/c = 1.67) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.80) 

F 
>120 

(v/c = 1.55) 
F 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

SAT 
>120 

(v/c = 1.39) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.49) 

F 
>120 

(v/c = 1.34) 
F 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 

2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the 
average intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both 
unsignalized and signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. Impact is significant and unavoidable because the intersection is not within Oakland’s jurisdiction and it is not certain the measure could be implemented. If 
the mitigation measure is implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

4. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under 2035 No Project and 2035 Plus Alternative 3 conditions and signalized under 2035 Plus Alternative 3 
Mitigated conditions. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 
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Cut-Through Traffic on Alcatraz Avenue 

Currently, Alcatraz Avenue between College and Claremont Avenues is a mostly residential street with a 

peak hour traffic volume of about 480 vehicles during the weekday PM peak hour and about 250 vehicles 

during the Saturday peak hour. The proposed project, with a driveway on College Avenue, is not expected 

to add additional traffic to this segment of Alcatraz Avenue. However, the elimination of the existing 

driveway on College Avenue as proposed under Alternative 3 would result in vehicles traveling between 

the site and north and west to divert to this segment of Alcatraz Avenue. It is estimated that eliminating 

the Safeway driveway on College Avenue would increase peak hour traffic volumes on Alcatraz Avenue 

by about 200 vehicles (corresponding to 42 percent increase over existing volumes) during the weekday 

PM peak hour and about 240 vehicles (almost doubling the existing volumes) during the Saturday peak 

hour. 

This segment of Alcatraz Avenue is in the City of Berkeley and outside the jurisdiction of City of 

Oakland. Considering the residential setting of the street, City of Berkeley may consider strategies to 

reduce the increased through traffic on Alcatraz Avenue. These strategies may consist of installing traffic 

calming devices such as speed humps, half-closures, or full-closures, and/or all-day or peak hour 

prohibitions on turns between Alcatraz Avenue and College Avenue, and/or Claremont Avenue. 

If Alcatraz Avenue is closed to through traffic, then project generated traffic to and from College Avenue 

to the north and Alcatraz Avenue to the west would need to travel through the College Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue intersection. Alternative 3 would have significant and avoidable impacts at the 

College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection under Existing, 2015, and 2035 conditions. A potential 

closure of Alcatraz Avenue would further exacerbate traffic congestion at this intersection and increase 

the magnitude of the already significant and unavoidable impact at this intersection. 

Transit Travel Time 

Table 5-13 shows peak-hour travel times along the major corridors served by AC Transit in the project 

under Existing Plus Alternative 3 conditions. In comparison to the Existing Plus Project conditions, 

Alternative 3 would increase travel times along both College and Claremont Avenues during both 

weekday and Saturday PM peak hours. Alternative 3 would eliminate the existing Safeway driveway on 

College Avenue and reduce the delay experienced by buses due to automobiles waiting to turn from 

College Avenue into the project driveway. However, Alternative 3 would result in additional turning 

traffic at other intersections along both College and Claremont Avenues, which would further block 

through traffic along both corridors and increase travel times. 

In comparison to the project, the proposed mitigation measures would result in generally increased travel 

times along both College and Claremont Avenues. However, travel times under Existing Plus 

Alternative 3 Mitigated conditions would be less than one-minute longer than under Existing Plus Project 

Mitigated conditions. The estimated increase under Alternative 3 would continue to be within the 

variability in travel time experienced by buses on these corridors.  
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Table 5-13 Travel Times Along AC Transit Corridors (Alternative 3 Conditions) 

Corridor Direction 
Distance 
(miles) 

Peak 
Hour 

Existing 
Existing Plus 
Alternative 3 

Existing Plus  
Alternative 3 

Mitigated 

Travel 
Time 

(min:sec) 

Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

Travel 
Time 

(min:sec) 

Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

Travel 
Time 

(min:sec) 

Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

College 
Avenue 

Northbound 
(Manila Avenue to 

Ashby Avenue) 
1.18 

PM 6:06 12 7:16 10 5:34 13 

SAT 5:11 14 6:41 11 5:21 13 

Southbound  
(Ashby Avenue to 
Manila Avenue) 

1.18 
PM 7:44 9 9:39 7 4:58 14 

SAT 5:43 12 8:10 9 4:34 16 

Claremont 
Avenue 

Northbound  
(College Avenue to 

Ashby Avenue) 
0.70 

PM 2:45 15 3:05 14 3:12 13 

SAT 2:10 19 2:25 18 2:27 17 

Southbound  
(Ashby Avenue to 
College Avenue) 

0.70 
PM 2:32 17 3:06 14 3:01 14 

SAT 2:40 16 3:33 12 2:52 15 

Note: Corridor travel times were calculated using intersection delay and free-flow segment speeds from Synchro 7.0. 

Source: Fehr and Peers, 2010. 

 

Queuing 

Similar to the project analysis, queuing impacts were identified where trips generated by Alternative 3 

would add 25 or more feet to the existing 95
th
 percentile queue if the existing 95

th
 percentile queue was 

already over the available storage length or where project trips would extend the queue over the available 

storage length. The findings are summarized below and in Appendix K. 

 Existing Conditions 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue: 

  Eastbound through/left/right-turn – Alternative 3 would increase queue from 485 feet to 495 
feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 205 to 235 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour; 
storage length is 225 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would reduce the weekday PM 
peak hour queue to 480 feet and the Saturday PM peak hour queue would remain unchanged 
at 235 feet. 

 Northbound through/left/right-turn – Alternative 3 would decrease queue from 260 feet to 
190 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 265 feet to 200 feet in the Saturday PM 
peak hour; storage length is 275 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would increase the 
queues to 205 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and 195 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour. 

9 Claremont Avenue/College Avenue:  

 Northbound through/right-turn – Alternative 3 would increase queue from 480 feet to 575 
feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 445 feet to 565 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour; storage length is 400 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would decrease the queue 
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to 530 feet during the weekday PM peak hour and 535 feet during the Saturday PM peak 
hour. 

 Southbound through/left/right-turn –Alternative 3 would decrease queue from 510 feet to 480 
feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 585 feet to 575 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour; storage length is 250 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would decrease the queue 
to 400 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and 515 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour. 

 2015 Conditions 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue: 

 Eastbound through/left/right-turn - Alternative 3 would increase queue from 555 feet to 570 
feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 245 feet to 305 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour; storage length is 225 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would result in a queue of 
535 feet during the weekday PM peak hour and 280 feet during the Saturday PM peak hour. 

 Northbound through/left/right-turn - Alternative 3 would decrease queue from 330 feet to 210 
feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 365 feet to 230 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour; storage length is 275 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would change the queue 
to 265 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and 230 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour. 

 Southbound left – the southbound left-turn lane would be created as part of the proposed 
mitigation measures. Alternative 3 would result in a queue of 120 feet during the weekday 
PM peak hour, exceeding the 100 feet of storage. 

6 Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue: 

 Eastbound left/right-turn - Alternative 3 would increase the queue from 575 feet to 995 feet 
during the weekday PM peak hour; storage length is 560 feet. The queue would decrease due 
to the proposed signalization of the upstream intersection on Claremont Avenue at Safeway 
Driveway, which would meter through traffic on Claremont Avenue. The proposed 
mitigation measures would reduce the queue to 300 feet. 

9 Claremont Avenue/College Avenue:  

 Northbound through/right-turn - Alternative 3 would increase queue from 600 feet to 690 feet 
in the weekday PM peak hour and from 490 feet to 610 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour; 
storage length is 400 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would decrease the queue to 
645 feet during the weekday PM peak hour and 575 feet during the Saturday PM peak hour. 

 Southbound through/left/right-turn - Alternative 3 would reduce queue from 600 feet to 585 
feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 680 feet to 675 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour; storage length is 250 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would decrease the queue 
to 485 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and 615 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour, which 
are lower than Existing No Project conditions. 

 2035 Conditions 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue:  

 Eastbound through/left/right-turn - Alternative 3 would increase queue from 795 feet to 820 
feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 375 feet to 405 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour; storage length is 225 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would result in a queue of 
740 feet during the weekday PM peak hour and 385 feet during the Saturday PM peak hour. 
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 Northbound through/left/right-turn - Alternative 3 would decrease queue from 485 feet to 340 
feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 480 feet to 315 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour; storage length is 275 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would further decrease 
the queue to 285 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and 235 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour. 

 Southbound left – the southbound left-turn lane would be created as part of the proposed 
mitigation measures. Alternative 3 would result in a queue of 185 feet during the weekday 
PM peak hour and 110 feet during the Saturday PM peak hour, exceeding the 100 feet of 
storage. 

6 Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue: 

 Eastbound left/right-turn – The weekday PM peak hour queue would exceed beyond the 
available 560-foot storage length regardless of the project. The proposed mitigation measures 
would reduce the queue to 625 feet. 

9 Claremont Avenue/College Avenue:  

 Northbound through/right-turn - Alternative 3 would increase queue from 915 feet to 985 feet 
in the weekday PM peak hour and from 730 feet to 820 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour; 
storage length is 400 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would result in queues of 675 
feet during the weekday PM peak hour and 700 feet during the Saturday PM peak hour. 

 Southbound through/left/right-turn - Alternative 3 would increase queue 

from 635 feet to 650 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and reduce queue from 

765 feet to 600 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour; storage length is 250 feet. The 

proposed mitigation measures would result in queues of 675 feet in the weekday 

PM peak hour and 700 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour.Summary of Traffic 

Impacts 

In comparison to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would result in improved pedestrian conditions along 

the project frontage on College Avenue. Most of the significant impacts identified for the project would 

continue to be significant under Alternative 3 with the following exceptions: 

 Impact TRANS-12 at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#6) intersection would not be 

fully mitigated by Mitigation TRANS-3. Additional improvements at the intersection would be 

needed to reduce the impact to less-than-significant under Alternative 3.  

 Impact TRANS-13 at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue (#7) intersection would be eliminated. 

 Impacts TRANS-4, TRANS-8, TRANS-14 at the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#9) 

intersection, which can be mitigated under the proposed project would be significant and 

unavoidable. 

 Impacts TRANS-17A and -17B relating to pedestrian crossings on College Avenue at 63
rd

 Street 

and the Safeway Driveway, which can be mitigated under the proposed project, would be 

eliminated under this alternative. 
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In addition, Alternative 3 would also increase the amount of traffic on Alcatraz Avenue between College 

and Claremont Avenue, which is a primary residential street. 

Air Quality. The operational emissions from Alternative 3 would be essentially the same as for the 

proposed project. The increases in emissions of all criteria pollutants (ROG, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5_) 

would well below the applicable BAAQMD thresholds of significance, and would not result in any 

significant unavoidable adverse impacts.  

Alternative 3 (like the project) would result in the emissions of toxic air contaminants during construction 

(from diesel powered trucks and construction equipment) within 150 meters (approximately 500 feet) of 

sensitive receptors, and would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  

Greenhouse Gases. With the same square footage under this alternative, the GHG emissions from 

Alternative 3 would be essentially the same as for the proposed project and would be less than significant. 

Construction period GHG emissions would be essentially the same as for the proposed project and would 

be less than significant. 

Noise Impacts. The noise impacts from this re-configuration of the project would be the same as for the 

proposed project. It is noted that with this Alternative there would be more traffic using the Claremont 

Avenue entrance to the project. However, the noise analysis indicated that traffic on the ramp would be 

fairly well shielded by a new wall to be constructed along the property boundary, and that noise from 

slow-moving cars on the ramp would be reduced on the order 15 dB, so that the maximum noise from 

cars would be in compliance with the nighttime noise limit of 65 dBA, and would not result in a 

significant impact. The re-configuration under Alternative 3 would not change this conclusion.  

Land Use Impacts. The proposed project would not have any Significant and Unavoidable land use 

impacts. From a land use perspective, this Alternative is virtually identical to the proposed project, and 

like the project, it would not have any Significant and Unavoidable land use impacts. 

Visual Impacts. The proposed project would not have any Significant and Unavoidable visual impacts; 

nor would this Alternative. Its visual impacts would be essentially identical to those of the proposed 

project.  

5.5.4 Alternative 4 – Full Project with Inbound Only Driveway on 
College Avenue  

Traffic Impacts. This alternative would generate the same number of vehicular trips as the proposed 

project. Vehicles would be able to enter the project using the driveway on College Avenue but they would 

not be able to exit to College Avenue. All outbound vehicular access would be through Claremont 

Avenue. This analysis assumes that all vehicular trips would continue to access the site from the same 

direction as the analyzed project. Since outbound vehicular traffic would be rerouted to Claremont 

Avenue, only traffic patterns around the project site would be modified.  

To evaluate the implications of this major variation in the project design a detailed traffic operations 

analysis of the affected intersections surrounding the project site was prepared. Since all vehicular trips 

would continue to access the site from the same direction as the proposed project, this analysis assumes 

that all other study intersections not analyzed in this section would operate similarly to the analyzed 

project. 
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Existing Plus Alternative 4 Intersection Analysis 

Figure 5-6 presents traffic volumes under Existing Plus Alternative 4 conditions at the five intersections 

immediately surrounding the project site. These include existing traffic volumes plus net added traffic 

volumes generated by the project and existing traffic generated by Safeway that would be rerouted from 

College Avenue to Claremont Avenue.  

Intersection LOS calculations were completed with the traffic volumes presented on Figure 5-5 and 

existing lane configurations and signal timing parameters. Table 5-14 summarizes traffic operations under 

Existing Plus Alternative 4 conditions and compares them to Existing Plus Project conditions. The 

affected intersections along Claremont Avenue would operate at worse conditions in comparison to 

Existing Plus Project conditions because of the traffic diverting from College Avenue to Claremont 

Avenue. However, traffic operations at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection (#7) would improve 

due to the elimination of the outbound movements at the project driveway. 

As shown in the table, Alternative 4 would result in significant impacts at the following three 

intersections similar to the Project:  

1. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (Impact TRANS-2) 

2. Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-3) 

3. College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-4) 

Table 5-15 summarizes traffic operations under Existing Plus Alternative 4 Mitigated conditions at the 

affected intersections. Similar to the project, mitigations TRANS-3 and TRANS-4 would mitigate the 

impacts at Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue, Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue, and College 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersections, respectively. Since Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 AND 

TRANS-3 would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley, and the City of Oakland, as 

lead agency, does not have jurisdiction, they would continue to be considered significant and unavoidable 

under this alternative. 

 

 

Text continues on page 5-48. 
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Table 5-14 Intersection Level of Service – Existing Plus Alternative 4 Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 
Hour 

Existing No Project Existing Plus Project 
Significant 

Impact? 

Existing Plus 
Alternative 4 Significant 

Impact? Delay 
(seconds)

2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 
(seconds)

2 LOS 

5. 
Alcatraz Ave/ 
College Ave 

Berkeley Signal 
PM 

98.1 
(v/c = 1.10) 

F 
112.2 

(v/c = 1.16) 
F Yes

3
 

107.4 
(v/c = 1.11) 

F Yes
3
 

SAT 36.3 D 52.5 D No 46.3 D No
 

6. 
Alcatraz Ave/ 
Claremont Ave 

Berkeley SSSC 

PM 18.9 (82.1) C (F) 15.3 (67.2) C (F) Yes
4
 47.1(>120) E (F) Yes

4
 

SAT 2.6 (16.0) A (C) 2.6 (16.4) A (C) No 4.7 (26.6) A (D) No 

7. 63
rd

 St/College Ave Oakland SSSC 
PM 3.0 (40.6) A (E) 9.7 (60.3) A (F) No 2.3 (38.2) A (E) No 

SAT 3.1 (30.2) A (D) 35.8 (>120) E (F) No 2.6 (41.6) A (E) No 

8. 
Mystic St/Auburn 
Ave/Claremont Ave 

Oakland 
SSSC/ 
Signal

5
 

PM 3.5 (26.5) A (D) 10.7 B No 16.2 B No 

SAT 2.5 (15.0) A (B) 10.4 B No 17.1 B No 

9. 
College Ave/ 
Claremont Ave/ 
62

nd
 St 

Oakland Signal 
PM 61.5 E 70.2 E Yes

6
 69.1 E Yes

6
 

SAT 66.6 E 87.8 F Yes
7
 82.2 F Yes

7
 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F;  

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 

2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the average 

intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both unsignalized and 

signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) by more than 0.01 at an intersection in 

Berkeley already operating at LOS F. 

4. The proposed project would cause an impact at this unsignalized intersection in Berkeley because it would result in the stop-controlled eastbound approach to 

operate at LOS F and the intersection would meet the peak hour signal warrant. 

5. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under Existing No Project conditions and signalized under Existing Plus Project conditions. 

6. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase intersection average delay by more than four seconds and increase 

delay for a critical movement by more than six seconds at an intersection in Oakland already operating at LOS E. 

7. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection in Oakland because it would degrade intersection operations from LOS E to LOS F. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 
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Table 5-15 Intersection Level of Service – Existing Plus Alternative 4 Mitigated Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 
Hour 

Existing No Project 
Existing Plus 
Alternative 4 

Existing Plus Alt 4 
Mitigated 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 
(seconds)

2 LOS 

5. 
Alcatraz Avenue/  
College Avenue  

Berkeley Signal 

PM 
98.1 

(v/c = 1.10) 
F 

>107.4 
(v/c = 1.11) 

F 41.9 D 
Significant and 
Unavoidable

3
 

SAT 36.3 D 46.3 E 26.1 C 

6. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 
Claremont Avenue 

Berkeley 
SSSC/ 
Signal

4
 

PM 18.9 (82.1) C (F) 47.1(>120) E (F) 11.1 B 
Significant and 
Unavoidable

3
 

SAT 2.6 (16.0) A (C) 4.7 (26.6) A (D) 4.8 A 

9. 
College Avenue/ 
Claremont Avenue/  
62

nd
 Street 

Oakland Signal 

PM 61.5 E 69.1 E 56.4 E 
Less than 
Significant  

SAT 66.6 E 82.2 F 56.4 E 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 

2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the 

average intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both 

unsignalized and signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. Impact is significant and unavoidable because the intersection is not within Oakland’s jurisdiction and it is not certain the measure could be implemented. If 

the mitigation measure were implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

4. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under Existing No Project and Existing Plus Alternative 3 conditions and signalized under Existing Plus Alternative 

3 Mitigated conditions. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 
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2015 Plus Alternative 4 Intersection Analysis 

Figure 5-7 presents traffic volumes under 2015 Plus Alternative 4 conditions at the five intersections 

immediately surrounding the project site. These include 2015 No Project traffic volumes plus net added 

traffic volumes generated by the project and existing traffic generated by Safeway that would be rerouted 

from College Avenue to Claremont Avenue.  

Intersection LOS calculations were completed with the traffic volumes presented on Figure 5-6 and 

existing lane configurations and signal timing parameters. Table 5-16 summarizes traffic operations under 

2015 Plus Alternative 4 conditions and compares them to 2015 Plus Project conditions.  

Similar to Existing conditions, affected intersections along Claremont Avenue would operate at worse 

conditions in comparison to 2015 Plus Project conditions because of the traffic diverting from College 

Avenue to Claremont Avenue. However, traffic operations at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection 

(#7) would improve due to the elimination of the outbound movements at the project driveway. 

As shown in the table, Alternative 4 would result in significant impacts at the following three 

intersections similar to the Project: 

1. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (Impact TRANS-6) 

2. Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-7) 

3. College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-8) 

Table 5-16 summarizes traffic operations under 2015 Plus Alternative 4 Mitigated conditions at the 

affected intersections. Similar to the project, mitigations TRANS-2, TRANS-3, and TRANS-4 would 

mitigate the impacts at Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue, Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue, and 

College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersections, respectively. Since mitigations TRANS-2 and 

TRANS-3 would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley, and the City of Oakland, as 

lead agency, does not have jurisdiction, they would continue to be considered significant and unavoidable 

under this alternative. 

 

Text continues on page 5-54
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Table 5-16 Intersection Level of Service – 2015 Plus Alternative 4 Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 

Hour 

2015 No Project 2015 Plus Project 
Significant 

Impact? 

2015 Plus  

Alternative 4 Significant 

Impact? Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

5. 
Alcatraz Ave/ 

College Ave  
Berkeley Signal 

PM 
119.6 

(v/c = 1.20) 
F 

>120 

(v/c = 1.26) 
F Yes

3
 

>120 

(v/c = 1.21) 
F Yes

3
 

SAT 44.1 D 63.9 E Yes
4
 52.5 D No

 

6. 
Alcatraz Ave/ 

Claremont Ave 
Berkeley SSSC 

PM 66.4 (>120) F (F) 50.5 (>120) F (F) Yes
5
 

>120 

(>120) 
F (F) Yes

5
 

SAT 3.1 (19.1) A (C) 3.1 (19.8) A (C) No 5.9 (35.3) A (E) No 

7. 63
rd

 St/College Ave Oakland SSSC 
PM 4.1 (66.5) A (F) 15.8 (>120) C (F) No 3.4 (65.2) A (F) No 

SAT 6.7 (108.1) A (F) 54.3 (>120) F (F) No 5.5 (99.9) A (F) No 

8. 
Mystic St/Auburn 

Ave/Claremont Ave 
Oakland 

SSSC/ 

Signal
6
 

PM 3.5 (29.1) A (D) 11.7 B No 17.7 B No 

SAT 2.7 (17.6) A (C) 10.3 B No 16.8 B No 

9. 

College Ave/ 

Claremont Ave/ 

62
nd

 St 

Oakland Signal 
PM 102.5 F 124.6 F Yes

7
 120.4 F Yes

7
 

SAT 101.6 F 133.9 F Yes
7
 126.2 F Yes

7
 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 

2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the average 

intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both unsignalized and 

signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) by more than 0.01 at an intersection in 

Berkeley already operating at LOS F. 

4. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would degrade an intersection in Berkeley from LOS D to LOS E or LOS F and increase 

average intersection delay by more than two seconds. 

5. The proposed project would cause an impact at this unsignalized intersection in Berkeley because it would result in the stop-controlled eastbound approach to 

operate at LOS F and the intersection would meet the peak hour signal warrant. 

6. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under 2015 No Project conditions and signalized under 2015 Plus Project conditions. 

7. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase intersection average delay by more than two seconds and increase 

delay for a critical movement by more than four seconds at an intersection in Oakland already operating at LOS F. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 
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Table 5-17 Intersection Level of Service – 2015 Plus Alternative 4 Mitigated Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 
Hour 

2015 No Project 
2015 Plus 

Alternative 4 
2015 Plus Alt 4 

Mitigated Significance 
After Mitigation Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 
(seconds)

2 LOS 

5. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ College 
Avenue  

Berkeley Signal 

PM 
119.6 

(v/c = 1.20) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.21) 

F 65.3 E 
Significant and 
Unavoidable

3
 

SAT 44.1 D 52.5 D 28.6 C 

6. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont 
Avenue 

Berkeley 
SSSC/ 
Signal

4
 

PM 66.4 (>120) F (F) 
113.1  
(>120) 

F (F) 11.0 B 
Significant and 
Unavoidable

3
 

SAT 3.1 (19.1) A (C) 5.9 (35.3) A (E) 5.1 A 

9. 
College Avenue/Claremont 
Avenue/ 62

nd
 Street 

Oakland Signal 

PM 102.5 F 120.4 F 89.4 F 
Less than 
Significant 

SAT 101.6 F 126.2 F 86.2 F 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 

2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the average 

intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both unsignalized 

and signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. Impact is significant and unavoidable because the intersection is not within Oakland’s jurisdiction and it is not certain the measure could be implemented. If 

the mitigation measure were implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

4. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under Existing No Project and Existing Plus Alternative 3 conditions and signalized under Existing Plus Alternative 3 

Mitigated conditions. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 
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Table 5-18 Intersection Level of Service – 2035 Plus Alternative 4 Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 
Hour 

2035 No Project 2035 Plus Project 
Significant 

Impact? 

2035 Plus  
Alternative 4 Significant 

Impact? Delay 
(seconds)

2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 
(seconds)

2 LOS 

5. 
Alcatraz Ave/ 
College Ave  

Berkeley Signal 
PM 

>120 
(v/c = 1.51) 

F 
>120 

(v/c = 1.57) 
F Yes

3
 

>120 
(v/c = 1.54) 

F Yes
3
 

SAT 64.2 E 89.0 F Yes
4
 70.6 E Yes

4 

6. 
Alcatraz Ave/ 
Claremont Ave 

Berkeley SSSC 
PM >120 (>120) F (F) >120 (>120) F (F) Yes

5
 >120 (>120) F (F) Yes

5
 

SAT 21.1 (>120) C (F) 17.2 (105) C (F) Yes
5
 51.4 (>120) F (F) No 

7. 63
rd

 St/College Ave Oakland SSSC 
PM 6.0 (>120) A (F) 10.8 (103.8) B (F) No 2.5 (46.3) A (E) No 

SAT 12.5 (>120) A (F) >120 (>120) F (F) Yes
6
 13.0 (>120) B (F) No 

8. 
Mystic St/Auburn 
Ave/Claremont Ave 

Oakland 
SSSC/ 
Signal

7
 

PM 6.8 (106.7) A (F) 12.4 B No 17.7 B No 

SAT 2.9 (30.7) A (D)  9.6 A No 15.2 B No 

9. 
College Ave/ 
Claremont Ave/ 
62

nd
 St 

Oakland Signal 

PM 
>120 

(v/c = 1.67) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.87) 

F Yes
8
 

>120 
(v/c = 1.80) 

F Yes
8
 

SAT 
>120 

(v/c = 1.39) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.56) 

F Yes
8
 

>120 
(v/c = 1.49) 

F Yes
8
 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 
2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the average 

intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both unsignalized and 
signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) by more than 0.01 at an intersection in 
Berkeley already operating at LOS F. 

4. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would degrade an intersection in Berkeley from LOS E to LOS F and increase average 
intersection delay by more than three seconds. 

5. The proposed project would cause an impact at this unsignalized intersection in Berkeley because it would result in the stop-controlled eastbound approach to 
operate at LOS F and the intersection would meet the peak hour signal warrant. 

6. The proposed project would cause an impact at this unsignalized intersection in Oakland because it would increase intersection traffic volume by more than ten 
vehicles and the intersection would meet the peak hour signal warrant. 

7. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under 2015 No Project conditions and signalized under 2015 Plus Project conditions. 
8. The proposed project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would increase v/c ratio by more 0.03 at an intersection in Oakland already operating at 

LOS F. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 
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2035 Plus Alternative 4 Intersection Analysis 

Figure 5-8 presents traffic volumes under 2035 Plus Alternative 4 conditions at the five intersections 

immediately surrounding the project site. These include 2035 No Project traffic volumes plus net added 

traffic volumes generated by the project and existing traffic generated by Safeway that would be rerouted 

from College Avenue to Claremont Avenue.  

Intersection LOS calculations were completed with the traffic volumes presented on Figure 5-7 and 

existing lane configurations and signal timing parameters. Table 5-17 summarizes traffic operations under 

2035 Plus Alternative 4 conditions and compares them to 2035 Plus Project conditions. The affected 

intersections along Claremont Avenue would operate at worse conditions in comparison to 2035 Plus 

Project conditions because of the traffic diverting from College Avenue to Claremont Avenue. However, 

traffic operations at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection (#7) would improve due to the 

elimination of the outbound movements at the project driveway. 

As shown in the table, Alternative 4 would result in significant impacts at the following three 

intersections similar to the project: 

1. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (Impact TRANS-11) 

2. Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-12) 

3. College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-14) 

However, unlike the project, Alternative 4 would eliminate Impact TRANS-13 at the 63
rd

 Street/College 

Avenue (#7) intersection because it would eliminate the traffic volume exiting the Safeway driveway at 

this intersection. 

Table 5-19 summarizes traffic operations under 2035 Plus Alternative 4 Mitigated conditions at the 

affected intersections. Similar to the project, mitigations TRANS-2, TRANS-3, and TRANS-4 would 

mitigate the impacts at Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue, Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue, and 

College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersections, respectively. Since mitigations TRANS-2 and 

TRANS-3 would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley, and the City of Oakland, as 

lead agency, does not have jurisdiction, they would continue to be considered significant and unavoidable 

under this alternative. 

Cut-Through Traffic on Alcatraz Avenue 

Currently, Alcatraz Avenue between College and Claremont Avenues is a mostly residential street with a 

peak hour traffic volume of about 480 vehicles during the weekday PM peak hour and about 250 vehicles 

during the Saturday peak hour. The proposed project, with a driveway on College Avenue, is not expected 

to add additional traffic to this segment of Alcatraz Avenue. However, the elimination of the outbound 

movements on the driveway on College Avenue as proposed under Alternative 4 would result in vehicles 

traveling from the site to north and west to divert to this segment of Alcatraz Avenue. It is estimated that 

eliminating the Safeway driveway on College Avenue would increase peak hour traffic volumes on 

Alcatraz Avenue by about 100 vehicles (corresponding to 21 percent increase over existing volumes)  
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Table 5-19 Intersection Level of Service – 2035 Plus Alternative 4 Mitigated Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 
Hour 

2035 No Project 
2035 Plus 

Alternative 4 

2035 Plus 
Alternative 4 

Mitigated 
Significance 

After Mitigation 
Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 
(seconds)

2 LOS 

5. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ College 
Avenue  

Berkeley Signal 

PM 
>120 

(v/c = 1.51) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.54) 

F 112.2 F 
Significant and 
Unavoidable

3
 

SAT 64.2 E 70.6 E 38.7 D 

6. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 
Claremont Avenue 

Berkeley 
SSSC/ 
Signal

4
 

PM >120 (>120) F (F) >120 (>120) F (F) 39.8 D 
Significant and 
Unavoidable

3
 

SAT 21.1 (>120) C (F) 51.4 (>120) F (F) 8.3 A 

9. 
College 
Avenue/Claremont 
Avenue/ 62

nd
 Street 

Oakland Signal 

PM 
>120 

(v/c = 1.67) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.80) 

F 
>120 

(v/c = 1.46) 
F 

Less than 
Significant 

SAT 
>120 

(v/c = 1.39) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.49) 

F 
>120 

(v/c = 1.34) 
F 

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F 

1. Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection 

2. For side-street stop controlled intersections, delay is reported as: intersection average (worst minor street approach); for signalized intersection, the 
average intersection delay is reported; for signalized intersections operating with high delay, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is also reported. LOS for both 
unsignalized and signalized intersections based on 2000 HCM. 

3. Impact is significant and unavoidable because the intersection is not within Oakland’s jurisdiction and it is not certain the measure could be implemented. If 
the mitigation measure were implemented, the impact would be less than significant. 

4. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under 2035 No Project and 2035 Plus Alternative 3 conditions and signalized under 2035 Plus Alternative 3 
Mitigated conditions. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010. 
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during the weekday PM peak hour and about 120 vehicles (48 percent increase) during the Saturday peak 

hour. 

This segment of Alcatraz Avenue is in the City of Berkeley and outside the jurisdiction of City of 

Oakland. Considering the residential setting of the street, City of Berkeley may consider strategies to 

reduce the increased through traffic on Alcatraz Avenue. These strategies may consist of installing traffic 

calming devices such as speed humps, half-closures, or full-closures, and/or all-day or peak hour 

prohibitions on turns from Alcatraz Avenue to College Avenue, and/or from Claremont Avenue to 

Alcatraz Avenue. 

If Alcatraz Avenue is closed to through traffic, then project generated traffic travelling to northbound 

College Avenue or westbound Alcatraz Avenue would need to travel through the College Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue intersection. A potential closure of Alcatraz Avenue would further exacerbate traffic 

congestion at this intersection, and result in a significant and unavoidable impact at this intersection. 

Transit Travel Time 

Table 5-20 shows peak-hour travel times along the major corridors served by AC Transit in the project 

under Existing Plus Alternative 4 conditions. In comparison to the Existing Plus Project conditions, 

Alternative 4 would increase travel times along both College and Claremont Avenues during both 

weekday and Saturday PM peak hours. Alternative 4 would eliminate the outbound movements from the 

 

Table 5-20 Travel Times Along AC Transit Corridors (Alternative 4 Conditions) 

Corridor Direction 
Distance 
(miles) 

Peak 
Hour 

Existing 
Existing Plus 
Alternative 4 

Existing Plus  
Alternative 4 

Mitigated 

Travel 
Time 

(min:sec) 

Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

Travel 
Time 

(min:sec) 

Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

Travel 
Time 

(min:sec) 

Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

College 
Avenue 

Northbound 
(Manila Avenue to 

Ashby Avenue) 
1.18 

PM 6:06 12 6:32 11 5:01 14 

SAT 5:11 14 5:56 12 4:43 15 

Southbound  
(Ashby Avenue to 
Manila Avenue) 

1.18 
PM 7:44 9 8:03 8 5:33 12 

SAT 5:43 12 6:28 11 4:47 15 

Claremont 
Avenue 

Northbound  
(College Avenue to 

Ashby Avenue) 
0.70 

PM 2:45 15 2:59 14 3:09 13 

SAT 2:10 19 2:20 18 2:27 17 

Southbound  
(Ashby Avenue to 
College Avenue) 

0.70 
PM 2:32 17 2:55 15 2:55 15 

SAT 2:40 16 3:22 13 2:54 15 

Note: Corridor travel times were calculated using intersection delay and free-flow segment speeds from Synchro 7.0. 

Source: Fehr and Peers, 2010. 
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Safeway driveway on College Avenue and reduce the delay experienced by buses due to automobiles 

waiting to turn from College Avenue into the project driveway. However, Alternative 4 would result in 

additional turning traffic at other intersections along both College and Claremont Avenues, which would 

further block through traffic along both corridors and increase travel times. 

In comparison to the project, the proposed mitigation measures for Alternative 4 would result in similar 

travel times along both College and Claremont Avenues.  

Queuing 

Similar to the project analysis, queuing impacts were identified where trips generated by Alternative 3 

would add 25 or more feet to the existing 95
th
 percentile queue if the existing 95

th
 percentile queue was 

already over the available storage length or where project trips would extend the queue over the available 

storage length. The findings are summarized below and in Appendix K. 

 Existing Conditions 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue: 

  Eastbound through/left/right-turn – Alternative 4 would increase queue from 485 feet to 505 
feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 205 feet to 215 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour; storage length is 225 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would result in a weekday 
PM peak period queue of 485 feet and Saturday PM peak period queue of 240.  

9 Claremont Avenue/College Avenue:  

 Northbound through/right-turn – Alternative 4 would increase queue from 480 feet to 530 
feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 445 feet to 515 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour; storage length is 400 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would decrease the queue 
to 480 feet during the weekday PM peak hour and 480 feet during the Saturday PM peak 
hour. 

 Southbound through/left/right-turn – Alternative 4 would decrease queue from 510 feet to 
480 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 585 feet to 575 feet in the Saturday PM 
peak hour; storage length is 250 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would further 
decrease the queue to 400 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and 515 feet in the Saturday PM 
peak hour, less than Existing No Project conditions. 

 2015 Conditions 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue: 

 Eastbound through/left/right-turn - Alternative 4 would increase queue from 555 feet to 575 
feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 245 feet to 290 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour; storage length is 225 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would result in a queue of 
550 feet during the weekday PM peak hour and 290 feet during the Saturday PM peak hour. 

 Northbound through/left/right-turn - Alternative 4 would decrease queue from 330 feet to 215 
feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 365 feet to 230 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour; storage length is 275 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would change the queue 
to 220 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and 205 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour. 
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6 Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue: 

 Eastbound left/right-turn - Alternative 4 would increase the queue from 575 feet to 745 feet 
during the weekday PM peak hour; storage length is 560 feet. The queue would decrease due 
to the proposed signalization of the upstream intersection on Claremont Avenue at Safeway 
Driveway, which would meter through traffic on Claremont Avenue. The proposed 
mitigation measures would further reduce the queue to 235 feet. 

9 Claremont Avenue/College Avenue:  

 Northbound through/right-turn - Alternative 4 would increase queue from 600 feet to 650 feet 
in the weekday PM peak hour and from 490 feet to 555 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour; 
storage length is 400 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would decrease the queue to 
610 feet during the weekday PM peak hour and 520 feet during the Saturday PM peak hour. 

 Southbound through/left/right-turn - Alternative 4 would decrease queue from 600 feet to 585 
feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 680 feet to 675 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour; storage length is 250 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would further decrease 
the queue to 505 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and 610 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour. 

 2035 Conditions 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue:  

 Eastbound through/left/right-turn - Alternative 4 would increase queue from 795 feet to 820 
feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 375 feet to 400 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour; storage length is 225 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would result in a queue of 
755 feet during the weekday PM peak hour and 390 feet during the Saturday PM peak hour. 

 Northbound through/left/right-turn - Alternative 4 would decrease queue from 485 feet to 380 
feet in the weekday PM peak hour and from 480 feet to 355 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour; storage length is 275 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would further decrease 
the queue to 340 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and 265 feet in the Saturday PM peak 
hour. 

6 Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue: 

 Eastbound left/right-turn – The weekday PM peak hour queue would exceed beyond the 
available 560-foot storage length regardless of the project. The proposed mitigation measures 
would reduce the queue to 530 feet. 

 Northbound through/left-turn – Alternative 4 would increase the weekday PM peak period 
queue from 25 feet to 45 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would further increase the 
queue to 465 feet. 

9 Claremont Avenue/College Avenue:  

 Northbound through/right-turn - Alternative 4 would increase queue from 915 feet to 955 feet 
in the weekday PM peak hour and from 730 feet to 785 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour; 
storage length is 400 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would result in queues of 920 
feet during the weekday PM peak hour and 755 feet during the Saturday PM peak hour. 
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 Southbound through/left/right-turn - Alternative 4 would increase queue from 635 feet to 650 
feet in the weekday PM peak hour and reduce queue from 765 feet to 600 feet in the Saturday 
PM peak hour; storage length is 250 feet. The proposed mitigation measures would result in 
queues of 690 feet in the weekday PM peak hour and 700 feet in the Saturday PM peak hour. 

Summary of Traffic Impacts 

In comparison to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would result in improved pedestrian conditions along 

the project frontage on College Avenue. 

 Impacts TRANS-17A and -17B relating to pedestrian crossings on College Avenue at 63
rd

 Street 

and the Safeway Driveway, which can be mitigated under the proposed project, would be reduced 

under this alternative. 

Most of the significant impacts identified for the project would continue to be significant under 

Alternative 4, with the following exception. 

 Impact TRANS-13 at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue (#7) intersection would be eliminated. 

Air Quality. The operational emissions from Alternative 4 would be essentially the same as for the 

proposed project. The increases in emissions of all criteria pollutants (ROG, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5_) 

would well below the applicable BAAQMD thresholds of significance, and would not result in any 

significant unavoidable adverse impacts.  

Alternative 4 (like the project) would result in the emissions of toxic air contaminants during construction 

(from diesel powered trucks and construction equipment) within 150 meters (approximately 500 feet) of 

sensitive receptors,, and would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  

Greenhouse Gases. With the same square footage under this alternative, the GHG emissions from 

Alternative 4 would be the same as for the proposed project and would be less than significant. 

Construction period GHG emissions would be essentially the same as for the proposed project and would 

be less than significant. 

Noise Impacts. The noise impacts from this re-configuration of the project would be the same as for the 

proposed project. It is noted that with this Alternative there would be more traffic using the Claremont 

Avenue entrance to the project. However, the noise analysis indicated that traffic on the ramp would be 

fairly well shielded by a new wall to be constructed along the property boundary, and that noise from 

slow-moving cars on the ramp would be reduced on the order 15 dB, so that the maximum noise from 

cars would be in compliance with the nighttime noise limit of 65 dBA, and would not result in a 

significant impact. The re-configuration under Alternative 4 would not change this conclusion.  

Land Use Impacts. The proposed project would not have any Significant and Unavoidable land use 

impacts. From a land use perspective, this Alternative is virtually identical to the proposed project, and 

like the project, it would not have any Significant and Unavoidable land use impacts. 



5. Alternatives 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-60 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

Visual Impacts. The proposed project would not have any Significant and Unavoidable visual impacts; 

nor would this Alternative. Its visual impacts would be essentially identical to those of the proposed 

project.  

Comparison of Project and Alternatives 3 and 4 

Table 5-21 compares the impacts, mitigations and other traffic operations issues under the project and 

Alternatives 3 and 4. 

 

Table 5-21 Project and Access Alternatives Comparison 

Impact Location 

Project  

(Driveway on 

College Avenue) 

Alternative 3  

(No Driveway on 

College Avenue) 

Alternative 4 

(Inbound Only 

Access at Driveway 

on College Ave) 

Existing Conditions 

 

TRANS-2 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 
College Avenue 

Mitigate by providing 
northbound and 

southbound left-turn 
lanes, upgrade signal 

equipment. 
Considered SU 

because in Berkeley. 

Same as Project + 
more delay. 

Same as Project with 
less delay. 

 

TRANS-3 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue 

Mitigate by 
signalizing. 

Considered SU 
because in Berkeley. 

Same as Project + 
more delay. 

Same as Project. 

 

TRANS-4 
College Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue 
Mitigate by upgrading 

signal equipment. 
Cannot be 

Mitigated/SU. 
Same as Project. 

2015 Conditions 

 

TRANS-6 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 
College Avenue 

Same as TRANS-2 
Same as Project + 

more delay. 
Same as Project with 

less delay. 

 

TRANS-7 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue 
Same as TRANS-3 

Same as Project + 
more delay. 

Same as Project. 

 

TRANS-8 
College Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue 
Same as TRANS-4 

Cannot be 
Mitigated/SU. 

Same as Project. 

2035 Conditions 

 

TRANS-11 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 
College Avenue 

Same as TRANS-2 
Same as Project + 

more delay. 
Same as Project with 

less delay. 

 

TRANS-12 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue 
Same as TRANS-3 

Same as Project + 
Need 2nd 

Eastbound Lane. 

Same as Project + 
more delay. 

 

TRANS-13 
63

rd
 Street/ 

College Avenue 

Mitigate by 
signalizing. 

Considered SU. 
No Impact. No Impact. 

 

TRANS-14 
College Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue 
Same as TRANS-4 

Cannot be 
Mitigated/SU. 

Same as Project + 
more delay. 

Other Impacts 
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Impact Location 

Project  

(Driveway on 

College Avenue) 

Alternative 3  

(No Driveway on 

College Avenue) 

Alternative 4 

(Inbound Only 

Access at Driveway 

on College Ave) 

 
TRANS-17 

Pedestrian Issues 

Provide bulbouts on 
the west side of 
College Ave and 

improve crosswalk 
across Project 

Driveway. 

No Impact. 
Provide bulbouts on 

the west side of 
College Ave. 

Non-Impacts 

 
Existing Traffic Volume on Alcatraz Ave 
between College Ave and Claremont Ave 

480 during weekday 
PM/ 

250 during SAT PM. 

680 during weekday 
PM/ 

490 during SAT PM. 

580 during weekday 
PM/ 

370 during SAT PM. 

Bus Travel Times along College Ave (Existing Plus Project with Mitigations) - Weekday / SAT (min:sec) 

Northbound 
Southbound 

5:00 / 4:40 
5:00 / 4:40 

5:30 / 5:20 
5:00 / 4:30 

5:00 /4:40 
5:30 /4:40 

Queues (with mitigations) 

Southbound Left-turn on College Avenue 
at Alcatraz Avenue 

No spill backs. 
Spill out of pocket in 
Existing, 2015, and 

2035. 
No spill backs. 

Northbound on College Avenue at 
Alcatraz Avenue 

Spill back past 63
rd

 
Street in 2015, 2035. 

Spill back past 63
rd

 
Street in 2035, but 

shorter than Project. 

Spill back past 63
rd

 
Street in 2035, but 
shorter than Project 
and Alternative 3. 

Southbound on College Avenue at 
Claremont Avenue 

Spill back past 63
rd

 
Street in Existing, 
2015 and 2035. 

Spill back past 63
rd

 
Street in Existing, 

2015 and 2035, but 
slightly shorter than 

Project. 

Spill back past 63
rd

 
Street in Existing, 

2015 and 2035, but 
slightly shorter than 

Project and about the 
same as Alternative 

3. 

Northbound on Claremont Avenue at 
Alcatraz Avenue 

Spill back past 
Project Driveway on 
Claremont in 2035. 

Same as Project + 
longer queues. 

Same as Project + 
longer queues, but 

shorter queues than 
Alternative 3. 

Eastbound on Alcatraz Avenue at 
Claremont Avenue 

No spill backs. 
Spill back past 

College Avenue in 
2035. 

No spill backs. 

Southbound on Claremont Avenue at 
Project Driveway 

No spill backs. 
Spill back past 
Alcatraz Ave in 

2035. 
No spill backs. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2011.  
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5.5.5 Alternative 5 – No Project Alternative 

Traffic Impacts. There would be no changes in traffic generation or traffic patterns under the No Project 

Alternative. Traffic would generally remain as described under the Existing Conditions scenario, 

increasing modestly under the 2015 and 2035 scenarios. 

Air Quality. The No Project Alternative would not involve any new construction or expansion of the 

existing Safeway store, and would not result in the generation of new vehicular emissions. There would 

be no air quality impacts from this Alternative.  

Greenhouse Gases. The No Project Alternative would not result in any new construction, nor would it 

generate new vehicular trips. Accordingly, it would not be a new source of GHGs and would not result in 

GHG impacts under CEQA.  

Noise Impacts. The existing noise impacts on adjoining residences from ongoing Safeway operations 

would continue into the future under the No Project Alternative. These include impacts from loading dock 

noise, the trash compactor operations, on-site recycling, and traffic related sounds from the Safeway 

parking lot. 

Construction period noise impacts would not occur under the No Project Alternative. 

Land Use Impacts. With the No Project Alternative, the on-going noise impacts (which are also a type of 

Land Use conflict) from the operation of the existing Safeway store would not be addressed. Accordingly, 

the existing land use impacts would continue into the future.  

Visual Impacts. The No Project Alternative would not involve any new construction on the site and there 

would be no visual changes relative to existing conditions.  

5.6 Environmentally Superior Alternative  

The CEQA Guidelines require that the EIR identify an Environmentally Superior Alternative (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6), which is the CEQA Alternative that reduces or avoids the environmental 

impacts of the project to the greatest extent.  

Key to identifying the Environmentally Superior Alternative is identifying the alternative that best 

reduces or eliminates the significant unavoidable impact(s) of the project. The extent to which an 

alternative reduces or avoids less-than-significant impacts indentified in the EIR is also considered, 

balanced with the priority of aiming to reduce the significant unavoidable impact(s). Table 5-22 presents a 

summary of the impacts of the alternatives compared to the proposed project in tabular format. 

For the proposed project, eleven SU impacts have been identified related to the project‘s traffic impacts. 

Ten of the transportation impacts (TRANS-1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 9,10, 11 and 12) are classified SU, even though 

it would be feasible to mitigate them to a less-than-significant level, because the City of Oakland does not 

have jurisdiction over the affected intersections, and with it, the ability to require implementation of the 

appropriate mitigation. Because the only SU impacts are traffic, the consideration of the traffic impacts of 

the Alternative is central to this chapter. One of the transportation impacts (TRANS-13) is classified SU 

because the identified mitigation may be infeasible. 
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There would be no change in traffic generation or traffic patterns under the No Project Alternative 

(Alternative 5). Traffic would generally remain as described under the Existing Conditions scenario, 

increasing modestly under the 2015 and 2035 scenarios. The No Project Alternative would avoid the 

significant unavoidable impacts of the project but would not achieve any of the basic project objectives. 

Based on its avoidance of the project‘s significant traffic impacts, the No Project Alternative would be 

considered to be the environmentally superior alternative. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 

15126.6(e)(2), if the environmentally superior alternative is the no project alternative, the EIR must also 

identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.  

As shown in Table 5-6, Alternative 2b, the 25,250-Square-Foot Reduced Size Project would generate 189 

fewer trips than the project during the weekday PM peak hour and 247 fewer trips during the Saturday 

PM peak hour. As a result, Alternative 2b would cause fewer significant impacts than the proposed 

project. The alternative would eliminate Impact TRANS-10 at the Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection and Impact TRANS-13 at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection. It is likely that this 

alterantive would eliminate most of the other identified project impacts. The magnitude of all impacts 

would be reduced compared to the proposed project. For these reasons, Alternative 2b would be 

considered to be the environmentally superior alternative.  

Although Alternative 2b would result in fewer signifiant impacts than the proposed project, it would not 

meet several of the primary project objectives. These objectives include, among others, to: replace the 

existing 1960s suburban style development with a modern, urban design that de-emphasizes the 

prominence of surface-level parking consistent with the site‘s General Plan and zoning designations; 

construct a new Safeway store sufficient in size to offer a more comprehensive range of commercial 

services and products to Safeway‘s customers, including an on-site, ―from scratch‖ bakery, a pharmacy, 

expanded floral offerings, an expanded deli (including warm food table, and prepared catering food 

items), a ―service‖ meat and seafood service (as compared to the pre-packaged items currently available), 

and a greatly expanded produce section; create a more functional and efficient shopping area 

configuration to eliminate current ―pinch points‖ in Safeway customers‘ path of travel and enhance the 

overall shopping experience of customers; create a mixed-use retail development project that promotes 

pedestrian activity and comparison shopping at the College/Claremont corner; and provide more street-

front retail opportunities similar in scope and scale to the retail frontage on College Avenue.  

Although Alternative 2, the 40,000-Square-Foot Reduced Size Project, would not avoid the project‘s 

significant impacts to the same extent as Alternative 2b, it would meet the project objectives to a greater 

degree than Alternative 2b. Therefore, after Alternative 2b, Alternative 2 would be considered to be the 

next environmentally superior alternative. Alternative 2 would generate 111 fewer trips than the project 

during the weekday PM peak hour and 145 fewer trips during the Saturday PM peak hour. As a result, 

Alternative 2 would cause fewer significant impacts than the proposed project. The alternative would 

eliminate Impact TRANS-10 at the Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection, as well as TRANS-13 

at the 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection. Impacts TRANS-1, -2, -3, -5, 6, -7, -9, -11, and -12 would 

remain significant and unavoidable because they would all continue to require mitigation that is beyond 

the jurisdiction of the City of Oakland. Like Alternative 2b, Alternative 2 would potentially allow for 

more extensive buffering between the northern part of the site and the adjoining residential area, further 

reducing the potential noise, land use and visual impacts (all classified as less-than-significant) relative to 

the proposed project. 
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TABLE 5-22 
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
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4.2 Visual Quality          

          

Impact AES-3: Project construction activity and operations, 
combined with cumulative development in the defined geographic 
area, including past, present, existing, approved, pending, and 
reasonably foreseeable future development, would result in 
cumulative impacts related to visual character, views, aesthetics, 
shadow, or light and glare. (Less than Significant) 

LSC LSC LSC LSC LSC LSC LSC LSC N  

          

4.3 Transportation, Circulation and Parking 
 

         

Impact TRANS-1: The proposed project would contribute to LOS E 
operations and increase the average intersection vehicle delay by 
more than three seconds during the weekday PM peak hour, and 
contribute to LOS F operations and increase the v/c ratio by more 
than 0.01 during the Saturday peak hour at the Ashby 
Avenue/College Avenue (#1) intersection under Existing Conditions. 
(Significant) 

SU SU SU  SU  SU * SU * SU SU N  

          
Impact TRANS-2: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F 
operations and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the 
PM peak hour at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (#5) 
intersection under Existing Conditions. (Significant) 

SU SU SU  SU  SU * SU * SU  SU  N  

          
Impact TRANS-3: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F 
operation at the side‐street stop-controlled eastbound approach at 

the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#6) intersection which 
would meet the peak hour signal warrant under Existing Conditions. 
(Significant) 

SU SU SU  SU  LS  LS  SU  SU N  



5. Alternatives 

 

Note: 
*  Some or all of the starred impacts may be reduced to a less-than-significant level under these alternatives. However, because detailed LOS analyses were not performed for these 
alternatives, the impacts remain classified as SU, although less severe than under the proposed projects. 
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Impact TRANS-4: The proposed project would contribute to LOS E 
operations, increase the average intersection vehicle delay by more 
than four seconds, and increase delay for the critical movements of 
northbound College Avenue and northeastbound Claremont Avenue 
by more than six seconds, during the weekday PM peak hour; and 
degrade intersection operations from LOS E to LOS F during the 
Saturday PM peak hour at the College Avenue/ Claremont Avenue 
(#9) intersection under Existing Conditions. (Significant) 

LSM LSM LSM  LSM  LSM  LSM  SU  LSM N  

          
Impact TRANS-5: The proposed project would degrade intersection 
operations from LOS E to LOS F and increase the average 
intersection vehicle delay by more than three seconds during the 
weekday PM peak hour and contribute to LOS F operation and 
increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the Saturday peak 
hour at the Ashby Avenue/College Avenue (#1) intersection under 
2015 Conditions. (Significant) 

SU SU SU  SU  SU * SU * SU SU N  

          
Impact TRANS-6: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F 
operations and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the 
PM peak hour and degrade intersection operations from LOS D to 
LOS E and increase intersection average delay by more than two 
seconds during the Saturday PM peak hour at the Alcatraz 
Avenue/College Avenue (#5) intersection under 2015 Conditions. 
(Significant) 

SU SU SU  SU  SU * SU * SU  SU  N  

          
Impact TRANS-7: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F 

operation at the side‐street stop-controlled eastbound approach at 
the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#6) intersection which 
would meet the peak hour signal warrant under 2015 Conditions. 

SU SU SU  SU  LS  LS  SU  SU N  



5. Alternatives 

Note: 
*  Some or all of the starred impacts may be reduced to a less-than-significant level under these alternatives. However, because detailed LOS analyses were not performed for these 
alternatives, the impacts remain classified as SU, although less severe than under the proposed projects. 
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(Significant) 
          
Impact TRANS-8: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F 
operations, increase the average intersection vehicle delay by more 
than two seconds, and increase delay for a critical movement by 
more than four seconds, during both weekday and Saturday PM 
peak hours at the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#9) 
intersection under 2015 Conditions. (Significant) 

LSM LSM LSM  LSM  LSM  LSM  SU  LSM N  

          
Impact TRANS-9: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F 
operation and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during both 
weekday and Saturday PM peak hours at the Ashby 
Avenue/College Avenue (#1) intersection under 2035 Conditions. 
(Significant) 

SU SU SU  SU  SU * SU * SU SU N  

          
Impact TRANS-10: The proposed project would contribute to LOS 
F operation and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the 
weekday PM peak hour at the Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue 
(#2) intersection under 2035 Conditions. This is a significant impact 
based on City of Berkeley’s significance criteria. (Significant) 

SU SU SU  LS  LS  LS  SU SU N  

          
Impact TRANS-11: The proposed project would contribute to LOS 
F operations and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the 
PM peak hour and degrade intersection operations from LOS E to 
LOS F and increase intersection average delay by more than three 
seconds during the Saturday PM peak hour at the Alcatraz 
Avenue/College Avenue (#5) intersection under 2035 Conditions. 
This is a significant impact based on City of Berkeley’s significance 
criteria. (Significant) 

SU SU SU  SU  SU * SU * SU  SU  N  

          



5. Alternatives 

 

Note: 
*  Some or all of the starred impacts may be reduced to a less-than-significant level under these alternatives. However, because detailed LOS analyses were not performed for these 
alternatives, the impacts remain classified as SU, although less severe than under the proposed projects. 
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Impact TRANS-12: The proposed project would contribute to LOS 
F operation at the side-street stop-controlled eastbound approach at 
the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#6) intersection which 
would meet the peak hour signal warrant under 2035 Conditions. 
(Significant) 

SU SU SU  SU  LS  LS  SU  SU  N  

          
Impact TRANS-13: The proposed project would add more than 10 
trips to the 63

rd
 Street/College Avenue (#7) intersection which would 

meet the peak hour signal warrant under 2035 Conditions. 
(Significant) 

SU SU LS  LS  LS  N  N  N  N  

          
Impact TRANS-14: The proposed project would contribute to LOS 
F operations and increase the intersection v/c ratio by more than 
0.03 during both weekday and Saturday PM peak hours at the 
College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#9) intersection under 2035 
Conditions. This is a significant impact based on City of Oakland’s 
significance criteria. (Significant) 

LSM LSM LSM  LSM  LSM  LSM  SU  LSM  N  

          
Impact TRANS-15: The proposed project would contribute to LOS 
F operations, increase the average intersection delay by more than 
two seconds, and increase delay for a critical movement by more 
than four seconds, during the weekday PM peak hours at the Forest 
Street/Claremont Avenue (#10) intersection under 2035 Conditions. 
This is a significant impact based on City of Oakland’s significance 
criteria. (Significant) 

LSM LSM LSM  LSM  LSM  LSM  LSM LSM N  

          
Impact TRANS-16: The proposed project would contribute to LOS 
E operations, increase the average intersection delay by more than 
four seconds during the weekday PM peak hours at the Hudson 
Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue (#15) intersection under 

LSM LSM LSM  LSM  LSM  LSM  LSM LSM N  



5. Alternatives 

Note: 
*  Some or all of the starred impacts may be reduced to a less-than-significant level under these alternatives. However, because detailed LOS analyses were not performed for these 
alternatives, the impacts remain classified as SU, although less severe than under the proposed projects. 
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2035 Conditions. This is a significant impact based on City of 
Oakland’s significance criteria. (Significant) 
          
Impact TRANS-17A: Pedestrian crossings on College Avenue at 
63

rd
 Street and Safeway Driveway. (Significant) 

LSM LSM LSM  LSM  LSM  LSM  LSM  LSM  N  

          
Impact TRANS-17B: Pedestrian crossings on the Safeway 
Driveway on College Avenue. (Significant) 

LSM LSM LS  LS  LS  N  N  N  N  

          

4.4 Air Quality          
          

Impact AIR-1: Activities associated with demolition, site 
preparation, and construction would generate short-term emissions 
of criteria pollutants. (Less than Significant) 

LSC LSC LSC  LSC  LSC  LSC  LSC LSC N 

          
Impact AIR-2: Activities associated with demolition, site 
preparation, and construction would generate short-term emissions 
of fugitive dust. (Significant) 

LSC LSC LSC  LSC  LSC  LSC  LSC LSC N 

          
Impact AIR-3: Construction activities would expose nearby 
sensitive receptors to substantial levels of PM2.5 and toxic air 
contaminants (TACs), which may lead to adverse health effects. 
(Significant) 
 

LSM LSM LSM  LSM  LSM  LSM  LSM LSM N 

          

4.6 Noise          
          

Impact NOI-1: Construction activities associated with the proposed 
project would temporarily generate noise levels that could conflict 
with standards established in the City noise ordinance. (Less than 
Significant) 

LSC LSC  LSC  LSC  LSC  LSC  LSC LSC N 
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CHAPTER 6 

Impact Overview and Growth-Inducing Impacts 
 
 

6.1 Significant Unavoidable and Cumulative  
Environmental Impacts 

A significant and unavoidable impact would result if a project reaches or exceeds the defined threshold of 

significance and no feasible mitigation measure is available to reduce the significant impact to a less-

than-significant level. The proposed project would result in the following significant and unavoidable 

(SU) environmental effects and/or cumulative impacts, as identified in Chapter 4 of this EIR:  

Traffic and Transportation:  

1. Impact TRANS-1: The proposed project would contribute to LOS E operations and increase the 

average intersection vehicle delay by more than three seconds during the weekday PM peak hour, and 

contribute to LOS F operations and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during the Saturday peak 

hour at the Ashby Avenue/College Avenue (#1) intersection under Existing Conditions. 

2. Impact TRANS-2: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations and increase the v/c 

ratio by more than 0.01 during the PM peak hour at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (#5) 

intersection under Existing Conditions. 

3. Impact TRANS-3: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation at the side-street stop-

controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#6) intersection which 

would meet the peak hour signal warrant under Existing Conditions.  

4. Impact TRANS-5: The proposed project would degrade intersection operations from LOS E to LOS 

F and increase the average intersection vehicle delay by more than three seconds during the weekday 

PM peak hour and contribute to LOS F operation and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01 during 

the Saturday peak hour at the Ashby Avenue/College Avenue (#1) intersection under 2015 Conditions. 

5. Impact TRANS-6: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations and increase the v/c 

ratio by more than 0.01 during the PM peak hour and degrade intersection operations from LOS D to 

LOS E and increase intersection average delay by more than two seconds during the Saturday PM 

peak hour at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (#5) intersection under 2015 Conditions. 

6. Impact TRANS-7: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation at the side-street stop-

controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#6) intersection which 

would meet the peak hour signal warrant under 2015 Conditions. 



6. Impact Overview and Growth-Inducing Impacts 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 6-2 July 1, 2011 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

7. Impact TRANS-9: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation and increase the v/c 

ratio by more than 0.01 during both weekday and Saturday PM peak hours at the Ashby 

Avenue/College Avenue (#1) intersection under 2035 Conditions. 

8. Impact TRANS-10: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation and increase the v/c 

ratio by more than 0.01 during the weekday PM peak hour at the Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

(#2) intersection under 2035 Conditions. 

9. Impact TRANS-11: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operations and increase the v/c 

ratio by more than 0.01 during the PM peak hour and degrade intersection operations from LOS E to 

LOS F and increase intersection average delay by more than three seconds during the Saturday PM 

peak hour at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (#5) intersection under 2035 Conditions. 

10. Impact TRANS-12: The proposed project would contribute to LOS F operation at the side-street 

stop-controlled eastbound approach at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (#6) intersection which 

would meet the peak hour signal warrant under 2035 Conditions. 

11. Impact Trans-13: The proposed project would add more than 10 trips to the 63
rd

 Street/College 

Avenue (#7) intersection which would meet the peak hour signal warrant under 2035 Conditions. This 

is a significant impact based on City of Oakland‘s significance criteria. 

6.2 Growth-Inducing Impacts  

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR should discuss ―…the ways in which the 

proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, 

either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.‖ Growth can be induced in a number of 

ways, including through the elimination of obstacles to growth, through the stimulation of economic 

activity within the region, or through precedent-setting action.  

Examples of projects likely to have significant growth-inducing impacts include extensions or expansions 

of infrastructure systems beyond what is needed to serve project-specific demand, and development of 

new residential subdivisions or industrial parks in areas that are currently only sparsely developed or are 

undeveloped. Typically, projects on infill sites that are surrounded by existing urban uses are not 

considered growth-inducing because it usually does not facilitate development intensification on adjacent 

sites.  

Because the proposed project would be redeveloping a grocery store use and adding local-serving retail 

and restaurant uses, it is not expected to have growth-inducing effects. The project site is in a developed 

area fully served by public utilities. There are no significant areas that are undeveloped adjacent to the 

project site. Additionally, the proposed project would not remove any obstacles that would help facilitate 

growth that could significantly affect the physical environment.  

Indirect population growth associated with the proposed project could occur in association with job 

creation. The economic stimulus generated by construction of the proposed project could result in the 

creation of new construction-related jobs. It is estimated that the future operations at the completed 

project would employ an additional approximately 100 to 120 people. However, the jobs created during 

both the construction and operation phases of the project would not be substantial in the context of job 

growth in Oakland and the region over the next 10 to 20 years. The proposed project‘s employment would 

represent about a small amount of the total 2005 employment in Oakland and of the City‘s future total 
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employment as projected by ABAG‘s projections for Oakland in 2030. Consequently, the proposed 

project would not result in a substantial population increase or induce unanticipated new growth.  

The proposed project does not include housing; therefore, it would not directly induce an increase in 

residential population. Indirectly, as described above, it could bring some new residents into the 

downtown area, fulfilling Oakland‘s 10k in Downtown plan.  

The proposed project would occur on an infill site in an existing urbanized neighborhood in Oakland. It 

would not result in the extension of utilities or roads into exurban areas, and would not directly or 

indirectly lead to the development of greenfield sites in the East Bay.  

6.3 Significant Irreversible Environmental Effects  

An EIR must identify any significant irreversible environmental changes that could result from 

implementation of a proposed project. These may include current or future uses of non-renewable 

resources, and secondary or growth-inducing impacts that commit future generations to similar uses. 

CEQA dictates that irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 

current consumption is justified (CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(c)). The CEQA Guidelines identify three 

distinct categories of significant irreversible changes: (1) changes in land use that would commit future 

generations; (2) irreversible changes from environmental accidents and (3) consumption of non-

renewable resources.  

Changes in Land Use Which Would Commit Future Generations  

The proposed project would allow for the improvement of approximately 2.1 acres of land in North 

Oakland. The proposed project is consistent with the land use designated by the City of Oakland‘s 

General Plan. Because the proposed project would occur on an infill site on land within an urban area 

surrounded by similar or compatible uses, it would not commit future generations to a significant change 

in land use.  

Irreversible Changes from Environmental Accidents  

No significant irreversible environmental damage, such as what could occur as a result of an accidental 

spill or explosion of hazardous materials, is anticipated due to implementation of the proposed project. 

Furthermore, compliance with federal, state and local regulations, the City of Oakland‘s Standard 

Conditions of Approval, would reduce to a less-than-significant level the possibility that hazardous 

substances within the project site would cause significant environmental damage.  

Consumption of Non-Renewable Resources  

Consumption of non-renewable resources includes conversion of agricultural lands, loss of access to 

mining reserves, and use of non-renewable energy sources. The project site is located within an urban 

area of Oakland; no agricultural land would be converted to non-agricultural uses. The project site does 

not contain known mineral resources and does not serve as a mining reserve.  
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Construction of proposed project would require the use of energy, including energy produced from non-

renewable resources. Energy consumption would also occur during the operational period of the proposed 

project due to the use of automobiles, lighting, and appliances. However, the proposed project would 

incorporate energy-conserving features, as required by the uniform Building Code and California Energy 

Code Title 24. The proposed project would also incorporate sustainable construction features where 

feasible or as otherwise required by law, resulting in a more energy efficient development and reduced 

consumption using local materials and labor.  

6.4 Effects Found Not To Be Significant  

Meetings with representatives of the City of Oakland departments involved in the planning and review of 

development projects, and consultants for the City were held to determine the preliminary scope of the 

proposed project. In addition to those meetings, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study (IS) was 

circulated on October 30, 2009. Written comments received on the NOP/IS were considered in the 

preparation of the final scope for this document and in the evaluation of the proposed project.  

The NOP prepared for the proposed project indicated there would likely be no environmental effects on or 

to aesthetics; agricultural resources; biological resources; cultural resources, geology and soils; hazards 

and hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality; land use and planning; mineral resources; 

population and housing; public services; recreation; and utilities and service systems.  
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5:15 PM 4 3 0 12 5:15 PM 2 1 3 2
5:30 PM 3 3 3 14 5:30 PM 0 0 0 1
5:45 PM 1 7 1 20 5:45 PM 0 2 1 1
6:00 PM 2 0 1 3 6:00 PM 0 1 1 2
TOTALS 10 13 5 49 TOTALS 2 4 5 6

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-002
Claremont Ave
Ashby Ave
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 7 12 13 0 5:15 PM 0 4 1 0
5:30 PM 8 9 10 0 5:30 PM 1 6 2 0
5:45 PM 9 6 2 0 5:45 PM 4 9 2 0
6:00 PM 8 9 15 0 6:00 PM 2 5 2 0
TOTALS 32 36 40 0 TOTALS 7 24 7 0

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-003
Claremont Ave
The Uplands
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 10 6 12 14 5:15 PM 2 0 11 14
5:30 PM 15 7 13 17 5:30 PM 9 6 11 17
5:45 PM 15 11 12 18 5:45 PM 7 3 13 10
6:00 PM 9 3 11 13 6:00 PM 6 1 7 8
TOTALS 49 27 48 62 TOTALS 24 10 42 49

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-004
Telegraph Ave
Alcatraz Ave
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 23 12 39 43 5:15 PM 0 1 12 16
5:30 PM 20 26 55 61 5:30 PM 1 3 2 11
5:45 PM 20 22 56 57 5:45 PM 0 0 6 6
6:00 PM 19 37 25 51 6:00 PM 0 0 2 6
TOTALS 82 97 175 212 TOTALS 1 4 22 39

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-005
College Ave
Alcatraz Ave
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 0 0 0 9 5:15 PM 0 1 0 1
5:30 PM 0 1 0 11 5:30 PM 1 1 0 1
5:45 PM 0 0 0 13 5:45 PM 0 1 0 2
6:00 PM 0 0 0 7 6:00 PM 0 0 0 3
TOTALS 0 1 0 40 TOTALS 1 3 0 7

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-006
Claremont Ave
Alcatraz Ave
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 60 0 20 56 5:15 PM 0 0 8 21
5:30 PM 41 0 22 56 5:30 PM 1 0 9 22
5:45 PM 51 0 32 54 5:45 PM 3 0 15 9
6:00 PM 54 0 25 41 6:00 PM 0 0 10 14
TOTALS 206 0 99 207 TOTALS 4 0 42 66

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-007
College Ave
63rd St
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 7 5:15 PM 0
5:30 PM 6 5:30 PM 0
5:45 PM 12 5:45 PM 3
6:00 PM 4 6:00 PM 3
TOTALS 0 0 29 0 TOTALS 0 0 6 0

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-008
Claremont Ave
Mystic St
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 0 1 5 4 5:15 PM 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 1 7 7 5:30 PM 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 1 13 15 8 5:45 PM 0 0 2 1
6:00 PM 0 4 3 2 6:00 PM 0 0 3 0
TOTALS 1 19 30 21 TOTALS 0 0 5 1

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-008
Claremont Ave
Auburn Ave
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 36 51 5:15 PM 15 21
5:30 PM 44 47 5:30 PM 18 23
5:45 PM 57 54 5:45 PM 21 7
6:00 PM 34 28 6:00 PM 10 8
TOTALS 0 0 171 180 TOTALS 0 0 64 59

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-009
College Ave
62nd St
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 13 15 35 34 5:15 PM 0 0 16 20
5:30 PM 16 3 49 48 5:30 PM 6 0 17 17
5:45 PM 12 19 54 62 5:45 PM 1 6 21 7
6:00 PM 14 6 33 35 6:00 PM 1 1 10 6
TOTALS 55 43 171 179 TOTALS 8 7 64 50

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-009
College Ave
Claremont Ave
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 3 5:15 PM 4
5:30 PM 3 5:30 PM 2
5:45 PM 7 5:45 PM 4
6:00 PM 3 6:00 PM 6
TOTALS 0 0 0 16 TOTALS 0 0 0 16

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-010
Claremont Ave
Colby St
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 19 6 2 0 5:15 PM 8 4 1 1
5:30 PM 15 6 1 0 5:30 PM 9 4 0 2
5:45 PM 27 5 1 0 5:45 PM 16 1 3 1
6:00 PM 16 6 2 1 6:00 PM 15 3 2 1
TOTALS 77 23 6 1 TOTALS 48 12 6 5

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-010
Claremont Ave
Forest St
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 0 0 1 5 5:15 PM 2 0 0 1
5:30 PM 2 0 1 1 5:30 PM 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 4 2 5 4 5:45 PM 0 0 0 0
6:00 PM 2 0 1 1 6:00 PM 0 2 0 0
TOTALS 8 2 8 11 TOTALS 2 2 0 1

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-011
Claremont Ave
Hudson St-SR24 WB On Ramps
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 0 2 1 4 5:15 PM 0 0 5 3
5:30 PM 0 0 1 0 5:30 PM 0 3 0 5
5:45 PM 0 2 1 4 5:45 PM 0 1 1 6
6:00 PM 0 1 1 4 6:00 PM 0 1 5 5
TOTALS 0 5 4 12 TOTALS 0 5 11 19

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-012
Claremont Ave
Clifton St-SR24 EB Off Ramps
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 12 11 70 68 5:15 PM 20 20 0 0
5:30 PM 16 7 60 50 5:30 PM 21 7 4 0
5:45 PM 22 14 80 47 5:45 PM 12 18 0 0
6:00 PM 19 10 65 47 6:00 PM 12 11 0 0
TOTALS 69 42 275 212 TOTALS 65 56 4 0

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-013
College Ave
Miles Ave
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 40 67 134 48 5:15 PM 3 1 16 15
5:30 PM 29 81 102 57 5:30 PM 3 1 5 16
5:45 PM 36 80 168 34 5:45 PM 2 3 15 7
6:00 PM 39 72 110 51 6:00 PM 1 0 2 5
TOTALS 144 300 514 190 TOTALS 9 5 38 43

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-014
College Ave
Shafter Ave-Keith Ave
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 0 0 0 21 5:15 PM 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 0 15 5:30 PM 0 0 0 1
5:45 PM 0 0 0 42 5:45 PM 0 0 0 3
6:00 PM 0 0 0 27 6:00 PM 0 0 0 2
TOTALS 0 0 0 105 TOTALS 0 0 0 6

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-015
College Ave
Hudson Ave
3/16/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 6 11 18 18 5:15 PM 0 0 2 4
5:30 PM 0 13 26 10 5:30 PM 0 0 4 5
5:45 PM 15 14 23 16 5:45 PM 0 0 2 1
6:00 PM 10 15 48 21 6:00 PM 0 0 6 4
TOTALS 31 53 115 65 TOTALS 0 0 14 14

Oakland
Tuesday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-015
College Ave
Manila Ave
3/16/2010



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: College Ave Date:
East/West Street: Ashby Ave City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-001

Out In Total North
367 369 736

51 117
Right Thru Left

Total

1262

66

Left R
ig

ht

12
1

68
6

O
ut

In

701

Thru Th
ru

61
8

In

O
u

561

129

R
igh Le

ft

45 30
4

To
ta

l

Southbound Approach

201

Eastbound Approach

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

506 45
2

3/13/2010

ut 1 9 ht L 4 13 To

Left Thru Right
58 63

375 301 676
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

180

h

W



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: Claremont Ave Date:
East/West Street: Ashby Ave City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-002

Out In Total North
500 676 1176

80 318
Right Thru Left

Total

1383

39

Left R
ig

ht

23
5

11
19

O
ut

In

715

Thru Th
ru

83
2

In

O
u

668

37

R
ig h Le

ft

74 95
1

To
ta

l

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

639 52
3

3/13/2010

Southbound Approach

278

Eastbound Approach ut 8 7 ht L 7 19 To

Left Thru Right
65 162

389 453 842
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

W

226

h



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: Claremont Ave Date:
East/West Street: The Uplands City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-003

Out In Total North
435 402 837

0 25
Right Thru Left

Total

0 0 Left R
ig

ht

51 70 O
ut

In 0 Thru Th
ru

89 In

O
u 0 0

R
igh Le

ft

38 15
9

To
ta

l

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

0 0

3/13/2010

Southbound Approach

377

Eastbound Approach ut ht L 3 1 To

Left Thru Right
0 45

415 429 844
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

W

384

h



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: Telegraph Ave Date:
East/West Street: Alcatraz Ave City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-004

Out In Total North
670 922 1592

71 100
Right Thru Left

Total

926

63

Left R
ig

ht

74 39
9

O
ut

In

456

Thru Th
ru

32
7

In

O
u

470

128

R
igh Le

ft

27 72
6

To
ta

l

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

265 22
6

3/13/2010

Southbound Approach

751

Eastbound Approach ut 0 8 ht L 2 7 To

Left Thru Right
173 34

906 740 1646
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

W

533

h



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: College Ave Date:
East/West Street: Alcatraz Ave City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-005

Out In Total North
343 378 721

74 9
Right Thru Left

Total

626

41

Left R
ig

ht

14 13
4

O
ut

In

338

Thru Th
ru

11
8

In

O
u

288

193

R
igh Le

ft

14 25
2

To
ta

l

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

104 90

3/13/2010

Southbound Approach

295

Eastbound Approach ut 8 3 ht L 1 2 To

Left Thru Right
124 21

502 433 935
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

W

288

h



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: Claremont Ave Date:
East/West Street: Alcatraz Ave City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-006

Out In Total North
393 422 815

76 0
Right Thru Left

Total

227

87

Left R
ig

ht 0 0 O
ut

In

127

Thru Th
ru

0 In

O
u

100

40

R
ig h Le

ft 0 0

To
ta

l

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

0 0

3/13/2010

Southbound Approach

346

Eastbound Approach ut 0 0 ht L To

Left Thru Right
24 0

386 330 716
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

W

306

h



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: College Ave Date:
East/West Street: 63rd St City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-007

Out In Total North
442 498 940

19 57
Right Thru Left

Total

69 1 Left R
ig

ht

29 80 O
ut

In 30

Thru Th
ru

34 In

O
u 39 25

R
igh Le

ft 2 11
4

To
ta

l

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

4 3

3/13/2010

Southbound Approach

422

Eastbound Approach ut 9 5 ht L 1 To

Left Thru Right
17 19

449 448 897
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

W

412

h



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: Claremont Ave Date:
East/West Street: Auburn Ave City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-008

Out In Total North
314 371 685

36 0
Right Thru Left

Total

125

47

Left R
ig

ht 8 0 O
ut

In 80

Thru Th
ru

18 In

O
u 45 33

R
igh Le

ft

10 18 To
ta

l

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

0 0

3/13/2010

Southbound Approach

335

Eastbound Approach ut 5 3 ht L 1 1 To

Left Thru Right
9 0

378 268 646
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

W

259

h



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: Claremont Ave (5th Leg of loc 8) Date:
East/West Street: Mystic St (entering only) City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-080

Out In Total North
0 14 14

0 14
Right Thru Left

Total

4 0 Left R
ig

ht 0 24 O
ut

In 4 Thru Th
ru

0 In

O
u 0 0

R
igh Le

ft 0 24 To
ta

l

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

4 0

3/13/2010

Southbound Approach

0

Eastbound Approach ut ht L 2 To

Left Thru Right
0 6

0 6 6
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

W

0

h



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: Claremont Ave (5th leg of loc 8) Date:
East/West Street: Mystic St (exiting only) City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-081

Out In Total North
16 0 16

0 0
Right Thru Left

Total

2 0 Left R
ig

ht

16 0 O
ut

In 0 Thru Th
ru

20 In

O
u 2 0

R
igh Le

ft 2 20 To
ta

l

Southbound Approach

0

Eastbound Approach

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

0 2

3/13/2010

ut ht L 2 To

Left Thru Right
0 0

2 0 2
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

0

h

W



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: College Ave Date:
East/West Street: Claremont Ave-62nd St City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-009

Out In Total North
469 435 904

117 16
Right Thru Left

Total

773

159

Left R
ig

ht

24 29
8

O
ut

In

392

Thru Th
ru

41
3

In

O
u

381

35

R
ig h Le

ft

15
8

71
1

To
ta

l

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

198 23
1

3/13/2010

Southbound Approach

302

Eastbound Approach ut 1 5 ht L 1 7 To

Left Thru Right
33 84

495 403 898
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

W

286

h



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: College Ave (5th leg of loc 9) Date:
East/West Street: 62nd St/Florio St (entering only) City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-090

Out In Total North
19 8 27

4 4
Right Thru Left

Total

35 4 Left R
ig

ht

15 11 O
ut

In 13

Thru Th
ru

18 In

O
u 22 9

R
igh Le

ft 3 29 To
ta

l

Southbound Approach

0

Eastbound Approach

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

0 0

3/13/2010

ut 2 ht L 2 To

Left Thru Right
18 7

12 25 37
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

0

h

W



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: College Ave (5th leg of loc 9) Date:
East/West Street: 62nd St/Florio St (exiting only) City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-091

Out In Total North
5 11 16

11 0
Right Thru Left

Total

52 5 Left R
ig

ht 0 1 O
ut

In 30

Thru Th
ru

0 In

O
u 22 24

R
igh Le

ft 0 1

To
ta

l

Southbound Approach

0

Eastbound Approach

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

1 0

3/13/2010

ut 2 4 ht L To

Left Thru Right
11 0

24 11 35
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

0

h

W



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: Claremont Ave Date:
East/West Street: Forest St City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-010

Out In Total North
500 501 1001

7 25
Right Thru Left

Total

102 6 Left R
ig

ht

37 13
6

O
ut

In 36

Thru Th
ru

19
2

In

O
u 66 6

R
igh Le

ft

11
1

32
8

To
ta

l

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

24 44

3/13/2010

Southbound Approach

469

Eastbound Approach ut 6 ht L 1 3 To

Left Thru Right
15 87

586 559 1145
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

W

457

h



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: Claremont Ave (5th leg of loc 10) Date:
East/West Street: Colby St (entering only) City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-100

Out In Total North
0 6 6

6 0
Right Thru Left

Total

105 0 Left R
ig

ht 0 0 O
ut

In 0 Thru Th
ru

47 In

O
u

105 0

R
ig h Le

ft 0 47 To
ta

l

Southbound Approach

0

Eastbound Approach

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

0

47

3/13/2010

ut 5 ht L 4 To

Left Thru Right
52 0

0 52 52
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

0

h

W



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: Claremont Ave (5th leg of loc 10) Date:
East/West Street: Colby St (exiting only) City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-101

Out In Total North
2 0 2

0 0
Right Thru Left

Total

85 2 Left R
ig

ht 0 42 O
ut

In 85

Thru Th
ru

0 In

O
u 0 41

R
igh Le

ft 0 42 To
ta

l

Southbound Approach

0

Eastbound Approach

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

42 0

3/13/2010

ut 1 ht L 4 To

Left Thru Right
0 0

41 0 41
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

0

h

W



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: Claremont Ave Date:
East/West Street: Hudson St-SR24 WB On Ramps City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-011

Out In Total North
647 625 1272

455 30
Right Thru Left

Total

569 0 Left R
ig

ht

46 77 O
ut

In 0 Thru Th
ru

12
5

In

O
u

569 0

R
ig h Le

ft

10 20
2

To
ta

l

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

0

69

3/13/2010

Southbound Approach

140

Eastbound Approach ut 9 ht L 1 2 To

Left Thru Right
45 47

150 693 843
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

W

601

h



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: Claremont Ave Date:
East/West Street: Clifton St-SR24 EB Off Ramps City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-012

Out In Total North
677 151 828

0 21
Right Thru Left

Total

667

515

Left R
ig

ht

26 11
6

O
ut

In

667

Thru Th
ru

26 In

O
u 0 78

R
igh Le

ft 0 14
2

To
ta

l

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

74 0

3/13/2010

Southbound Approach

130

Eastbound Approach ut 8 ht L 1 To

Left Thru Right
0 21

208 157 365
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

W

136

h



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: College Ave Date:
East/West Street: Miles Ave City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-013

Out In Total North
487 524 1011

45 0
Right Thru Left

Total

180 0 Left R
ig

ht

14
0 0 O

ut

In 0 Thru Th
ru

30
7

In

O
u

180 0

R
ig h Le

ft

77 30
7

To
ta

l

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

0

90

3/13/2010

Southbound Approach

479

Eastbound Approach ut 0 ht L 7 3 To

Left Thru Right
45 0

556 392 948
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

W

347

h



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: College Ave Date:
East/West Street: Shafter Ave-Keith Ave City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-014

Out In Total North
392 557 949

0 158
Right Thru Left

Total

262

69

Left R
ig

ht 0 33
6

O
ut

In

262

Thru Th
ru

0 In

O
u 0 76

R
igh Le

ft 0 33
6

To
ta

l

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

117 0

3/13/2010

Southbound Approach

399

Eastbound Approach ut 6 ht L 3 To

Left Thru Right
0 61

475 384 859
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

W

323

h



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: College Ave Date:
East/West Street: Manila Ave City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-015

Out In Total North
323 400 723

20 37
Right Thru Left

Total

57 14

Left R
ig

ht

27 50 O
ut

In 27

Thru Th
ru

41 In

O
u 30 5

R
igh Le

ft 8 91 To
ta

l

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

8 6

3/13/2010

Southbound Approach

343

Eastbound Approach ut 0 ht L 9 To

Left Thru Right
4 5

356 291 647
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

W

282

h



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: College Ave (5th leg of loc 15) Date:
East/West Street: Hudson St (entering only) City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-150

Out In Total North
22 33 55

33 0
Right Thru Left

Total

56 4 Left R
ig

ht

18 0 O
ut

In 4 Thru Th
ru

18 In

O
u 52 0

R
igh Le

ft 0 18 To
ta

l

Southbound Approach

0

Eastbound Approach

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

0 0

3/13/2010

ut 2 ht L 1 To

Left Thru Right
19 0

0 19 19
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

0

h

W



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: College Ave (5th leg of loc 15) Date:
East/West Street: Hudson St (exiting only) City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-151

Out In Total North
25 7 32

0 7
Right Thru Left

Total

96 25

Left R
ig

ht 0 34 O
ut

In 96

Thru Th
ru

0 In

O
u 0 44

R
igh Le

ft 0 34 To
ta

l

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

27 0

3/13/2010

Southbound Approach

0

Eastbound Approach ut 4 ht L 3 To

Left Thru Right
0 0

44 0 44
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

W

0

h



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: Claremont Ave Date:
East/West Street: Dwy 18 City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-018

Out In Total North
17 17 34

17 0
Right Thru Left

Total

105

17

Left R
ig

ht 0 0 O
ut

In 72

Thru Th
ru

0 In

O
u 33 55

R
igh Le

ft 0 0

To
ta

l

Southbound Approach

0

Eastbound Approach

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

0 0

3/13/2010

ut 3 5 ht L To

Left Thru Right
16 0

55 16 71
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

0

h

W



ALL TRAFFIC DATA, INC
North/South Street: College Ave Date:
East/West Street: Dwy 17 City: City of Oakland
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 515 PM File Name: 10-7088-017

Out In Total North
20 6 26

0 6
Right Thru Left

Total

0 0 Left R
ig

ht

20 53 O
ut

In 0 Thru Th
ru

24 In

O
u 0 0

R
igh Le

ft 4 77 To
ta

l

Southbound Approach

0

Eastbound Approach

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

0 0

3/13/2010

ut ht L 7 To

Left Thru Right
0 47

4 47 51
Out In Total

Northbound Approach

0

h

W



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 13 49 117 129 5:15 PM 0 0 5 6
5:30 PM 20 57 93 104 5:30 PM 0 2 5 5
5:45 PM 33 55 70 135 5:45 PM 3 1 3 6
6:00 PM 26 35 102 122 6:00 PM 4 0 0 2
TOTALS 92 196 382 490 TOTALS 7 3 13 19

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-001
College Ave
Ashby Ave
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 2 3 4 7 5:15 PM 3 1 2 0
5:30 PM 7 2 1 10 5:30 PM 0 0 3 0
5:45 PM 2 2 11 9 5:45 PM 3 0 3 0
6:00 PM 10 4 5 13 6:00 PM 2 3 1 0
TOTALS 21 11 21 39 TOTALS 8 4 9 0

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-002
Claremont Ave
Ashby Ave
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 9 4 4 0 5:15 PM 1 0 3 0
5:30 PM 11 7 5 0 5:30 PM 1 0 1 0
5:45 PM 11 4 8 0 5:45 PM 3 1 1 0
6:00 PM 10 2 7 0 6:00 PM 0 0 3 0
TOTALS 41 17 24 0 TOTALS 5 1 8 0

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-003
Claremont Ave
The Uplands
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 14 5 10 9 5:15 PM 1 0 2 5
5:30 PM 0 3 2 11 5:30 PM 1 1 1 5
5:45 PM 2 13 7 9 5:45 PM 0 1 1 3
6:00 PM 6 4 3 12 6:00 PM 0 0 1 2
TOTALS 22 25 22 41 TOTALS 2 2 5 15

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-004
Telegraph Ave
Alcatraz Ave
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 16 16 24 55 5:15 PM 1 1 2 2
5:30 PM 12 8 22 60 5:30 PM 2 0 4 6
5:45 PM 19 13 31 61 5:45 PM 2 0 4 3
6:00 PM 9 16 20 46 6:00 PM 2 2 1 2
TOTALS 56 53 97 222 TOTALS 7 3 11 13

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-005
College Ave
Alcatraz Ave
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 0 0 0 3 5:15 PM 0 0 0 4
5:30 PM 0 1 0 6 5:30 PM 0 0 0 1
5:45 PM 0 0 0 8 5:45 PM 0 0 0 1
6:00 PM 0 2 0 0 6:00 PM 0 1 0 1
TOTALS 0 3 0 17 TOTALS 0 1 0 7

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-006
Claremont Ave
Alcatraz Ave
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 38 2 32 76 5:15 PM 0 0 2 6
5:30 PM 32 0 24 70 5:30 PM 2 0 3 7
5:45 PM 49 0 44 71 5:45 PM 0 0 6 5
6:00 PM 42 0 23 49 6:00 PM 0 0 2 6
TOTALS 161 2 123 266 TOTALS 2 0 13 24

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-007
College Ave
63rd St
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 2 5:15 PM 4
5:30 PM 0 5:30 PM 3
5:45 PM 10 5:45 PM 2
6:00 PM 2 6:00 PM 0
TOTALS 0 0 14 0 TOTALS 0 0 9 0

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-008
Claremont Ave
Mystic St
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 0 1 3 3 5:15 PM 2 0 4 1
5:30 PM 0 3 2 1 5:30 PM 0 0 3 0
5:45 PM 0 4 12 2 5:45 PM 0 0 2 0
6:00 PM 0 6 3 0 6:00 PM 1 1 0 1
TOTALS 0 14 20 6 TOTALS 3 1 9 2

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-008
Claremont Ave
Auburn Ave
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 37 52 5:15 PM 1 0
5:30 PM 26 53 5:30 PM 0 3
5:45 PM 39 67 5:45 PM 5 6
6:00 PM 42 56 6:00 PM 4 7
TOTALS 0 0 144 228 TOTALS 0 0 10 16

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-009
College Ave
62nd St
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 2 7 40 48 5:15 PM 0 2 1 0
5:30 PM 4 9 27 53 5:30 PM 0 0 0 3
5:45 PM 6 17 39 67 5:45 PM 0 1 5 7
6:00 PM 7 12 42 51 6:00 PM 0 1 8 7
TOTALS 19 45 148 219 TOTALS 0 4 14 17

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-009
College Ave
Claremont Ave
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 2 5:15 PM 6
5:30 PM 3 5:30 PM 4
5:45 PM 3 5:45 PM 4
6:00 PM 2 6:00 PM 3
TOTALS 0 0 0 10 TOTALS 0 0 0 17

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-010
Claremont Ave
Colby St
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 12 2 1 0 5:15 PM 3 4 1 4
5:30 PM 9 10 6 1 5:30 PM 6 2 4 3
5:45 PM 16 3 0 1 5:45 PM 9 1 1 2
6:00 PM 11 3 1 2 6:00 PM 6 0 0 2
TOTALS 48 18 8 4 TOTALS 24 7 6 11

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-010
Claremont Ave
Forest St
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 0 0 2 3 5:15 PM 0 0 1 1
5:30 PM 3 2 6 3 5:30 PM 0 0 0 1
5:45 PM 0 1 2 2 5:45 PM 0 0 0 0
6:00 PM 1 0 1 0 6:00 PM 0 0 0 1
TOTALS 4 3 11 8 TOTALS 0 0 1 3

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-011
Claremont Ave
Hudson St-SR24 WB On Ramps
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 0 0 4 0 5:15 PM 0 0 3 4
5:30 PM 0 1 3 3 5:30 PM 0 0 5 3
5:45 PM 0 3 7 1 5:45 PM 0 0 1 2
6:00 PM 0 3 4 1 6:00 PM 0 0 0 1
TOTALS 0 7 18 5 TOTALS 0 0 9 10

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-012
Claremont Ave
Clifton St-SR24 EB Off Ramps
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 6 9 40 56 5:15 PM 10 10 0 1
5:30 PM 10 2 41 33 5:30 PM 8 6 2 0
5:45 PM 5 6 45 47 5:45 PM 9 13 0 0
6:00 PM 5 5 43 47 6:00 PM 8 4 0 1
TOTALS 26 22 169 183 TOTALS 35 33 2 2

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-013
College Ave
Miles Ave
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 9 65 61 66 5:15 PM 2 2 4 14
5:30 PM 15 80 75 62 5:30 PM 1 0 2 4
5:45 PM 20 38 79 48 5:45 PM 0 1 6 3
6:00 PM 17 57 66 49 6:00 PM 2 0 2 3
TOTALS 61 240 281 225 TOTALS 5 3 14 24

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-014
College Ave
Shafter Ave-Keith Ave
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 0 0 0 11 5:15 PM 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 0 32 5:30 PM 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 0 13 5:45 PM 0 0 0 2
6:00 PM 0 0 0 24 6:00 PM 0 0 0 0
TOTALS 0 0 0 80 TOTALS 0 0 0 2

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-015
College Ave
Hudson Ave
3/13/2010



PROJECT#:
N/S Street:
E/W Street:
DATE: DAY:
CITY:

P M
PEDESTRIANS BIKES

T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG T I M E NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
5:15 PM 1 6 16 7 5:15 PM 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 6 25 25 5:30 PM 0 1 0 0
5:45 PM 0 6 24 11 5:45 PM 0 2 0 2
6:00 PM 0 11 17 15 6:00 PM 0 0 2 0
TOTALS 1 29 82 58 TOTALS 0 3 2 2

Oakland
Saturday

PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES
10-7088-015
College Ave
Manila Ave
3/13/2010
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 14 650 74 18 528 140 76 242 55 130 293 67

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.95 0.95 0.95

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.97 0.98 0.98

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1534 3263 1485 1421

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.93 0.82 0.66

Satd. Flow (perm) 1509 3030 1226 948

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 15 684 78 19 556 147 80 255 58 137 308 71

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 24 0 0 6 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 773 0 0 698 0 0 387 0 0 510 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 102 81 269 224

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 8 32 59

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 46.0 46.0 29.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 46.0 46.0 29.0 41.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.48 0.48 0.31 0.43

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 731 1467 374 449

v/s Ratio Prot c0.10

v/s Ratio Perm c0.51 0.23 0.32 c0.39

v/c Ratio 1.06 0.48 1.03 1.14

Uniform Delay, d1 24.5 16.4 33.0 27.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 49.5 1.1 55.6 85.0

Delay (s) 74.0 17.5 88.6 112.0

Level of Service E B F F

Approach Delay (s) 74.0 17.5 88.6 112.0

Approach LOS E B F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 67.6 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.09

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.9% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

2: Ashby Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 99 650 34 89 553 239 53 359 165 272 234 43

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.91 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.96 0.96 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3490 3357 3346 1610 3225

Flt Permitted 0.65 0.72 1.00 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2289 2429 3346 1610 3225

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 104 684 36 94 582 252 56 378 174 286 246 45

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 38 0 0 43 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 821 0 0 890 0 0 565 0 192 375 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 13 10 5 49

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 2 5 6

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 50.5 50.5 17.0 17.5 17.5

Effective Green, g (s) 52.5 52.5 17.5 18.0 18.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.52 0.52 0.18 0.18 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1202 1275 586 290 581

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.12 0.12

v/s Ratio Perm 0.36 c0.37

v/c Ratio 0.68 0.70 0.96 0.66 0.65

Uniform Delay, d1 17.6 17.8 40.9 38.2 38.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.2 3.2 29.4 11.3 5.5

Delay (s) 20.7 21.0 70.3 49.5 43.5

Level of Service C C E D D

Approach Delay (s) 20.7 21.0 70.3 45.5

Approach LOS C C E D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 35.9 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.2% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Ashby Avenue - Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

3: The Uplands & Claremont Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 66 80 593 111 43 377

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.98 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.98 1.00 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1641 3197 3275

Flt Permitted 0.98 1.00 0.84

Satd. Flow (perm) 1641 3197 2758

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 69 83 618 116 45 393

RTOR Reduction (vph) 54 0 19 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 98 0 715 0 0 438

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 36 32 40

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 24

Parking  (#/hr) 1 4 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 6 8 8

Permitted Phases 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 23.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 492 1918 1655

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 c0.22

v/s Ratio Perm 0.16

v/c Ratio 0.20 0.37 0.26

Uniform Delay, d1 20.8 8.2 7.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 0.6 0.4

Delay (s) 21.8 8.8 8.0

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 21.8 8.8 8.0

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.31

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.6% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: The Uplands/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 65 425 134 34 294 94 214 777 79 197 946 81

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1774 1770 1556 1770 3227 1770 3162

Flt Permitted 0.30 1.00 0.12 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 551 1774 230 1556 1770 3227 1770 3162

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 68 443 140 35 306 98 223 809 82 205 985 84

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 12 0 0 13 0 0 7 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 68 571 0 35 391 0 223 884 0 205 1063 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 27 49 48 62

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 10 24 42 49

Parking  (#/hr) 3 4 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 4 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 31.9 31.9 31.9 31.9 14.2 33.8 13.8 33.4

Effective Green, g (s) 32.4 32.4 32.4 32.4 15.2 35.8 14.8 35.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.16 0.38 0.16 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 188 605 78 531 283 1216 276 1178

v/s Ratio Prot c0.32 0.25 c0.13 0.27 0.12 c0.34

v/s Ratio Perm 0.12 0.15

v/c Ratio 0.36 0.94 0.45 0.74 0.79 0.73 0.74 0.90

Uniform Delay, d1 23.5 30.4 24.4 27.6 38.4 25.4 38.3 28.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 23.3 1.5 4.6 12.5 3.8 9.1 11.2

Delay (s) 24.0 53.7 25.8 32.1 50.9 29.2 47.4 39.4

Level of Service C D C C D C D D

Approach Delay (s) 50.6 31.6 33.6 40.7

Approach LOS D C C D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 39.1 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.90

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.6% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 267 183 5 122 23 128 271 24 41 337 87

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.97 0.98 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.98 0.99 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1436 1766 1530 1341

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.99 0.53 0.93

Satd. Flow (perm) 1366 1742 820 1250

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 63 281 193 5 128 24 135 285 25 43 355 92

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 3 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 537 0 0 149 0 0 442 0 0 480 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 97 82 175 212

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 1 22 39

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 512 653 573 352

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15

v/s Ratio Perm c0.39 0.09 0.25 c0.38

v/c Ratio 1.05 0.23 0.77 1.36

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 17.1 15.2 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.43 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 53.2 0.8 9.7 180.9

Delay (s) 78.2 25.2 24.9 209.7

Level of Service E C C F

Approach Delay (s) 78.2 25.2 24.9 209.7

Approach LOS E C C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 98.1 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.10

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 109.0% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 233 64 38 521 351 103

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 251 69 41 560 377 111

Pedestrians 40 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 3 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 954 1223

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 835 285 528

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 835 285 528

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 12 90 96

cM capacity (veh/h) 284 687 1001

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 319 228 373 252 237

Volume Left 251 41 0 0 0

Volume Right 69 0 0 0 111

cSH 325 1001 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.98 0.04 0.22 0.15 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 265 3 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 82.1 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 82.1 0.7 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 18.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.1% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 6 3 18 3 2 24 22 377 11 53 430 8

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 3 18 3 2 24 22 385 11 54 439 8

Pedestrians 207 99 206

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 17 8 17

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79

vC, conflicting volume 1425 1298 650 1105 1296 695 654 495

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1405 1245 428 1002 1243 695 433 495

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 86 97 96 97 98 93 97 94

cM capacity (veh/h) 44 96 411 115 96 336 739 981

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 28 30 418 501

Volume Left 6 3 22 54

Volume Right 18 24 11 8

cSH 128 245 739 981

Volume to Capacity 0.21 0.12 0.03 0.06

Queue Length 95th (ft) 19 10 2 4

Control Delay (s) 40.6 21.7 0.9 1.6

Lane LOS E C A A

Approach Delay (s) 40.6 21.7 0.9 1.6

Approach LOS E C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.4% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 67 7 17 13 2 33 6 461 8 33 340 42

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 74 8 19 14 2 37 7 512 9 37 378 47

Pedestrians 21 29 21 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 2 2 2 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 657

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 804 1059 254 865 1078 291 445 550

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 804 1059 254 865 1078 291 445 550

tC, single (s) 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 69 96 97 93 99 95 99 96

cM capacity (veh/h) 237 205 719 210 199 688 1092 991

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 101 53 263 265 226 236

Volume Left 74 14 7 0 37 0

Volume Right 19 37 0 9 0 47

cSH 267 401 1092 1700 991 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.38 0.13 0.01 0.16 0.04 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 42 11 0 0 3 0

Control Delay (s) 26.5 15.4 0.3 0.0 1.7 0.0

Lane LOS D C A A

Approach Delay (s) 26.5 15.4 0.1 0.8

Approach LOS D C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.6% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 5 15 5 31 6 36 13 286 110 3 12 324

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.81 0.85

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.96 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1474 1770 1220 1347

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.33 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1474 623 1220 1328

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 5 16 5 33 6 38 14 304 117 3 13 345

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 65 0 0 0 52 424 0 0 0 461

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 171 171

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 64 64

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 188 238 466 507

v/s Ratio Prot c0.35

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.08 0.35

v/c Ratio 0.35 0.22 0.91 0.91

Uniform Delay, d1 43.8 22.9 32.2 32.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.0 2.1 24.4 22.8

Delay (s) 48.8 25.0 56.6 55.0

Level of Service D C E E

Approach Delay (s) 48.8 53.1 55.0

Approach LOS D D E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 61.5 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.82

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.7% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 96 1 1 110 346 14 41 2 179 204 7 17

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3156 3164

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3156 3164

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 102 1 1 117 368 15 44 2 190 217 7 18

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 539 0 0 0 0 432 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 179 180 43 55

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 50 59 7 8

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 545 547

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.14

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.99 0.79

Uniform Delay, d1 45.4 43.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 36.0 11.0

Delay (s) 81.4 54.6

Level of Service F D

Approach Delay (s) 81.4 54.6

Approach LOS F D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 15 75 8 107 62 52 36 33 48 575 129 27

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.95 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.95 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1612 1443 3198

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.82 0.83

Satd. Flow (perm) 1532 1212 2681

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 16 78 8 111 65 54 38 34 50 599 134 28

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 20 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 98 0 0 260 0 0 0 0 797 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 23 77 6

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 12 48 6

Parking  (#/hr) 3 5 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 18.0 18.0 35.4

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 18.0 36.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.22 0.45

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 345 273 1220

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 c0.21 c0.30

v/c Ratio 0.28 0.95 0.65

Uniform Delay, d1 25.7 30.6 16.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.77

Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 41.3 2.6

Delay (s) 25.8 71.9 15.6

Level of Service C E B

Approach Delay (s) 25.8 71.9 15.6

Approach LOS C E B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 27.6 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.77

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.8% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Claremont Avenue/Forest Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 464 10 6 6 126 72 1

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.95

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3286 1529

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2927 1529

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 483 10 6 6 131 75 1

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 527 0 0 0 213 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 16

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 16

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 35.4 13.6

Effective Green, g (s) 36.4 13.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1332 260

v/s Ratio Prot c0.14

v/s Ratio Perm 0.18

v/c Ratio 0.40 0.82

Uniform Delay, d1 14.5 32.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 17.1

Delay (s) 15.4 49.1

Level of Service B D

Approach Delay (s) 15.4 49.1

Approach LOS B D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

11: Higway 24 WB On-ramp & Claremont Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 20 71 81 62 706 88 49 161 465

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.89

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1716 1770 3244 1770 2883

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.38 1.00 0.30 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1716 710 3244 565 2883

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 20 72 83 63 720 90 50 164 474

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 41 0 0 12 0 0 190 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 134 0 63 798 0 50 448 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 8 8 11

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 1

Parking  (#/hr) 6 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 515 426 1946 339 1730

v/s Ratio Prot c0.25 0.16

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 0.09 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.26 0.15 0.41 0.15 0.26

Uniform Delay, d1 21.3 7.0 8.5 7.0 7.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.53 1.44 1.65 2.80

Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.3

Delay (s) 22.5 11.4 12.9 12.4 21.6

Level of Service C B B B C

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 22.5 12.7 20.9

Approach LOS A C B C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 17.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.36

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.0% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/SR 24 WB On-ramps/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

12: SR 24 EB Off-ramp & Claremont Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 442 108 67 0 0 32 0 383 67 12 168 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.97 0.86 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1670 1418 3232 3299

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.92

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1670 1418 3232 3044

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 460 112 70 0 0 33 0 399 70 12 175 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 0 12 0 18 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 322 307 0 0 0 21 0 451 0 0 187 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 5 4 12

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 11 19

Parking  (#/hr) 4 4 6

Turn Type Perm custom Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 2

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0

Effective Green, g (s) 51.0 51.0 51.0 21.0 21.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.26 0.26

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1072 1065 904 848 799

v/s Ratio Prot c0.14

v/s Ratio Perm c0.19 0.18 0.01 0.06

v/c Ratio 0.30 0.29 0.02 0.53 0.23

Uniform Delay, d1 6.5 6.4 5.3 25.3 23.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99

Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.7 0.0 2.4 0.7

Delay (s) 7.2 7.1 5.4 27.7 23.7

Level of Service A A A C C

Approach Delay (s) 7.2 5.4 27.7 23.7

Approach LOS A A C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 16.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.37

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 114.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Clifton Street/SR 24 Eastbound Off-Ramp/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

13: Miles Avenue & College Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 72 112 170 54 386 0 0 540 72

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 2996 1770 1863 1806

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.32 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 2996 592 1863 1806

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 77 120 183 58 415 0 0 581 77

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 114 0 0 0 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 266 0 58 415 0 0 652 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 42 69 275 212

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 65 56

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 51.0 51.0 51.0

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 52.0 52.0 52.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.65 0.65 0.65

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 749 385 1211 1174

v/s Ratio Prot 0.22 c0.36

v/s Ratio Perm 0.09 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.36 0.15 0.34 0.56

Uniform Delay, d1 24.7 5.4 6.3 7.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.86 1.85 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 0.5 0.5 1.9

Delay (s) 26.0 10.6 12.1 9.6

Level of Service C B B A

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 26.0 11.9 9.6

Approach LOS A C B A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 14.4 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.2% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Miles Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

14: Shafter Avenue & College Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 112 384 90 0 0 0 0 326 116 190 414 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.91 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.96 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 2953 1396 1770 1863

Flt Permitted 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 2953 1396 1770 1863

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 117 400 94 0 0 0 0 340 121 198 431 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 593 0 0 0 0 0 445 0 198 431 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 300 144 514 190

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 9 38 43

Parking  (#/hr) 5 10

Turn Type Perm custom

Protected Phases 4 1 3 2

Permitted Phases 4 3

Actuated Green, G (s) 22.0 34.0 15.0 52.0

Effective Green, g (s) 21.0 33.0 14.0 51.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.41 0.18 0.64

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 775 576 310 1188

v/s Ratio Prot c0.32 c0.11 0.23

v/s Ratio Perm 0.20

v/c Ratio 0.76 0.77 0.64 0.36

Uniform Delay, d1 27.2 20.3 30.7 6.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.87 0.43

Incremental Delay, d2 7.1 9.7 8.3 0.7

Delay (s) 34.3 30.0 34.9 3.6

Level of Service C C C A

Approach Delay (s) 34.3 0.0 30.0 13.5

Approach LOS C A C B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 25.4 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.2% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 9 20 50 16 15 12 32 48 6 37 355 16

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.94 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.90 0.99

Flt Protected 0.98 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1551 1377 1619

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.96 0.91

Satd. Flow (perm) 1408 1330 1481

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 22 55 18 16 13 35 53 7 41 390 18

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 12 0 0 41 0 0 0 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 93 0 0 76 0 0 0 0 453 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 53 31 115

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14

Parking  (#/hr) 3 3 3

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 1 2 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 14.0 22.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 14.0 22.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.23 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 329 310 543

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.07 0.06 0.31

v/c Ratio 0.28 0.25 0.84

Uniform Delay, d1 18.9 18.7 17.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.1 1.9 14.1

Delay (s) 21.0 20.6 31.5

Level of Service C C C

Approach Delay (s) 21.0 20.6 31.5

Approach LOS C C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 31.0 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.62

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.4% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 56 377 14 30 11 62 49 36

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 16 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.93

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1760 1494

Flt Permitted 0.90 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1596 1494

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 62 414 15 33 12 68 54 40

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 0 18 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 520 0 0 0 156 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 65 105

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 6

Parking  (#/hr) 6 3

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 2 4

Permitted Phases 2 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 22.0 12.0

Effective Green, g (s) 22.0 12.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.20

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 585 299

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.33 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.89 0.52

Uniform Delay, d1 17.9 21.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 18.1 6.4

Delay (s) 36.0 27.9

Level of Service D C

Approach Delay (s) 36.0 27.9

Approach LOS D C

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

16: South Driveway & College Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 6 25 385 43 5 446

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 26 405 45 5 469

Pedestrians 99

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 8

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 219 433

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1007 527 550

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1007 527 550

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 97 95 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 244 506 936

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 33 451 475

Volume Left 6 0 5

Volume Right 26 45 0

cSH 419 1700 936

Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.27 0.01

Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0 0

Control Delay (s) 14.3 0.0 0.2

Lane LOS B A

Approach Delay (s) 14.3 0.0 0.2

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.5% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: South Driveway/College Avenue



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 17 34 22 458 353 17

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Hourly flow rate (vph) 18 36 23 482 372 18

Pedestrians 21

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295

pX, platoon unblocked 0.90

vC, conflicting volume 689 216 410

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 439 216 410

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 96 95 98

cM capacity (veh/h) 474 775 1125

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 54 184 321 248 142

Volume Left 18 23 0 0 0

Volume Right 36 0 0 0 18

cSH 640 1125 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.02 0.19 0.15 0.08

Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 2 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 11.1 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B A

Approach Delay (s) 11.1 0.4 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 38.5% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 68 525 134 45 452 121 58 180 63 125 215 129

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.96 0.93 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.97 0.97 0.96

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1426 3272 1436 1308

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.86 0.85 0.67

Satd. Flow (perm) 1274 2841 1233 885

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 72 559 143 48 481 129 62 191 67 133 229 137

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 27 0 0 12 0 0 17 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 768 0 0 631 0 0 308 0 0 482 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 196 92 382 490

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 13 19

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 42.0 42.0 21.0 30.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 42.0 21.0 30.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.52 0.52 0.26 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 669 1492 324 358

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08

v/s Ratio Perm c0.60 0.22 0.25 c0.42

v/c Ratio 1.15 0.42 0.95 1.35

Uniform Delay, d1 19.0 11.6 29.0 25.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.70 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 83.2 0.9 30.2 173.6

Delay (s) 102.2 12.5 50.4 198.6

Level of Service F B D F

Approach Delay (s) 102.2 12.5 50.4 198.6

Approach LOS F B D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 90.0 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.22

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 118.3% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

2: Ashby Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 43 716 41 74 523 235 65 226 162 323 283 81

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.91 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 0.98 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.96 0.95 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3498 3342 3259 1610 3225

Flt Permitted 0.86 0.74 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 3000 2491 3259 1610 3225

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 46 770 44 80 562 253 70 243 174 347 304 87

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 47 0 0 85 0 0 19 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 855 0 0 848 0 0 402 0 246 473 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 11 21 21 39

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 8 9

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 42.5 42.5 16.0 16.5 16.5

Effective Green, g (s) 44.5 44.5 16.5 17.0 17.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.49 0.18 0.19 0.19

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1483 1232 597 304 609

v/s Ratio Prot c0.12 c0.15 0.15

v/s Ratio Perm 0.29 c0.34

v/c Ratio 0.58 0.69 0.67 0.81 0.78

Uniform Delay, d1 16.1 17.4 34.2 34.9 34.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.6 3.2 6.0 20.3 9.4

Delay (s) 17.7 20.6 40.2 55.3 44.1

Level of Service B C D E D

Approach Delay (s) 17.7 20.6 40.2 47.8

Approach LOS B C D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 29.7 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.71

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 91.5% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Ashby Avenue - Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

3: The Uplands & Claremont Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 38 51 384 45 25 377

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.98 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1627 3252 3281

Flt Permitted 0.98 1.00 0.91

Satd. Flow (perm) 1627 3252 3005

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 41 55 417 49 27 410

RTOR Reduction (vph) 39 0 11 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 58 0 455 0 0 437

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 17 41 24

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 8

Parking  (#/hr) 1 4 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 6 8 8

Permitted Phases 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 23.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 488 1951 1803

v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.14

v/s Ratio Perm c0.15

v/c Ratio 0.12 0.23 0.24

Uniform Delay, d1 20.3 7.4 7.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.3 0.3

Delay (s) 20.8 7.7 7.8

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 20.8 7.7 7.8

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 9.0 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.20

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.1% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: The Uplands/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 63 265 128 27 226 74 173 533 34 100 751 71

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1746 1770 1572 1770 3281 1770 3176

Flt Permitted 0.34 1.00 0.19 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 631 1746 360 1572 1770 3281 1770 3176

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 66 279 135 28 238 78 182 561 36 105 791 75

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 20 0 0 14 0 0 4 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 66 394 0 28 302 0 182 593 0 105 860 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 25 22 22 41

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 5 15

Parking  (#/hr) 3 4 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 4 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.8 25.8 25.8 25.8 13.0 44.9 8.8 40.7

Effective Green, g (s) 26.3 26.3 26.3 26.3 14.0 46.9 9.8 42.7

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.15 0.49 0.10 0.45

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 175 483 100 435 261 1620 183 1428

v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 0.19 c0.10 0.18 0.06 c0.27

v/s Ratio Perm 0.10 0.08

v/c Ratio 0.38 0.82 0.28 0.69 0.70 0.37 0.57 0.60

Uniform Delay, d1 27.7 32.1 26.9 30.8 38.5 14.9 40.6 19.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 9.7 0.6 3.9 6.4 0.6 2.7 1.9

Delay (s) 28.2 41.8 27.5 34.6 44.9 15.5 43.3 21.6

Level of Service C D C C D B D C

Approach Delay (s) 39.9 34.0 22.4 24.0

Approach LOS D C C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 27.8 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.69

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.9% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 41 104 193 14 90 14 124 288 21 9 295 74

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.98 0.99 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 0.98 0.99 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1401 1790 1551 1336

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.95 0.58 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 1344 1704 907 1318

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 44 112 208 15 97 15 133 310 23 10 317 80

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 60 0 0 6 0 0 2 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 304 0 0 121 0 0 464 0 0 396 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 53 56 97 222

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 11 13

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 504 639 605 371

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15

v/s Ratio Perm c0.23 0.07 0.25 c0.30

v/c Ratio 0.60 0.19 0.77 1.07

Uniform Delay, d1 20.2 16.8 15.1 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.46 1.00 0.94

Incremental Delay, d2 5.3 0.7 9.0 36.4

Delay (s) 25.5 25.3 24.1 63.4

Level of Service C C C E

Approach Delay (s) 25.5 25.3 24.1 63.4

Approach LOS C C C E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 36.3 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.2% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 87 40 24 306 346 76

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Hourly flow rate (vph) 93 43 26 326 368 81

Pedestrians 17 3

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 1 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 954 1223

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 639 244 466

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 639 244 466

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 76 94 98

cM capacity (veh/h) 393 743 1076

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 135 134 217 245 204

Volume Left 93 26 0 0 0

Volume Right 43 0 0 0 81

cSH 461 1076 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.29 0.02 0.13 0.14 0.12

Queue Length 95th (ft) 30 2 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 16.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 16.0 0.7 0.0

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 1 4 25 2 3 29 17 412 19 57 422 19

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 1 4 27 2 3 32 18 448 21 62 459 21

Pedestrians 266 123 2 161

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 22 10 0 13

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80

vC, conflicting volume 1548 1487 737 1242 1487 742 745 591

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1560 1484 544 1177 1484 742 554 591

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 96 93 92 97 95 90 97 93

cM capacity (veh/h) 30 63 334 75 63 323 631 883

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 33 37 487 541

Volume Left 1 2 18 62

Volume Right 27 32 21 21

cSH 175 207 631 883

Volume to Capacity 0.19 0.18 0.03 0.07

Queue Length 95th (ft) 17 16 2 6

Control Delay (s) 30.2 26.2 0.8 1.9

Lane LOS D D A A

Approach Delay (s) 30.2 26.2 0.8 1.9

Approach LOS D D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.5% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 47 4 33 12 2 24 9 259 6 14 335 36

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 51 4 35 13 2 26 10 278 6 15 360 39

Pedestrians 6 14 21

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 1 1 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 657

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 601 734 226 584 750 156 405 299

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 601 734 226 584 750 156 405 299

tC, single (s) 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 86 99 95 96 99 97 99 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 358 333 759 352 326 851 1145 1244

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 90 41 149 146 195 219

Volume Left 51 13 10 0 15 0

Volume Right 35 26 0 6 0 39

cSH 450 555 1145 1700 1244 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.20 0.07 0.01 0.09 0.01 0.13

Queue Length 95th (ft) 19 6 1 0 1 0

Control Delay (s) 15.0 12.0 0.6 0.0 0.7 0.0

Lane LOS B B A A

Approach Delay (s) 15.0 12.0 0.3 0.3

Approach LOS B B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 38.1% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 5 11 1 24 11 33 18 286 84 7 16 4

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.86

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.91 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1459 1770 1295

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.31 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1459 579 1295

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 6 12 1 27 12 38 20 325 95 8 18 5

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 58 0 0 0 58 428 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 148 144

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 186 221 494

v/s Ratio Prot 0.33

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.31 0.26 0.87

Uniform Delay, d1 43.6 23.4 31.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.3 2.9 18.1

Delay (s) 47.9 26.2 49.6

Level of Service D C D

Approach Delay (s) 47.9 46.8

Approach LOS D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 66.6 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.6% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 302 117 4 4 159 198 9 35 3 158 231 15

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.81 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1276 3125 3174

Flt Permitted 0.96 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1223 3125 3174

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 343 133 5 5 181 225 10 40 3 180 262 17

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 504 0 0 0 0 454 0 0 0 0 485 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 219 228 45

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 17 16 4

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.0 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 467 540 548

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.15

v/s Ratio Perm c0.41

v/c Ratio 1.08 0.84 0.88

Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 44.0 44.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 64.6 14.7 18.6

Delay (s) 98.6 58.7 63.0

Level of Service F E E

Approach Delay (s) 98.6 58.7 63.0

Approach LOS F E E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 24

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 27

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 19

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 6 24 6 111 44 47 37 15 52 457 87 25

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.97 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.95 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1590 1466 3208

Flt Permitted 0.96 0.83 0.84

Satd. Flow (perm) 1538 1249 2699

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 6 26 6 118 47 50 39 16 55 486 93 27

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 14 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 33 0 0 245 0 0 0 0 636 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 18 48 8

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 24 6

Parking  (#/hr) 3 5 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.2 17.2 41.6

Effective Green, g (s) 17.2 17.2 42.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.21 0.21 0.53

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 331 269 1437

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 c0.20 c0.24

v/c Ratio 0.10 0.91 0.44

Uniform Delay, d1 25.2 30.7 11.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.49

Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 32.1 0.9

Delay (s) 25.2 62.8 6.6

Level of Service C E A

Approach Delay (s) 25.2 62.8 6.6

Approach LOS C E A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 19.5 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.58

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.5% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Claremont Avenue/Forest Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 469 7 6 2 42 41

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.93

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3292 1511

Flt Permitted 0.91 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2992 1511

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 499 7 6 2 45 44

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 539 0 0 0 91 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 10

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 11 17

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.6 8.2

Effective Green, g (s) 42.6 8.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.53 0.10

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1593 155

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06

v/s Ratio Perm 0.18

v/c Ratio 0.34 0.59

Uniform Delay, d1 10.7 34.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 3.6

Delay (s) 11.2 37.9

Level of Service B D

Approach Delay (s) 11.2 37.9

Approach LOS B D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

11: Higway 24 WB On-ramp & Claremont Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 10 69 46 45 601 47 30 140 455

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.89

Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1753 1770 3266 1770 2873

Flt Permitted 1.00 0.38 1.00 0.35 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1753 702 3266 651 2873

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 11 75 50 49 653 51 33 152 495

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 26 0 0 7 0 0 198 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 110 0 49 697 0 33 449 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 4 11 8

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 3

Parking  (#/hr) 6 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 526 421 1960 391 1724

v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 0.16

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.07 0.05

v/c Ratio 0.21 0.12 0.36 0.08 0.26

Uniform Delay, d1 20.9 6.9 8.1 6.7 7.6

Progression Factor 1.00 0.83 0.82 1.26 1.50

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.3

Delay (s) 21.8 6.3 7.2 8.9 11.7

Level of Service C A A A B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 21.8 7.1 11.6

Approach LOS A C A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.3 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.31

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.7% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/SR 24 WB On-ramps/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

12: SR 24 EB Off-ramp & Claremont Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 515 74 78 0 0 26 0 136 21 21 130 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.96 0.86 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1656 1418 3233 3287

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.91

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1656 1418 3233 3000

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 572 82 87 0 0 29 0 151 23 23 144 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 0 11 0 15 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 372 355 0 0 0 18 0 159 0 0 167 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 18 5

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 9 10

Parking  (#/hr) 4 4 6

Turn Type Perm custom Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 2

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0

Effective Green, g (s) 51.0 51.0 51.0 21.0 21.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.26 0.26

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1072 1056 904 849 788

v/s Ratio Prot 0.05

v/s Ratio Perm c0.22 0.21 0.01 c0.06

v/c Ratio 0.35 0.34 0.02 0.19 0.21

Uniform Delay, d1 6.7 6.7 5.3 22.9 23.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.84

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.5 0.6

Delay (s) 7.6 7.6 5.4 23.4 19.9

Level of Service A A A C B

Approach Delay (s) 7.6 5.4 23.4 19.9

Approach LOS A A C B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 11.9 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.31

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 114.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Clifton Street/SR 24 Eastbound Off-Ramp/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

13: Miles Avenue & College Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 77 90 140 45 347 0 0 479 45

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3156 1770 1863 1822

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.35 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3156 649 1863 1822

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 83 97 151 48 373 0 0 515 48

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 106 0 0 0 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 225 0 48 373 0 0 557 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 22 26 169 183

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 33 35

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.0 33.0 33.0 33.0

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 34.0 34.0 34.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.57 0.57 0.57

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 947 368 1056 1032

v/s Ratio Prot 0.20 c0.31

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.07

v/c Ratio 0.24 0.13 0.35 0.54

Uniform Delay, d1 15.8 6.1 7.0 8.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.97 1.86 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 0.6 0.8 2.0

Delay (s) 16.4 12.6 13.9 10.1

Level of Service B B B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 16.4 13.7 10.1

Approach LOS A B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 12.9 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.44

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.9% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Miles Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

14: Shafter Avenue & College Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 69 117 76 0 0 0 0 323 61 158 399 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.87 0.97 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.98 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 2710 1500 1770 1863

Flt Permitted 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 2710 1500 1770 1863

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 76 129 84 0 0 0 0 355 67 174 438 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 63 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 226 0 0 0 0 0 411 0 174 438 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 240 61 281 225

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 5 14 24

Parking  (#/hr) 5 10

Turn Type Perm Prot

Protected Phases 4 1 3 2

Permitted Phases 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.0 27.0 8.0 38.0

Effective Green, g (s) 15.0 26.0 7.0 37.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.43 0.12 0.62

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 678 650 207 1149

v/s Ratio Prot c0.27 c0.10 0.24

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08

v/c Ratio 0.33 0.63 0.84 0.38

Uniform Delay, d1 18.4 13.3 26.0 5.8

Progression Factor 1.00 0.86 1.42 0.38

Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 4.3 28.8 0.8

Delay (s) 19.7 15.7 65.6 3.0

Level of Service B B E A

Approach Delay (s) 19.7 0.0 15.7 20.8

Approach LOS B A B C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 19.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.9% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 4 14 8 5 8 6 18 27 4 19 282 5

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.98 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.90 1.00

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1549 1444 1636

Flt Permitted 0.87 0.97 0.96

Satd. Flow (perm) 1381 1411 1570

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 4 15 9 5 9 6 19 29 4 20 303 5

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 4 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 1 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 29 0 0 41 0 0 0 0 331 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 29 1 82

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 2

Parking  (#/hr) 3 3 3

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 1 2 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 14.0 25.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 14.0 25.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.23 0.42

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 322 329 654

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 c0.03 0.21

v/c Ratio 0.09 0.12 0.51

Uniform Delay, d1 18.0 18.2 12.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 0.8 2.8

Delay (s) 18.6 18.9 15.7

Level of Service B B B

Approach Delay (s) 18.6 18.9 15.7

Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 16.1 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.44

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.4% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue Existing SAT Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 37 343 20 33 7 25 27 44

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 16 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.91

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1758 1473

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1680 1473

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 40 369 22 35 8 27 29 47

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 0 40 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 461 0 0 0 71 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 58 80

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2

Parking  (#/hr) 6 3

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 2 4

Permitted Phases 2 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 9.0

Effective Green, g (s) 25.0 9.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.15

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 700 221

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.27 0.05

v/c Ratio 0.66 0.32

Uniform Delay, d1 14.1 22.8

Progression Factor 0.62 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.5 3.8

Delay (s) 13.3 26.6

Level of Service B C

Approach Delay (s) 13.3 26.6

Approach LOS B C

Intersection Summary
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Sheet No 1 of 1

Project College Safeway

Major Street Claremont Avenue Scenario Weekday - Existing 

Minor Street Alacatraz Avenue Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 38 0 233 0 x North/South

Through 521 351 0 0 East/West

Right 0 103 64 0

Total 559 454 297 0

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

Claremont Avenue Alacatraz Avenue

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.

             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 1,013 297

2 1

YES

Number of Approach Lanes

Figure 4C-3

Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 

             APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 

             THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Sheet No 1 of 1

Project College Safeway 

Major Street College Avenue Scenario Weekday - Existing 

Minor Street 63rd Street/Project Driveway Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 22 53 6 3 x North/South

Through 377 430 3 2 East/West

Right 11 8 18 24

Total 410 491 27 29

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

College Avenue 63rd Street/Project Driveway

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.

             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 901 29

1 1

NO

Number of Approach Lanes

Figure 4C-3

Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 

             APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 

             THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Sheet No 1 of 1

Project College Safeway 

Major Street Claremont Avenue Scenario Weekday - Existing 

Minor Street Mystic Street Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 6 33 67 13 x North/South

Through 461 340 7 2 East/West

Right 8 42 17 35

Total 475 415 91 50

2 1

NO

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.

             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 890 91

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

Claremont Avenue Mystic Street

Figure 4C-3

Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 

             APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 

             THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Sheet No 1 of 1

Project College Safeway

Major Street Claremont Avenue Scenario Saturday - Existing 

Minor Street Alacatraz Avenue Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 24 0 87 0 x North/South

Through 306 346 0 0 East/West

Right 0 76 40 0

Total 330 422 127 0

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

Claremont Avenue Alacatraz Avenue

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.

             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 752 127

2 1

NO

Number of Approach Lanes

Figure 4C-3

Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 

             APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 

             THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Sheet No 1 of 1

Project College Safeway 

Major Street College Avenue Scenario Saturday - Existing 

Minor Street 63rd Street/Project Driveway Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 17 57 1 2 x North/South

Through 412 422 4 3 East/West

Right 19 19 25 29

Total 448 498 30 34

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.

             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 946 34

1 1

NO

Number of Approach Lanes

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

College Avenue 63rd Street/Project Driveway

Figure 4C-3

Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 

             APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 

             THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Sheet No 1 of 1

Project College Safeway 

Major Street Claremont Avenue Scenario Saturday - Existing 

Minor Street Mystic Street Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 9 14 47 12 x North/South

Through 259 335 4 2 East/West

Right 6 36 33 24

Total 274 385 84 38

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

Claremont Avenue Mystic Street

2 1

NO

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.

             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 659 84

Figure 4C-3

Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 

             APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 

             THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Sheet No 1 of 1

Project College Safeway 

Major Street College Avenue Scenario Weekday - Existing + Project

Minor Street 63rd Street/Project Driveway Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 22 103 6 35 x North/South

Through 343 418 7 6 East/West

Right 85 8 18 94

Total 450 529 31 135

1 1

NO

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.

             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 979 135

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

College Avenue 63rd Street/Project Driveway

Figure 4C-3

Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 

             APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 

             THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Sheet No 1 of 1

Project College Safeway 

Major Street College Avenue Scenario Saturday - Existing + Project

Minor Street 63rd Street/Project Driveway Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 17 123 1 109 x North/South

Through 379 406 10 8 East/West

Right 107 19 25 42

Total 503 548 36 159

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.

             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 1,051 159

1 1

NO

Number of Approach Lanes

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

College Avenue 63rd Street/Project Driveway

Figure 4C-3

Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 

             APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 

             THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 
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Project College Safeway 

Major Street College Avenue Scenario Weekday - 2015

Minor Street 63rd Street/Project Driveway Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 30 53 10 3 x North/South

Through 410 440 3 2 East/West

Right 11 20 20 24

Total 451 513 33 29

1 1

NO

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.

             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 964 33

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

College Avenue 63rd Street/Project Driveway

Figure 4C-3

Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 

             APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 

             THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Sheet No 1 of 1

Project College Safeway 

Major Street College Avenue Scenario Saturday - 2015

Minor Street 63rd Street/Project Driveway Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 20 57 10 2 x North/South

Through 440 440 4 3 East/West

Right 19 20 30 29

Total 479 517 44 34

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

College Avenue 63rd Street/Project Driveway

1 1

NO

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.

             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 996 44

Figure 4C-3
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 

             APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 

             THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Sheet No 1 of 1

Project College Safeway 

Major Street College Avenue Scenario Weekday - 2015 + Project

Minor Street 63rd Street/Project Driveway Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 30 103 10 35 x North/South

Through 376 428 7 6 East/West

Right 85 20 20 94

Total 491 551 37 135

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

College Avenue 63rd Street/Project Driveway

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.

             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 1,042 135

1 1

NO

Number of Approach Lanes

Figure 4C-3
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 

             APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 

             THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Sheet No 1 of 1

Project College Safeway 

Major Street College Avenue Scenario Saturday - 2015 + Project

Minor Street 63rd Street/Project Driveway Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 20 123 10 109 x North/South

Through 407 424 10 8 East/West

Right 107 20 30 42

Total 534 567 50 159

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

College Avenue 63rd Street/Project Driveway

1 1

NO

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.

             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 1,101 159

Figure 4C-3

Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 

             APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 

             THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 
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Project College Safeway 

Major Street College Avenue Scenario Weekday - 2035

Minor Street 63rd Street/Project Driveway Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 30 53 10 3 x North/South

Through 520 470 3 2 East/West

Right 11 10 20 24

Total 561 533 33 29

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

College Avenue 63rd Street/Project Driveway

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.

             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 1,094 33

1 1

NO

Number of Approach Lanes

Figure 4C-3

Warrant 3, Peak Hour
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 

             APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 

             THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 
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Project College Safeway 

Major Street College Avenue Scenario Saturday - 2035

Minor Street 63rd Street/Project Driveway Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 20 57 10 2 x North/South

Through 530 480 4 3 East/West

Right 19 20 30 29

Total 569 557 44 34

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

College Avenue 63rd Street/Project Driveway

1 1

NO

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.

             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 1,126 44

Figure 4C-3

Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 

             APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 

             THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 
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Project College Safeway 

Major Street College Avenue Scenario Weekday - 2035 + Project

Minor Street 63rd Street/Project Driveway Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 30 103 10 35 x North/South

Through 486 458 7 6 East/West

Right 85 10 20 94

Total 601 571 37 135

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

College Avenue 63rd Street/Project Driveway

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.

             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Number of Approach Lanes 1 1

NO

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 1,172 135

Figure 4C-3
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 

             APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 

             THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 
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Project College Safeway 
Major Street Claremont Avenue Scenario Weekday - 2035 Plus Project 
Minor Street Mystic Street Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction
NB SB EB WB

Left 65 40 107 13 x North/South
Through 970 661 9 2 East/West
Right 10 51 33 35
Total 1,045 752 149 50
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Figure 4C-3
Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 
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2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.
             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Number of Approach Lanes 2 1
YES

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 1,797 149

Major Street Minor Street Warrant Met
Claremont Avenue Mystic Street
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Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

Figure 4C-3
Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 
APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 
THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 
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Project College Safeway 

Major Street College Avenue Scenario Saturday - 2035 + Project

Minor Street 63rd Street/Project Driveway Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 20 123 10 109 x North/South

Through 497 464 10 8 East/West

Right 107 20 30 42

Total 624 607 50 159

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

College Avenue 63rd Street/Project Driveway

1 1

YES

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.

             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 1,231 159

Figure 4C-3

Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 
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* Note:   150 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET 

             APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER 

             THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices , Caltrans, 2006

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 
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Appendix D – BRT Considerations 

In May of 2007, AC Transit published a Draft Environmental  Impact Statement/Environmental  Impact 

Report  (EIS/EIR)  for  the  implementation  of  Bus  Rapid  Transit  (BRT)  on  Telegraph  Avenue  and 

International Boulevard; connecting Berkeley, Oakland, and San Leandro.   The proposed system would 

dedicate one travel lane in each direction to bus operations only, allowing buses to provide a quicker and 

more  reliable  service  than  regular bus  service  today.    In  the vicinity of  the project,  the proposed BRT 

project would generally eliminate one through  lane  in each direction and narrow Telegraph Avenue  to 

one through lane in each direction. 

Currently,  there  are  no  finalized  design  plans,  an  assurance  of  full  funding  for  the  BRT  project,  or 

approvals from AC Transit, the City of Oakland and other public agencies.  Although proposed (but not 

approved) transit improvements are not typically considered as part of the projected baseline conditions, 

this EIR nevertheless  (conservatively) provides  a discussion of  the potential  effects on project  impacts 

caused  by  proposed  modifications  to  the  traffic  circulation  network  by  the  proposed  BRT  under 

Cumulative Year 2035 Baseline Plus Project conditions. 

In the vicinity of the project, the Telegraph Avenue BRT project would result in elimination of one travel 

lane  in  each  direction  of  Telegraph Avenue.    Traffic  signals  along  Telegraph Avenue would  also  be 

upgraded and traffic signal timings would be improved to provide transit priority.  Nearest BRT stations 

to the project site would be located at 65th Street 

The proposed BRT project would result in more automobile congestion along Telegraph Avenue due to 

the reduced  lane capacity.   The reduced  traffic capacity on Telegraph Avenue may also result  in  traffic 

diverting to other parallel corridors such as College Avenue or Claremont Avenue.   The BRT project may 

have off‐setting benefits as  it would  increase  the capacity of Telegraph Avenue on a per person basis.  

Thus, if a substantial number of people switch to BRT, the overall person delay in the corridor would be 

less than with the current configuration. 

The EIS/EIR analyzed intersection operations at intersections under no BRT and with BRT conditions in 

2025.   The EIS/EIR analysis  identified potentially significant  impacts at  the  following  intersections also 

analyzed for the Safeway on College Avenue project: 

• The College Avenue/Ashby Avenue intersection would degrade from LOS D to LOS E during the PM 

peak  hour  as  result  of  traffic  diverting  from  the  Telegraph  Avenue  corridor  to  College  Avenue 



corridor.  The EIS/EIR proposes to provide a southbound left‐turn lane on College Avenue to mitigate 

the impact at this intersection (similar to Mitigation Measure TRANS‐9). 

• The Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue  intersection would degrade  from LOS D  to LOS F during 

the PM peak hour as a result of the BRT project.  The EIS/EIR does not identify a mitigation measure 

at this intersection. 

• The College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection would degrade from LOS D to LOS E during the 

AM peak hour as result of traffic diverting from the Telegraph Avenue corridor to College Avenue 

and  Claremont  Avenue  corridors.    The  EIS/EIR  proposes  to  adjust  signal  timing  parameters  to 

mitigate the impact at this intersection (similar to Mitigation Measure TRANS‐4). 

This  EIR  identified  significant  impacts  at  two  of  these  three  intersections.    If  the  BRT  project  is 

implemented, the Safeway on College Avenue project may result in an additional impact at the Telegraph 

Alcatraz/Avenue intersection, and impacts already identified by this EIR may have a higher magnitude. 

Over  the next year, AC Transit will update  the Draft EIS/EIR  for the BRT project.   The analysis will be 

based on a new travel demand forecasting model, an expanded study area, and additional data collection.   

 



 

Appendix E 
Customer and Employee Survey Samples 



 



                              
   

 SAFEWAY VISITOR SURVEY 
 
 
1. Please indicate time of arrival:     ______  AM  PM 
      
2. How did you get to the grocery store today? 
 
 _______  Drive   
   Bus (AC Transit)    
   Bicycle    
   Walk    
   Other (please specify)                         
                              

2a.  If you arrived by car, where did you park? 
  
   Surface Lot 
   On-street: 
   Within 1 block 
   Within 2 blocks 
   Within 3 blocks 
   More than 3 blocks 
 
   Other Lot (specify) 

        ______________________ 
 
3. How long do you expect to be at the store? 
 
   Less than ½-hour 
   ½ to 1-hour 
   > 1 to 2 hours 
   > 2 hours 
 

SAFEWAY VISITOR SURVEY 
 
 
1. Please indicate time of arrival:     ______  AM  PM 
      
2. How did you get to the grocery store today? 
 
 _______  Drive   
   Bus (AC Transit)    
   Bicycle    
   Walk    
   Other (please specify)                         
                              

2a.  If you arrived by car, where did you park? 
  
   Surface Lot 
   On-street: 
   Within 1 block 
   Within 2 blocks 
   Within 3 blocks 
   More than 3 blocks 
 
   Other Lot (specify) 

        ______________________ 
 
3. How long do you expect to be at the store? 
 
   Less than ½-hour 
   ½ to 1-hour 
   > 1 to 2 hours 
   > 2 hours 
 

 SAFEWAY VISITOR SURVEY 
 
 
1. Please indicate time of arrival:     ______  AM  PM 
   
2. How did you get to the grocery store today? 
 
 _______  Drive   
   Bus (AC Transit)    
   Bicycle    
   Walk    
   Other (please specify)                         
                       

2b.  If you arrived by car, where did you park? 
  
   Surface Lot 
   On-street: 
   Within 1 block 
   Within 2 blocks 
   Within 3 blocks 
   More than 3 blocks 
 
   Other Lot (specify) 

        ______________________ 
 
3. How long do you expect to be at the store? 
 
   Less than ½-hour 
   ½ to 1-hour 
   > 1 to 2 hours 
   > 2 hours 
 

 SAFEWAY VISITOR SURVEY 
 
 
1. Please indicate time of arrival:     ______  AM  PM 
   
2. How did you get to the grocery store today? 
 
 _______  Drive   
   Bus (AC Transit)    
   Bicycle    
   Walk    
   Other (please specify)                         
                       

2b.  If you arrived by car, where did you park? 
  
   Surface Lot 
   On-street: 
   Within 1 block 
   Within 2 blocks 
   Within 3 blocks 
   More than 3 blocks 
 
   Other Lot (specify) 

        ______________________ 
 
3. How long do you expect to be at the store? 
 
   Less than ½-hour 
   ½ to 1-hour 
   > 1 to 2 hours 
   > 2 hours 
 



 
Please turn page over 

Safeway on College Avenue 
Employee Commute Survey 

 
Safeway is interested in learning about your work commute as we plan for the expansion of the 
store on College Avenue.  The information is important so that we can develop programs and 
services that can help make your commute more convenient.  We are looking for improved ways 
to help control traffic, parking, and environmental impacts in our community. 
 
Please take a few minutes to fill out this two-page survey.  Your responses are important to us.  
Please return the completed survey by March 30, 2010.  All responses are confidential.  Thank 
you for participating in this survey. 
               
 

1. Last week, what days did you work at the Safeway on College Avenue? 

 Sunday    Monday    Tuesday    Wednesday   Thursday    Friday    Saturday   

2. What time did you typically arrive at work? 

    

3. What time did you typically leave work? 

    

4. Last week, how did you typically commute to work (check one box for the method you 
typically used):  

 Walk 

 Bike  

 BART Only 

 AC Transit Bus Only  Which Route?      

 BART and AC Transit Bus 

 Motorcycle 

 Carpooled with some one else who parked in the area 

 Dropped off by some one else who did not park in the area 

 Drove alone and parked in the area 

 Other:      

Carpools Only 

5. If you carpooled, were you usually the driver or a passenger? 

 Driver 

 Passenger 

 



6. If you carpooled, how many people, including the driver, were in your carpool the majority of 
the time? 

    

Drive Alone/Carpools/Motorcycles Only 

7. If you drove, where did you park the majority of the time? 

 In the Safeway surface parking lot  

 On-street, within two blocks of Safeway 

 On-street, more than two blocks away from Safeway 

 Other:      

8. If you drove to work, what were your main reasons for doing so? (check up to 3) 

 Need car for work 

 Need to transport children 

 Prefer to drive my own car 

 Need my car to run errands before/after work 

 Need to get home in case of an emergency 

 Transit not available at home 

 Transit is too expensive 

 Don’t know which transit route to take 

 Safety concerns 

 Don’t have anyone to ride with 

 Anything else takes too long 

 Irregular work hours 

 Poor bicycle parking 

 Other:     

 

9. Any additional comments? 



 



 

Appendix F 
LOS Analysis Worksheets – Existing Plus 

Project Conditions 

 



 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 14 650 79 23 528 140 80 254 59 130 305 67

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.95 0.95 0.96

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.97 0.98 0.98

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1530 3264 1483 1423

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.92 0.82 0.65

Satd. Flow (perm) 1505 2998 1225 942

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 15 684 83 24 556 147 84 267 62 137 321 71

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 24 0 0 7 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 777 0 0 703 0 0 406 0 0 523 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 102 81 269 224

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 8 32 59

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 46.0 46.0 29.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 46.0 46.0 29.0 41.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.48 0.48 0.31 0.43

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 729 1452 374 447

v/s Ratio Prot c0.10

v/s Ratio Perm c0.52 0.23 0.33 c0.41

v/c Ratio 1.07 0.48 1.09 1.17

Uniform Delay, d1 24.5 16.5 33.0 27.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 52.4 1.2 71.5 98.4

Delay (s) 76.9 17.7 104.5 125.4

Level of Service E B F F

Approach Delay (s) 76.9 17.7 104.5 125.4

Approach LOS E B F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 74.5 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.11

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 98.8% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

2: Ashby Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 99 650 34 93 553 239 53 362 169 272 237 43

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.91 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.96 0.96 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3490 3357 3344 1610 3226

Flt Permitted 0.65 0.71 1.00 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2285 2397 3344 1610 3226

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 104 684 36 98 582 252 56 381 178 286 249 45

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 38 0 0 44 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 821 0 0 894 0 0 571 0 192 378 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 13 10 5 49

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 2 5 6

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 50.5 50.5 17.0 17.5 17.5

Effective Green, g (s) 52.5 52.5 17.5 18.0 18.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.52 0.52 0.18 0.18 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1200 1258 585 290 581

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.12 0.12

v/s Ratio Perm 0.36 c0.37

v/c Ratio 0.68 0.71 0.98 0.66 0.65

Uniform Delay, d1 17.6 18.0 41.0 38.2 38.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.2 3.4 31.9 11.3 5.6

Delay (s) 20.8 21.4 72.9 49.5 43.7

Level of Service C C E D D

Approach Delay (s) 20.8 21.4 72.9 45.6

Approach LOS C C E D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 36.7 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.75

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.5% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Ashby Avenue - Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

3: The Uplands & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 68 80 601 113 43 385

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.98 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.98 1.00 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1643 3197 3275

Flt Permitted 0.98 1.00 0.84

Satd. Flow (perm) 1643 3197 2758

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 71 83 626 118 45 401

RTOR Reduction (vph) 53 0 19 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 102 0 725 0 0 446

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 36 32 40

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 24

Parking  (#/hr) 1 4 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 6 8 8

Permitted Phases 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 23.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 493 1918 1655

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 c0.23

v/s Ratio Perm 0.16

v/c Ratio 0.21 0.38 0.27

Uniform Delay, d1 20.9 8.3 7.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 0.6 0.4

Delay (s) 21.8 8.8 8.0

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 21.8 8.8 8.0

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.1 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.32

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.9% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: The Uplands/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 65 431 134 35 300 98 214 777 80 202 946 81

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1775 1770 1554 1770 3225 1770 3162

Flt Permitted 0.29 1.00 0.12 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 533 1775 229 1554 1770 3225 1770 3162

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 68 449 140 36 312 102 223 809 83 210 985 84

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 12 0 0 12 0 0 8 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 68 577 0 36 402 0 223 884 0 210 1063 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 27 49 48 62

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 10 24 42 49

Parking  (#/hr) 3 4 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 4 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 32.1 32.1 32.1 32.1 14.2 33.5 13.9 33.2

Effective Green, g (s) 32.6 32.6 32.6 32.6 15.2 35.5 14.9 35.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.16 0.37 0.16 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 183 609 79 533 283 1205 278 1172

v/s Ratio Prot c0.33 0.26 c0.13 0.27 0.12 c0.34

v/s Ratio Perm 0.13 0.16

v/c Ratio 0.37 0.95 0.46 0.75 0.79 0.73 0.76 0.91

Uniform Delay, d1 23.5 30.4 24.3 27.6 38.4 25.7 38.3 28.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 23.8 1.5 5.3 12.5 4.0 9.9 11.7

Delay (s) 24.0 54.1 25.8 33.0 50.9 29.7 48.2 40.0

Level of Service C D C C D C D D

Approach Delay (s) 51.0 32.4 33.9 41.4

Approach LOS D C C D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 39.6 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.90

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.9% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 267 195 5 122 23 140 295 24 41 363 87

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.91 0.97 0.98 0.91

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.98 0.99 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1428 1766 1534 1350

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.98 0.48 0.93

Satd. Flow (perm) 1360 1742 753 1258

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 63 281 205 5 128 24 147 311 25 43 382 92

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 2 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 549 0 0 149 0 0 481 0 0 507 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 97 82 175 212

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 1 22 39

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 510 653 552 354

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17

v/s Ratio Perm c0.40 0.09 0.28 c0.40

v/c Ratio 1.08 0.23 0.87 1.43

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 17.1 16.6 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.42 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 62.0 0.8 17.0 210.0

Delay (s) 87.0 25.1 33.6 238.8

Level of Service F C C F

Approach Delay (s) 87.0 25.1 33.6 238.8

Approach LOS F C C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 112.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.16

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 113.0% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 233 64 38 531 361 103

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 251 69 41 571 388 111

Pedestrians 40 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 3 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked 0.96

vC, conflicting volume 851 290 539

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 764 290 539

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 17 90 96

cM capacity (veh/h) 303 682 991

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 319 231 381 259 240

Volume Left 251 41 0 0 0

Volume Right 69 0 0 0 111

cSH 344 991 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.93 0.04 0.22 0.15 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 237 3 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 67.2 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 67.2 0.7 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 15.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.6% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 6 7 18 35 6 95 22 342 86 103 418 8

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 7 18 36 6 97 22 349 88 105 427 8

Pedestrians 207 99 206

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 17 8 17

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1548 1428 638 1195 1389 698 642 536

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1548 1428 638 1195 1389 698 642 536

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 81 92 95 64 93 71 97 89

cM capacity (veh/h) 32 88 395 98 93 335 780 947

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 32 139 22 437 105 435

Volume Left 6 36 22 0 105 0

Volume Right 18 97 0 88 0 8

cSH 99 193 780 1700 947 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.32 0.72 0.03 0.26 0.11 0.26

Queue Length 95th (ft) 31 114 2 0 9 0

Control Delay (s) 57.9 60.3 9.8 0.0 9.3 0.0

Lane LOS F F A A

Approach Delay (s) 57.9 60.3 0.5 1.8

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 9.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 108 8 33 4 4 18 66 430 8 33 341 51

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.90 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1727 1655 3504 3434

Flt Permitted 0.77 0.96 0.84 0.89

Satd. Flow (perm) 1375 1598 2976 3076

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 120 9 37 4 4 20 73 478 9 37 379 57

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 9 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 153 0 0 12 0 0 560 0 0 464 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 19 1 29 21

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 1

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 11.5 11.5 36.3 36.3

Effective Green, g (s) 11.5 11.5 36.3 36.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.18 0.58 0.58

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 253 294 1726 1784

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.11 0.01 c0.19 0.15

v/c Ratio 0.60 0.04 0.32 0.26

Uniform Delay, d1 23.5 21.0 6.8 6.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.0 0.1 0.5 0.4

Delay (s) 27.5 21.1 7.3 6.9

Level of Service C C A A

Approach Delay (s) 27.5 21.1 7.3 6.9

Approach LOS C C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.39

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 62.6 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.6% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR NWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 0 14 1

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.92

Flt Protected 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1677

Flt Permitted 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1677

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 0 16 1

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 27 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 2.8

Effective Green, g (s) 2.8

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 75

v/s Ratio Prot c0.02

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.36

Uniform Delay, d1 29.0

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.9

Delay (s) 32.0

Level of Service C

Approach Delay (s) 32.0

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 5 15 5 31 6 36 13 299 123 3 12 336

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.81 0.85

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.96 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1474 1770 1204 1338

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.32 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1474 598 1204 1319

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 5 16 5 33 6 38 14 318 131 3 13 357

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 65 0 0 0 52 452 0 0 0 481

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 171 171

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 64 64

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 188 228 460 504

v/s Ratio Prot c0.38

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.09 0.36

v/c Ratio 0.35 0.23 0.98 0.95

Uniform Delay, d1 43.8 23.0 33.6 33.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.0 2.3 37.9 30.2

Delay (s) 48.8 25.3 71.5 63.3

Level of Service D C E E

Approach Delay (s) 48.8 66.7 63.3

Approach LOS D E E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 70.2 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.87

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.4% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 103 1 1 119 357 14 41 2 192 215 7 17

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3159 3167

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3159 3167

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 110 1 1 127 380 15 44 2 204 229 7 18

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 561 0 0 0 0 458 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 179 180 43 55

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 50 59 7 8

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 546 547

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 c0.14

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.03 0.84

Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 44.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 45.8 14.1

Delay (s) 91.3 58.1

Level of Service F E

Approach Delay (s) 91.3 58.1

Approach LOS F E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 17 75 8 107 62 52 38 33 48 588 129 28

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.95 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.95 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1611 1442 3200

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.82 0.83

Satd. Flow (perm) 1516 1209 2676

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 18 78 8 111 65 54 40 34 50 612 134 29

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 19 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 100 0 0 262 0 0 0 0 811 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 23 77 6

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 12 48 6

Parking  (#/hr) 3 5 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 18.0 18.0 35.3

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 18.0 36.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.22 0.45

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 341 272 1214

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 c0.22 c0.30

v/c Ratio 0.29 0.96 0.67

Uniform Delay, d1 25.7 30.7 17.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.77

Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 44.2 2.7

Delay (s) 25.9 74.9 16.0

Level of Service C E B

Approach Delay (s) 25.9 74.9 16.0

Approach LOS C E B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 28.2 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.78

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.0% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Claremont Avenue/Forest Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 476 12 9 9 126 72 1

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.95

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3280 1530

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2914 1530

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 496 12 9 9 131 75 1

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 546 0 0 0 216 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 16

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 16

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 35.3 13.7

Effective Green, g (s) 36.3 13.7

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1322 262

v/s Ratio Prot c0.14

v/s Ratio Perm 0.19

v/c Ratio 0.41 0.82

Uniform Delay, d1 14.7 32.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 17.8

Delay (s) 15.6 49.8

Level of Service B D

Approach Delay (s) 15.6 49.8

Approach LOS B D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

11: Higway 24 WB On-ramp & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 20 71 83 62 717 88 51 165 471

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.89

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1715 1770 3245 1770 2884

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.38 1.00 0.30 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1715 700 3245 556 2884

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 20 72 85 63 732 90 52 168 481

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 41 0 0 12 0 0 192 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 136 0 63 810 0 52 457 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 8 8 11

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 1

Parking  (#/hr) 6 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 515 420 1947 334 1730

v/s Ratio Prot c0.25 0.16

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 0.09 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.26 0.15 0.42 0.16 0.26

Uniform Delay, d1 21.3 7.0 8.5 7.1 7.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.54 1.44 1.70 2.98

Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 0.7 0.6 0.9 0.3

Delay (s) 22.5 11.5 12.9 12.8 23.0

Level of Service C B B B C

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 22.5 12.8 22.2

Approach LOS A C B C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 17.5 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.37

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.0% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/SR 24 WB On-ramps/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

12: SR 24 EB Off-ramp & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 448 108 67 0 0 34 0 386 67 14 170 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.97 0.86 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1670 1418 3232 3296

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.91

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1670 1418 3232 3009

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 467 112 70 0 0 35 0 402 70 15 177 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 12 0 0 0 13 0 18 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 327 310 0 0 0 22 0 454 0 0 192 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 5 4 12

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 11 19

Parking  (#/hr) 4 4 6

Turn Type Perm custom Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 2

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0

Effective Green, g (s) 51.0 51.0 51.0 21.0 21.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.26 0.26

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1072 1065 904 848 790

v/s Ratio Prot c0.14

v/s Ratio Perm c0.19 0.19 0.02 0.06

v/c Ratio 0.31 0.29 0.02 0.54 0.24

Uniform Delay, d1 6.5 6.5 5.3 25.3 23.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.7 0.1 2.4 0.7

Delay (s) 7.3 7.1 5.4 27.7 23.5

Level of Service A A A C C

Approach Delay (s) 7.2 5.4 27.7 23.5

Approach LOS A A C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 16.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.37

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 114.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Clifton Street/SR 24 Eastbound Off-Ramp/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

13: Miles Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 72 112 175 54 402 0 0 559 73

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 2990 1770 1863 1807

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.31 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 2990 569 1863 1807

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 77 120 188 58 432 0 0 601 78

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 110 0 0 0 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 276 0 58 432 0 0 673 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 42 69 275 212

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 65 56

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 51.0 51.0 51.0

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 52.0 52.0 52.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.65 0.65 0.65

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 748 370 1211 1175

v/s Ratio Prot 0.23 c0.37

v/s Ratio Perm 0.09 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.37 0.16 0.36 0.57

Uniform Delay, d1 24.8 5.5 6.4 7.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.89 1.88 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.4 0.6 0.5 2.0

Delay (s) 26.2 10.9 12.5 9.8

Level of Service C B B A

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 26.2 12.3 9.8

Approach LOS A C B A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 14.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.52

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.2% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Miles Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

14: Shafter Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 113 384 90 0 0 0 0 341 116 195 428 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.92 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.97 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 2953 1401 1770 1863

Flt Permitted 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 2953 1401 1770 1863

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 118 400 94 0 0 0 0 355 121 203 446 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 594 0 0 0 0 0 461 0 203 446 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 300 144 514 190

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 9 38 43

Parking  (#/hr) 5 10

Turn Type Perm custom

Protected Phases 4 1 3 2

Permitted Phases 4 3

Actuated Green, G (s) 22.0 34.0 15.0 52.0

Effective Green, g (s) 21.0 33.0 14.0 51.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.41 0.18 0.64

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 775 578 310 1188

v/s Ratio Prot c0.33 c0.11 0.24

v/s Ratio Perm 0.20

v/c Ratio 0.77 0.80 0.65 0.38

Uniform Delay, d1 27.2 20.6 30.7 6.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.88 0.42

Incremental Delay, d2 7.1 10.9 8.7 0.8

Delay (s) 34.3 31.5 35.7 3.7

Level of Service C C D A

Approach Delay (s) 34.3 0.0 31.5 13.7

Approach LOS C A C B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 25.8 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.2% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 9 21 50 16 15 12 32 50 6 37 360 16

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.94 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.90 0.99

Flt Protected 0.98 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1551 1376 1620

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.96 0.91

Satd. Flow (perm) 1404 1329 1478

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 23 55 18 16 13 35 55 7 41 396 18

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 12 0 0 42 0 0 0 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 94 0 0 77 0 0 0 0 459 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 53 31 115

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14

Parking  (#/hr) 3 3 3

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 1 2 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 14.0 22.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 14.0 22.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.23 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 328 310 542

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.07 0.06 0.31

v/c Ratio 0.29 0.25 0.85

Uniform Delay, d1 18.9 18.7 17.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.2 1.9 15.1

Delay (s) 21.1 20.6 32.6

Level of Service C C C

Approach Delay (s) 21.1 20.6 32.6

Approach LOS C C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 32.6 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.63

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.4% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 58 382 15 31 13 62 49 36

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 16 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.93

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1758 1495

Flt Permitted 0.90 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1585 1495

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 64 420 16 34 14 68 54 40

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 0 18 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 530 0 0 0 158 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 65 105

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 6

Parking  (#/hr) 6 3

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 2 4

Permitted Phases 2 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 22.0 12.0

Effective Green, g (s) 22.0 12.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.20

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 581 299

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.33 0.11

v/c Ratio 0.91 0.53

Uniform Delay, d1 18.1 21.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 21.1 6.6

Delay (s) 39.1 28.1

Level of Service D C

Approach Delay (s) 39.1 28.1

Approach LOS D C

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 68 525 140 51 452 121 64 195 69 125 231 129

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.91 0.96 0.93 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.96

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1421 3273 1436 1315

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.85 0.84 0.66

Satd. Flow (perm) 1269 2788 1217 875

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 72 559 149 54 481 129 68 207 73 133 246 137

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 27 0 0 12 0 0 16 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 774 0 0 637 0 0 336 0 0 500 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 196 92 382 490

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 13 19

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 42.0 42.0 21.0 30.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 42.0 21.0 30.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.52 0.52 0.26 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 666 1464 319 356

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09

v/s Ratio Perm c0.61 0.23 0.28 c0.44

v/c Ratio 1.16 0.44 1.05 1.40

Uniform Delay, d1 19.0 11.7 29.5 25.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.68 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 89.1 0.9 50.2 197.9

Delay (s) 108.1 12.6 70.2 222.9

Level of Service F B E F

Approach Delay (s) 108.1 12.6 70.2 222.9

Approach LOS F B E F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 100.6 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.25

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 119.1% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

2: Ashby Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 43 716 41 79 523 235 65 230 167 323 287 81

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.91 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 0.98 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.96 0.95 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3498 3342 3256 1610 3226

Flt Permitted 0.85 0.73 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2994 2445 3256 1610 3226

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 46 770 44 85 562 253 70 247 180 347 309 87

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 46 0 0 88 0 0 19 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 855 0 0 854 0 0 409 0 246 478 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 11 21 21 39

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 8 9

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 42.5 42.5 16.0 16.5 16.5

Effective Green, g (s) 44.5 44.5 16.5 17.0 17.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.49 0.18 0.19 0.19

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1480 1209 597 304 609

v/s Ratio Prot c0.13 c0.15 0.15

v/s Ratio Perm 0.29 c0.35

v/c Ratio 0.58 0.71 0.68 0.81 0.79

Uniform Delay, d1 16.1 17.7 34.3 34.9 34.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.7 3.5 6.3 20.3 9.8

Delay (s) 17.8 21.2 40.6 55.3 44.6

Level of Service B C D E D

Approach Delay (s) 17.8 21.2 40.6 48.1

Approach LOS B C D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 30.1 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 91.8% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Ashby Avenue - Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

3: The Uplands & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 40 51 394 47 25 388

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.98 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1630 3251 3282

Flt Permitted 0.98 1.00 0.91

Satd. Flow (perm) 1630 3251 3005

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 43 55 428 51 27 422

RTOR Reduction (vph) 39 0 12 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 60 0 467 0 0 449

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 17 41 24

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 8

Parking  (#/hr) 1 4 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 6 8 8

Permitted Phases 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 23.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 489 1951 1803

v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.14

v/s Ratio Perm c0.15

v/c Ratio 0.12 0.24 0.25

Uniform Delay, d1 20.3 7.5 7.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.3 0.3

Delay (s) 20.9 7.8 7.9

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 20.9 7.8 7.9

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 9.1 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.21

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.4% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: The Uplands/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 63 273 128 28 233 80 173 533 35 106 751 71

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1748 1770 1569 1770 3280 1770 3176

Flt Permitted 0.32 1.00 0.19 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 602 1748 349 1569 1770 3280 1770 3176

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 66 287 135 29 245 84 182 561 37 112 791 75

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 20 0 0 14 0 0 4 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 66 402 0 29 315 0 182 594 0 112 860 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 25 22 22 41

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 5 15

Parking  (#/hr) 3 4 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 4 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 26.1 26.1 26.1 26.1 13.0 43.0 10.4 40.4

Effective Green, g (s) 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 14.0 45.0 11.4 42.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.15 0.47 0.12 0.45

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 169 489 98 439 261 1554 212 1417

v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 0.20 c0.10 c0.18 0.06 c0.27

v/s Ratio Perm 0.11 0.08

v/c Ratio 0.39 0.82 0.30 0.72 0.70 0.38 0.53 0.61

Uniform Delay, d1 27.6 32.0 26.8 30.8 38.5 16.1 39.3 20.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 10.2 0.6 4.6 6.4 0.7 1.1 1.9

Delay (s) 28.2 42.2 27.5 35.4 44.9 16.8 40.4 21.9

Level of Service C D C D D B D C

Approach Delay (s) 40.3 34.8 23.3 24.0

Approach LOS D C C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 28.3 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.3% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 41 104 209 14 90 14 139 320 21 9 329 74

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.98 0.99 0.91

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 0.98 0.99 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1393 1790 1553 1351

Flt Permitted 0.96 0.94 0.51 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 1339 1701 801 1333

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 44 112 225 15 97 15 149 344 23 10 354 80

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 65 0 0 6 0 0 2 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 316 0 0 121 0 0 514 0 0 434 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 53 56 97 222

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 11 13

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 502 638 571 375

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18

v/s Ratio Perm c0.24 0.07 0.29 c0.33

v/c Ratio 0.63 0.19 0.90 1.16

Uniform Delay, d1 20.5 16.8 17.1 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.46 1.00 0.95

Incremental Delay, d2 5.9 0.7 19.8 73.8

Delay (s) 26.3 25.3 36.9 101.0

Level of Service C C D F

Approach Delay (s) 26.3 25.3 36.9 101.0

Approach LOS C C D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 52.5 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.4% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 87 40 24 319 360 76

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Hourly flow rate (vph) 93 43 26 339 383 81

Pedestrians 17 3

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 1 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 661 252 481

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 661 252 481

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 76 94 98

cM capacity (veh/h) 380 735 1063

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 135 139 226 255 209

Volume Left 93 26 0 0 0

Volume Right 43 0 0 0 81

cSH 449 1063 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.30 0.02 0.13 0.15 0.12

Queue Length 95th (ft) 31 2 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 16.4 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 16.4 0.7 0.0

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.4% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 1 10 25 43 8 110 17 378 108 124 405 19

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 1 11 27 47 9 120 18 411 117 135 440 21

Pedestrians 266 123 2 161

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 22 10 0 13

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1719 1674 719 1374 1626 754 727 651

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1719 1674 719 1374 1626 754 727 651

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 94 80 92 19 85 62 97 84

cM capacity (veh/h) 18 54 333 58 58 318 682 839

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 39 175 18 528 135 461

Volume Left 1 47 18 0 135 0

Volume Right 27 120 0 117 0 21

cSH 114 131 682 1700 839 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.34 1.34 0.03 0.31 0.16 0.27

Queue Length 95th (ft) 34 283 2 0 14 0

Control Delay (s) 52.2 257.3 10.4 0.0 10.1 0.0

Lane LOS F F B B

Approach Delay (s) 52.2 257.3 0.4 2.3

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 35.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.0% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 93 6 55 2 5 16 72 226 6 14 335 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.90 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.97 1.00 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1698 1659 3485 3452

Flt Permitted 0.80 0.98 0.80 0.94

Satd. Flow (perm) 1401 1626 2822 3258

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 100 6 59 2 5 17 77 243 6 15 360 54

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 26 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 9 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 139 0 0 10 0 0 326 0 0 420 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 14 14 6

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 3 9 2

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 10.7 10.7 36.4 36.4

Effective Green, g (s) 10.7 10.7 36.4 36.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.18 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 248 288 1701 1963

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.10 0.01 0.12 c0.13

v/c Ratio 0.56 0.03 0.19 0.21

Uniform Delay, d1 22.7 20.6 5.4 5.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.9 0.0 0.3 0.2

Delay (s) 25.6 20.6 5.6 5.7

Level of Service C C A A

Approach Delay (s) 25.6 20.6 5.6 5.7

Approach LOS C C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.4 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.30

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.4 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.5% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 11 0 8

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.94

Flt Protected 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 1706

Flt Permitted 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 1706

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 9

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 21 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 1.3

Effective Green, g (s) 1.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 37

v/s Ratio Prot c0.01

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.57

Uniform Delay, d1 29.3

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 18.4

Delay (s) 47.7

Level of Service D

Approach Delay (s) 47.7

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 5 11 1 24 11 33 18 303 101 7 16 4

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.91 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1459 1770 1270

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.29 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1459 545 1270

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 6 12 1 27 12 38 20 344 115 8 18 5

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 58 0 0 0 58 467 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 148 144

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 186 208 485

v/s Ratio Prot 0.37

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.11

v/c Ratio 0.31 0.28 0.96

Uniform Delay, d1 43.6 23.5 33.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.3 3.3 32.6

Delay (s) 47.9 26.8 65.8

Level of Service D C E

Approach Delay (s) 47.9 61.5

Approach LOS D E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 87.8 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.97

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.7% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 318 127 4 4 170 212 9 35 3 176 245 15

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.81 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1269 3132 3176

Flt Permitted 0.90 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1140 3132 3176

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 361 144 5 5 193 241 10 40 3 200 278 17

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 533 0 0 0 0 483 0 0 0 0 522 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 219 228 45

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 17 16 4

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.0 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 435 541 549

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.16

v/s Ratio Perm c0.47

v/c Ratio 1.23 0.89 0.95

Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 44.5 45.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 120.3 19.7 27.9

Delay (s) 154.3 64.2 72.9

Level of Service F E E

Approach Delay (s) 154.3 64.2 72.9

Approach LOS F E E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 24

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 27

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 19

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 9 24 6 111 44 47 39 15 52 473 87 27

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.97 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.95 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1588 1465 3211

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.83 0.83

Satd. Flow (perm) 1504 1246 2693

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 26 6 118 47 50 41 16 55 503 93 29

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 14 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 37 0 0 247 0 0 0 0 653 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 18 48 8

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 24 6

Parking  (#/hr) 3 5 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.3 17.3 41.3

Effective Green, g (s) 17.3 17.3 42.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.22 0.53

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 325 269 1424

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 c0.20 c0.24

v/c Ratio 0.11 0.92 0.46

Uniform Delay, d1 25.2 30.7 11.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.50

Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 33.4 1.0

Delay (s) 25.3 64.0 6.9

Level of Service C E A

Approach Delay (s) 25.3 64.0 6.9

Approach LOS C E A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 19.9 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.59

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.0% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Claremont Avenue/Forest Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 485 10 9 6 42 41

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.94

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3282 1514

Flt Permitted 0.90 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2970 1514

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 516 11 10 6 45 44

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 566 0 0 0 95 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 10

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 11 17

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.3 8.4

Effective Green, g (s) 42.3 8.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.53 0.11

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1570 159

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06

v/s Ratio Perm 0.19

v/c Ratio 0.36 0.60

Uniform Delay, d1 11.0 34.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 4.0

Delay (s) 11.6 38.2

Level of Service B D

Approach Delay (s) 11.6 38.2

Approach LOS B D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

11: Higway 24 WB On-ramp & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 10 69 48 45 615 47 32 146 463

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.89

Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1751 1770 3267 1770 2876

Flt Permitted 1.00 0.37 1.00 0.34 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1751 688 3267 638 2876

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 11 75 52 49 668 51 35 159 503

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 27 0 0 7 0 0 201 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 111 0 49 712 0 35 461 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 4 11 8

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 3

Parking  (#/hr) 6 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 525 413 1960 383 1726

v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 0.16

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.07 0.05

v/c Ratio 0.21 0.12 0.36 0.09 0.27

Uniform Delay, d1 20.9 6.9 8.2 6.8 7.6

Progression Factor 1.00 0.83 0.82 1.35 1.72

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.3

Delay (s) 21.8 6.3 7.2 9.6 13.4

Level of Service C A A A B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 21.8 7.1 13.2

Approach LOS A C A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 11.1 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.31

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.7% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/SR 24 WB On-ramps/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

12: SR 24 EB Off-ramp & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 523 74 78 0 0 28 0 140 21 23 134 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.96 0.86 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1656 1418 3235 3285

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.90

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1656 1418 3235 2979

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 581 82 87 0 0 31 0 156 23 26 149 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 0 11 0 15 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 378 358 0 0 0 20 0 164 0 0 175 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 18 5

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 9 10

Parking  (#/hr) 4 4 6

Turn Type Perm custom Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 2

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0

Effective Green, g (s) 51.0 51.0 51.0 21.0 21.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.26 0.26

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1072 1056 904 849 782

v/s Ratio Prot 0.05

v/s Ratio Perm c0.22 0.22 0.01 c0.06

v/c Ratio 0.35 0.34 0.02 0.19 0.22

Uniform Delay, d1 6.8 6.7 5.3 22.9 23.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.5 0.6

Delay (s) 7.7 7.6 5.4 23.4 20.3

Level of Service A A A C C

Approach Delay (s) 7.6 5.4 23.4 20.3

Approach LOS A A C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 12.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.32

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 114.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Clifton Street/SR 24 Eastbound Off-Ramp/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

13: Miles Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 77 90 147 45 367 0 0 504 46

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3149 1770 1863 1823

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.33 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3149 612 1863 1823

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 83 97 158 48 395 0 0 542 49

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 111 0 0 0 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 227 0 48 395 0 0 585 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 22 26 169 183

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 33 35

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.0 33.0 33.0 33.0

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 34.0 34.0 34.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.57 0.57 0.57

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 945 347 1056 1033

v/s Ratio Prot 0.21 c0.32

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.08

v/c Ratio 0.24 0.14 0.37 0.57

Uniform Delay, d1 15.8 6.1 7.1 8.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.98 1.89 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 0.7 0.8 2.3

Delay (s) 16.4 12.8 14.3 10.6

Level of Service B B B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 16.4 14.1 10.6

Approach LOS A B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 13.2 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.45

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.8% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Miles Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

14: Shafter Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 117 76 0 0 0 0 342 61 165 417 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.87 0.97 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.98 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 2712 1504 1770 1863

Flt Permitted 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 2712 1504 1770 1863

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 77 129 84 0 0 0 0 376 67 181 458 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 63 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 227 0 0 0 0 0 432 0 181 458 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 240 61 281 225

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 5 14 24

Parking  (#/hr) 5 10

Turn Type Perm Prot

Protected Phases 4 1 3 2

Permitted Phases 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.0 27.0 8.0 38.0

Effective Green, g (s) 15.0 26.0 7.0 37.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.43 0.12 0.62

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 678 652 207 1149

v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 c0.10 0.25

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08

v/c Ratio 0.33 0.66 0.87 0.40

Uniform Delay, d1 18.4 13.5 26.1 5.8

Progression Factor 1.00 0.87 1.42 0.36

Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 4.9 33.0 0.9

Delay (s) 19.7 16.6 70.1 3.0

Level of Service B B E A

Approach Delay (s) 19.7 0.0 16.6 22.0

Approach LOS B A B C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 19.8 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.59

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.8% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 4 15 8 5 8 6 18 30 4 19 288 5

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.98 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.90 1.00

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1550 1442 1637

Flt Permitted 0.86 0.97 0.96

Satd. Flow (perm) 1374 1410 1570

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 4 16 9 5 9 6 19 32 4 20 310 5

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 4 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 1 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 30 0 0 41 0 0 0 0 338 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 29 1 82

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 2

Parking  (#/hr) 3 3 3

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 1 2 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 14.0 25.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 14.0 25.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.23 0.42

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 321 329 654

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 c0.03 0.22

v/c Ratio 0.09 0.13 0.52

Uniform Delay, d1 18.0 18.2 13.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 0.8 2.9

Delay (s) 18.6 19.0 15.9

Level of Service B B B

Approach Delay (s) 18.6 19.0 15.9

Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 16.5 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.45

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.9% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 40 349 21 35 9 25 27 44

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 16 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.91

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1755 1475

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1670 1475

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 43 375 23 38 10 27 29 47

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 0 40 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 474 0 0 0 73 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 58 80

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2

Parking  (#/hr) 6 3

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 2 4

Permitted Phases 2 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 9.0

Effective Green, g (s) 25.0 9.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.15

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 696 221

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.28 0.05

v/c Ratio 0.68 0.33

Uniform Delay, d1 14.2 22.8

Progression Factor 0.63 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.0 4.0

Delay (s) 14.0 26.8

Level of Service B C

Approach Delay (s) 14.0 26.8

Approach LOS B C

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 78 0 304 372 31

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 84 0 327 400 33

Pedestrians 6

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 586 223 439

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 586 223 439

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 89 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 439 777 1111

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 84 109 218 267 167

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 84 0 0 0 33

cSH 777 1111 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.11 0.00 0.13 0.16 0.10

Queue Length 95th (ft) 9 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 10.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B

Approach Delay (s) 10.2 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 23.2% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 14 650 79 23 528 140 80 254 59 130 305 67

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.95 0.95 0.96

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.97 0.98 0.98

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1549 3264 1483 1423

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.92 0.79 0.74

Satd. Flow (perm) 1524 2998 1191 1072

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 15 684 83 24 556 147 84 267 62 137 321 71

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 24 0 0 6 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 777 0 0 703 0 0 407 0 0 523 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 102 81 269 224

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 8 32 59

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 46.0 46.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 46.0 46.0 41.0 41.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.48 0.48 0.43 0.43

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 738 1452 514 463

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.51 0.23 0.34 c0.49

v/c Ratio 1.05 0.48 0.79 1.13

Uniform Delay, d1 24.5 16.5 23.3 27.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 48.1 0.1 7.7 82.6

Delay (s) 72.6 16.6 31.0 109.6

Level of Service E B C F

Approach Delay (s) 72.6 16.6 31.0 109.6

Approach LOS E B C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 56.9 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.09

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 98.8% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 267 195 5 122 23 140 295 24 41 363 87

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.91 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1428 1766 1770 1535 1770 1338

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.98 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1360 1742 1770 1535 1770 1338

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 63 281 205 5 128 24 147 311 25 43 382 92

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 4 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 549 0 0 149 0 147 332 0 43 463 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 97 82 175 212

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 1 22 39

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 30.0 10.0 31.0 5.0 25.5

Effective Green, g (s) 31.0 31.0 10.5 32.0 6.0 26.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.39 0.39 0.13 0.40 0.08 0.33

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 527 675 232 614 133 443

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 0.22 0.02 c0.35

v/s Ratio Perm c0.40 0.09

v/c Ratio 1.04 0.22 0.63 0.54 0.32 1.05

Uniform Delay, d1 24.5 16.4 32.9 18.4 35.1 26.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 50.5 0.8 12.5 3.4 6.3 55.2

Delay (s) 75.0 17.2 45.4 21.8 41.4 82.0

Level of Service E B D C D F

Approach Delay (s) 75.0 17.2 29.0 78.6

Approach LOS E B C E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 57.7 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.98

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.1% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 233 64 38 531 361 103

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.96 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1732 3527 3338

Flt Permitted 0.96 0.90 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1732 3196 3338

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 251 69 41 571 388 111

RTOR Reduction (vph) 16 0 0 0 24 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 304 0 0 612 475 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 40

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.6 37.2 37.2

Effective Green, g (s) 15.6 37.2 37.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.61 0.61

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 444 1955 2042

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 0.14

v/s Ratio Perm c0.19

v/c Ratio 0.68 0.31 0.23

Uniform Delay, d1 20.4 5.7 5.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.3 0.4 0.3

Delay (s) 24.7 6.1 5.6

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 24.7 6.1 5.6

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.1 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.42

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.8 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.0% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 5 15 5 31 6 36 13 299 123 3 12 336

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.81 0.85

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.96 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1474 1770 1207 1340

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.36 1.00 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 1474 676 1207 1322

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 5 16 5 33 6 38 14 318 131 3 13 357

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 65 0 0 0 52 452 0 0 0 481

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 171 171

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 64 64

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.44 0.44 0.44

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 80 295 527 577

v/s Ratio Prot c0.37

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.08 0.36

v/c Ratio 0.81 0.18 0.86 0.83

Uniform Delay, d1 51.4 18.9 27.9 27.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 57.8 1.3 16.4 13.3

Delay (s) 109.3 20.2 44.3 40.7

Level of Service F C D D

Approach Delay (s) 109.3 41.8 40.7

Approach LOS F D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 56.0 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.87

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.4% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 103 1 1 119 357 14 41 2 192 215 7 17

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3159 3167

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3159 3167

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 110 1 1 127 380 15 44 2 204 229 7 18

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 561 0 0 0 0 458 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 179 180 43 55

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 50 59 7 8

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 20.0 20.0

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 20.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 574 576

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 c0.14

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.98 0.79

Uniform Delay, d1 44.8 43.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 32.5 10.8

Delay (s) 77.3 53.8

Level of Service E D

Approach Delay (s) 77.3 53.8

Approach LOS E D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 68 525 140 51 452 121 64 195 69 125 231 129

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.95 0.96 0.93 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.96

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1474 3273 1437 1315

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.85 0.82 0.77

Satd. Flow (perm) 1316 2778 1188 1028

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 72 559 149 54 481 129 68 207 73 133 246 137

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 26 0 0 10 0 0 17 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 773 0 0 638 0 0 338 0 0 499 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 196 92 382 490

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 13 19

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.0 41.0 31.0 31.0

Effective Green, g (s) 41.0 41.0 31.0 31.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.51 0.51 0.39 0.39

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 674 1424 460 398

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.59 0.23 0.28 c0.49

v/c Ratio 1.15 0.45 0.73 1.25

Uniform Delay, d1 19.5 12.3 21.0 24.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 82.9 0.1 5.2 133.8

Delay (s) 102.4 12.4 26.1 158.3

Level of Service F B C F

Approach Delay (s) 102.4 12.4 26.1 158.3

Approach LOS F B C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 77.5 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.19

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 119.1% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 41 104 209 14 90 14 139 320 21 9 329 74

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.91

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 0.99 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1393 1790 1770 1563 1770 1346

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.94 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1337 1698 1770 1563 1770 1346

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 44 112 225 15 97 15 149 344 23 10 354 80

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 65 0 0 6 0 0 3 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 316 0 0 121 0 149 364 0 10 424 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 53 56 97 222

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 11 13

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 26.0 26.0 10.5 35.0 5.0 29.0

Effective Green, g (s) 27.0 27.0 11.0 36.0 6.0 30.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.34 0.14 0.45 0.08 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 451 573 243 703 133 505

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 0.23 0.01 c0.32

v/s Ratio Perm c0.24 0.07

v/c Ratio 0.70 0.21 0.61 0.52 0.08 0.84

Uniform Delay, d1 23.0 18.9 32.5 15.8 34.4 22.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.8 0.8 11.0 2.7 1.1 15.4

Delay (s) 31.8 19.7 43.5 18.5 35.5 38.2

Level of Service C B D B D D

Approach Delay (s) 31.8 19.7 25.7 38.1

Approach LOS C B C D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 30.5 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.75

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.2% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 87 40 24 319 360 76

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.97 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1716 3527 3412

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.92 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1716 3242 3412

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 93 43 26 339 383 81

RTOR Reduction (vph) 30 0 0 0 12 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 106 0 0 365 452 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 17

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 7

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.6 42.0 42.0

Effective Green, g (s) 7.6 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.73 0.73

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 226 2364 2488

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 c0.13

v/s Ratio Perm 0.11

v/c Ratio 0.47 0.15 0.18

Uniform Delay, d1 23.1 2.4 2.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 0.1 0.2

Delay (s) 24.7 2.5 2.6

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 24.7 2.5 2.6

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 5.7 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.23

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 57.6 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.5% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 5 11 1 24 11 33 18 303 101 7 16 4

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.91 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1459 1770 1271

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.34 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1459 636 1271

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 6 12 1 27 12 38 20 344 115 8 18 5

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 58 0 0 0 58 467 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 148 144

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 48.0 48.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 49.0 49.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.45 0.45

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 80 283 566

v/s Ratio Prot 0.37

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.72 0.20 0.83

Uniform Delay, d1 51.2 18.6 26.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 43.8 1.6 12.9

Delay (s) 95.0 20.2 39.6

Level of Service F C D

Approach Delay (s) 95.0 37.5

Approach LOS F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 57.7 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.7% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 318 127 4 4 170 212 9 35 3 176 245 15

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.81 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1270 3132 3176

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1235 3132 3176

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 361 144 5 5 193 241 10 40 3 200 278 17

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 533 0 0 0 0 483 0 0 0 0 522 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 219 228 45

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 17 16 4

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 48.0 19.0 20.0

Effective Green, g (s) 49.0 19.0 20.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.17 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 550 541 577

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.16

v/s Ratio Perm c0.43

v/c Ratio 0.97 0.89 0.90

Uniform Delay, d1 29.8 44.5 44.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 31.5 19.7 20.1

Delay (s) 61.2 64.2 64.1

Level of Service E E E

Approach Delay (s) 61.2 64.2 64.1

Approach LOS E E E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 24

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 27

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 19

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project PM-Alt Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 299 163 9 153 86 109 232 31 112 292 87

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.93 0.93 0.97 0.91

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.95 0.99 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1463 1649 1507 1340

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.98 0.65 0.81

Satd. Flow (perm) 1380 1619 995 1096

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 63 315 172 9 161 91 115 244 33 118 307 92

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 24 0 0 4 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 550 0 0 237 0 0 388 0 0 507 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 97 82 175 212

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 1 22 39

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 518 607 625 308

v/s Ratio Prot c0.12

v/s Ratio Perm c0.40 0.15 0.20 c0.46

v/c Ratio 1.06 0.39 0.62 1.65

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 18.3 13.4 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.28 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 57.0 1.9 4.6 304.9

Delay (s) 82.0 25.3 18.0 333.6

Level of Service F C B F

Approach Delay (s) 82.0 25.3 18.0 333.6

Approach LOS F C B F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 134.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.17

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.9% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM-Alt Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 233 174 136 531 361 103

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 251 187 146 571 388 111

Pedestrians 40 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 3 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked 0.95

vC, conflicting volume 1062 290 539

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 953 290 539

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 0 73 85

cM capacity (veh/h) 201 682 991

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 438 337 381 259 240

Volume Left 251 146 0 0 0

Volume Right 187 0 0 0 111

cSH 287 991 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 1.52 0.15 0.22 0.15 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 632 13 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 285.2 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 285.2 2.3 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 76.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.3% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue Existing Plus Project PM-Alt Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 13 18 24 343 418 12

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Hourly flow rate (vph) 13 18 24 350 427 12

Pedestrians 207

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 17

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1039 640 646

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1039 640 646

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 94 95 97

cM capacity (veh/h) 205 394 777

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 32 374 439

Volume Left 13 24 0

Volume Right 18 0 12

cSH 284 777 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.11 0.03 0.26

Queue Length 95th (ft) 9 2 0

Control Delay (s) 19.3 1.0 0.0

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 19.3 1.0 0.0

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM-Alt Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 207 8 50 4 4 18 152 429 8 33 376 126

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.90 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.96 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1656 3483 3350

Flt Permitted 0.75 0.96 0.67 0.89

Satd. Flow (perm) 1361 1598 2350 3001

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 230 9 56 4 4 20 169 477 9 37 418 140

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 29 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 285 0 0 14 0 0 655 0 0 566 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 19 1 29 21

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 1

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.6 17.6 30.6 30.6

Effective Green, g (s) 17.6 17.6 30.6 30.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.28 0.49 0.49

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 380 446 1141 1458

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.21 0.01 c0.28 0.19

v/c Ratio 0.75 0.03 0.57 2.46dr

Uniform Delay, d1 20.7 16.5 11.6 10.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 7.9 0.0 2.1 0.8

Delay (s) 28.6 16.5 13.7 11.0

Level of Service C B B B

Approach Delay (s) 28.6 16.5 13.7 11.0

Approach LOS C B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 15.8 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.62

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 63.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.0% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

dr    Defacto Right Lane.  Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane.

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM-Alt Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR NWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 0 14 1

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.92

Flt Protected 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1677

Flt Permitted 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1677

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 0 16 1

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 27 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 2.8

Effective Green, g (s) 2.8

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 75

v/s Ratio Prot c0.02

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.36

Uniform Delay, d1 29.2

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.9

Delay (s) 32.2

Level of Service C

Approach Delay (s) 32.2

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM-Alt Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 5 15 5 31 6 36 13 238 184 3 12 315

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.71 0.86

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.93 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1474 1770 1039 1356

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.35 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1474 646 1039 1335

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 5 16 5 33 6 38 14 253 196 3 13 335

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 65 0 0 0 52 452 0 0 0 444

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 171 171

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 64 64

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 188 247 397 510

v/s Ratio Prot c0.43

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.08 0.33

v/c Ratio 0.35 0.21 1.14 0.87

Uniform Delay, d1 43.8 22.9 34.0 31.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.0 1.9 88.6 18.1

Delay (s) 48.8 24.8 122.6 49.6

Level of Service D C F D

Approach Delay (s) 48.8 112.5 49.6

Approach LOS D F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 79.9 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.3% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM-Alt Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 89 1 1 95 381 14 41 2 213 229 7 19

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3166 3166

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3166 3166

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 95 1 1 101 405 15 44 2 227 244 7 20

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 560 0 0 0 0 498 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 179 180 43 55

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 50 59 7 8

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 547 547

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 c0.16

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.02 0.91

Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 44.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 44.8 21.6

Delay (s) 90.3 66.3

Level of Service F E

Approach Delay (s) 90.3 66.3

Approach LOS F E

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM-Alt Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 72 0 592 380 61

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 76 0 623 400 64

Pedestrians 21

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked 0.87

vC, conflicting volume 765 253 485

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 438 253 485

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 90 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 469 733 1055

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 76 208 415 267 198

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 76 0 0 0 64

cSH 733 1055 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.10 0.00 0.24 0.16 0.12

Queue Length 95th (ft) 9 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 10.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B

Approach Delay (s) 10.5 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 27.5% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 41 145 168 19 124 89 105 245 31 91 247 74

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.93 0.94 0.98 0.91

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 0.95 0.99 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1441 1658 1533 1338

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.96 0.69 0.82

Satd. Flow (perm) 1363 1593 1078 1104

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 44 156 181 20 133 96 113 263 33 98 266 80

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 41 0 0 28 0 0 4 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 340 0 0 221 0 0 405 0 0 434 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 53 56 97 222

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 11 13

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 511 597 657 311

v/s Ratio Prot c0.12

v/s Ratio Perm c0.25 0.14 0.20 c0.39

v/c Ratio 0.67 0.37 0.62 1.40

Uniform Delay, d1 20.8 18.1 13.3 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.27 1.00 0.94

Incremental Delay, d2 6.7 1.8 4.3 179.7

Delay (s) 27.6 24.8 17.6 206.7

Level of Service C C B F

Approach Delay (s) 27.6 24.8 17.6 206.7

Approach LOS C C B F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 78.0 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.91

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.4% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 87 173 138 319 360 76

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Hourly flow rate (vph) 93 184 147 339 383 81

Pedestrians 17 3

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 1 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 904 252 481

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 904 252 481

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 61 75 86

cM capacity (veh/h) 235 735 1063

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 277 260 226 255 209

Volume Left 93 147 0 0 0

Volume Right 184 0 0 0 81

cSH 429 1063 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.64 0.14 0.13 0.15 0.12

Queue Length 95th (ft) 110 12 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 27.3 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS D A

Approach Delay (s) 27.3 3.0 0.0

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 7.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.5% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 11 25 20 379 406 24

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 12 27 22 412 441 26

Pedestrians 266 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 22 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1176 722 733

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1176 722 733

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 92 92 97

cM capacity (veh/h) 159 331 678

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 39 434 467

Volume Left 12 22 0

Volume Right 27 0 26

cSH 249 678 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.16 0.03 0.27

Queue Length 95th (ft) 14 2 0

Control Delay (s) 22.1 0.9 0.0

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 22.1 0.9 0.0

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.9% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 208 6 77 2 5 16 180 225 6 14 376 142

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.90 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1722 1661 3454 3363

Flt Permitted 0.77 0.98 0.61 0.94

Satd. Flow (perm) 1378 1628 2159 3172

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 224 6 83 2 5 17 194 242 6 15 404 153

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 16 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 35 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 297 0 0 12 0 0 442 0 0 537 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 14 14 6

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 3 9 2

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.2 16.2 25.6 25.6

Effective Green, g (s) 16.2 16.2 25.6 25.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.29 0.29 0.47 0.47

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 406 480 1005 1476

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.22 0.01 c0.20 0.17

v/c Ratio 0.73 0.03 0.44 2.32dr

Uniform Delay, d1 17.4 13.8 9.9 9.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.6 0.0 1.4 0.7

Delay (s) 24.1 13.8 11.3 10.2

Level of Service C B B B

Approach Delay (s) 24.1 13.8 11.3 10.2

Approach LOS C B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 14.3 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.55

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 55.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.9% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

dr    Defacto Right Lane.  Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane.

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 11 0 8

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.94

Flt Protected 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 1706

Flt Permitted 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 1706

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 9

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 21 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 1.2

Effective Green, g (s) 1.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 37

v/s Ratio Prot c0.01

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.57

Uniform Delay, d1 26.6

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 18.4

Delay (s) 45.1

Level of Service D

Approach Delay (s) 45.1

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 5 11 1 24 11 33 18 231 173 7 16 4

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.74

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.91 1.00 0.93

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1459 1770 1085

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.32 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1459 600 1085

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 6 12 1 27 12 38 20 262 197 8 18 5

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 58 0 0 0 58 467 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 148 144

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 186 229 414

v/s Ratio Prot c0.43

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.31 0.25 1.13

Uniform Delay, d1 43.6 23.3 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.3 2.6 83.9

Delay (s) 47.9 25.9 117.9

Level of Service D C F

Approach Delay (s) 47.9 107.7

Approach LOS D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 93.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.94

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.2% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 293 110 4 4 135 247 9 35 3 201 262 15

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.82 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1284 3145 3175

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1150 3145 3175

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 333 125 5 5 153 281 10 40 3 228 298 17

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 486 0 0 0 0 483 0 0 0 0 574 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 219 228 45

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 17 16 4

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.0 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 439 543 548

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.18

v/s Ratio Perm 0.42

v/c Ratio 1.11 0.89 1.05

Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 44.5 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 75.3 19.3 51.3

Delay (s) 109.3 63.8 96.8

Level of Service F E F

Approach Delay (s) 109.3 63.8 96.8

Approach LOS F E F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 27

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 31

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 19

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 103 0 415 396 72

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 111 0 446 426 77

Pedestrians 6

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked 1.00 1.00 1.00

vC, conflicting volume 694 258 509

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 689 252 504

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 85 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 377 743 1049

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 111 149 297 284 219

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 111 0 0 0 77

cSH 743 1049 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.15 0.00 0.17 0.17 0.13

Queue Length 95th (ft) 13 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 10.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B

Approach Delay (s) 10.7 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 26.4% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue#1 Existing Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 299 163 9 153 86 109 232 31 112 292 87

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.93 0.93 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.88

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.95 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1463 1649 1770 1495 1770 1303

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.98 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1375 1620 1770 1495 1770 1303

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 63 315 172 9 161 91 115 244 33 118 307 92

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 24 0 0 6 0 0 14 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 550 0 0 237 0 115 271 0 118 386 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 97 82 175 212

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 1 22 39

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 31.0 31.0 9.5 24.0 11.0 25.0

Effective Green, g (s) 32.0 32.0 10.0 25.0 12.0 26.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.40 0.40 0.12 0.31 0.15 0.32

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 550 648 221 467 266 423

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.18 0.07 c0.30

v/s Ratio Perm c0.40 0.15

v/c Ratio 1.00 0.37 0.52 0.58 0.44 0.91

Uniform Delay, d1 24.0 16.9 32.8 23.1 31.0 25.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 38.4 1.6 8.5 5.2 5.3 26.3

Delay (s) 62.4 18.5 41.3 28.3 36.2 52.2

Level of Service E B D C D D

Approach Delay (s) 62.4 18.5 32.1 48.6

Approach LOS E B C D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 44.7 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.85

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.6% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue#2 Existing Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 233 174 136 531 361 103

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.97

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1689 3504 3331

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.75 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1689 2661 3331

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 251 187 146 571 388 111

RTOR Reduction (vph) 40 0 0 0 27 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 398 0 0 717 472 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 40

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 20.6 38.4 38.4

Effective Green, g (s) 20.6 38.4 38.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.31 0.57 0.57

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 519 1525 1909

v/s Ratio Prot c0.24 0.14

v/s Ratio Perm c0.27

v/c Ratio 0.77 0.47 0.25

Uniform Delay, d1 21.0 8.4 7.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.7 1.0 0.3

Delay (s) 27.7 9.4 7.4

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 27.7 9.4 7.4

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 13.6 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 67.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.7% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 5 15 5 31 6 36 13 238 184 3 12 315

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.71 0.86

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.93 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1474 1770 1043 1357

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.39 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1474 721 1043 1337

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 5 16 5 33 6 38 14 253 196 3 13 335

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 65 0 0 0 52 452 0 0 0 444

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 171 171

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 64 64

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.44 0.44 0.44

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 80 315 455 583

v/s Ratio Prot c0.43

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.07 0.33

v/c Ratio 0.81 0.17 0.99 0.76

Uniform Delay, d1 51.4 18.8 30.8 26.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 57.8 1.1 40.6 9.1

Delay (s) 109.3 20.0 71.4 35.3

Level of Service F B E D

Approach Delay (s) 109.3 66.1 35.3

Approach LOS F E D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 62.0 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.3% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 89 1 1 95 381 14 41 2 213 229 7 19

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3166 3166

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3166 3166

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 95 1 1 101 405 15 44 2 227 244 7 20

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 560 0 0 0 0 498 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 179 180 43 55

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 50 59 7 8

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 20.0 20.0

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 20.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 576 576

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 c0.16

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.97 0.86

Uniform Delay, d1 44.7 43.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 31.3 15.8

Delay (s) 76.1 59.4

Level of Service E E

Approach Delay (s) 76.1 59.4

Approach LOS E E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 41 145 168 19 124 89 105 245 31 91 247 74

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.93 0.94 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.88

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 0.95 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1441 1658 1770 1533 1770 1300

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.96 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1363 1593 1770 1533 1770 1300

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 44 156 181 20 133 96 113 263 33 98 266 80

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 41 0 0 28 0 0 6 0 0 13 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 340 0 0 221 0 113 290 0 98 333 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 53 56 97 222

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 11 13

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 10.5 28.0 9.0 26.0

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 11.0 29.0 10.0 27.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.14 0.36 0.12 0.34

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 511 597 243 556 221 439

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.19 0.06 c0.26

v/s Ratio Perm c0.25 0.14

v/c Ratio 0.67 0.37 0.47 0.52 0.44 0.76

Uniform Delay, d1 20.8 18.1 31.8 20.1 32.4 23.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.7 1.8 6.3 3.5 6.3 11.6

Delay (s) 27.6 19.9 38.1 23.5 38.8 35.2

Level of Service C B D C D D

Approach Delay (s) 27.6 19.9 27.5 36.0

Approach LOS C B C D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 28.8 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.67

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.0% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 87 173 138 319 360 76

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.91 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1650 3486 3411

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.72 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1650 2566 3411

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 93 184 147 339 383 81

RTOR Reduction (vph) 122 0 0 0 14 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 155 0 0 486 450 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 17

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 7

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 10.4 40.2 40.2

Effective Green, g (s) 10.4 40.2 40.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.69 0.69

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 293 1760 2340

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09 0.13

v/s Ratio Perm c0.19

v/c Ratio 0.53 0.28 0.19

Uniform Delay, d1 21.9 3.6 3.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.7 0.4 0.2

Delay (s) 23.6 4.0 3.5

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 23.6 4.0 3.5

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 8.2 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.33

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 58.6 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.3% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 5 11 1 24 11 33 18 231 173 7 16 4

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.74

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.91 1.00 0.93

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1459 1770 1085

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.35 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1459 654 1085

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 6 12 1 27 12 38 20 262 197 8 18 5

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 58 0 0 0 58 467 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 148 144

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 45.0 45.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 46.0 46.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.42 0.42

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 80 273 454

v/s Ratio Prot c0.43

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.72 0.21 1.03

Uniform Delay, d1 51.2 20.4 32.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 43.8 1.8 49.8

Delay (s) 95.0 22.2 81.8

Level of Service F C F

Approach Delay (s) 95.0 75.2

Approach LOS F E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 63.7 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.94

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.2% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 293 110 4 4 135 247 9 35 3 201 262 15

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.82 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1284 3145 3175

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1245 3145 3175

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 333 125 5 5 153 281 10 40 3 228 298 17

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 486 0 0 0 0 483 0 0 0 0 573 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 219 228 45

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 17 16 4

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 45.0 20.0 22.0

Effective Green, g (s) 46.0 20.0 22.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.18 0.20

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 521 572 635

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.18

v/s Ratio Perm 0.39

v/c Ratio 0.93 0.84 0.90

Uniform Delay, d1 30.5 43.5 43.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 25.9 14.2 18.5

Delay (s) 56.4 57.7 61.4

Level of Service E E E

Approach Delay (s) 56.4 57.7 61.4

Approach LOS E E E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 27

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 31

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 19

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project PM - Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 267 195 9 153 86 109 232 24 41 363 87

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.91 0.93 0.97 0.91

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.95 0.99 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1428 1649 1523 1350

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.98 0.55 0.94

Satd. Flow (perm) 1347 1619 848 1273

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 63 281 205 9 161 91 115 244 25 43 382 92

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 24 0 0 3 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 549 0 0 237 0 0 381 0 0 507 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 97 82 175 212

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 1 22 39

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 505 607 580 358

v/s Ratio Prot c0.13

v/s Ratio Perm c0.41 0.15 0.21 c0.40

v/c Ratio 1.09 0.39 0.66 1.42

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 18.3 13.8 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.28 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 65.7 1.9 5.7 203.0

Delay (s) 90.7 25.2 19.5 231.7

Level of Service F C B F

Approach Delay (s) 90.7 25.2 19.5 231.7

Approach LOS F C B F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 107.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.11

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 104.5% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM - Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 233 64 136 531 361 103

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 251 69 146 571 388 111

Pedestrians 40 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 3 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked 0.95

vC, conflicting volume 1062 290 539

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 950 290 539

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 0 90 85

cM capacity (veh/h) 201 682 991

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 319 337 381 259 240

Volume Left 251 146 0 0 0

Volume Right 69 0 0 0 111

cSH 237 991 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 1.35 0.15 0.22 0.15 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 430 13 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 221.3 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 221.3 2.3 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 47.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.5% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue Existing Plus Project PM - Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 6 7 18 0 0 0 24 343 85 103 418 12

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 7 18 0 0 0 24 350 87 105 427 12

Pedestrians 207 99 206

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 0.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 17 0 17

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1455 1435 640 1200 1397 698 646 536

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1455 1435 640 1200 1397 698 646 536

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 89 93 95 100 100 100 97 90

cM capacity (veh/h) 58 96 394 114 101 365 777 1032

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 32 24 437 105 439

Volume Left 6 24 0 105 0

Volume Right 18 0 87 0 12

cSH 140 777 1700 1032 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.23 0.03 0.26 0.10 0.26

Queue Length 95th (ft) 21 2 0 8 0

Control Delay (s) 38.2 9.8 0.0 8.9 0.0

Lane LOS E A A

Approach Delay (s) 38.2 0.5 1.7

Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.4% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM - Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 207 8 50 4 4 18 67 429 8 33 341 51

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.90 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.96 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1655 3503 3434

Flt Permitted 0.75 0.96 0.84 0.89

Satd. Flow (perm) 1361 1594 2962 3071

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 230 9 56 4 4 20 74 477 9 37 379 57

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 285 0 0 13 0 0 560 0 0 462 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 19 1 29 21

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 1

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.1 16.1 32.6 32.6

Effective Green, g (s) 16.1 16.1 32.6 32.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.51 0.51

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 345 404 1521 1577

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.21 0.01 c0.19 0.15

v/c Ratio 0.83 0.03 0.37 0.29

Uniform Delay, d1 22.4 17.8 9.3 8.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 14.9 0.0 0.7 0.5

Delay (s) 37.3 17.9 10.0 9.3

Level of Service D B A A

Approach Delay (s) 37.3 17.9 10.0 9.3

Approach LOS D B A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 16.2 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.51

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 63.5 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.0% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM - Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR NWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 0 14 1

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.92

Flt Protected 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1677

Flt Permitted 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1677

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 0 16 1

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 27 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 2.8

Effective Green, g (s) 2.8

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 74

v/s Ratio Prot c0.02

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.37

Uniform Delay, d1 29.5

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.0

Delay (s) 32.5

Level of Service C

Approach Delay (s) 32.5

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM - Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 5 15 5 31 6 36 13 299 123 3 12 315

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.81 0.86

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.96 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1474 1770 1204 1356

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.35 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1474 646 1204 1335

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 5 16 5 33 6 38 14 318 131 3 13 335

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 65 0 0 0 52 452 0 0 0 444

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 171 171

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 64 64

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 188 247 460 510

v/s Ratio Prot c0.38

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.08 0.33

v/c Ratio 0.35 0.21 0.98 0.87

Uniform Delay, d1 43.8 22.9 33.6 31.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.0 1.9 37.9 18.1

Delay (s) 48.8 24.8 71.5 49.6

Level of Service D C E D

Approach Delay (s) 48.8 66.7 49.6

Approach LOS D E D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 69.1 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.3% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM - Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 89 1 1 119 357 14 41 2 213 229 7 19

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3159 3166

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3159 3166

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 95 1 1 127 380 15 44 2 227 244 7 20

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 561 0 0 0 0 498 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 179 180 43 55

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 50 59 7 8

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 546 547

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 c0.16

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.03 0.91

Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 44.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 45.8 21.6

Delay (s) 91.3 66.3

Level of Service F E

Approach Delay (s) 91.3 66.3

Approach LOS F E

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM - Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 70 0 504 378 27

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 74 0 531 398 28

Pedestrians 21

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked 0.89 0.99 0.99

vC, conflicting volume 698 234 447

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 392 220 434

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 90 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 512 766 1097

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 74 177 354 265 161

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 74 0 0 0 28

cSH 766 1097 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.10 0.00 0.21 0.16 0.09

Queue Length 95th (ft) 8 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 10.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B

Approach Delay (s) 10.2 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 24.9% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 41 104 209 19 124 89 105 245 21 9 329 74

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.94 0.99 0.91

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 0.95 0.99 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1393 1658 1546 1351

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.96 0.59 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 1317 1593 922 1337

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 44 112 225 20 133 96 113 263 23 10 354 80

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 65 0 0 28 0 0 3 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 316 0 0 221 0 0 396 0 0 434 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 53 56 97 222

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 11 13

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 494 597 609 376

v/s Ratio Prot c0.13

v/s Ratio Perm c0.24 0.14 0.21 c0.32

v/c Ratio 0.64 0.37 0.65 1.15

Uniform Delay, d1 20.6 18.1 13.7 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.27 1.00 0.95

Incremental Delay, d2 6.2 1.8 5.3 72.4

Delay (s) 26.8 24.8 19.0 99.6

Level of Service C C B F

Approach Delay (s) 26.8 24.8 19.0 99.6

Approach LOS C C B F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 46.3 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.82

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.4% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 87 40 138 319 360 76

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Hourly flow rate (vph) 93 43 147 339 383 81

Pedestrians 17 3

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 1 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 904 252 481

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 904 252 481

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 61 94 86

cM capacity (veh/h) 235 735 1063

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 135 260 226 255 209

Volume Left 93 147 0 0 0

Volume Right 43 0 0 0 81

cSH 299 1063 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.45 0.14 0.13 0.15 0.12

Queue Length 95th (ft) 56 12 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 26.6 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS D A

Approach Delay (s) 26.6 3.0 0.0

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 4.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 1 10 25 0 0 0 20 379 107 123 406 24

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 1 11 27 0 0 0 22 412 116 134 441 26

Pedestrians 266 123 2 161

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 0.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 22 0 0 13

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1604 1682 722 1380 1637 754 733 651

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1604 1682 722 1380 1637 754 733 651

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 97 82 92 100 100 100 97 86

cM capacity (veh/h) 41 61 331 70 65 354 678 935

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 39 22 528 134 467

Volume Left 1 22 0 134 0

Volume Right 27 0 116 0 26

cSH 137 678 1700 935 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.29 0.03 0.31 0.14 0.27

Queue Length 95th (ft) 28 2 0 12 0

Control Delay (s) 41.6 10.5 0.0 9.5 0.0

Lane LOS E B A

Approach Delay (s) 41.6 0.4 2.1

Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.0% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 208 6 77 2 5 16 73 225 6 14 334 51

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.90 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.97 1.00 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1721 1660 3484 3450

Flt Permitted 0.77 0.98 0.79 0.94

Satd. Flow (perm) 1377 1627 2802 3254

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 224 6 83 2 5 17 78 242 6 15 359 55

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 298 0 0 11 0 0 326 0 0 418 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 14 14 6

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 3 9 2

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.1 16.1 32.2 32.2

Effective Green, g (s) 16.1 16.1 32.2 32.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.26 0.52 0.52

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 360 425 1465 1701

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.22 0.01 0.12 c0.13

v/c Ratio 0.83 0.03 0.22 0.25

Uniform Delay, d1 21.4 16.9 7.9 8.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 14.5 0.0 0.4 0.3

Delay (s) 35.9 16.9 8.3 8.4

Level of Service D B A A

Approach Delay (s) 35.9 16.9 8.3 8.4

Approach LOS D B A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 17.1 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.44

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 61.6 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.1% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 11 0 8

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.94

Flt Protected 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 1706

Flt Permitted 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 1706

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 9

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 21 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 1.3

Effective Green, g (s) 1.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 36

v/s Ratio Prot c0.01

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.58

Uniform Delay, d1 29.9

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 21.8

Delay (s) 51.7

Level of Service D

Approach Delay (s) 51.7

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 5 11 1 24 11 33 18 303 101 7 16 4

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.91 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1459 1770 1270

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.32 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1459 600 1270

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 6 12 1 27 12 38 20 344 115 8 18 5

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 58 0 0 0 58 467 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 148 144

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 186 229 485

v/s Ratio Prot 0.37

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.31 0.25 0.96

Uniform Delay, d1 43.6 23.3 33.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.3 2.6 32.6

Delay (s) 47.9 25.9 65.8

Level of Service D C E

Approach Delay (s) 47.9 61.4

Approach LOS D E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 82.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.93

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.3% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 293 110 4 4 170 212 9 35 3 201 262 15

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.82 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1284 3132 3175

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1150 3132 3175

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 333 125 5 5 193 241 10 40 3 228 298 17

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 486 0 0 0 0 483 0 0 0 0 574 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 219 228 45

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 17 16 4

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.0 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 439 541 548

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.18

v/s Ratio Perm c0.42

v/c Ratio 1.11 0.89 1.05

Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 44.5 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 75.3 19.7 51.3

Delay (s) 109.3 64.2 96.8

Level of Service F E F

Approach Delay (s) 109.3 64.2 96.8

Approach LOS F E F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 27

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 31

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 19

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 102 0 304 393 31

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 110 0 327 423 33

Pedestrians 6

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked 0.99 0.99 0.99

vC, conflicting volume 609 234 462

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 586 208 438

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 86 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 435 787 1102

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 110 109 218 282 174

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 110 0 0 0 33

cSH 787 1102 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.14 0.00 0.13 0.17 0.10

Queue Length 95th (ft) 12 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 10.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B

Approach Delay (s) 10.3 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 25.1% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project PM - Alternative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 267 195 9 153 86 109 232 24 41 363 87

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.91 0.93 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1428 1649 1770 1519 1770 1338

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.98 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1343 1620 1770 1519 1770 1338

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 63 281 205 9 161 91 115 244 25 43 382 92

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 24 0 0 4 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 549 0 0 237 0 115 265 0 43 463 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 97 82 175 212

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 1 22 39

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 31.0 31.0 9.5 29.0 6.0 25.0

Effective Green, g (s) 32.0 32.0 10.0 30.0 7.0 26.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.40 0.40 0.12 0.38 0.09 0.32

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 537 648 221 570 155 435

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 c0.17 0.02 c0.35

v/s Ratio Perm c0.41 0.15

v/c Ratio 1.02 0.37 0.52 0.46 0.28 1.06

Uniform Delay, d1 24.0 16.9 32.8 18.9 34.1 27.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 44.6 1.6 8.5 2.7 4.4 61.4

Delay (s) 68.6 18.5 41.3 21.6 38.5 88.4

Level of Service E B D C D F

Approach Delay (s) 68.6 18.5 27.5 84.3

Approach LOS E B C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 56.5 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.02

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.7% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM - Alternative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 233 64 136 531 361 103

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.97

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.96 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1734 3504 3330

Flt Permitted 0.96 0.75 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1734 2663 3330

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 251 69 146 571 388 111

RTOR Reduction (vph) 14 0 0 0 26 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 306 0 0 717 473 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 40

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.0 43.2 43.2

Effective Green, g (s) 17.0 43.2 43.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.63 0.63

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 432 1687 2109

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 0.14

v/s Ratio Perm c0.27

v/c Ratio 0.71 0.43 0.22

Uniform Delay, d1 23.3 6.3 5.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.2 0.8 0.2

Delay (s) 28.6 7.1 5.6

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 28.6 7.1 5.6

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 11.1 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 68.2 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.5% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM - Alternative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 5 15 5 31 6 36 13 299 123 3 12 315

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.81 0.86

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.96 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1474 1770 1207 1357

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.39 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1474 721 1207 1337

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 5 16 5 33 6 38 14 318 131 3 13 335

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 65 0 0 0 52 452 0 0 0 444

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 171 171

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 64 64

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.44 0.44 0.44

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 80 315 527 583

v/s Ratio Prot c0.37

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.07 0.33

v/c Ratio 0.81 0.17 0.86 0.76

Uniform Delay, d1 51.4 18.8 27.9 26.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 57.8 1.1 16.4 9.1

Delay (s) 109.3 20.0 44.3 35.3

Level of Service F B D D

Approach Delay (s) 109.3 41.8 35.3

Approach LOS F D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 56.4 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.3% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project PM - Alternative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 89 1 1 119 357 14 41 2 213 229 7 19

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3159 3166

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3159 3166

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 95 1 1 127 380 15 44 2 227 244 7 20

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 561 0 0 0 0 498 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 179 180 43 55

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 50 59 7 8

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 20.0 20.0

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 20.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 574 576

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 c0.16

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.98 0.86

Uniform Delay, d1 44.8 43.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 32.5 15.8

Delay (s) 77.3 59.4

Level of Service E E

Approach Delay (s) 77.3 59.4

Approach LOS E E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4 Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 41 104 209 19 124 89 105 245 21 9 329 74

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.94 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.91

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 0.95 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1393 1658 1770 1552 1770 1346

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.96 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1316 1592 1770 1552 1770 1346

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 44 112 225 20 133 96 113 263 23 10 354 80

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 65 0 0 28 0 0 4 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 316 0 0 221 0 113 282 0 10 424 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 53 56 97 222

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 11 13

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 27.0 27.0 10.5 33.0 6.0 28.0

Effective Green, g (s) 28.0 28.0 11.0 34.0 7.0 29.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.35 0.35 0.14 0.42 0.09 0.36

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 461 557 243 660 155 488

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.18 0.01 c0.31

v/s Ratio Perm c0.24 0.14

v/c Ratio 0.69 0.40 0.47 0.43 0.06 0.87

Uniform Delay, d1 22.2 19.6 31.8 16.2 33.5 23.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.88 1.05

Incremental Delay, d2 8.1 2.1 6.3 2.0 0.1 2.1

Delay (s) 30.3 21.7 38.1 18.2 29.5 27.0

Level of Service C C D B C C

Approach Delay (s) 30.3 21.7 23.8 27.0

Approach LOS C C C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 26.1 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.0% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4 Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 87 40 138 319 360 76

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1716 3486 3420

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.75 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1716 2639 3420

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 93 43 147 339 383 81

RTOR Reduction (vph) 26 0 0 0 21 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 110 0 0 486 443 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 17

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 7

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 6.3 20.0 20.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.3 20.0 20.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.58 0.58

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 315 1539 1994

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.13

v/s Ratio Perm c0.18

v/c Ratio 0.35 0.32 0.22

Uniform Delay, d1 12.2 3.7 3.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.1 0.1

Delay (s) 12.9 3.8 3.5

Level of Service B A A

Approach Delay (s) 12.9 3.8 3.5

Approach LOS B A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 4.8 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.32

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 34.3 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4 Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 5 11 1 24 11 33 18 303 101 7 16 4

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.91 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1459 1770 1271

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.35 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1459 654 1271

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 6 12 1 27 12 38 20 344 115 8 18 5

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 58 0 0 0 58 467 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 148 144

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 45.0 45.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 46.0 46.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.42 0.42

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 80 273 532

v/s Ratio Prot 0.37

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.72 0.21 0.88

Uniform Delay, d1 51.2 20.4 29.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 43.8 1.8 18.3

Delay (s) 95.0 22.2 47.7

Level of Service F C D

Approach Delay (s) 95.0 44.9

Approach LOS F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 56.4 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.90

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.3% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4 Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 293 110 4 4 170 212 9 35 3 201 262 15

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.82 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1284 3132 3175

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1245 3132 3175

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 333 125 5 5 193 241 10 40 3 228 298 17

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 486 0 0 0 0 483 0 0 0 0 573 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 219 228 45

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 17 16 4

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 45.0 20.0 22.0

Effective Green, g (s) 46.0 20.0 22.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.18 0.20

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 521 569 635

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.18

v/s Ratio Perm c0.39

v/c Ratio 0.93 0.85 0.90

Uniform Delay, d1 30.5 43.5 43.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 25.9 14.7 18.5

Delay (s) 56.4 58.2 61.4

Level of Service E E E

Approach Delay (s) 56.4 58.2 61.4

Approach LOS E E E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4 Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 27

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 31

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 19

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
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100 Pringle Avenue, Suite 600  Walnut Creek, CA 94596  (925) 930-7100  Fax (925) 933-7090 
www.fehrandpeers.com 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
Date: June 15, 2010 
 
To: Peterson Vollman, City of Oakland 
 Darin Ranelletti, City of Oakland 
 
From: Sam Tabibnia and Ellen Robinson 

Subject: Safeway on College Avenue and 51st and Broadway Center –  
 ACCMA Travel Demand Model Land Use Assumptions 

WC07-2483 & WC10-2728 

This memorandum summarizes Fehr & Peers’ approach in developing land use assumptions for 
forecasting future traffic volumes in preparing the EIRs for the Safeway on College Avenue and 
51st and Broadway Center projects. Previously, we used a similar methodology for the Alta Bates 
Summit Medical Center, Summit Campus Master Plan EIR. We have reviewed the land use 
database in the most recent Alameda County Congestion Management Authority’s (ACCMA) 
Travel Demand Model, which was released in February 2009.  The land use database is based 
on the Association of Bay Area Governments’ Projections 2007. Our review methodology and 
recommendations for modifying the land use database are summarized below. 

MODEL LAND USE REVIEW  

The land use assumptions as modified for the Alta Bates Summit Medical Center Summit 
Campus Seismic Upgrade and Master Plan Project EIR were the starting point for development of 
land use assumptions for the EIRs for the Safeway on College Avenue and 51st Street and 
Broadway Center projects.  The changes made from the original land uses for the Summit 
Campus project were documented in a memorandum by Fehr & Peers dated May 7, 2009 (see 
Appendix A). 

Consistent with the methodology for the Summit Campus land use adjustments, Fehr & Peers 
reviewed the model land uses in the project area. The number and growth of households and 
employment by type in the project area from the year 2005 to 2035 are summarized in Table 1. 
The transportation analysis zones (TAZs) included in the project area are shown on Figure 1.  

Fehr and Peers compared the projected growth in households and employment in each project-
area TAZ to the development included in the City’s Active Major Projects list. The most recent 
version of the Active Major Projects list, dated October – November 2009, was used for this 
comparison. The project square footage measurements from the list were converted to 
employment numbers by assuming one employee per 500 square feet for retail space and one 
employee per 300 square feet of office (service) space.   

The Active Major Projects list identified pending, planned, proposed and recently completed 
development of households, retail employment and service employment in the project area. The 
total growth of these development types in the model and the Active Major Projects list are 
compared in Table 2. 
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TABLE 1 
ACCMA TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL  

PROJECT VICINITY AREA1 LAND USE GROWTH ASSUMPTIONS 

Land Use Variable 2005 2035 2005 – 2035 
Growth 

Households (HH) 25,505 29,363 3,858 

Agricultural Employment (AFM)  52 82 30 
Manufacturing Employment (MFG)  1,347 1,607 260 
Retail Employment (RET) 4,270 5,885 1,615 
Service Employment (SVC) 13,823 20,486 6,663 
Trade Employment (TRD) 793 926 133 
Other Employment (OTH) 2,972 3,513 541 
Total Employment 23,257 32,500 9,243 

1. See Figure 1 for a map of the project vicinity area. 
Source:  ACCMA model as summarized by Fehr & Peers, 2010 

 

TABLE 2 
PROJECT VICINITY AREA1 LAND USE GROWTH COMPARISON 

Land Use Variable ACCMA Model 
2005-2035 2 

Pending, Planned, 
Proposed and 

Completed Projects 3 
Difference 

Households (HH) 3,858 1,325 2,533 

Retail Employment (RET) 1,615 319 1,296 
Service Employment (SVC) 6,663 2,191 4,472 

1.  See Figure 1 for a map of the project vicinity area. 
2.  Latest ACCMA model based on ABAG Projection 2009. 
3.  Includes projects from City of Oakland’s Active Major Projects list, October – November 2009, and proposed 

Safeway projects 

As shown in Table 2, the 2035 model assumes more total development in the project area than is 
identified in the Active Major Projects list. However, the model land use growth for many 
individual TAZs was not high enough to include specific projects in the Active Major Projects list. 
In these cases, Fehr & Peers shifted development growth to the project TAZ from other TAZs in 
the study area. In this way, the model land uses are modified to better match foreseeable 
development, while maintain the overall household and employment growth in the model. 
Appendix A documents the changes in 2035 land use assumptions by TAZ, and the resulting 
recommended modifications to 2035 model land uses.   

Several development projects have been completed in the project area since 2005. Because the 
2005 model will be used to represent existing traffic volumes for the purposes of forecasting 
traffic growth, projects identified as recently completed on the Active Major Projects list were 
added to the 2005 model land use assumptions. Appendix B documents the changes in 2005 
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land use assumptions by TAZ, and the resulting recommended modifications to 2005 model land 
uses.   

Please contact us with questions or comments. 

 

Attachments: 

Figure 1 – Project Area TAZ Map 

Appendix A – ABSMC Summit Campus Master Plan EIR – ACCMA Travel Demand Model Land 
Use Assumptions Memorandum 

Appendix B – Adjustments to 2035 Model Land Use Assumptions 

Appendix C – Adjustments to 2005 Model Land Use Assumptions 
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FINAL MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
Date: May 7, 2009 
 
To: Scott Gregory, Lamphier-Gregory 
 
From: Sam Tabibnia and Ellen Robinson 

Subject: Alta Bates Summit Medical Center Summit Campus Master Plan EIR –  
 ACCMA Travel Demand Model Land Use Assumptions 

WC08-2611 

This memorandum summarizes Fehr & Peers proposed approach to developing land use 
assumptions for forecasting future traffic volumes.  We have reviewed the land use database in 
the most recent Alameda County Congestion Management Authority’s (ACCMA) Travel Demand 
Model, which was released in February 2009.  The land use database is based on the 
Association of Bay Area Governments’ Projections 2007. Our review methodology and 
recommendations for modifying the land use database are summarized below. 

MODEL LAND USE REVIEW 

The number of households and employment by type for City of Oakland assumed in the ACCMA 
model under 2005 and 2035 conditions are summarized in Table 1.  The ACCMA model 
represents potential trip origins and destinations with transportation analysis zones, or TAZs. 
Each TAZ represents an area of several blocks, and is assigned land use characteristics, 
including the number of households and the number of jobs of varied types (agricultural, 
manufacturing, retail, service, trade and other) in the zone.  Since the ACCMA model is a regional 
forecasting model, the distribution of future developments may not be very accurate at the TAZ 
level. 

TABLE 1 
ACCMA TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL  

CITYWIDE LAND USE GROWTH ASSUMPTIONS 

Land Use Variable 2005 2035 2005 – 2035 
Growth 

Households (HH) 154,570 207,249 52,679 

Agricultural Employment (AFM)  289 383 94 
Manufacturing Employment (MFG)  16,952 29,667 12,716 
Retail Employment (RET) 24,161 40,753 16,592 
Service Employment (SVC) 84,947 131,689 46,742 
Trade Employment (TRD) 6,910 6,982 72 
Other Employment (OTH) 68,457 75,702 7,245 
Total Employment 201,715 285,176 83,461 

Source:  ACCMA model as summarized by Fehr & Peers, 2009 
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The land uses in the area surrounding the Alta Bates Summit Medical Center would most affect 
traffic patterns at the study intersections.  Thus, we have reviewed in detail the land use growth 
assumptions for TAZs in the project vicinity area as presented on Figure 1.  Fehr & Peers 
reviewed the years 2005 and 2035 model land use assumptions for the TAZs in the project 
vicinity area, and calculated the household and employment growth projected for each zone.  
Table 2 summarizes the growth in number of households and employment types in the project 
vicinity area. 

TABLE 2 
ACCMA TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL  

PROJECT VICINITY AREA1 LAND USE GROWTH ASSUMPTIONS 

Land Use Variable 2005 2035 2005 – 2035 
Growth 

Households (HH) 35,669 51,314 15,647 

Agricultural Employment (AFM)  0 0 0 
Manufacturing Employment (MFG)  2,226 4,133 1,906 
Retail Employment (RET) 5,867 10,275 4,410 
Service Employment (SVC) 31,361 49,631 18,271 
Trade Employment (TRD) 1,223 1,290 64 
Other Employment (OTH) 17,062 18,645 1,585 
Total Employment 57,739 83,973 26,235 

1. See Figure 1 for a map of the project vicinity area. 
Source:  ACCMA model as summarized by Fehr & Peers, 2009 

The land use growth assumptions in the project vicinity area were compared to planned, 
approved and pending projects, including those listed on the City of Oakland’s Active Major 
Development Projects matrix (updated in November 2008), as well as the Summit Campus 
project and the Upper Broadway Retail Specific Plan.  Appendix A presents the number of 
households and the number of retail and service jobs by TAZ in the project vicinity area. 
Appendix A also compares the land use growth assumed in the model with the expected land use 
growth.  Since the model land use is based on employment numbers and information regarding 
specific development projects available in square footages, the project square footage 
measurements were converted to employment numbers by assuming one employee per 500 
square feet for retail space and one employee per 300 square feet of office (service) space.  Only 
service and retail employment were included in the comparison, as these employment types are 
the majority of employment growth in the project vicinity area, as shown in Table 2. 

In addition to the project vicinity area, the model land use database was checked to assure that 
the following major projects in other parts of Oakland were also accounted for: Oak to Ninth 
Mixed Use Project, Wood Street Mixed Use Project and Jack London Square Redevelopment 
Project  

As shown in Appendix A, the model land use assumptions for individual TAZs do not match the 
growth expected from pending, planned, and proposed projects.  Table 3 compares the overall 
growth in the project vicinity areas as assumed in the model with the growth from pending, 
planned, and proposed projects.  Overall, the model assumes more household, and retail and 
service employment growth in the project vicinity areas than is expected from pending, planned, 
and proposed projects, though growth in several individual TAZs is lower than expected. Note 
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that this comparison does not account for existing uses that are currently occupied by most of the 
pending, planned, and proposed projects.  Although these existing uses would be eliminated, this 
comparison does not account for it to present a more conservative analysis. 

TABLE 3 
PROJECT VICINITY AREA1 LAND USE GROWTH COMPARISON 

Land Use Variable ACCMA Model 
2005-2035 2 

Pending, Planned, 
and Proposed 

Projects 2 
Difference 

Households (HH) 15,647 9,187 6,460 

Retail Employment (RET) 4,410 4,066 344 
Service Employment (SVC) 18,271 10,818 7,453 

1.  See Figure 1 for a map of the project vicinity area. 
2.  Latest ACCMA model based on ABAG Projection 2009. 

RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS 

Appendix A presents our recommended modifications to the land uses in TAZs in the project 
vicinity area based on the growth expected from pending, planned, and proposed projects.  For 
household and retail and service employment growth in TAZs where pending, planned, and 
proposed projects include more growth than is assumed in the TAZ, we recommend increasing 
the corresponding land uses and then reducing the land use growth in the rest of the TAZs in the 
project vicinity area so that the overall growth in number of households and service jobs is 
consistent with the ACCMA for the project vicinity area.  
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Adjustments to Land Use Assumptions in Project Vicinity TAZs

TAZ HH RET SVC
Total 
Emp HH RET SVC

Total 
Emp HH RET SVC

Total 
Emp HH RET SVC

Total 
Emp HH RET SVC

Total 
Emp HH RET SVC

Total 
Emp

137 708 232 347 709 708 261 386 779 0 29 39 70 (25) (9) (34) 0 4 30 36

138 848 371 283 814 848 459 320 950 0 88 37 136 (77) (8) (85) 0 11 29 51

139 594 26 189 346 594 44 307 484 0 18 118 138 188 36 36 188 (16) (26) (42) 188 2 92 96 The Creekside MXD - 120 DU, 7.7 ksf commercial;  Civiq - 68 DU, 3 ksf commercial

140 345 106 134 327 345 127 218 435 0 21 83 109 (18) (19) (37) 0 3 64 72

152 743 65 96 312 763 121 132 350 20 56 36 39 (4) (49) (8) (57) 16 7 28 (18)

154 573 82 326 600 804 172 387 732 231 89 61 132 (44) (78) (14) (91) 187 11 47 41

178 170 28 268 960 171 315 1,060 2,438 1 287 791 1,479 1,577 300 500 800 1,576 13 (176) (163) 1,577 300 615 1,316 Mandela Grand MXD - 1577 DU, 300 ksf non-residential

179 1,054 26 144 413 1,440 83 199 898 386 56 56 484 (73) (49) (12) (61) 313 7 44 423

183 197 17 109 219 197 17 109 219 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

184 455 22 128 215 781 65 245 360 326 43 117 145 146 (61) (38) (26) (64) 265 5 91 81 2116 Brush St. - 146 DU

185 190 244 176 575 993 277 205 649 803 33 29 74 524 17 30 47 (151) (16) (6) (22) 652 17 23 52 459 23rd St. - 60 DU, ground floor retail;  2538 Telegraph - 97 DU, 9 ksf commercial;  Broadway West Grand - 367 DU, 8.5 ksf retail

186 555 46 218 339 1,610 113 260 449 1,055 66 42 110 (199) (58) (9) (67) 856 8 33 43

187 296 185 863 1,143 516 306 1,084 1,488 221 121 221 345 145 94 17 111 (42) (27) (49) (76) 179 94 172 269 Broadway Retail - 145 DU, 52 ksf retail

188 64 140 2,724 2,982 64 333 5,738 6,189 0 193 3,014 3,207 480 304 759 1,063 480 111 (672) (561) 480 304 2,342 2,646 Broadway Retail - 480 DU, 164.6 ksf retail;  ABSMC Summit - 234 ksf MOB, 50 ksf admin, +275 university enrollment

189 180 10 98 138 189 10 98 138 9 0 0 0 40 31 40 0 0 0 557 Merrimac - 40 Condos

190 275 18 43 114 275 47 99 203 0 29 57 89 142 6 6 142 (23) (13) (36) 142 6 44 53 Courthouse Condominiums - 142 DU, 3 ksf retail

191 385 18 218 403 428 208 251 567 43 190 33 163 (8) (166) (7) (174) 35 24 26 (11)

192 561 8 150 227 604 61 188 306 43 54 38 79 (8) (47) (8) (56) 35 7 30 23

193 548 3 3 6 613 3 22 25 66 0 19 19 (12) (4) (4) 54 0 15 15

194 987 66 1,837 2,084 990 89 2,446 2,727 3 24 609 642 (1) (21) (136) (157) 2 3 473 485

195 647 39 155 255 1,058 100 204 344 411 61 49 89 74 (77) (53) (11) (64) 334 8 38 25 3860 & 3880 MLK Jr. Way -  74 DU

196 450 58 228 623 560 83 490 1,295 109 25 261 672 (21) (22) (58) (80) 88 3 203 592

197 307 51 118 408 493 115 259 916 186 64 140 508 (35) (56) (31) (87) 151 8 109 421

198 271 83 167 343 271 94 181 370 0 11 15 26 (10) (3) (13) 0 1 12 13

199 109 61 9 93 109 61 9 93 0 1 0 1 (1) (1) 0 0 0 0

200 79 10 31 111 79 10 32 113 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2

201 180 46 103 266 2,213 422 247 787 2,033 376 143 521 540 30 50 80 (383) (329) (32) (361) 1,650 47 111 160 MacArthur BART Transit Village - 540 DU, 30 ksf retail/commercial

202 158 17 26 56 158 60 40 114 0 43 14 58 44 44 (38) (3) (41) 44 5 11 17 4801 Shattuck Ave. - 44 DU

203 63 128 70 309 70 178 87 381 7 50 17 72 (1) (44) (4) (48) 6 6 13 24

204 440 32 93 262 440 37 104 279 0 6 11 17 (5) (2) (8) 0 1 9 9

205 664 24 137 242 664 47 162 293 0 23 26 51 (20) (6) (26) 0 3 20 25

206 317 106 560 858 317 106 561 858 0 0 1 0 484 483 483 0 0 484 483 Kaiser Medical Center - 484 service jobs

207 392 166 177 430 392 166 177 432 0 1 1 2 (1) (1) 0 0 1 1

208 491 4 407 499 694 168 1,340 1,607 203 164 933 1,109 (38) (143) (208) (352) 165 21 725 757

209 1,642 422 383 946 1,642 463 407 1,013 0 41 24 66 (36) (5) (41) 0 5 19 25

210 930 172 548 921 930 174 552 928 0 1 5 8 (1) (1) (2) 0 0 4 6

211 784 73 183 357 819 161 280 546 35 87 97 189 (7) (76) (22) (98) 28 11 75 91

212 205 144 2,717 2,973 211 319 2,266 2,768 6 176 (450) (205) (2,656) (1) (154) (2,206) (2,360) 5 22 (2,656) (2,565) Kaiser Medical Center Relocation - minus 2656 service jobs

213 1,593 175 318 624 1,593 255 265 653 0 80 (53) 28 (70) (70) 0 10 (53) (42)

214 137 213 599 1,385 4,531 338 661 1,577 4,394 125 62 192 2,739 2,556 473 3,029 (828) 2,431 411 2,842 3,566 2,556 473 3,034 Broadway Retail - 2217 DU, 1408 ksf retail;  Valdez & 23rd St. - 281 DU, 12 ksf retail; 100 Grand - 241 DU

215 1,218 50 72 163 1,218 70 99 211 0 20 27 49 (17) (6) (24) 0 3 21 25

Pending, Planned and Proposed 
Projects2005 - 2035 Growth

ABAG P'07 Model Recommended Modifications

APPENDIX A

Notes
Net Growth2005 2035 Adjustments



TAZ HH RET SVC
Total 
Emp HH RET SVC

Total 
Emp HH RET SVC

Total 
Emp HH RET SVC

Total 
Emp HH RET SVC

Total 
Emp HH RET SVC

Total 
Emp

Pending, Planned and Proposed 
Projects2005 - 2035 Growth

ABAG P'07 Model Recommended Modifications

Notes
Net Growth2005 2035 Adjustments

216 1,262 79 198 333 1,805 218 307 584 543 138 109 251 460 544 101 644 (102) 406 (8) 397 441 544 101 648 Broadway Retail - 460 DU, 302 ksf retail

217 390 34 314 380 390 45 4,077 4,168 0 11 3,763 3,789 4,095 (10) 332 322 0 1 4,095 4,111 Kaiser Medical Center - 4,095 Service Jobs

218 652 19 77 162 652 20 79 167 0 1 3 5 (1) (1) (2) 0 0 2 3

219 1 221 2,733 7,468 1 407 4,031 9,200 0 185 1,298 1,732 40 3,557 3,597 (145) 2,259 2,114 0 40 3,557 3,846 Kaiser Center - 1,345 ksf office, 22 ksf retail; demo 280 ksf

220 1 72 273 687 1 210 1,021 2,134 0 138 749 1,447 (121) (167) (288) 0 17 582 1,159

221 823 134 392 1,421 1,174 173 469 1,544 351 39 76 123 (66) (34) (17) (51) 285 5 59 72

222 2 117 2,619 4,396 2 152 2,615 4,396 0 34 (5) 0 (30) (30) 0 4 (5) (30)

223 23 293 1,207 2,595 226 397 3,530 5,394 203 104 2,322 2,799 69 9 592 601 (38) (91) (518) (609) 165 13 1,804 2,190 1538 Broadway - 69 DU, ground floor food sales;  1640 Broadway - 177.6 ksf office, 4.7 ksf retail, alt. 254 DU with ground floor retail

224 44 158 1,782 2,560 44 295 3,085 4,389 0 138 1,303 1,829 220 153 2,793 2,947 220 15 1,490 1,506 220 153 2,793 3,335 1930 Broadway - 85.2 ksf retail/fitness club, 829.5 ksf office, 220 DU

225 45 66 652 1,215 45 179 1,109 1,996 0 113 456 781 (99) (102) (201) 0 14 354 580

226 719 37 433 1,996 935 134 493 2,321 216 97 60 326 157 (41) (85) (13) (98) 175 12 47 228 1530 MLK Jr. Way - 121 Condos;   ~1417 -1431 Jefferson St. - 36 DU, commercial

227 1 0 74 858 1 57 127 1,038 0 57 54 180 (50) (12) (62) 0 7 42 118

228 0 59 758 1,183 0 108 884 1,354 0 49 125 170 (43) (28) (71) 0 6 97 99

229 429 33 323 709 2,237 80 181 681 1,808 46 (142) (29) 88 (341) (40) (40) 1,467 6 (142) (69) 630 Thomas Berkley Square Housing - 88 DU, 3 commercial spaces

230 0 294 265 714 0 417 797 1,393 0 122 531 679 (107) (118) (225) 0 15 413 454

231 26 28 120 167 1,778 226 387 646 1,752 199 267 479 1,139 14 (16) (2) (330) (174) (60) (234) 1,422 25 207 245 Fox Courts - 80 DU, 2.5 ksf childcare, art space;  1755 Broadway - 24 DU (replace office with live/work condos);                                                   
Uptown Project - 665 DU, 14 ksf retail/commercial;  Uptown Parcel 4 - 370 DU; 

278 0 0 373 394 0 24 400 451 0 24 28 57 (21) (6) (27) 0 3 22 30

279 2,578 78 1,252 2,275 2,761 116 1,536 2,571 183 37 284 297 415 3 3 232 (32) (63) (96) 415 5 221 201 Emerald Views - 370 DU, 933 SF Café;  Jackson Courtyard Condominiums - 45 DU

286 1,908 45 461 630 1,908 127 645 906 0 83 185 276 (73) (41) (114) 0 10 144 162

287 1,210 57 758 1,062 1,210 57 762 1,067 0 0 3 5 (1) (1) 0 0 2 4

288 2,573 15 289 445 2,573 15 313 468 0 0 24 23 (5) (5) 0 0 19 18

289 2,178 240 552 1,040 2,178 283 607 1,141 0 43 55 101 (38) (12) (50) 0 5 43 51
Project Vicinity 

Total
35,669 5,867 31,361 57,739 51,314 10,275 49,631 83,973 15,647 4,410 18,271 26,235 9,187 4,066 10,818 12,962 0 0 0 0 15,647 4,410 18,271 26,235
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APPENDIX B - Adjustments to 2035 Model Land Use Assumptions

TAZ HH AFM MFG RET SVC TRD OTH
Total 
Emp HH AFM MFG RET SVC TRD OTH

Total 
Emp HH RET SVC TRD OTH

Total 
Emp HH RET SVC TRD OTH

Total 
Emp HH RET SVC TRD OTH

Total 
Emp HH RET SVC TRD OTH

Total 
Emp HH RET SVC TRD OTH

Total 
Emp HH RET SVC TRD OTH

Total 
Emp

128 639 0 0 41 115 4 4 164 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 10 (7) (7) 639 36 111 4 4 155 0 (2) 5 0 0 3 639 35 116 4 4 158

129 263 0 4 34 112 0 31 182 0 0 0 5 11 0 1 17 (7) (7) 263 29 102 0 31 165 0 (2) 11 0 1 10 263 27 113 0 32 176

130 631 5 11 29 148 0 51 243 0 1 0 10 16 0 1 28 (13) (13) 631 19 132 0 50 215 0 (3) 16 0 1 15 631 16 148 0 51 230

131 742 0 22 178 169 2 42 413 0 0 0 26 13 0 0 40 (34) (34) 742 152 156 2 42 373 0 (8) 13 0 0 6 742 143 169 2 42 379

132 490 0 15 39 275 22 66 417 19 0 0 12 30 0 1 44 (4) (16) (16) 471 27 245 21 65 374 19 (4) 30 0 1 28 490 24 275 21 66 402

133 590 0 21 71 206 2 34 334 0 0 1 17 20 0 1 39 (22) (22) 590 54 186 2 33 295 0 (5) 20 0 1 17 590 49 206 2 34 312

134 446 0 216 386 526 33 134 1,294 0 0 6 10 14 0 4 33 81 71 71 446 375 512 33 130 1,261 0 81 14 0 4 104 446 456 526 33 134 1,365 Safeway on College - 40.5 ksf new retail

135 197 0 119 117 108 17 30 391 0 0 108 13 25 0 1 145 (17) (17) 197 105 83 17 29 246 0 (4) 25 0 1 128 197 100 108 17 30 374

136 219 0 99 64 170 0 1 333 0 0 99 16 30 0 1 145 (21) (21) 219 48 140 0 0 188 0 (5) 30 0 1 124 219 43 170 0 1 312

137 708 0 54 261 386 22 56 779 0 0 1 29 39 0 1 70 (25) (9) (34) 708 232 347 22 55 709 0 4 30 0 1 36 708 236 377 22 56 745

138 848 0 40 459 320 27 104 950 0 0 2 88 37 2 7 136 (77) (8) (85) 848 371 283 26 97 814 0 11 29 2 7 51 848 382 311 28 104 864

139 594 0 17 44 307 5 112 484 0 0 0 18 118 0 2 138 188 36 36 188 (16) (26) (42) 594 26 189 5 110 346 188 2 92 0 2 96 782 28 281 5 112 442 The Creekside MXD - 120 DU, 7.7 ksf commercial;  Civiq - 68 DU, 3 ksf commercial

140 345 0 17 127 218 29 45 435 0 0 1 21 83 1 2 109 (18) (19) (37) 345 106 134 27 43 327 0 3 64 1 2 72 345 108 199 28 45 399

141 325 0 0 34 46 0 9 89 0 0 0 7 6 0 0 13 (9) (9) 325 27 41 0 9 77 0 (2) 6 0 0 4 325 25 47 0 9 80

142 397 0 0 8 47 0 11 67 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 8 397 8 39 0 11 59 0 0 8 0 0 8 397 8 47 0 11 67

Notes
ABSMC Adjustments to Growth Additional Safeway Adjustments to 

Growth 2005 Adjusted Totals Adjusted Net Growth 2035 Adjusted Totals

ABAG P'07 Model
Pending, Planned and Proposed Projects

Recommended Modifications

2035 2005 - 2035 Growth

142 397 0 0 8 47 0 11 67 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 8 397 8 39 0 11 59 0 0 8 0 0 8 397 8 47 0 11 67

143 880 0 44 14 495 26 35 615 3 0 14 4 185 8 11 222 61 21 21 58 (5) (5) 954 16 310 18 24 399 61 (1) 185 8 11 217 1,015 14 495 26 35 615 Bakery Lofts - 61 DU, 3.2 ksf commercial; 46th Street Lofts  - 79 DU, 3ksf commercial (completed)

144 940 27 71 31 541 0 18 687 5 11 19 11 189 0 5 234 (1) (14) (14) 935 20 353 0 13 453 4 (3) 189 0 5 220 939 16 542 0 18 673

145 626 0 0 28 170 11 27 236 167 0 0 8 15 0 0 24 (35) (11) (11) 459 20 154 11 27 212 132 (3) 15 0 0 13 591 18 169 11 27 225

146 852 0 0 45 150 0 10 205 280 0 0 14 14 0 0 28 (58) (18) (18) 572 31 135 0 10 177 222 (4) 14 0 0 10 794 27 149 0 10 186

147 216 0 25 33 74 61 24 218 0 0 0 6 15 (2) 0 18 (8) (8) 216 27 58 64 25 200 0 (2) 15 (2) 0 10 216 25 73 62 25 210

148 425 50 3 62 326 114 181 736 218 18 (212) 32 106 22 34 0 (164) (42) (42) 371 30 220 92 147 736 54 (10) 106 22 34 (42) 425 20 326 114 181 694 66th & San Pablo - 72 DU (completed); City Limits Project - 92 DU (completed)

149 1,003 0 118 12 166 34 47 377 161 0 0 7 23 (1) 1 31 (33) (9) (9) 842 4 143 35 46 346 128 (2) 23 (1) 1 22 970 2 166 34 47 368

150 218 0 12 5 50 12 11 91 0 0 0 5 13 0 0 19 (7) (7) 218 0 37 12 11 72 0 (2) 13 0 0 12 218 (2) 50 12 11 84

194 990 0 81 89 2,446 13 98 2,727 3 0 4 24 609 1 6 642 (1) (21) (136) (157) 987 66 1,837 12 92 2,084 2 3 473 1 6 485 989 69 2,310 13 98 2,570

195 1,058 0 0 100 204 9 32 344 411 0 (21) 61 49 0 1 89 (77) (53) (11) (64) (74) 721 39 155 9 31 255 260 8 38 0 1 25 980 46 193 9 32 280 3860 & 3880 MLK Jr. Way -  74 DU (completed)

196 560 0 365 83 490 62 296 1,295 109 0 204 25 261 16 166 672 48 (21) (22) (58) (80) (62) 512 58 228 46 131 623 26 3 203 16 166 592 539 61 431 62 297 1,215 989 41st Street - 48 DU; Green City Loft Project - 62 DU (completed)

197 493 0 61 115 259 168 314 916 186 0 30 64 140 85 188 508 25 (35) (56) (31) (87) 307 51 118 82 125 408 151 8 109 85 188 421 458 59 227 167 313 829 1032 39th Street - 25 DU

198 271 0 0 94 181 0 95 370 0 0 0 11 15 0 1 26 (10) (3) (13) 271 83 167 0 93 343 0 1 12 0 1 13 271 84 178 0 94 356

199 109 0 0 61 9 15 9 93 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 (1) (1) 109 61 9 15 9 93 0 0 0 0 0 0 109 61 9 15 9 93

200 79 0 0 10 32 0 71 113 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 79 10 31 0 70 111 0 0 0 0 1 2 79 10 31 0 71 113

201 2,213 0 0 422 247 6 112 787 2,033 0 0 376 143 (1) 3 521 654 43 71 113 (383) (329) (32) (361) 180 46 103 7 110 266 1,650 47 111 (1) 3 160 1,830 93 215 6 113 426 MacArthur BART Transit Village - 624 DU, 42.5 ksf retail/commercial; 3884 MLK Way - 30 DU

202 158 0 0 60 40 4 9 114 0 0 0 43 14 0 1 58 44 44 (38) (3) (41) 158 17 26 4 8 56 44 5 11 0 1 17 202 22 37 4 9 73 4801 Shattuck Ave. - 44 DU

203 70 0 0 178 87 30 86 381 7 0 0 50 17 1 3 72 (1) (44) (4) (48) 63 128 70 29 82 309 6 6 13 1 3 24 68 135 83 30 85 334

204 440 0 32 37 104 20 86 279 0 0 0 6 11 (1) 1 17 (5) (2) (8) 440 32 93 21 85 262 0 1 9 (1) 1 9 440 32 101 20 86 272

205 664 0 20 47 162 13 50 293 0 0 0 23 26 0 2 51 (20) (6) (26) 664 24 137 13 49 242 0 3 20 0 2 25 664 27 157 13 51 267

206 317 0 11 106 561 62 118 858 0 0 0 0 1 (1) 0 0 483 483 (484) (484) 317 106 1,044 63 117 858 0 0 0 (1) 0 (1) 317 106 1,044 62 117 857 Kaiser Medical Center - 484 service jobs (completed)

207 392 0 22 166 177 0 66 432 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 (1) (1) 392 166 177 0 66 430 0 0 1 0 0 1 392 166 178 0 66 431

208 694 0 0 168 1,340 11 89 1,607 203 0 0 164 933 1 11 1,109 (38) (143) (208) (352) 491 4 407 10 78 499 165 21 725 1 11 757 656 24 1,132 11 89 1,256

209 1,642 0 14 463 407 13 115 1,013 0 0 0 41 24 0 2 66 (36) (5) (41) 1,642 422 383 13 114 946 0 5 19 0 2 25 1,642 427 402 13 116 971

210 930 0 16 174 552 26 160 928 0 0 0 1 5 0 1 8 (1) (1) (2) 930 172 548 26 159 921 0 0 4 0 1 6 930 173 551 26 160 927

211 819 0 26 161 280 15 65 546 35 0 1 87 97 0 4 189 (7) (76) (22) (98) 784 73 183 15 61 357 28 11 75 0 4 91 812 84 258 15 65 448

212 211 0 12 319 2,266 0 170 2,768 6 0 5 176 (450) 0 65 (205) (2,656) (1) (154) (2,206) (2,360) 205 144 2,717 0 105 2,973 5 22 (2,656) 0 65 (2,565) 210 166 61 0 170 408 Kaiser Medical Center Relocation - minus 2656 service jobs 

213 1,593 0 2 255 265 4 127 653 0 0 0 80 (53) 0 2 28 (70) (70) 1,593 175 318 4 125 624 0 10 (53) 0 2 (42) 1,593 185 265 4 127 582

217 390 0 0 45 4,077 8 38 4,168 0 0 0 11 3,763 2 12 3,789 4,095 (10) 332 322 390 34 314 6 26 380 0 1 4,095 2 12 4,111 390 35 4,409 8 38 4,491 Kaiser Medical Center - 4,095 Service Jobs 

332 263 0 0 449 446 0 123 1,018 0 0 0 5 9 0 0 14 196 140 191 131 322 263 444 437 0 123 1,004 0 196 140 0 0 336 263 640 577 0 123 1,340 51st & Broadway Center - 97.9 ksf new retail, 42.1 ksf new office

333 1,091 0 20 148 281 8 30 487 3 0 0 1 16 0 0 17 (1) (131) (133) 1,088 147 265 8 29 470 3 (0) (115) 0 0 (116) 1,091 147 150 8 29 354

334 912 0 4 4 282 19 47 355 10 0 0 0 14 (1) 0 13 (2) 903 4 268 20 47 342 8 0 14 (1) 0 13 910 4 282 19 47 355

335 46 0 4 1 91 0 7 103 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 46 1 88 0 7 100 0 0 3 0 0 3 46 1 91 0 7 103

336 365 0 10 6 76 0 18 110 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 365 6 76 0 18 110 0 0 0 0 0 0 365 6 76 0 18 110

Safeway Project Area Total 29,363 82 1,607 5,885 20,486 926 3,513 32,500 3,859 30 262 1,615 6,663 132 543 9,243 1,020 319 1,707 0 0 170 0 (1,226) (1,975) 0 0 (3,201) (239) (0) (484) 0 0 (484) 25,881 4,276 14,307 793 2,972 23,263 3,155 389 4,204 132 543 5,558 29,037 4,665 18,510 925 3,515 28,821
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TAZ HH AFM MFG RET SVC TRD OTH
Total 
Emp HH RET SVC TRD OTH

Total 
Emp HH RET SVC TRD OTH

Total 
Emp HH RET SVC TRD OTH

Total 
Emp

128 639 0 0 36 111 4 4 155 639 36 111 4 4 155

129 263 0 4 29 102 0 31 165 263 29 102 0 31 165

130 631 4 10 19 132 0 50 215 631 19 132 0 50 215

131 742 0 22 152 156 2 42 373 742 152 156 2 42 373

132 471 0 15 27 245 21 65 374 471 27 245 21 65 374

133 590 0 21 54 186 2 33 295 590 54 186 2 33 295

134 446 0 210 375 512 33 130 1,261 446 375 512 33 130 1,261 Safeway on College - 40.5 ksf new retail

135 197 0 12 105 83 17 29 246 197 105 83 17 29 246

136 219 0 0 48 140 0 0 188 219 48 140 0 0 188

137 708 0 53 232 347 22 55 709 708 232 347 22 55 709

138 848 0 38 371 283 26 97 814 848 371 283 26 97 814

APPENDIX C - Adjustments to 2005 Model Land Use Assumptions

Notes
Safeway Adjustments to 2005 2005 Adjusted Totals

ABAG P'07 Model
Completed Projects

Recommended Modifications
2005

139 594 0 16 26 189 5 110 346 594 26 189 5 110 346 The Creekside MXD - 120 DU, 7.7 ksf commercial;  Civiq - 68 DU, 3 ksf commercial

140 345 0 16 106 134 27 43 327 345 106 134 27 43 327

141 325 0 0 27 41 0 9 77 325 27 41 0 9 77

142 397 0 0 8 39 0 11 59 397 8 39 0 11 59

143 878 0 31 10 310 18 24 393 76 6 76 6 6 954 16 310 18 24 399 Bakery Lofts - 61 DU, 3.2 ksf commercial; 46th Street Lofts  - 79 DU, 3ksf commercial (completed)

144 935 16 52 20 353 0 13 453 935 20 353 0 13 453

145 459 0 0 20 154 11 27 212 459 20 154 11 27 212

146 572 0 0 31 135 0 10 177 572 31 135 0 10 177

147 216 0 26 27 58 64 25 200 216 27 58 64 25 200

148 207 32 215 30 220 92 147 736 164 164 371 30 220 92 147 736 66th & San Pablo - 72 DU (completed); City Limits Project - 92 DU (completed)

149 842 0 117 4 143 35 46 346 842 4 143 35 46 346

150 218 0 12 0 37 12 11 72 218 0 37 12 11 72

194 987 0 77 66 1,837 12 92 2,084 987 66 1,837 12 92 2,084

195 647 0 21 39 155 9 31 255 74 74 721 39 155 9 31 255 3860 & 3880 MLK Jr. Way -  74 DU (completed)

196 450 0 161 58 228 46 131 623 62 62 512 58 228 46 131 623 989 41st Street - 48 DU; Green City Loft Project - 62 DU (completed)

197 307 0 32 51 118 82 125 408 307 51 118 82 125 408 1032 39th Street - 25 DU

198 271 0 0 83 167 0 93 343 271 83 167 0 93 343

199 109 0 0 61 9 15 9 93 109 61 9 15 9 93

200 79 0 0 10 31 0 70 111 79 10 31 0 70 111

201 180 0 0 46 103 7 110 266 180 46 103 7 110 266 MacArthur BART Transit Village - 624 DU, 42.5 ksf retail/commercial; 3884 MLK Way - 30 DU

202 158 0 0 17 26 4 8 56 158 17 26 4 8 56 4801 Shattuck Ave. - 44 DU

203 63 0 0 128 70 29 82 309 63 128 70 29 82 309

204 440 0 32 32 93 21 85 262 440 32 93 21 85 262

205 664 0 20 24 137 13 49 242 664 24 137 13 49 242

206 317 0 11 106 560 63 117 858 484 484 317 106 1,044 63 117 858 Kaiser Medical Center - 484 service jobs (completed)

207 392 0 22 166 177 0 66 430 392 166 177 0 66 430

208 491 0 0 4 407 10 78 499 491 4 407 10 78 499

209 1,642 0 14 422 383 13 114 946 1,642 422 383 13 114 946

210 930 0 16 172 548 26 159 921 930 172 548 26 159 921

211 784 0 25 73 183 15 61 357 784 73 183 15 61 357

212 205 0 7 144 2,717 0 105 2,973 205 144 2,717 0 105 2,973 Kaiser Medical Center Relocation - minus 2656 service jobs 

213 1,593 0 2 175 318 4 125 624 1,593 175 318 4 125 624

217 390 0 0 34 314 6 26 380 390 34 314 6 26 380 Kaiser Medical Center - 4,095 Service Jobs 

332 263 0 0 444 437 0 123 1,004 263 444 437 0 123 1,004 51st & Broadway Center - 97.9 ksf new retail, 42.1 ksf new office

333 1,088 0 20 147 265 8 29 470 1,088 147 265 8 29 470

334 903 0 4 4 268 20 47 342 903 4 268 20 47 342

335 46 0 4 1 88 0 7 100 46 1 88 0 7 100

336 365 0 10 6 76 0 18 110 365 6 76 0 18 110

Safeway Project Area Total 25,505 52 1,347 4,270 13,823 793 2,972 23,257 376 6 484 0 0 0 376 6 484 0 0 6 25,881 4,276 14,307 793 2,972 23,263
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LOS Analysis Worksheets – 2015 Conditions 

 



 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 20 650 80 20 550 140 80 260 60 130 300 70

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.95 0.95 0.95

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.97 0.98 0.98

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1528 3268 1483 1419

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.92 0.82 0.65

Satd. Flow (perm) 1488 3023 1229 928

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 21 684 84 21 579 147 84 274 63 137 316 74

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 23 0 0 7 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 784 0 0 724 0 0 414 0 0 521 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 105 83 277 231

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 8 33 61

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 46.0 46.0 29.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 46.0 46.0 29.0 41.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.48 0.48 0.31 0.43

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 721 1464 375 442

v/s Ratio Prot c0.10

v/s Ratio Perm c0.53 0.24 0.34 c0.41

v/c Ratio 1.09 0.49 1.10 1.18

Uniform Delay, d1 24.5 16.6 33.0 27.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 59.9 1.2 77.6 101.5

Delay (s) 84.4 17.8 110.6 128.5

Level of Service F B F F

Approach Delay (s) 84.4 17.8 110.6 128.5

Approach LOS F B F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 78.2 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.12

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 104.1% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

2: Ashby Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 100 650 50 120 560 240 80 410 210 280 250 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.91 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.96 0.96 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3478 3358 3333 1610 3212

Flt Permitted 0.64 0.65 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2239 2200 3333 1610 3212

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 105 684 53 126 589 253 84 432 221 295 263 53

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 36 0 0 48 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 837 0 0 932 0 0 689 0 201 399 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 13 10 5 50

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 2 5 6

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 50.5 50.5 17.0 17.5 17.5

Effective Green, g (s) 52.5 52.5 16.5 17.0 17.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.52 0.52 0.16 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1175 1155 550 274 546

v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 c0.12 0.12

v/s Ratio Perm 0.37 c0.42

v/c Ratio 0.71 0.81 1.25 0.73 0.73

Uniform Delay, d1 18.0 19.6 41.8 39.4 39.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.7 6.1 128.4 16.0 8.4

Delay (s) 21.7 25.7 170.2 55.3 47.7

Level of Service C C F E D

Approach Delay (s) 21.7 25.7 170.2 50.2

Approach LOS C C F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 63.1 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.6% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Ashby Avenue - Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

3: The Uplands & Claremont Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 80 710 120 50 430

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.98 1.00 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1644 3207 3274

Flt Permitted 0.98 1.00 0.81

Satd. Flow (perm) 1644 3207 2664

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 73 83 740 125 52 448

RTOR Reduction (vph) 51 0 17 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 105 0 848 0 0 500

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 37 33 41

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 25

Parking  (#/hr) 1 4 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 6 8 8

Permitted Phases 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 23.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 493 1924 1598

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 c0.26

v/s Ratio Perm 0.19

v/c Ratio 0.21 0.44 0.31

Uniform Delay, d1 20.9 8.7 7.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 0.7 0.5

Delay (s) 21.9 9.4 8.4

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 21.9 9.4 8.4

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.4 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.36

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.1% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: The Uplands/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 450 140 40 320 110 220 790 80 210 950 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1774 1770 1550 1770 3226 1770 3150

Flt Permitted 0.26 1.00 0.12 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 485 1774 229 1550 1770 3226 1770 3150

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 73 469 146 42 333 115 229 823 83 219 990 94

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 12 0 0 13 0 0 8 0 0 7 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 73 603 0 42 435 0 229 898 0 219 1077 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 28 50 49 64

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 10 25 43 50

Parking  (#/hr) 3 4 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 4 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 33.0 33.0 33.0 33.0 14.4 32.4 14.1 32.1

Effective Green, g (s) 32.5 32.5 32.5 32.5 15.4 34.4 15.1 34.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.16 0.36 0.16 0.36

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 166 607 78 530 287 1168 281 1131

v/s Ratio Prot c0.34 0.28 c0.13 0.28 0.12 c0.34

v/s Ratio Perm 0.15 0.18

v/c Ratio 0.44 0.99 0.54 0.82 0.80 0.77 0.78 0.95

Uniform Delay, d1 24.2 31.1 25.2 28.6 38.3 26.8 38.4 29.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 34.7 3.5 9.4 13.4 4.9 11.7 17.5

Delay (s) 24.9 65.8 28.7 38.0 51.7 31.7 50.1 47.1

Level of Service C E C D D C D D

Approach Delay (s) 61.5 37.2 35.7 47.6

Approach LOS E D D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 45.1 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.94

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.7% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 320 190 10 170 30 140 280 30 50 340 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.97 0.97 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.98 0.99 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.98 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1449 1768 1519 1336

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.97 0.50 0.91

Satd. Flow (perm) 1373 1722 778 1218

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 63 337 200 11 179 32 147 295 32 53 358 95

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 3 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 600 0 0 215 0 0 471 0 0 496 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 100 84 180 218

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 1 23 40

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 515 646 557 343

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17

v/s Ratio Perm c0.44 0.12 0.27 c0.41

v/c Ratio 1.17 0.33 0.85 1.45

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 17.8 16.2 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.34 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 93.8 1.4 14.6 216.4

Delay (s) 118.8 25.3 30.8 245.2

Level of Service F C C F

Approach Delay (s) 118.8 25.3 30.8 245.2

Approach LOS F C C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 119.6 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.20

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 112.8% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 270 100 70 600 390 120

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 290 108 75 645 419 129

Pedestrians 41 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 3 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 954 1223

pX, platoon unblocked 0.99

vC, conflicting volume 998 316 589

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 977 316 589

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 0 84 92

cM capacity (veh/h) 218 656 948

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 398 290 430 280 269

Volume Left 290 75 0 0 0

Volume Right 108 0 0 0 129

cSH 266 948 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 1.49 0.08 0.25 0.16 0.16

Queue Length 95th (ft) 574 6 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 276.1 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 276.1 1.2 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 66.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.1% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 3 20 3 2 24 30 410 11 53 440 20

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Hourly flow rate (vph) 10 3 20 3 2 24 31 418 11 54 449 20

Pedestrians 213 102 212

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 18 9 18

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79

vC, conflicting volume 1503 1373 672 1176 1378 738 682 532

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1504 1339 448 1089 1345 738 461 532

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 72 96 95 97 97 92 96 94

cM capacity (veh/h) 36 82 395 96 81 315 712 948

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 34 30 460 523

Volume Left 10 3 31 54

Volume Right 20 24 11 20

cSH 91 220 712 948

Volume to Capacity 0.37 0.13 0.04 0.06

Queue Length 95th (ft) 37 11 3 5

Control Delay (s) 66.5 23.9 1.2 1.6

Lane LOS F C A A

Approach Delay (s) 66.5 23.9 1.2 1.6

Approach LOS F C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 4.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.6% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 67 7 17 20 2 50 6 570 10 40 410 42

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 74 8 19 22 2 56 7 633 11 44 456 47

Pedestrians 22 30 20 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 2 3 2 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 657

pX, platoon unblocked 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

vC, conflicting volume 977 1278 293 1042 1295 353 524 674

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 769 1100 293 840 1120 81 524 435

tC, single (s) 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 67 96 97 89 99 93 99 96

cM capacity (veh/h) 222 174 679 196 169 851 1020 991

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 101 80 323 328 272 274

Volume Left 74 22 7 0 44 0

Volume Right 19 56 0 11 0 47

cSH 248 417 1020 1700 991 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.41 0.19 0.01 0.19 0.04 0.16

Queue Length 95th (ft) 47 18 0 0 4 0

Control Delay (s) 29.1 15.7 0.2 0.0 1.8 0.0

Lane LOS D C A A

Approach Delay (s) 29.1 15.7 0.1 0.9

Approach LOS D C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.0% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 40 20 310 140 10 20 330

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.78 0.84

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.95 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1166 1324

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.32 1.00 0.88

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 595 1166 1165

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 21 11 43 11 43 21 330 149 11 21 351

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 97 0 0 0 64 490 0 0 0 489

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 176 176

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 66 66

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 189 227 445 445

v/s Ratio Prot c0.42

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.11 0.42

v/c Ratio 0.51 0.28 1.10 1.10

Uniform Delay, d1 44.8 23.6 34.0 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 9.6 3.1 73.0 72.2

Delay (s) 54.4 26.6 107.0 106.2

Level of Service D C F F

Approach Delay (s) 54.4 97.7 106.2

Approach LOS D F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 102.5 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.99

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.3% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 100 10 10 110 410 20 50 10 190 250 10 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3148 3161

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3148 3161

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 106 11 11 117 436 21 53 11 202 266 11 21

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 632 0 0 0 0 509 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 184 185 44 57

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 52 61 7 8

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 544 546

v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 c0.16

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.16 0.93

Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 44.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 91.8 24.8

Delay (s) 137.3 69.7

Level of Service F E

Approach Delay (s) 137.3 69.7

Approach LOS F E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 20 80 10 120 70 60 60 40 50 620 130 40

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.94 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.95 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1606 1425 3204

Flt Permitted 0.90 0.82 0.80

Satd. Flow (perm) 1463 1186 2561

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 21 83 10 125 73 62 62 42 52 646 135 42

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 18 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 109 0 0 311 0 0 0 0 857 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 24 79 6

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 12 49 6

Parking  (#/hr) 3 5 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 18.0 18.0 34.7

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 18.0 35.7

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.22 0.45

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 329 267 1143

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 c0.26 c0.33

v/c Ratio 0.33 1.17 0.75

Uniform Delay, d1 26.0 31.0 18.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.80

Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 107.3 4.2

Delay (s) 26.2 138.3 18.9

Level of Service C F B

Approach Delay (s) 26.2 138.3 18.9

Approach LOS C F B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 40.9 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.89

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.9% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Claremont Avenue/Forest Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 510 10 10 10 130 80 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.95

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3281 1524

Flt Permitted 0.84 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2781 1524

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 531 10 10 10 135 83 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 593 0 0 0 238 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 16

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 16

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 34.7 14.3

Effective Green, g (s) 35.7 14.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1241 272

v/s Ratio Prot c0.16

v/s Ratio Perm 0.21

v/c Ratio 0.48 0.88

Uniform Delay, d1 15.6 32.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 24.7

Delay (s) 16.9 56.6

Level of Service B E

Approach Delay (s) 16.9 56.6

Approach LOS B E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

11: Higway 24 WB On-ramp & Claremont Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 20 80 90 70 750 90 50 200 490

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.89

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1717 1770 3247 1770 2902

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.35 1.00 0.28 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1717 651 3247 529 2902

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 20 82 92 71 765 92 51 204 500

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 41 0 0 12 0 0 200 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 153 0 71 845 0 51 504 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 8 8 11

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 1

Parking  (#/hr) 6 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 515 391 1948 317 1741

v/s Ratio Prot c0.26 0.17

v/s Ratio Perm 0.09 0.11 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.30 0.18 0.43 0.16 0.29

Uniform Delay, d1 21.5 7.2 8.7 7.1 7.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.61 1.53 1.78 3.19

Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.3

Delay (s) 23.0 12.5 13.9 13.4 25.1

Level of Service C B B B C

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 23.0 13.8 24.3

Approach LOS A C B C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 19.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.39

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.7% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/SR 24 WB On-ramps/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

12: SR 24 EB Off-ramp & Claremont Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 450 110 70 0 0 40 0 420 70 30 190 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.97 0.86 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1669 1418 3236 3287

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1669 1418 3236 2826

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 469 115 73 0 0 42 0 438 73 31 198 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 0 15 0 17 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 328 316 0 0 0 27 0 494 0 0 229 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 5 4 12

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 11 20

Parking  (#/hr) 4 4 6

Turn Type Perm custom Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 2

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0

Effective Green, g (s) 51.0 51.0 51.0 21.0 21.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.26 0.26

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1072 1064 904 849 742

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15

v/s Ratio Perm c0.20 0.19 0.02 0.08

v/c Ratio 0.31 0.30 0.03 0.58 0.31

Uniform Delay, d1 6.5 6.5 5.4 25.7 23.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.94

Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.7 0.1 2.9 1.0

Delay (s) 7.3 7.2 5.4 28.6 23.4

Level of Service A A A C C

Approach Delay (s) 7.2 5.4 28.6 23.4

Approach LOS A A C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 17.3 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.39

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 114.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Clifton Street/SR 24 Eastbound Off-Ramp/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

13: Miles Avenue & College Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 80 130 200 60 410 0 0 550 80

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 2985 1770 1863 1801

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.31 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 2985 571 1863 1801

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 86 140 215 65 441 0 0 591 86

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 104 0 0 0 0 0 7 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 337 0 65 441 0 0 670 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 43 71 283 218

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 67 58

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 51.0 51.0 51.0

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 52.0 52.0 52.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.65 0.65 0.65

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 746 371 1211 1171

v/s Ratio Prot 0.24 c0.37

v/s Ratio Perm 0.11 0.11

v/c Ratio 0.45 0.18 0.36 0.57

Uniform Delay, d1 25.4 5.5 6.4 7.8

Progression Factor 1.00 2.00 2.03 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.0 0.8 0.7 2.0

Delay (s) 27.3 11.9 13.7 9.8

Level of Service C B B A

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 27.3 13.4 9.8

Approach LOS A C B A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 15.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.54

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 108.9% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Miles Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

14: Shafter Avenue & College Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 120 390 90 0 0 0 0 360 120 200 430 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.90 0.86 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.97 0.97 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1427 1552 1770 1863

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1427 1552 1770 1863

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 125 406 94 0 0 0 0 375 125 208 448 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 125 490 0 0 0 0 0 485 0 208 448 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 309 148 529 196

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 9 39 44

Parking  (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Perm custom

Protected Phases 4 1 3 2

Permitted Phases 4 3

Actuated Green, G (s) 22.0 22.0 34.0 15.0 52.0

Effective Green, g (s) 21.0 21.0 33.0 14.0 51.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.26 0.41 0.18 0.64

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 465 375 640 310 1188

v/s Ratio Prot c0.34 c0.31 c0.12 0.24

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07

v/c Ratio 0.27 1.31 0.76 0.67 0.38

Uniform Delay, d1 23.4 29.5 20.1 30.8 6.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.88 0.48

Incremental Delay, d2 1.4 155.7 8.2 9.2 0.8

Delay (s) 24.8 185.2 28.2 36.3 4.1

Level of Service C F C D A

Approach Delay (s) 153.1 0.0 28.2 14.3

Approach LOS F A C B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 66.9 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.91

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 108.9% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 50 20 20 20 40 50 10 40 380 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.94 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.91 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1537 1394 1616

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.95 0.89

Satd. Flow (perm) 1386 1333 1448

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 22 55 22 22 22 44 55 11 44 418 22

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 15 0 0 38 0 0 0 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 95 0 0 105 0 0 0 0 492 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 55 32 118

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14

Parking  (#/hr) 3 3 3

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 1 2 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 14.0 22.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 14.0 22.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.23 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 323 311 531

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 c0.08 0.34

v/c Ratio 0.29 0.34 0.93

Uniform Delay, d1 18.9 19.1 18.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.3 2.9 24.7

Delay (s) 21.2 22.1 42.9

Level of Service C C D

Approach Delay (s) 21.2 22.1 42.9

Approach LOS C C D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 38.0 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.68

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.8% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 380 20 30 20 70 50 40

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 16 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.93

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1751 1500

Flt Permitted 0.88 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1551 1500

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 66 418 22 33 22 77 55 44

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 0 17 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 535 0 0 0 181 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 67 108

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 6

Parking  (#/hr) 6 3

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 2 4

Permitted Phases 2 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 22.0 12.0

Effective Green, g (s) 22.0 12.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.20

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 569 300

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.35 0.12

v/c Ratio 0.94 0.60

Uniform Delay, d1 18.4 21.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 25.6 8.7

Delay (s) 44.0 30.6

Level of Service D C

Approach Delay (s) 44.0 30.6

Approach LOS D C

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

16: South Driveway & College Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 6 25 420 43 5 460

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 26 442 45 5 484

Pedestrians 102

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 9

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 219 433

pX, platoon unblocked 0.99

vC, conflicting volume 1061 567 589

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1056 567 589

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 97 95 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 224 479 902

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 33 487 489

Volume Left 6 0 5

Volume Right 26 45 0

cSH 392 1700 902

Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.29 0.01

Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 0 0

Control Delay (s) 15.0 0.0 0.2

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 15.0 0.0 0.2

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 38.2% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: South Driveway/College Avenue



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: Project Driveway on Claremont (South) & Claremont Avenue 2015 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 17 34 22 570 430 17

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Hourly flow rate (vph) 18 36 23 600 453 18

Pedestrians 22

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295

pX, platoon unblocked 0.86

vC, conflicting volume 830 257 493

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 479 257 493

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 96 95 98

cM capacity (veh/h) 426 728 1048

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 54 223 400 302 169

Volume Left 18 23 0 0 0

Volume Right 36 0 0 0 18

cSH 589 1048 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.09 0.02 0.24 0.18 0.10

Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 2 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 11.7 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B A

Approach Delay (s) 11.7 0.4 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 41.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 530 140 50 470 130 60 190 70 130 220 140

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.91 0.95 0.92 0.89

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.96

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1418 3262 1430 1298

Flt Permitted 0.88 0.85 0.85 0.65

Satd. Flow (perm) 1257 2794 1222 851

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 74 564 149 53 500 138 64 202 74 138 234 149

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 28 0 0 13 0 0 18 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 781 0 0 663 0 0 327 0 0 503 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 202 95 393 505

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 13 20

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 42.0 42.0 21.0 30.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 42.0 21.0 30.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.52 0.52 0.26 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 660 1467 321 347

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09

v/s Ratio Perm c0.62 0.24 0.27 c0.45

v/c Ratio 1.18 0.45 1.02 1.45

Uniform Delay, d1 19.0 11.8 29.5 25.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.72 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 97.6 1.0 42.6 217.7

Delay (s) 116.6 12.8 63.9 242.7

Level of Service F B E F

Approach Delay (s) 116.6 12.8 63.9 242.7

Approach LOS F B E F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 106.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.28

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 121.4% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

2: Ashby Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 720 60 90 530 240 80 240 180 330 300 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.91 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 0.98 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.96 0.95 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3484 3341 3249 1610 3219

Flt Permitted 0.81 0.69 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2839 2312 3249 1610 3219

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 54 774 65 97 570 258 86 258 194 355 323 97

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 45 0 0 87 0 0 21 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 886 0 0 880 0 0 451 0 256 498 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 11 22 22 40

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 8 9

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 42.5 42.5 16.0 16.5 16.5

Effective Green, g (s) 44.5 44.5 15.5 16.0 16.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.49 0.17 0.18 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1404 1143 560 286 572

v/s Ratio Prot c0.14 c0.16 0.15

v/s Ratio Perm 0.31 c0.38

v/c Ratio 0.63 0.77 0.81 0.90 0.87

Uniform Delay, d1 16.7 18.6 35.8 36.2 36.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.2 5.0 11.7 32.0 16.6

Delay (s) 18.9 23.6 47.5 68.2 52.6

Level of Service B C D E D

Approach Delay (s) 18.9 23.6 47.5 57.7

Approach LOS B C D E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 34.8 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.80

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.3% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Ashby Avenue - Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

3: The Uplands & Claremont Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 40 60 440 50 30 430

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.96 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.98 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1619 3254 3281

Flt Permitted 0.98 1.00 0.90

Satd. Flow (perm) 1619 3254 2962

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 43 65 478 54 33 467

RTOR Reduction (vph) 46 0 11 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 63 0 521 0 0 500

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 18 42 25

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 8

Parking  (#/hr) 1 4 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 6 8 8

Permitted Phases 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 23.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 486 1952 1777

v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.16

v/s Ratio Perm c0.17

v/c Ratio 0.13 0.27 0.28

Uniform Delay, d1 20.4 7.6 7.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.3 0.4

Delay (s) 20.9 8.0 8.1

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 20.9 8.0 8.1

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 9.2 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.23

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.4% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: The Uplands/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 280 130 30 250 90 180 540 40 100 760 80

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1749 1770 1565 1770 3274 1770 3167

Flt Permitted 0.29 1.00 0.18 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 547 1749 341 1565 1770 3274 1770 3167

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 74 295 137 32 263 95 189 568 42 105 800 84

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 20 0 0 15 0 0 5 0 0 7 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 74 412 0 32 343 0 189 605 0 105 877 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 26 23 23 42

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 5 15

Parking  (#/hr) 3 4 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 4 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 13.2 44.1 8.8 39.7

Effective Green, g (s) 26.1 26.1 26.1 26.1 14.2 46.1 9.8 41.7

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.15 0.49 0.10 0.44

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 150 481 94 430 265 1589 183 1390

v/s Ratio Prot c0.24 0.22 c0.11 0.18 0.06 c0.28

v/s Ratio Perm 0.14 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.49 0.86 0.34 0.80 0.71 0.38 0.57 0.63

Uniform Delay, d1 28.9 32.7 27.6 32.0 38.5 15.4 40.6 20.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 13.6 0.8 9.3 7.4 0.7 2.7 2.2

Delay (s) 29.8 46.2 28.4 41.3 45.8 16.1 43.3 22.9

Level of Service C D C D D B D C

Approach Delay (s) 43.8 40.2 23.2 25.0

Approach LOS D D C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 30.2 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.4% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 120 200 20 120 20 130 314 30 10 300 80

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.98 0.98 0.89

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 0.98 0.99 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1409 1784 1543 1325

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.93 0.56 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1331 1671 875 1304

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 54 129 215 22 129 22 140 338 32 11 323 86

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 53 0 0 6 0 0 3 0 0 12 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 345 0 0 167 0 0 507 0 0 409 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 55 58 100 229

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 11 13

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 499 627 593 367

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17

v/s Ratio Perm c0.26 0.10 0.28 c0.31

v/c Ratio 0.69 0.27 0.86 1.11

Uniform Delay, d1 21.1 17.4 16.4 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.40 1.00 0.95

Incremental Delay, d2 7.7 1.0 14.6 54.9

Delay (s) 28.7 25.3 31.0 82.3

Level of Service C C C F

Approach Delay (s) 28.7 25.3 31.0 82.3

Approach LOS C C C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 44.1 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.2% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 90 60 40 379 385 90

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Hourly flow rate (vph) 96 64 43 403 410 96

Pedestrians 18 3

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 1 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 954 1223

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 762 274 523

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 762 274 523

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 70 91 96

cM capacity (veh/h) 322 711 1024

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 160 177 269 273 232

Volume Left 96 43 0 0 0

Volume Right 64 0 0 0 96

cSH 412 1024 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.39 0.04 0.16 0.16 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 45 3 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 19.1 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 19.1 0.9 0.0

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 4 30 2 3 29 20 440 19 57 440 20

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 4 33 2 3 32 22 478 21 62 478 22

Pedestrians 274 127 2 166

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 23 11 0 14

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79

vC, conflicting volume 1618 1556 765 1309 1557 782 774 626

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1649 1571 572 1259 1572 782 583 626

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 57 92 90 96 94 90 96 93

cM capacity (veh/h) 25 54 317 62 54 304 606 855

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 48 37 521 562

Volume Left 11 2 22 62

Volume Right 33 32 21 22

cSH 77 185 606 855

Volume to Capacity 0.62 0.20 0.04 0.07

Queue Length 95th (ft) 69 18 3 6

Control Delay (s) 108.1 29.2 1.0 1.9

Lane LOS F D A A

Approach Delay (s) 108.1 29.2 1.0 1.9

Approach LOS F D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 6.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.3% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 47 4 33 20 2 30 9 340 10 20 390 36

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 51 4 35 22 2 32 10 366 11 22 419 39

Pedestrians 6 14 14

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 1 1 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 657

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 723 897 249 709 911 202 464 390

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 723 897 249 709 911 202 464 390

tC, single (s) 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 82 98 95 92 99 96 99 98

cM capacity (veh/h) 288 266 738 285 261 796 1088 1151

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 90 56 192 194 231 248

Volume Left 51 22 10 0 22 0

Volume Right 35 32 0 11 0 39

cSH 376 450 1088 1700 1151 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.24 0.12 0.01 0.11 0.02 0.15

Queue Length 95th (ft) 23 11 1 0 1 0

Control Delay (s) 17.6 14.1 0.5 0.0 0.9 0.0

Lane LOS C B A A

Approach Delay (s) 17.6 14.1 0.2 0.4

Approach LOS C B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.5% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 40 20 300 90 10 20 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1482 1770 1284

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.30 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1482 555 1284

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 23 11 34 23 45 23 341 102 11 23 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 102 0 0 0 68 454 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 152 148

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 189 212 490

v/s Ratio Prot 0.35

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.12

v/c Ratio 0.54 0.32 0.93

Uniform Delay, d1 45.0 24.0 32.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 10.6 4.0 26.0

Delay (s) 55.6 27.9 58.5

Level of Service E C E

Approach Delay (s) 55.6 54.5

Approach LOS E D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 101.6 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.07

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.6% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 310 120 10 10 160 230 10 40 10 170 260 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.81 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.98 0.98

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1269 3126 3165

Flt Permitted 0.82 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1043 3126 3165

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 352 136 11 11 182 261 11 45 11 193 295 23

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 533 0 0 0 0 503 0 0 0 0 552 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 226 235 46

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 18 16 4

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.0 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 398 540 547

v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 c0.17

v/s Ratio Perm c0.51

v/c Ratio 1.34 0.93 1.01

Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 44.9 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 168.8 25.1 40.7

Delay (s) 202.8 70.0 86.2

Level of Service F E F

Approach Delay (s) 202.8 70.0 86.2

Approach LOS F E F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 30

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 34

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 20

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 30 10 120 50 50 60 20 60 470 90 30

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.96 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.95 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1573 1453 3207

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.85 0.80

Satd. Flow (perm) 1485 1260 2593

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 32 11 128 53 53 64 21 64 500 96 32

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 14 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 45 0 0 286 0 0 0 0 667 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 19 49 8

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 25 6

Parking  (#/hr) 3 5 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 18.0 18.0 39.7

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 18.0 40.7

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.22 0.51

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 334 284 1319

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.23 c0.26

v/c Ratio 0.14 1.01 0.51

Uniform Delay, d1 24.8 31.0 13.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.56

Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 54.8 1.3

Delay (s) 24.9 85.8 8.6

Level of Service C F A

Approach Delay (s) 24.9 85.8 8.6

Approach LOS C F A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 25.9 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.9% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Claremont Avenue/Forest Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 510 10 10 10 50 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.94

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3282 1515

Flt Permitted 0.90 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2949 1515

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 543 11 11 11 53 53

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 597 0 0 0 117 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 10

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 11 18

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 39.7 9.3

Effective Green, g (s) 40.7 9.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.51 0.12

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1500 176

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08

v/s Ratio Perm 0.20

v/c Ratio 0.40 0.66

Uniform Delay, d1 12.1 33.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 7.1

Delay (s) 12.9 41.0

Level of Service B D

Approach Delay (s) 12.9 41.0

Approach LOS B D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

11: Higway 24 WB On-ramp & Claremont Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 10 70 50 50 620 50 30 170 480

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.89

Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1749 1770 3265 1770 2888

Flt Permitted 1.00 0.35 1.00 0.34 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1749 649 3265 631 2888

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 11 76 54 54 674 54 33 185 522

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 28 0 0 7 0 0 209 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 113 0 54 721 0 33 498 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 4 11 8

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 3

Parking  (#/hr) 6 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 525 389 1959 379 1733

v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 0.17

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.08 0.05

v/c Ratio 0.22 0.14 0.37 0.09 0.29

Uniform Delay, d1 21.0 7.0 8.2 6.8 7.7

Progression Factor 1.00 0.82 0.82 1.54 2.13

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.4

Delay (s) 21.9 6.4 7.2 10.8 16.8

Level of Service C A A B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 21.9 7.2 16.6

Approach LOS A C A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 12.6 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.32

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.1% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/SR 24 WB On-ramps/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

12: SR 24 EB Off-ramp & Claremont Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 520 80 80 0 0 30 0 170 30 40 140 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.96 0.86 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1657 1418 3220 3273

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1657 1418 3220 2824

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 578 89 89 0 0 33 0 189 33 44 156 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 0 12 0 18 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 381 361 0 0 0 21 0 204 0 0 200 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 19 5

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 9 10

Parking  (#/hr) 4 4 6

Turn Type Perm custom Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 2

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0

Effective Green, g (s) 51.0 51.0 51.0 21.0 21.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.26 0.26

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1072 1056 904 845 741

v/s Ratio Prot 0.06

v/s Ratio Perm c0.23 0.22 0.01 c0.07

v/c Ratio 0.36 0.34 0.02 0.24 0.27

Uniform Delay, d1 6.8 6.7 5.3 23.2 23.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.87

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.7 0.9

Delay (s) 7.7 7.6 5.4 23.9 21.3

Level of Service A A A C C

Approach Delay (s) 7.7 5.4 23.9 21.3

Approach LOS A A C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 12.8 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.33

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 114.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Clifton Street/SR 24 Eastbound Off-Ramp/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

13: Miles Avenue & College Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 80 110 160 50 370 0 0 490 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3156 1770 1863 1818

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.34 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3156 625 1863 1818

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 86 118 172 54 398 0 0 527 54

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 120 0 0 0 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 256 0 54 398 0 0 575 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 23 27 174 188

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 34 36

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.0 33.0 33.0 33.0

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 34.0 34.0 34.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.57 0.57 0.57

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 947 354 1056 1030

v/s Ratio Prot 0.21 c0.32

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.27 0.15 0.38 0.56

Uniform Delay, d1 16.0 6.2 7.2 8.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.98 1.86 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.8 0.9 2.2

Delay (s) 16.7 13.0 14.2 10.4

Level of Service B B B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 16.7 14.1 10.4

Approach LOS A B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 13.3 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.46

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.5% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Miles Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

14: Shafter Avenue & College Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 120 80 0 0 0 0 350 70 160 410 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.81 0.94 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.94 0.98 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1240 1717 1770 1863

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1240 1717 1770 1863

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 77 132 88 0 0 0 0 385 77 176 451 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 77 180 0 0 0 0 0 450 0 176 451 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 247 63 289 232

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 5 14 25

Parking  (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Perm Prot

Protected Phases 4 1 3 2

Permitted Phases 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.0 16.0 27.0 8.0 38.0

Effective Green, g (s) 15.0 15.0 26.0 7.0 37.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.43 0.12 0.62

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 443 310 744 207 1149

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.26 c0.10 0.24

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04

v/c Ratio 0.17 0.58 0.60 0.85 0.39

Uniform Delay, d1 17.6 19.7 13.1 26.0 5.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.84 1.42 0.38

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 7.7 3.3 29.7 0.9

Delay (s) 18.5 27.5 14.3 66.5 3.1

Level of Service B C B E A

Approach Delay (s) 25.2 0.0 14.3 20.9

Approach LOS C A B C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 19.6 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.63

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.5% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 10 10 10 20 30 10 20 300 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.98 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.90 1.00

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1530 1456 1629

Flt Permitted 0.83 0.97 0.94

Satd. Flow (perm) 1313 1418 1535

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 22 11 11 11 11 22 32 11 22 323 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 8 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 2 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 47 0 0 51 0 0 0 0 365 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 30 1 84

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 2

Parking  (#/hr) 3 3 3

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 1 2 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 14.0 25.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 14.0 25.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.23 0.42

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 306 331 640

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 c0.04 0.24

v/c Ratio 0.15 0.16 0.57

Uniform Delay, d1 18.3 18.3 13.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 1.0 3.7

Delay (s) 19.3 19.3 17.1

Level of Service B B B

Approach Delay (s) 19.3 19.3 17.1

Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 17.3 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.48

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.9% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 40 350 20 40 10 30 30 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 16 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.91

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1750 1476

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1661 1476

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 43 376 22 43 11 32 32 54

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 43 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 478 0 0 0 86 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 60 82

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2

Parking  (#/hr) 6 3

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 2 4

Permitted Phases 2 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 9.0

Effective Green, g (s) 25.0 9.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.15

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 692 221

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.29 0.06

v/c Ratio 0.69 0.39

Uniform Delay, d1 14.3 23.0

Progression Factor 0.62 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.2 5.1

Delay (s) 14.1 28.1

Level of Service B C

Approach Delay (s) 14.1 28.1

Approach LOS B C

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

16: South Driveway & College Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 4 20 460 47 6 460

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 4 22 495 51 6 495

Pedestrians 127

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 11

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 219 433

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1154 647 672

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1154 647 672

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 98 95 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 193 421 821

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 26 545 501

Volume Left 4 0 6

Volume Right 22 51 0

cSH 352 1700 821

Volume to Capacity 0.07 0.32 0.01

Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0 1

Control Delay (s) 16.0 0.0 0.2

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 16.0 0.0 0.2

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.0% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: South Driveway/College Avenue



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue 2015 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 17 55 16 340 430 17

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 18 59 17 366 462 18

Pedestrians 6

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 695 246 487

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 695 246 487

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 95 92 98

cM capacity (veh/h) 369 750 1067

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 77 139 244 308 172

Volume Left 18 17 0 0 0

Volume Right 59 0 0 0 18

cSH 603 1067 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.13 0.02 0.14 0.18 0.10

Queue Length 95th (ft) 11 1 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 11.9 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B A

Approach Delay (s) 11.9 0.4 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 32.2% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 20 650 85 25 550 140 84 272 64 130 312 70

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.95 0.95 0.95

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.98

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1524 3269 1481 1421

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.91 0.82 0.64

Satd. Flow (perm) 1484 2996 1223 922

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 21 684 89 26 579 147 88 286 67 137 328 74

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 22 0 0 7 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 789 0 0 730 0 0 434 0 0 533 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 105 83 277 231

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 8 33 61

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 46.0 46.0 29.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 46.0 46.0 29.0 41.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.48 0.48 0.31 0.43

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 719 1451 373 440

v/s Ratio Prot c0.10

v/s Ratio Perm c0.53 0.24 0.35 c0.42

v/c Ratio 1.10 0.50 1.16 1.21

Uniform Delay, d1 24.5 16.7 33.0 27.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 63.5 1.2 99.1 114.3

Delay (s) 88.0 18.0 132.1 141.3

Level of Service F B F F

Approach Delay (s) 88.0 18.0 132.1 141.3

Approach LOS F B F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 86.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.14

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 105.0% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

2: Ashby Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 100 650 50 124 560 240 80 413 214 280 253 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.91 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.96 0.95 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3478 3359 3332 1610 3213

Flt Permitted 0.64 0.64 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2234 2174 3332 1610 3213

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 105 684 53 131 589 253 84 435 225 295 266 53

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 35 0 0 48 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 837 0 0 938 0 0 696 0 204 399 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 13 10 5 50

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 2 5 6

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 50.5 50.5 17.0 17.5 17.5

Effective Green, g (s) 52.5 52.5 16.5 17.0 17.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.52 0.52 0.16 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1173 1141 550 274 546

v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 c0.13 0.12

v/s Ratio Perm 0.37 c0.43

v/c Ratio 0.71 0.82 1.26 0.74 0.73

Uniform Delay, d1 18.0 19.8 41.8 39.4 39.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.7 6.7 133.1 16.7 8.4

Delay (s) 21.8 26.6 174.8 56.2 47.7

Level of Service C C F E D

Approach Delay (s) 21.8 26.6 174.8 50.5

Approach LOS C C F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 64.7 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.89

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.9% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Ashby Avenue - Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

3: The Uplands & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 72 80 718 122 50 438

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.98 1.00 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1646 3207 3275

Flt Permitted 0.98 1.00 0.81

Satd. Flow (perm) 1646 3207 2664

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 75 83 748 127 52 456

RTOR Reduction (vph) 50 0 17 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 108 0 858 0 0 508

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 37 33 41

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 25

Parking  (#/hr) 1 4 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 6 8 8

Permitted Phases 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 23.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 494 1924 1598

v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 c0.27

v/s Ratio Perm 0.19

v/c Ratio 0.22 0.45 0.32

Uniform Delay, d1 21.0 8.7 7.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 0.8 0.5

Delay (s) 22.0 9.5 8.4

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 22.0 9.5 8.4

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.4 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.37

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.4% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: The Uplands/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 456 140 41 326 114 220 790 81 215 950 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1775 1770 1549 1770 3224 1770 3150

Flt Permitted 0.25 1.00 0.12 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 460 1775 229 1549 1770 3224 1770 3150

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 73 475 146 43 340 119 229 823 84 224 990 94

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 12 0 0 13 0 0 8 0 0 7 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 73 609 0 43 446 0 229 899 0 224 1077 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 28 50 49 64

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 10 25 43 50

Parking  (#/hr) 3 4 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 4 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 33.0 33.0 33.0 33.0 14.4 32.3 14.2 32.1

Effective Green, g (s) 32.5 32.5 32.5 32.5 15.4 34.3 15.2 34.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.16 0.36 0.16 0.36

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 157 607 78 530 287 1164 283 1131

v/s Ratio Prot c0.34 0.29 c0.13 0.28 0.13 c0.34

v/s Ratio Perm 0.16 0.19

v/c Ratio 0.46 1.00 0.55 0.84 0.80 0.77 0.79 0.95

Uniform Delay, d1 24.4 31.2 25.3 28.9 38.3 26.9 38.4 29.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 37.4 4.7 11.1 13.4 5.0 13.1 17.5

Delay (s) 25.2 68.7 30.0 40.0 51.7 31.9 51.5 47.1

Level of Service C E C D D C D D

Approach Delay (s) 64.1 39.1 35.9 47.9

Approach LOS E D D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 46.0 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.94

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.0% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 320 202 10 170 30 152 304 30 50 366 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.97 0.97 0.91

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.98 0.99 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1440 1768 1523 1345

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.97 0.46 0.91

Satd. Flow (perm) 1367 1722 713 1224

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 63 337 213 11 179 32 160 320 32 53 385 95

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 3 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 613 0 0 215 0 0 509 0 0 523 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 100 84 180 218

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 1 23 40

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 513 646 536 344

v/s Ratio Prot c0.19

v/s Ratio Perm c0.45 0.12 0.31 c0.43

v/c Ratio 1.19 0.33 0.95 1.52

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 17.8 18.0 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.34 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 105.6 1.4 28.3 248.5

Delay (s) 130.6 25.2 46.3 277.2

Level of Service F C D F

Approach Delay (s) 130.6 25.2 46.3 277.2

Approach LOS F C D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 136.8 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.26

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 118.5% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 270 100 70 610 400 120

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 290 108 75 656 430 129

Pedestrians 41 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 3 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked 0.92

vC, conflicting volume 1014 322 600

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 852 322 600

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 0 83 92

cM capacity (veh/h) 245 651 940

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 398 294 437 287 272

Volume Left 290 75 0 0 0

Volume Right 108 0 0 0 129

cSH 295 940 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 1.35 0.08 0.26 0.17 0.16

Queue Length 95th (ft) 506 7 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 212.3 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 212.3 1.2 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 50.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.7% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 7 20 35 6 95 30 375 86 103 428 20

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Hourly flow rate (vph) 10 7 20 36 6 97 31 383 88 105 437 20

Pedestrians 213 102 212

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 18 9 18

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86

vC, conflicting volume 1626 1504 660 1261 1470 741 670 572

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1647 1504 519 1221 1465 741 531 572

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 52 89 95 54 91 69 96 89

cM capacity (veh/h) 21 66 392 77 70 314 730 915

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 38 139 31 470 105 457

Volume Left 10 36 31 0 105 0

Volume Right 20 97 0 88 0 20

cSH 59 162 730 1700 915 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.64 0.86 0.04 0.28 0.11 0.27

Queue Length 95th (ft) 66 148 3 0 10 0

Control Delay (s) 139.1 93.5 10.1 0.0 9.4 0.0

Lane LOS F F B A

Approach Delay (s) 139.1 93.5 0.6 1.8

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 15.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.9% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 108 8 33 10 4 20 66 539 10 40 411 51

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.92 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1727 1674 3507 3447

Flt Permitted 0.76 0.92 0.84 0.87

Satd. Flow (perm) 1364 1562 2978 3019

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 120 9 37 11 4 22 73 599 11 44 457 57

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 8 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 153 0 0 19 0 0 683 0 0 550 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 20 1 30 22

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 1

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 11.7 11.7 35.6 35.6

Effective Green, g (s) 11.7 11.7 35.6 35.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.18 0.56 0.56

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 250 286 1662 1685

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.11 0.01 c0.23 0.18

v/c Ratio 0.61 0.07 0.41 0.33

Uniform Delay, d1 24.0 21.5 8.1 7.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.4 0.1 0.8 0.5

Delay (s) 28.3 21.6 8.8 8.1

Level of Service C C A A

Approach Delay (s) 28.3 21.6 8.8 8.1

Approach LOS C C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 11.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.45

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 63.8 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR NWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 11 0 20 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.90

Flt Protected 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1656

Flt Permitted 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 1656

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 22 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 35 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 4.5

Effective Green, g (s) 4.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 117

v/s Ratio Prot c0.02

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.30

Uniform Delay, d1 28.1

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.4

Delay (s) 29.6

Level of Service C

Approach Delay (s) 29.6

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 40 20 323 153 10 20 342

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.78 0.84

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.95 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1155 1317

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.31 1.00 0.83

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 570 1155 1098

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 21 11 43 11 43 21 344 163 11 21 364

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 97 0 0 0 64 518 0 0 0 510

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 176 176

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 66 66

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 189 218 441 419

v/s Ratio Prot 0.45

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.11 c0.46

v/c Ratio 0.51 0.29 1.17 1.22

Uniform Delay, d1 44.8 23.7 34.0 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 9.6 3.4 100.1 117.7

Delay (s) 54.4 27.1 134.1 151.7

Level of Service D C F F

Approach Delay (s) 54.4 122.3 151.7

Approach LOS D F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 124.6 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.06

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.0% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 107 10 10 119 421 20 50 10 203 261 10 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3151 3164

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3151 3164

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 114 11 11 127 448 21 53 11 216 278 11 21

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 654 0 0 0 0 535 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 184 185 44 57

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 52 61 7 8

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 544 547

v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 c0.17

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.20 0.98

Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 45.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 107.8 33.3

Delay (s) 153.3 78.5

Level of Service F E

Approach Delay (s) 153.3 78.5

Approach LOS F E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 22 80 10 120 70 60 62 40 50 633 130 41

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.94 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.95 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1606 1423 3205

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.82 0.79

Satd. Flow (perm) 1443 1183 2540

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 23 83 10 125 73 62 65 42 52 659 135 43

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 18 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 112 0 0 313 0 0 0 0 870 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 24 79 6

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 12 49 6

Parking  (#/hr) 3 5 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 18.0 18.0 34.6

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 18.0 35.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.22 0.45

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 325 266 1130

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 c0.26 c0.34

v/c Ratio 0.34 1.18 0.77

Uniform Delay, d1 26.0 31.0 18.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.80

Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 112.1 4.7

Delay (s) 26.3 143.1 19.7

Level of Service C F B

Approach Delay (s) 26.3 143.1 19.7

Approach LOS C F B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 41.9 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.90

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.1% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Claremont Avenue/Forest Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 522 12 13 13 130 80 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.95

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3274 1525

Flt Permitted 0.84 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2748 1525

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 544 12 14 14 135 83 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 613 0 0 0 242 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 16

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 16

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 34.6 14.4

Effective Green, g (s) 35.6 14.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1223 275

v/s Ratio Prot c0.16

v/s Ratio Perm 0.22

v/c Ratio 0.50 0.88

Uniform Delay, d1 15.9 32.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 25.5

Delay (s) 17.3 57.5

Level of Service B E

Approach Delay (s) 17.3 57.5

Approach LOS B E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

11: Higway 24 WB On-ramp & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 20 80 92 70 761 90 52 204 496

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.89

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1716 1770 3247 1770 2903

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.35 1.00 0.28 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1716 643 3247 521 2903

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 20 82 94 71 777 92 53 208 506

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 41 0 0 11 0 0 202 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 155 0 71 858 0 53 512 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 8 8 11

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 1

Parking  (#/hr) 6 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 515 386 1948 313 1742

v/s Ratio Prot c0.26 0.18

v/s Ratio Perm 0.09 0.11 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.30 0.18 0.44 0.17 0.29

Uniform Delay, d1 21.5 7.2 8.7 7.1 7.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.61 1.54 1.80 3.30

Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 1.0 0.7 0.9 0.3

Delay (s) 23.0 12.6 14.0 13.7 26.0

Level of Service C B B B C

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 23.0 13.9 25.1

Approach LOS A C B C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 19.4 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.39

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.7% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/SR 24 WB On-ramps/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

12: SR 24 EB Off-ramp & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 456 110 70 0 0 42 0 423 70 32 192 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.97 0.86 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1669 1418 3236 3286

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1669 1418 3236 2801

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 475 115 73 0 0 44 0 441 73 33 200 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 0 16 0 16 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 332 318 0 0 0 28 0 498 0 0 233 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 5 4 12

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 11 20

Parking  (#/hr) 4 4 6

Turn Type Perm custom Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 2

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0

Effective Green, g (s) 51.0 51.0 51.0 21.0 21.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.26 0.26

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1072 1064 904 849 735

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15

v/s Ratio Perm c0.20 0.19 0.02 0.08

v/c Ratio 0.31 0.30 0.03 0.59 0.32

Uniform Delay, d1 6.5 6.5 5.4 25.7 23.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.93

Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 0.7 0.1 3.0 1.1

Delay (s) 7.3 7.2 5.4 28.7 23.1

Level of Service A A A C C

Approach Delay (s) 7.3 5.4 28.7 23.1

Approach LOS A A C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 17.3 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.39

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 114.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Clifton Street/SR 24 Eastbound Off-Ramp/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

13: Miles Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 80 130 205 60 426 0 0 569 81

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 2979 1770 1863 1802

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.29 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 2979 547 1863 1802

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 86 140 220 65 458 0 0 612 87

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 346 0 65 458 0 0 693 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 43 71 283 218

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 67 58

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 51.0 51.0 51.0

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 52.0 52.0 52.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.65 0.65 0.65

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 745 356 1211 1171

v/s Ratio Prot 0.25 c0.38

v/s Ratio Perm 0.12 0.12

v/c Ratio 0.46 0.18 0.38 0.59

Uniform Delay, d1 25.5 5.6 6.5 8.0

Progression Factor 1.00 2.03 2.06 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.1 0.8 0.7 2.2

Delay (s) 27.5 12.1 14.1 10.2

Level of Service C B B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 27.5 13.8 10.2

Approach LOS A C B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 16.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.56

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 109.6% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Miles Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

14: Shafter Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 121 390 90 0 0 0 0 375 120 205 444 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.90 0.87 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.97 0.97 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1427 1561 1770 1863

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1427 1561 1770 1863

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 126 406 94 0 0 0 0 391 125 214 462 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 126 490 0 0 0 0 0 502 0 214 462 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 309 148 529 196

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 9 39 44

Parking  (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Perm custom

Protected Phases 4 1 3 2

Permitted Phases 4 3

Actuated Green, G (s) 22.0 22.0 34.0 15.0 52.0

Effective Green, g (s) 21.0 21.0 33.0 14.0 51.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.26 0.41 0.18 0.64

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 465 375 644 310 1188

v/s Ratio Prot c0.34 c0.32 c0.12 0.25

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07

v/c Ratio 0.27 1.31 0.78 0.69 0.39

Uniform Delay, d1 23.4 29.5 20.3 31.0 7.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.89 0.47

Incremental Delay, d2 1.4 155.7 9.0 9.9 0.8

Delay (s) 24.9 185.2 29.4 37.3 4.0

Level of Service C F C D A

Approach Delay (s) 152.9 0.0 29.4 14.6

Approach LOS F A C B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 66.4 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 109.6% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 21 50 20 20 20 40 52 10 40 385 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.94 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.91 0.99

Flt Protected 0.98 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1538 1392 1616

Flt Permitted 0.88 0.95 0.89

Satd. Flow (perm) 1382 1333 1445

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 23 55 22 22 22 44 57 11 44 423 22

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 15 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 96 0 0 106 0 0 0 0 497 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 55 32 118

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14

Parking  (#/hr) 3 3 3

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 1 2 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 14.0 22.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 14.0 22.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.23 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 322 311 530

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 c0.08 0.34

v/c Ratio 0.30 0.34 0.94

Uniform Delay, d1 19.0 19.2 18.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.4 3.0 26.5

Delay (s) 21.3 22.1 44.9

Level of Service C C D

Approach Delay (s) 21.3 22.1 44.9

Approach LOS C C D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 40.5 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.69

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.9% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 62 385 21 31 22 70 50 40

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 16 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.93

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1749 1500

Flt Permitted 0.87 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1539 1500

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 68 423 23 34 24 77 55 44

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 0 17 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 544 0 0 0 183 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 67 108

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 6

Parking  (#/hr) 6 3

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 2 4

Permitted Phases 2 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 22.0 12.0

Effective Green, g (s) 22.0 12.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.20

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 564 300

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.35 0.12

v/c Ratio 0.96 0.61

Uniform Delay, d1 18.6 21.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 30.2 9.0

Delay (s) 48.8 30.8

Level of Service D C

Approach Delay (s) 48.8 30.8

Approach LOS D C

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 50 0 616 438 27

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 53 0 648 461 28

Pedestrians 22

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked 0.87 0.98 0.98

vC, conflicting volume 821 267 511

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 382 207 457

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 93 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 506 767 1057

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 53 216 432 307 182

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 53 0 0 0 28

cSH 767 1057 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.07 0.00 0.25 0.18 0.11

Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B

Approach Delay (s) 10.0 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 27.0% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 530 146 56 470 130 66 205 76 130 236 140

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.91 0.95 0.92 0.89

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.96

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1413 3264 1428 1305

Flt Permitted 0.88 0.83 0.83 0.64

Satd. Flow (perm) 1252 2727 1203 840

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 74 564 155 60 500 138 70 218 81 138 251 149

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 27 0 0 13 0 0 18 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 788 0 0 671 0 0 356 0 0 521 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 202 95 393 505

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 13 20

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 42.0 42.0 21.0 30.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 42.0 21.0 30.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.52 0.52 0.26 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 657 1432 316 344

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09

v/s Ratio Perm c0.63 0.25 0.30 c0.47

v/c Ratio 1.20 0.47 1.13 1.51

Uniform Delay, d1 19.0 12.0 29.5 25.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.71 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 103.8 1.1 71.7 245.4

Delay (s) 122.8 13.1 92.6 270.4

Level of Service F B F F

Approach Delay (s) 122.8 13.1 92.6 270.4

Approach LOS F B F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 119.3 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.32

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 122.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

2: Ashby Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 720 60 95 530 240 80 244 185 330 304 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.91 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 0.98 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.96 0.95 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3484 3341 3247 1610 3220

Flt Permitted 0.81 0.68 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2833 2275 3247 1610 3220

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 54 774 65 102 570 258 86 262 199 355 327 97

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 44 0 0 89 0 0 21 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 886 0 0 886 0 0 458 0 259 499 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 11 22 22 40

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 8 9

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 42.5 42.5 16.0 16.5 16.5

Effective Green, g (s) 44.5 44.5 15.5 16.0 16.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.49 0.17 0.18 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1401 1125 559 286 572

v/s Ratio Prot c0.14 c0.16 0.16

v/s Ratio Perm 0.31 c0.39

v/c Ratio 0.63 0.79 0.82 0.91 0.87

Uniform Delay, d1 16.7 18.8 35.9 36.3 36.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.2 5.6 12.6 33.7 16.7

Delay (s) 18.9 24.4 48.5 69.9 52.8

Level of Service B C D E D

Approach Delay (s) 18.9 24.4 48.5 58.5

Approach LOS B C D E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 35.5 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.82

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.8% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Ashby Avenue - Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

3: The Uplands & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 42 60 450 52 30 441

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.98 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1623 3252 3281

Flt Permitted 0.98 1.00 0.90

Satd. Flow (perm) 1623 3252 2962

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 46 65 489 57 33 479

RTOR Reduction (vph) 46 0 11 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 66 0 535 0 0 512

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 18 42 25

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 8

Parking  (#/hr) 1 4 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 6 8 8

Permitted Phases 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 23.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 487 1951 1777

v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.16

v/s Ratio Perm c0.17

v/c Ratio 0.13 0.27 0.29

Uniform Delay, d1 20.4 7.7 7.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 0.3 0.4

Delay (s) 21.0 8.0 8.1

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 21.0 8.0 8.1

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 9.3 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.24

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: The Uplands/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 288 130 31 257 96 180 540 41 106 760 80

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1751 1770 1564 1770 3272 1770 3167

Flt Permitted 0.28 1.00 0.18 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 516 1751 330 1564 1770 3272 1770 3167

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 74 303 137 33 271 101 189 568 43 112 800 84

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 19 0 0 15 0 0 5 0 0 7 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 74 421 0 33 357 0 189 606 0 112 877 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 26 23 23 42

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 5 15

Parking  (#/hr) 3 4 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 4 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 26.9 26.9 26.9 26.9 13.2 42.2 10.4 39.4

Effective Green, g (s) 26.4 26.4 26.4 26.4 14.2 44.2 11.4 41.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.15 0.47 0.12 0.44

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 143 487 92 435 265 1522 212 1380

v/s Ratio Prot c0.24 0.23 c0.11 c0.19 0.06 c0.28

v/s Ratio Perm 0.14 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.52 0.86 0.36 0.82 0.71 0.40 0.53 0.64

Uniform Delay, d1 28.9 32.6 27.5 32.1 38.5 16.7 39.3 20.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 14.3 0.9 11.2 7.4 0.8 1.1 2.2

Delay (s) 30.2 46.9 28.4 43.3 45.8 17.5 40.4 23.2

Level of Service C D C D D B D C

Approach Delay (s) 44.5 42.1 24.2 25.1

Approach LOS D D C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 31.0 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.75

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.9% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 120 216 20 120 20 145 346 30 10 334 80

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.98 0.99 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 0.98 0.99 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1402 1784 1546 1341

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.93 0.49 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1326 1667 774 1320

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 54 129 232 22 129 22 156 372 32 11 359 86

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 57 0 0 6 0 0 3 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 358 0 0 167 0 0 557 0 0 445 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 55 58 100 229

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 11 13

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 497 625 561 371

v/s Ratio Prot c0.20

v/s Ratio Perm c0.27 0.10 0.32 c0.34

v/c Ratio 0.72 0.27 0.99 1.20

Uniform Delay, d1 21.4 17.4 18.9 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.40 1.00 0.96

Incremental Delay, d2 8.7 1.0 36.4 92.6

Delay (s) 30.1 25.3 55.2 120.1

Level of Service C C E F

Approach Delay (s) 30.1 25.3 55.2 120.1

Approach LOS C C E F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 63.9 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.96

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.4% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 90 60 40 392 399 90

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Hourly flow rate (vph) 96 64 43 417 424 96

Pedestrians 18 3

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 1 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 784 281 538

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 784 281 538

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 69 91 96

cM capacity (veh/h) 312 703 1011

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 160 182 278 283 237

Volume Left 96 43 0 0 0

Volume Right 64 0 0 0 96

cSH 401 1011 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.40 0.04 0.16 0.17 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 47 3 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 19.8 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 19.8 0.9 0.0

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 45.4% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 10 30 43 8 110 20 406 108 124 423 20

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 11 33 47 9 120 22 441 117 135 460 22

Pedestrians 274 127 2 166

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 23 11 0 14

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1789 1743 747 1440 1696 793 756 686

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1789 1743 747 1440 1696 793 756 686

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 25 77 90 4 83 60 97 83

cM capacity (veh/h) 14 48 318 49 52 299 660 812

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 54 175 22 559 135 482

Volume Left 11 47 22 0 135 0

Volume Right 33 120 0 117 0 22

cSH 50 114 660 1700 812 1700

Volume to Capacity 1.08 1.53 0.03 0.33 0.17 0.28

Queue Length 95th (ft) 119 318 3 0 15 0

Control Delay (s) 281.8 345.4 10.6 0.0 10.3 0.0

Lane LOS F F B B

Approach Delay (s) 281.8 345.4 0.4 2.3

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 54.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.5% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 93 6 55 10 5 20 72 307 10 20 390 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.92 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1698 1677 3489 3461

Flt Permitted 0.79 0.92 0.81 0.93

Satd. Flow (perm) 1387 1573 2852 3232

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 100 6 59 11 5 22 77 330 11 22 419 54

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 25 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 8 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 140 0 0 20 0 0 418 0 0 487 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 14 14 6

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 3 9 2

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 10.7 10.7 36.0 36.0

Effective Green, g (s) 10.7 10.7 36.0 36.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.18 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 247 281 1711 1939

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.10 0.01 0.15 c0.15

v/c Ratio 0.56 0.07 0.24 0.25

Uniform Delay, d1 22.5 20.5 5.6 5.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.9 0.1 0.3 0.3

Delay (s) 25.5 20.6 6.0 6.0

Level of Service C C A A

Approach Delay (s) 25.5 20.6 6.0 6.0

Approach LOS C C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.3 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.33

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.9% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 11 0 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.94

Flt Protected 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 1698

Flt Permitted 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 1698

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 23 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 1.3

Effective Green, g (s) 1.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 37

v/s Ratio Prot c0.01

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.62

Uniform Delay, d1 29.1

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 28.2

Delay (s) 57.3

Level of Service E

Approach Delay (s) 57.3

Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 40 20 317 107 10 20 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.84

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1482 1770 1262

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.28 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1482 522 1262

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 23 11 34 23 45 23 360 122 11 23 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 102 0 0 0 68 493 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 152 148

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 189 199 482

v/s Ratio Prot 0.39

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.13

v/c Ratio 0.54 0.34 1.02

Uniform Delay, d1 45.0 24.2 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 10.6 4.6 46.9

Delay (s) 55.6 28.8 80.9

Level of Service E C F

Approach Delay (s) 55.6 74.6

Approach LOS E E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 133.9 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.18

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.9% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 326 130 10 10 171 244 10 40 10 188 274 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.81 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1261 3133 3168

Flt Permitted 0.76 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 960 3133 3168

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 370 148 11 11 194 277 11 45 11 214 311 23

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 563 0 0 0 0 532 0 0 0 0 589 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 226 235 46

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 18 16 4

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.0 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 367 541 547

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.19

v/s Ratio Perm c0.59

v/c Ratio 1.53 0.98 1.08

Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 45.3 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 253.7 34.9 60.7

Delay (s) 287.7 80.2 106.2

Level of Service F F F

Approach Delay (s) 287.7 80.2 106.2

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 30

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 34

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 20

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 13 30 10 120 50 50 62 20 60 486 90 32

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.96 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.95 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1573 1452 3210

Flt Permitted 0.91 0.85 0.80

Satd. Flow (perm) 1452 1264 2586

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 14 32 11 128 53 53 66 21 64 517 96 34

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 14 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 48 0 0 288 0 0 0 0 684 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 19 49 8

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 25 6

Parking  (#/hr) 3 5 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 18.0 18.0 39.6

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 18.0 40.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.22 0.51

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 327 284 1312

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.23 c0.26

v/c Ratio 0.15 1.01 0.52

Uniform Delay, d1 24.9 31.0 13.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.57

Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 56.7 1.4

Delay (s) 24.9 87.7 9.0

Level of Service C F A

Approach Delay (s) 24.9 87.7 9.0

Approach LOS C F A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 26.3 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.67

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.4% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Claremont Avenue/Forest Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 526 13 13 14 50 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.94

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3275 1517

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2930 1517

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 560 14 14 15 53 53

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 622 0 0 0 121 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 10

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 11 18

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 39.6 9.4

Effective Green, g (s) 40.6 9.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.51 0.12

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1487 178

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08

v/s Ratio Perm 0.21

v/c Ratio 0.42 0.68

Uniform Delay, d1 12.3 33.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 7.9

Delay (s) 13.2 41.7

Level of Service B D

Approach Delay (s) 13.2 41.7

Approach LOS B D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

11: Higway 24 WB On-ramp & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 10 70 52 50 634 50 32 176 488

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.89

Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1746 1770 3266 1770 2890

Flt Permitted 1.00 0.34 1.00 0.33 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1746 637 3266 618 2890

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 11 76 57 54 689 54 35 191 530

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 29 0 0 7 0 0 212 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 115 0 54 736 0 35 509 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 4 11 8

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 3

Parking  (#/hr) 6 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 524 382 1960 371 1734

v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 0.18

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.08 0.06

v/c Ratio 0.22 0.14 0.38 0.09 0.29

Uniform Delay, d1 21.0 7.0 8.3 6.8 7.8

Progression Factor 1.00 0.82 0.81 1.59 2.32

Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.4

Delay (s) 21.9 6.5 7.3 11.2 18.4

Level of Service C A A B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 21.9 7.2 18.1

Approach LOS A C A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 13.3 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.32

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.1% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/SR 24 WB On-ramps/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

12: SR 24 EB Off-ramp & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 528 80 80 0 0 32 0 174 30 42 144 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.96 0.86 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1657 1418 3222 3272

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1657 1418 3222 2804

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 587 89 89 0 0 36 0 193 33 47 160 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 0 13 0 17 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 387 364 0 0 0 23 0 209 0 0 207 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 19 5

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 9 10

Parking  (#/hr) 4 4 6

Turn Type Perm custom Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 2

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0

Effective Green, g (s) 51.0 51.0 51.0 21.0 21.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.26 0.26

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1072 1056 904 846 736

v/s Ratio Prot 0.06

v/s Ratio Perm c0.23 0.22 0.02 c0.07

v/c Ratio 0.36 0.34 0.03 0.25 0.28

Uniform Delay, d1 6.8 6.7 5.3 23.3 23.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.88

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 0.9 0.1 0.7 0.9

Delay (s) 7.8 7.6 5.4 24.0 21.7

Level of Service A A A C C

Approach Delay (s) 7.7 5.4 24.0 21.7

Approach LOS A A C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 13.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.34

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 114.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Clifton Street/SR 24 Eastbound Off-Ramp/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

13: Miles Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 80 110 167 50 390 0 0 515 51

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3149 1770 1863 1819

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.32 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3149 588 1863 1819

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 86 118 180 54 419 0 0 554 55

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 126 0 0 0 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 258 0 54 419 0 0 603 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 23 27 174 188

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 34 36

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.0 33.0 33.0 33.0

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 34.0 34.0 34.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.57 0.57 0.57

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 945 333 1056 1031

v/s Ratio Prot 0.22 c0.33

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.27 0.16 0.40 0.58

Uniform Delay, d1 16.0 6.2 7.3 8.4

Progression Factor 1.00 2.00 1.89 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.9 0.9 2.4

Delay (s) 16.7 13.3 14.7 10.9

Level of Service B B B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 16.7 14.5 10.9

Approach LOS A B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 13.6 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.48

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.8% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Miles Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

14: Shafter Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 71 120 80 0 0 0 0 369 70 167 428 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.81 0.95 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.94 0.98 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1240 1723 1770 1863

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1240 1723 1770 1863

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 78 132 88 0 0 0 0 405 77 184 470 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 78 180 0 0 0 0 0 471 0 184 470 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 247 63 289 232

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 5 14 25

Parking  (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Perm Prot

Protected Phases 4 1 3 2

Permitted Phases 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.0 16.0 27.0 8.0 38.0

Effective Green, g (s) 15.0 15.0 26.0 7.0 37.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.43 0.12 0.62

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 443 310 747 207 1149

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.27 c0.10 0.25

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04

v/c Ratio 0.18 0.58 0.63 0.89 0.41

Uniform Delay, d1 17.7 19.7 13.3 26.1 5.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.42 0.36

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 7.7 3.7 34.8 0.9

Delay (s) 18.5 27.5 14.9 71.9 3.0

Level of Service B C B E A

Approach Delay (s) 25.1 0.0 14.9 22.4

Approach LOS C A B C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 20.5 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.8% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 21 10 10 10 10 20 33 10 20 306 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.98 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.90 1.00

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1531 1454 1629

Flt Permitted 0.83 0.97 0.94

Satd. Flow (perm) 1308 1416 1536

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 23 11 11 11 11 22 35 11 22 329 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 8 0 0 27 0 0 0 0 2 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 48 0 0 52 0 0 0 0 371 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 30 1 84

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 2

Parking  (#/hr) 3 3 3

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 1 2 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 14.0 25.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 14.0 25.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.23 0.42

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 305 330 640

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 c0.04 0.24

v/c Ratio 0.16 0.16 0.58

Uniform Delay, d1 18.3 18.3 13.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 1.0 3.8

Delay (s) 19.4 19.3 17.3

Level of Service B B B

Approach Delay (s) 19.4 19.3 17.3

Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 17.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.49

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.3% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 43 356 21 42 12 30 30 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 16 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.91

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1748 1477

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1653 1477

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 46 383 23 45 13 32 32 54

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 43 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 491 0 0 0 89 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 60 82

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2

Parking  (#/hr) 6 3

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 2 4

Permitted Phases 2 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 9.0

Effective Green, g (s) 25.0 9.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.15

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 689 222

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.30 0.06

v/c Ratio 0.71 0.40

Uniform Delay, d1 14.5 23.1

Progression Factor 0.63 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.7 5.3

Delay (s) 14.8 28.3

Level of Service B C

Approach Delay (s) 14.8 28.3

Approach LOS B C

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 78 0 387 439 31

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 84 0 416 472 33

Pedestrians 6

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked 0.99 0.99 0.99

vC, conflicting volume 703 259 511

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 683 236 490

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 89 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 378 756 1055

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 84 139 277 315 191

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 84 0 0 0 33

cSH 756 1055 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.11 0.00 0.16 0.19 0.11

Queue Length 95th (ft) 9 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 10.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B

Approach Delay (s) 10.4 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 24.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 20 650 85 25 550 140 84 272 64 130 312 70

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.95 0.95 0.95

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.98

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1545 3269 1482 1421

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.91 0.79 0.73

Satd. Flow (perm) 1504 2996 1182 1055

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 21 684 89 26 579 147 88 286 67 137 328 74

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 22 0 0 6 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 789 0 0 730 0 0 435 0 0 533 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 105 83 277 231

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 8 33 61

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 46.0 46.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 46.0 46.0 41.0 41.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.48 0.48 0.43 0.43

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 728 1451 510 455

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.52 0.24 0.37 c0.51

v/c Ratio 1.08 0.50 0.85 1.17

Uniform Delay, d1 24.5 16.7 24.3 27.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 58.5 0.1 12.6 98.1

Delay (s) 83.0 16.8 36.9 125.1

Level of Service F B D F

Approach Delay (s) 83.0 16.8 36.9 125.1

Approach LOS F B D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 64.2 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.12

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 105.0% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 320 202 10 170 30 152 304 30 50 366 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.97 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1441 1768 1770 1519 1770 1330

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1367 1716 1770 1519 1770 1330

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 63 337 213 11 179 32 160 320 32 53 385 95

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 4 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 613 0 0 214 0 160 348 0 53 469 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 100 84 180 218

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 1 23 40

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 31.0 31.0 10.0 30.0 5.0 24.5

Effective Green, g (s) 32.0 32.0 9.5 31.0 6.0 25.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.40 0.40 0.12 0.39 0.08 0.32

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 547 686 210 589 133 424

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09 0.23 0.03 c0.35

v/s Ratio Perm c0.45 0.12

v/c Ratio 1.12 0.31 0.76 0.59 0.40 1.11

Uniform Delay, d1 24.0 16.5 34.2 19.5 35.3 27.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 76.1 1.2 22.6 4.3 8.7 75.8

Delay (s) 100.1 17.6 56.8 23.8 44.0 103.0

Level of Service F B E C D F

Approach Delay (s) 100.1 17.6 34.1 97.1

Approach LOS F B C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 71.5 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.06

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 98.4% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 270 100 70 610 400 120

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.97

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.96 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1724 3521 3327

Flt Permitted 0.96 0.85 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1724 2999 3327

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 290 108 75 656 430 129

RTOR Reduction (vph) 21 0 0 0 27 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 377 0 0 731 532 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 41

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 18.5 36.3 36.3

Effective Green, g (s) 18.5 36.3 36.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.29 0.58 0.58

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 508 1733 1923

v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 0.16

v/s Ratio Perm c0.24

v/c Ratio 0.74 0.42 0.28

Uniform Delay, d1 20.0 7.4 6.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.8 0.8 0.4

Delay (s) 25.8 8.1 7.0

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 25.8 8.1 7.0

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 11.9 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.53

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 62.8 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.7% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 40 20 323 153 10 20 342

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.78 0.84

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.95 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1158 1319

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.34 1.00 0.94

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 637 1158 1243

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 21 11 43 11 43 21 344 163 11 21 364

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 97 0 0 0 64 518 0 0 0 510

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 176 176

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 66 66

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 46.0 46.0 46.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.43 0.43 0.43

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 81 272 495 531

v/s Ratio Prot c0.45

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.10 0.41

v/c Ratio 1.20 0.24 1.05 0.96

Uniform Delay, d1 52.0 20.1 31.5 30.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 162.6 2.0 53.1 30.4

Delay (s) 214.6 22.1 84.6 61.0

Level of Service F C F E

Approach Delay (s) 214.6 77.8 61.0

Approach LOS F E E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 85.6 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.04

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.0% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 107 10 10 119 421 20 50 10 203 261 10 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3151 3164

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3151 3164

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 114 11 11 127 448 21 53 11 216 278 11 21

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 654 0 0 0 0 535 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 184 185 44 57

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 52 61 7 8

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 21.0 20.0

Effective Green, g (s) 21.0 20.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 602 575

v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 c0.17

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.09 0.93

Uniform Delay, d1 44.5 44.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 62.5 23.7

Delay (s) 107.0 68.0

Level of Service F E

Approach Delay (s) 107.0 68.0

Approach LOS F E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 530 146 56 470 130 66 205 76 130 236 140

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.89

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.96

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1468 3263 1429 1305

Flt Permitted 0.88 0.83 0.81 0.76

Satd. Flow (perm) 1301 2714 1173 999

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 74 564 155 60 500 138 70 218 81 138 251 149

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 27 0 0 11 0 0 17 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 787 0 0 671 0 0 358 0 0 521 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 202 95 393 505

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 13 20

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.0 41.0 31.0 31.0

Effective Green, g (s) 41.0 41.0 31.0 31.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.51 0.51 0.39 0.39

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 667 1391 455 387

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.60 0.25 0.31 c0.52

v/c Ratio 1.18 0.48 0.79 1.35

Uniform Delay, d1 19.5 12.6 21.6 24.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 95.7 0.1 8.1 172.0

Delay (s) 115.2 12.7 29.7 196.5

Level of Service F B C F

Approach Delay (s) 115.2 12.7 29.7 196.5

Approach LOS F B C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 90.5 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.25

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 122.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 120 216 20 120 20 145 346 30 10 334 80

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 0.99 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1401 1784 1770 1552 1770 1335

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.94 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1325 1679 1770 1552 1770 1335

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 54 129 232 22 129 22 156 372 32 11 359 86

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 57 0 0 7 0 0 4 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 358 0 0 167 0 156 400 0 11 434 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 55 58 100 229

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 11 13

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 27.0 27.0 10.5 34.0 5.0 28.0

Effective Green, g (s) 28.0 28.0 10.0 35.0 6.0 29.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.35 0.35 0.12 0.44 0.08 0.36

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 464 588 221 679 133 484

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09 0.26 0.01 c0.33

v/s Ratio Perm c0.27 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.77 0.28 0.71 0.59 0.08 0.90

Uniform Delay, d1 23.1 18.8 33.6 17.1 34.4 24.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 11.7 1.2 17.3 3.7 1.2 22.0

Delay (s) 34.9 20.0 50.9 20.8 35.7 46.1

Level of Service C B D C D D

Approach Delay (s) 34.9 20.0 29.2 45.8

Approach LOS C B C D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 34.4 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.82

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.6% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 90 60 40 392 399 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.97 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1700 3523 3403

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.89 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1700 3136 3403

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 96 64 43 417 424 96

RTOR Reduction (vph) 42 0 0 0 14 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 118 0 0 460 506 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 18

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 7

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 9.1 40.8 40.8

Effective Green, g (s) 9.1 40.8 40.8

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.16 0.70 0.70

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 267 2210 2398

v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 c0.15

v/s Ratio Perm 0.15

v/c Ratio 0.44 0.21 0.21

Uniform Delay, d1 22.1 3.0 3.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 0.2 0.2

Delay (s) 23.3 3.2 3.2

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 23.3 3.2 3.2

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 6.0 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.25

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 57.9 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 45.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 40 20 317 107 10 20 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.84

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1482 1770 1262

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.32 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1482 601 1262

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 23 11 34 23 45 23 360 122 11 23 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 102 0 0 0 68 493 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 152 148

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.44 0.44

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 81 262 551

v/s Ratio Prot 0.39

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.11

v/c Ratio 1.26 0.26 0.89

Uniform Delay, d1 52.0 19.7 28.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 184.8 2.4 19.6

Delay (s) 236.8 22.1 48.3

Level of Service F C D

Approach Delay (s) 236.8 45.1

Approach LOS F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 89.0 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.09

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.9% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 326 130 10 10 171 244 10 40 10 188 274 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.81 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1261 3133 3168

Flt Permitted 0.88 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1108 3133 3168

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 370 148 11 11 194 277 11 45 11 214 311 23

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 563 0 0 0 0 531 0 0 0 0 589 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 226 235 46

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 18 16 4

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 47.0 20.0 20.0

Effective Green, g (s) 48.0 20.0 20.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.44 0.18 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 483 570 576

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.19

v/s Ratio Perm c0.51

v/c Ratio 1.17 0.93 1.02

Uniform Delay, d1 31.0 44.3 45.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 95.1 24.2 43.3

Delay (s) 126.1 68.6 88.3

Level of Service F E F

Approach Delay (s) 126.1 68.6 88.3

Approach LOS F E F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/24/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 30

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 34

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 20

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 352 170 14 201 93 121 241 37 121 295 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.93 0.94 0.96 0.91

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.96 0.99 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1473 1673 1497 1336

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.97 0.63 0.79

Satd. Flow (perm) 1380 1628 955 1068

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 63 371 179 15 212 98 127 254 39 127 311 95

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 19 0 0 5 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 613 0 0 306 0 0 415 0 0 523 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 100 84 180 218

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 1 23 40

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 518 611 610 300

v/s Ratio Prot c0.14

v/s Ratio Perm c0.44 0.19 0.22 c0.49

v/c Ratio 1.18 0.50 0.68 1.74

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 19.2 14.0 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.24 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 100.9 2.9 6.0 347.9

Delay (s) 125.9 26.8 20.1 376.7

Level of Service F C C F

Approach Delay (s) 125.9 26.8 20.1 376.7

Approach LOS F C C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 156.0 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.27

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.1% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 270 210 168 610 400 120

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 290 226 181 656 430 129

Pedestrians 41 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 3 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked 0.91

vC, conflicting volume 1225 322 600

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1043 322 600

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 0 65 81

cM capacity (veh/h) 159 651 940

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 516 399 437 287 272

Volume Left 290 181 0 0 0

Volume Right 226 0 0 0 129

cSH 238 940 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 2.17 0.19 0.26 0.17 0.16

Queue Length 95th (ft) 992 18 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 574.1 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 574.1 2.7 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 156.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.3% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 17 20 32 376 428 24

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Hourly flow rate (vph) 17 20 33 384 437 24

Pedestrians 213

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 18

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.90 0.90 0.90

vC, conflicting volume 1111 662 674

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1067 566 580

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 90 95 96

cM capacity (veh/h) 173 386 734

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 38 416 461

Volume Left 17 33 0

Volume Right 20 0 24

cSH 247 734 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.15 0.04 0.27

Queue Length 95th (ft) 13 3 0

Control Delay (s) 22.2 1.3 0.0

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 22.2 1.3 0.0

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.2% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 207 8 50 10 4 20 152 538 10 40 446 126

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.92 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.96 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1735 1675 3490 3369

Flt Permitted 0.75 0.92 0.66 0.87

Satd. Flow (perm) 1349 1556 2313 2949

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 230 9 56 11 4 22 169 598 11 44 496 140

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 24 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 285 0 0 20 0 0 778 0 0 657 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 20 1 30 22

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 1

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.1 16.1 32.6 32.6

Effective Green, g (s) 16.1 16.1 32.6 32.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.50 0.50

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 333 384 1157 1475

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.21 0.01 c0.34 0.22

v/c Ratio 0.86 0.05 0.67 2.98dl

Uniform Delay, d1 23.4 18.7 12.3 10.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 19.0 0.1 3.1 1.0

Delay (s) 42.4 18.8 15.4 11.5

Level of Service D B B B

Approach Delay (s) 42.4 18.8 15.4 11.5

Approach LOS D B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 18.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.70

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 65.2 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.2% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

dl    Defacto Left Lane.  Recode with 1 though lane as a left lane.

dr    Defacto Right Lane.  Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane.

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR NWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 11 0 20 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.90

Flt Protected 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1656

Flt Permitted 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 1656

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 22 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 35 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 4.5

Effective Green, g (s) 4.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 114

v/s Ratio Prot c0.02

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.30

Uniform Delay, d1 28.9

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.5

Delay (s) 30.4

Level of Service C

Approach Delay (s) 30.4

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 40 20 262 214 10 20 321

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.69 0.85

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.93 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1011 1331

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.33 1.00 0.83

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 616 1011 1108

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 21 11 43 11 43 21 279 228 11 21 341

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 97 0 0 0 64 518 0 0 0 472

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 176 176

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 66 66

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 189 235 386 423

v/s Ratio Prot c0.51

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.10 0.43

v/c Ratio 0.51 0.27 1.34 1.12

Uniform Delay, d1 44.8 23.5 34.0 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 9.6 2.8 170.4 79.1

Delay (s) 54.4 26.3 204.4 113.1

Level of Service D C F F

Approach Delay (s) 54.4 184.8 113.1

Approach LOS D F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 135.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.13

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.6% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 93 10 10 95 445 20 50 10 224 275 10 22

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3157 3163

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3157 3163

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 99 11 11 101 473 21 53 11 238 293 11 23

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 653 0 0 0 0 574 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 184 185 44 57

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 52 61 7 8

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 545 546

v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 c0.18

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.20 1.05

Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 106.1 52.4

Delay (s) 151.6 97.9

Level of Service F F

Approach Delay (s) 151.6 97.9

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 72 0 704 457 61

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 76 0 741 481 64

Pedestrians 22

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked 0.87 0.97 0.97

vC, conflicting volume 906 295 567

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 413 198 481

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 90 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 484 767 1022

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 76 247 494 321 225

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 76 0 0 0 64

cSH 767 1022 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.10 0.00 0.29 0.19 0.13

Queue Length 95th (ft) 8 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 10.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B

Approach Delay (s) 10.2 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 30.6% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 161 175 25 154 95 111 271 40 92 252 80

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.94 0.95 0.98 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 0.95 0.99 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1447 1675 1525 1328

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.95 0.69 0.81

Satd. Flow (perm) 1352 1593 1060 1081

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 54 173 188 27 166 102 119 291 43 99 271 86

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 38 0 0 24 0 0 5 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 378 0 0 271 0 0 448 0 0 445 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 55 58 100 229

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 11 13

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 507 597 650 304

v/s Ratio Prot c0.14

v/s Ratio Perm c0.28 0.17 0.22 c0.41

v/c Ratio 0.74 0.45 0.69 1.46

Uniform Delay, d1 21.7 18.8 14.1 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.25 1.00 0.95

Incremental Delay, d2 9.6 2.5 5.9 210.7

Delay (s) 31.2 26.0 20.1 238.0

Level of Service C C C F

Approach Delay (s) 31.2 26.0 20.1 238.0

Approach LOS C C C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 85.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.98

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.3% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 90 193 154 392 399 90

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Hourly flow rate (vph) 96 205 164 417 424 96

Pedestrians 18 3

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 1 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1027 281 538

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1027 281 538

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 50 71 84

cM capacity (veh/h) 190 703 1011

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 301 303 278 283 237

Volume Left 96 164 0 0 0

Volume Right 205 0 0 0 96

cSH 379 1011 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.80 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 171 14 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 42.8 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS E A

Approach Delay (s) 42.8 3.0 0.0

Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 10.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.6% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 20 30 23 407 424 25

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 22 33 25 442 461 27

Pedestrians 274 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 23 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1241 750 762

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1241 750 762

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 85 90 96

cM capacity (veh/h) 143 317 656

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 54 467 488

Volume Left 22 25 0

Volume Right 33 0 27

cSH 213 656 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.25 0.04 0.29

Queue Length 95th (ft) 24 3 0

Control Delay (s) 27.5 1.1 0.0

Lane LOS D A

Approach Delay (s) 27.5 1.1 0.0

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.9% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 208 6 77 10 5 20 180 306 10 20 431 142

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.92 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 0.98 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1722 1679 3462 3378

Flt Permitted 0.76 0.90 0.61 0.93

Satd. Flow (perm) 1362 1532 2140 3152

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 224 6 83 11 5 22 194 329 11 22 463 153

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 30 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 298 0 0 23 0 0 534 0 0 608 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 14 14 6

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 3 9 2

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.3 17.3 27.4 27.4

Effective Green, g (s) 17.3 17.3 27.4 27.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.30 0.47 0.47

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 406 457 1011 1489

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.22 0.01 c0.25 0.19

v/c Ratio 0.73 0.05 0.53 0.41

Uniform Delay, d1 18.3 14.5 10.8 10.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.7 0.0 2.0 0.8

Delay (s) 25.0 14.5 12.7 10.8

Level of Service C B B B

Approach Delay (s) 25.0 14.5 12.7 10.8

Approach LOS C B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 15.1 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.61

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 58.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.6% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 11 0 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.94

Flt Protected 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 1698

Flt Permitted 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 1698

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 23 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 1.3

Effective Green, g (s) 1.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 38

v/s Ratio Prot c0.01

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.61

Uniform Delay, d1 28.1

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 24.3

Delay (s) 52.4

Level of Service D

Approach Delay (s) 52.4

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 40 20 245 179 10 20 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.74

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.93

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1482 1770 1086

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.31 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1482 576 1086

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 23 11 34 23 45 23 278 203 11 23 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 102 0 0 0 68 492 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 152 148

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 189 220 415

v/s Ratio Prot 0.45

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.12

v/c Ratio 0.54 0.31 1.19

Uniform Delay, d1 45.0 23.8 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 10.6 3.6 105.4

Delay (s) 55.6 27.4 139.4

Level of Service E C F

Approach Delay (s) 55.6 125.8

Approach LOS E F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 138.3 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.14

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 100.7% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 301 113 10 10 136 279 10 40 10 213 291 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.82 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1276 3144 3167

Flt Permitted 0.76 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 970 3144 3167

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 342 128 11 11 155 317 11 45 11 242 331 23

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 515 0 0 0 0 533 0 0 0 0 641 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 226 235 46

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 18 16 4

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.0 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 370 543 547

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.20

v/s Ratio Perm c0.53

v/c Ratio 1.39 0.98 1.17

Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 45.3 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 192.2 34.4 95.4

Delay (s) 226.2 79.8 140.9

Level of Service F E F

Approach Delay (s) 226.2 79.8 140.9

Approach LOS F E F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 33

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 38

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 20

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 103 0 498 463 72

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 111 0 535 498 77

Pedestrians 6

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked 0.96 0.96 0.96

vC, conflicting volume 810 294 581

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 730 194 493

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 86 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 343 782 1024

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 111 178 357 332 243

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 111 0 0 0 77

cSH 782 1024 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.14 0.00 0.21 0.20 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 12 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 10.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B

Approach Delay (s) 10.4 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 28.2% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 352 170 14 201 93 121 241 37 121 295 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.93 0.94 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.88

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.96 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1473 1673 1770 1480 1770 1295

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1386 1622 1770 1480 1770 1295

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 63 371 179 15 212 98 127 254 39 127 311 95

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 7 0 0 14 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 613 0 0 305 0 127 286 0 127 393 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 100 84 180 218

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 1 23 40

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 33.0 33.0 7.5 24.0 9.0 25.0

Effective Green, g (s) 34.0 34.0 7.0 25.0 10.0 26.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.42 0.09 0.31 0.12 0.32

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 589 689 155 463 221 421

v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 0.19 0.07 c0.30

v/s Ratio Perm c0.44 0.19

v/c Ratio 1.04 0.44 0.82 0.62 0.57 0.93

Uniform Delay, d1 23.0 16.3 35.9 23.4 33.0 26.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 48.1 2.1 36.4 6.1 10.4 29.8

Delay (s) 71.1 18.4 72.3 29.5 43.4 55.9

Level of Service E B E C D E

Approach Delay (s) 71.1 18.4 42.4 52.9

Approach LOS E B D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 50.6 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.0% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 270 210 168 610 400 120

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.97

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1694 3501 3317

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.70 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1694 2463 3317

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 290 226 181 656 430 129

RTOR Reduction (vph) 40 0 0 0 31 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 476 0 0 837 528 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 41

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 24.1 39.3 39.3

Effective Green, g (s) 24.1 39.3 39.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.55 0.55

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 572 1356 1826

v/s Ratio Prot c0.28 0.16

v/s Ratio Perm c0.34

v/c Ratio 0.83 0.62 0.29

Uniform Delay, d1 21.8 10.9 8.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 10.1 2.1 0.4

Delay (s) 31.8 13.0 9.0

Level of Service C B A

Approach Delay (s) 31.8 13.0 9.0

Approach LOS C B A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 16.9 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.70

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 71.4 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.3% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 40 20 262 214 10 20 321

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.70 0.85

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.93 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1016 1333

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.37 1.00 0.96

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 692 1016 1279

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 21 11 43 11 43 21 279 228 11 21 341

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 97 0 0 0 64 518 0 0 0 472

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 176 176

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 66 66

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.44 0.44 0.44

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 81 302 443 558

v/s Ratio Prot c0.51

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.09 0.37

v/c Ratio 1.20 0.21 1.17 0.85

Uniform Delay, d1 52.0 19.3 31.0 27.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 162.6 1.6 98.0 14.6

Delay (s) 214.6 20.8 129.0 42.3

Level of Service F C F D

Approach Delay (s) 214.6 117.1 42.3

Approach LOS F F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 100.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.13

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.6% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 93 10 10 95 445 20 50 10 224 275 10 22

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3157 3163

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3157 3163

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 99 11 11 101 473 21 53 11 238 293 11 23

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 653 0 0 0 0 574 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 184 185 44 57

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 52 61 7 8

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 20.0 20.0

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 20.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 574 575

v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 c0.18

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.14 1.00

Uniform Delay, d1 45.0 45.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 81.8 36.9

Delay (s) 126.8 81.9

Level of Service F F

Approach Delay (s) 126.8 81.9

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 161 175 25 154 95 111 271 40 92 252 80

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.94 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.87

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 0.95 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1447 1675 1770 1521 1770 1288

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.94 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1351 1587 1770 1521 1770 1288

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 54 173 188 27 166 102 119 291 43 99 271 86

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 37 0 0 24 0 0 7 0 0 14 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 378 0 0 271 0 119 328 0 99 343 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 55 58 100 229

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 11 13

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 30.0 10.5 27.0 9.0 25.0

Effective Green, g (s) 31.0 31.0 10.0 28.0 10.0 26.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.39 0.39 0.12 0.35 0.12 0.32

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 524 615 221 532 221 419

v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 0.22 0.06 c0.27

v/s Ratio Perm c0.28 0.17

v/c Ratio 0.72 0.44 0.54 0.62 0.45 0.82

Uniform Delay, d1 20.8 18.1 32.8 21.5 32.4 24.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.3 2.3 9.1 5.3 6.4 16.1

Delay (s) 29.1 20.4 41.9 26.8 38.9 41.0

Level of Service C C D C D D

Approach Delay (s) 29.1 20.4 30.8 40.5

Approach LOS C C C D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 31.2 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.5% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 90 193 154 392 399 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.91 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1647 3490 3401

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.71 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1647 2501 3401

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 96 205 164 417 424 96

RTOR Reduction (vph) 123 0 0 0 16 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 178 0 0 581 504 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 18

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 7

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 11.5 43.2 43.2

Effective Green, g (s) 11.5 43.2 43.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.69 0.69

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 302 1723 2343

v/s Ratio Prot c0.11 0.15

v/s Ratio Perm c0.23

v/c Ratio 0.59 0.34 0.22

Uniform Delay, d1 23.4 4.0 3.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.9 0.5 0.2

Delay (s) 26.4 4.5 3.8

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 26.4 4.5 3.8

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 8.9 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.39

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 62.7 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 40 20 245 179 10 20 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.74

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.93

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1482 1770 1086

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.34 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1482 629 1086

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 23 11 34 23 45 23 278 203 11 23 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 102 0 0 0 68 492 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 152 148

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 45.0 45.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 46.0 46.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.42 0.42

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 81 263 454

v/s Ratio Prot 0.45

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.11

v/c Ratio 1.26 0.26 1.08

Uniform Delay, d1 52.0 20.9 32.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 184.8 2.4 66.7

Delay (s) 236.8 23.2 98.7

Level of Service F C F

Approach Delay (s) 236.8 89.5

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 96.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.08

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 100.7% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 301 113 10 10 136 279 10 40 10 213 291 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.82 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1277 3144 3167

Flt Permitted 0.84 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1073 3144 3167

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 342 128 11 11 155 317 11 45 11 242 331 23

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 515 0 0 0 0 532 0 0 0 0 641 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 226 235 46

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 18 16 4

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 45.0 20.0 22.0

Effective Green, g (s) 46.0 20.0 22.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.18 0.20

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 449 572 633

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.20

v/s Ratio Perm c0.48

v/c Ratio 1.15 0.93 1.01

Uniform Delay, d1 32.0 44.3 44.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 89.3 23.9 39.0

Delay (s) 121.3 68.3 83.0

Level of Service F E F

Approach Delay (s) 121.3 68.3 83.0

Approach LOS F E F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 33

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 38

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 20

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM - Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 320 202 14 201 93 121 241 30 50 366 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.94 0.97 0.91

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.96 0.99 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1440 1673 1510 1345

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.97 0.52 0.92

Satd. Flow (perm) 1350 1628 795 1243

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 63 337 213 15 212 98 127 254 32 53 385 95

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 19 0 0 4 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 613 0 0 306 0 0 409 0 0 523 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 100 84 180 218

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 1 23 40

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 506 611 560 350

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15

v/s Ratio Perm c0.45 0.19 0.24 c0.42

v/c Ratio 1.21 0.50 0.73 1.49

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 19.2 14.6 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.24 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 112.4 2.9 8.2 236.9

Delay (s) 137.4 26.8 22.8 265.7

Level of Service F C C F

Approach Delay (s) 137.4 26.8 22.8 265.7

Approach LOS F C C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 129.5 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.21

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 109.7% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM - Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 270 100 168 610 400 120

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 290 108 181 656 430 129

Pedestrians 41 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 3 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked 0.91

vC, conflicting volume 1225 322 600

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1046 322 600

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 0 83 81

cM capacity (veh/h) 159 651 940

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 398 399 437 287 272

Volume Left 290 181 0 0 0

Volume Right 108 0 0 0 129

cSH 199 940 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 1.99 0.19 0.26 0.17 0.16

Queue Length 95th (ft) 745 18 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 504.4 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 504.4 2.7 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 113.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.5% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM - Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 7 20 0 0 0 32 376 85 103 428 24

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Hourly flow rate (vph) 10 7 20 0 0 0 33 384 87 105 437 24

Pedestrians 213 102 212

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 0.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 18 0 18

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85

vC, conflicting volume 1533 1510 662 1265 1479 741 674 572

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1539 1512 518 1225 1475 741 533 572

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 76 90 95 100 100 100 96 89

cM capacity (veh/h) 42 72 391 90 76 343 727 1000

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 38 33 470 105 461

Volume Left 10 33 0 105 0

Volume Right 20 0 87 0 24

cSH 96 727 1700 1000 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.39 0.04 0.28 0.11 0.27

Queue Length 95th (ft) 40 4 0 9 0

Control Delay (s) 65.2 10.2 0.0 9.0 0.0

Lane LOS F B A

Approach Delay (s) 65.2 0.7 1.7

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.1% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM - Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 207 8 50 10 4 20 67 538 10 40 411 51

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.92 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.96 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1735 1675 3507 3446

Flt Permitted 0.75 0.92 0.84 0.87

Satd. Flow (perm) 1349 1556 2964 3011

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 230 9 56 11 4 22 74 598 11 44 457 57

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 9 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 285 0 0 20 0 0 683 0 0 549 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 20 1 30 22

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 1

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.1 16.1 32.6 32.6

Effective Green, g (s) 16.1 16.1 32.6 32.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.50 0.50

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 333 384 1482 1506

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.21 0.01 c0.23 0.18

v/c Ratio 0.86 0.05 0.46 0.36

Uniform Delay, d1 23.4 18.7 10.6 10.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 19.0 0.1 1.0 0.7

Delay (s) 42.4 18.8 11.6 10.7

Level of Service D B B B

Approach Delay (s) 42.4 18.8 11.6 10.7

Approach LOS D B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 17.6 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 65.2 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.2% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM - Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR NWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 11 0 20 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.90

Flt Protected 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1656

Flt Permitted 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 1656

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 22 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 35 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 4.5

Effective Green, g (s) 4.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 114

v/s Ratio Prot c0.02

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.30

Uniform Delay, d1 28.9

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.5

Delay (s) 30.4

Level of Service C

Approach Delay (s) 30.4

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM - Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 40 20 323 153 10 20 321

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.78 0.85

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.95 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1155 1331

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.33 1.00 0.83

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 616 1155 1108

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 21 11 43 11 43 21 344 163 11 21 341

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 97 0 0 0 64 518 0 0 0 472

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 176 176

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 66 66

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 189 235 441 423

v/s Ratio Prot c0.45

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.10 0.43

v/c Ratio 0.51 0.27 1.17 1.12

Uniform Delay, d1 44.8 23.5 34.0 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 9.6 2.8 100.1 79.1

Delay (s) 54.4 26.3 134.1 113.1

Level of Service D C F F

Approach Delay (s) 54.4 122.3 113.1

Approach LOS D F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 120.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.06

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.6% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM - Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 93 10 10 119 421 20 50 10 224 275 10 22

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3151 3163

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3151 3163

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 99 11 11 127 448 21 53 11 238 293 11 23

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 654 0 0 0 0 574 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 184 185 44 57

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 52 61 7 8

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 544 546

v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 c0.18

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.20 1.05

Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 107.8 52.4

Delay (s) 153.3 97.9

Level of Service F F

Approach Delay (s) 153.3 97.9

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM - Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 70 0 616 455 27

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 74 0 648 479 28

Pedestrians 22

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked 0.88 0.96 0.96

vC, conflicting volume 839 276 529

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 345 171 434

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 91 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 538 797 1060

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 74 216 432 319 188

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 74 0 0 0 28

cSH 797 1060 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.09 0.00 0.25 0.19 0.11

Queue Length 95th (ft) 8 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS A

Approach Delay (s) 10.0 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 28.0% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 120 216 25 154 95 111 271 30 10 334 80

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.95 0.98 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 0.95 0.99 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1402 1675 1538 1341

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.95 0.57 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 1310 1593 892 1324

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 54 129 232 27 166 102 119 291 32 11 359 86

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 57 0 0 24 0 0 3 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 358 0 0 271 0 0 439 0 0 445 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 55 58 100 229

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 11 13

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 491 597 598 372

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15

v/s Ratio Perm c0.27 0.17 0.24 c0.34

v/c Ratio 0.73 0.45 0.73 1.20

Uniform Delay, d1 21.5 18.8 14.7 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.25 1.00 0.96

Incremental Delay, d2 9.2 2.5 7.8 91.1

Delay (s) 30.7 26.0 22.5 118.7

Level of Service C C C F

Approach Delay (s) 30.7 26.0 22.5 118.7

Approach LOS C C C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 52.5 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.90

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.4% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 90 60 154 392 399 90

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Hourly flow rate (vph) 96 64 164 417 424 96

Pedestrians 18 3

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 1 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked 0.99

vC, conflicting volume 1027 281 538

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1009 281 538

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 51 91 84

cM capacity (veh/h) 193 703 1011

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 160 303 278 283 237

Volume Left 96 164 0 0 0

Volume Right 64 0 0 0 96

cSH 272 1011 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.59 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 85 14 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 35.3 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS E A

Approach Delay (s) 35.3 3.0 0.0

Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 5.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 10 30 0 0 0 23 407 107 123 424 25

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 11 33 0 0 0 25 442 116 134 461 27

Pedestrians 274 127 2 166

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 0.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 23 0 0 14

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

vC, conflicting volume 1674 1752 750 1446 1707 794 762 686

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1680 1760 725 1444 1714 794 737 686

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 69 79 90 100 100 100 96 85

cM capacity (veh/h) 35 52 317 58 55 335 648 908

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 54 25 559 134 488

Volume Left 11 25 0 134 0

Volume Right 33 0 116 0 27

cSH 87 648 1700 908 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.63 0.04 0.33 0.15 0.29

Queue Length 95th (ft) 73 3 0 13 0

Control Delay (s) 99.9 10.8 0.0 9.6 0.0

Lane LOS F B A

Approach Delay (s) 99.9 0.5 2.1

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 5.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.4% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 208 6 77 10 5 20 73 306 10 20 389 51

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.92 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1721 1678 3488 3459

Flt Permitted 0.76 0.91 0.80 0.93

Satd. Flow (perm) 1361 1556 2831 3228

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 224 6 83 11 5 22 78 329 11 22 418 55

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 298 0 0 22 0 0 418 0 0 485 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 14 14 6

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 3 9 2

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.1 16.1 32.2 32.2

Effective Green, g (s) 16.1 16.1 32.2 32.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.26 0.52 0.52

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 355 406 1477 1685

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.22 0.01 0.15 c0.15

v/c Ratio 0.84 0.05 0.28 0.29

Uniform Delay, d1 21.6 17.1 8.3 8.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 16.2 0.1 0.5 0.4

Delay (s) 37.8 17.1 8.8 8.7

Level of Service D B A A

Approach Delay (s) 37.8 17.1 8.8 8.7

Approach LOS D B A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 16.8 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.48

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 61.7 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.4% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 11 0 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.94

Flt Protected 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 1698

Flt Permitted 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 1698

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 23 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 1.4

Effective Green, g (s) 1.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 39

v/s Ratio Prot c0.01

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.59

Uniform Delay, d1 29.9

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 20.8

Delay (s) 50.6

Level of Service D

Approach Delay (s) 50.6

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 40 20 317 107 10 20 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.84

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1482 1770 1262

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.31 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1482 576 1262

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 23 11 34 23 45 23 360 122 11 23 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 102 0 0 0 68 493 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 152 148

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 189 220 482

v/s Ratio Prot 0.39

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.12

v/c Ratio 0.54 0.31 1.02

Uniform Delay, d1 45.0 23.8 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 10.6 3.6 46.9

Delay (s) 55.6 27.4 80.9

Level of Service E C F

Approach Delay (s) 55.6 74.4

Approach LOS E E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 126.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.14

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 100.7% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 301 113 10 10 171 244 10 40 10 213 291 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.82 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1276 3133 3167

Flt Permitted 0.76 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 968 3133 3167

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 342 128 11 11 194 277 11 45 11 242 331 23

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 515 0 0 0 0 532 0 0 0 0 641 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 226 235 46

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 18 16 4

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.0 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 370 541 547

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.20

v/s Ratio Perm c0.53

v/c Ratio 1.39 0.98 1.17

Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 45.3 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 192.2 34.9 95.4

Delay (s) 226.2 80.2 140.9

Level of Service F F F

Approach Delay (s) 226.2 80.2 140.9

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 33

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 38

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 20

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 102 0 387 460 31

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 110 0 416 495 33

Pedestrians 6

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked 0.97 0.97 0.97

vC, conflicting volume 725 270 534

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 658 190 461

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 86 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 384 793 1059

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 110 139 277 330 198

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 110 0 0 0 33

cSH 793 1059 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.14 0.00 0.16 0.19 0.12

Queue Length 95th (ft) 12 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 10.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B

Approach Delay (s) 10.3 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 26.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM - Alternative 4 Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 320 202 14 201 93 121 241 30 50 366 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.94 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.96 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1441 1673 1770 1500 1770 1330

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1356 1622 1770 1500 1770 1330

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 63 337 213 15 212 98 127 254 32 53 385 95

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 19 0 0 6 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 613 0 0 306 0 127 280 0 53 469 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 100 84 180 218

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 1 23 40

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 32.0 32.0 9.0 29.0 5.0 25.0

Effective Green, g (s) 33.0 33.0 8.5 30.0 6.0 26.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.41 0.41 0.11 0.38 0.08 0.32

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 559 669 188 563 133 432

v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 c0.19 0.03 c0.35

v/s Ratio Perm c0.45 0.19

v/c Ratio 1.10 0.46 0.68 0.50 0.40 1.09

Uniform Delay, d1 23.5 17.0 34.4 19.2 35.3 27.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 67.1 2.2 17.8 3.1 8.7 68.5

Delay (s) 90.6 19.3 52.2 22.3 44.0 95.5

Level of Service F B D C D F

Approach Delay (s) 90.6 19.3 31.5 90.4

Approach LOS F B C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 65.3 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.09

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 98.2% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM - Alternative 4 Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 270 100 168 610 400 120

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.96 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1725 3501 3340

Flt Permitted 0.96 0.72 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1725 2544 3340

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 290 108 181 656 430 129

RTOR Reduction (vph) 17 0 0 0 38 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 381 0 0 837 521 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 41

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.3 25.1 25.1

Effective Green, g (s) 17.3 25.1 25.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.50 0.50

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 592 1267 1663

v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 0.16

v/s Ratio Perm c0.33

v/c Ratio 0.64 0.66 0.31

Uniform Delay, d1 14.0 9.5 7.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.4 1.3 0.1

Delay (s) 16.4 10.8 7.6

Level of Service B B A

Approach Delay (s) 16.4 10.8 7.6

Approach LOS B B A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 11.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.4 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.5% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM - Alternative 4 Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 40 20 323 153 10 20 321

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.78 0.85

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.95 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1158 1333

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.37 1.00 0.94

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 681 1158 1254

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 21 11 43 11 43 21 344 163 11 21 341

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 97 0 0 0 64 518 0 0 0 472

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 176 176

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 66 66

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 46.0 46.0 46.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.43 0.43 0.43

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 81 291 495 536

v/s Ratio Prot c0.45

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.09 0.38

v/c Ratio 1.20 0.22 1.05 0.88

Uniform Delay, d1 52.0 19.9 31.5 28.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 162.6 1.7 53.1 18.4

Delay (s) 214.6 21.6 84.6 47.4

Level of Service F C F D

Approach Delay (s) 214.6 77.7 47.4

Approach LOS F E D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 89.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.06

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.6% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM - Alternative 4 Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 93 10 10 119 421 20 50 10 224 275 10 22

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3151 3163

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3151 3163

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 99 11 11 127 448 21 53 11 238 293 11 23

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 654 0 0 0 0 574 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 184 185 44 57

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 52 61 7 8

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 20.0 21.0

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 21.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.19

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 573 604

v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 c0.18

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.14 0.95

Uniform Delay, d1 45.0 44.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 83.2 26.1

Delay (s) 128.2 70.1

Level of Service F E

Approach Delay (s) 128.2 70.1

Approach LOS F E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 120 216 25 154 95 111 271 30 10 334 80

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.92 0.95 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 0.95 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1402 1675 1770 1540 1770 1334

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1310 1593 1770 1540 1770 1334

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 54 129 232 27 166 102 119 291 32 11 359 86

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 57 0 0 24 0 0 5 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 358 0 0 271 0 119 318 0 11 434 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 55 58 100 229

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 11 13

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 10.5 31.0 6.0 26.0

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 10.0 32.0 7.0 27.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.12 0.40 0.09 0.34

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 491 597 221 616 155 450

v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 c0.21 0.01 c0.33

v/s Ratio Perm c0.27 0.17

v/c Ratio 0.73 0.45 0.54 0.52 0.07 0.97

Uniform Delay, d1 21.5 18.8 32.8 18.2 33.5 26.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.88 1.02

Incremental Delay, d2 9.2 2.5 9.1 3.1 0.1 6.9

Delay (s) 30.7 21.3 41.9 21.2 29.4 33.4

Level of Service C C D C C C

Approach Delay (s) 30.7 21.3 26.8 33.3

Approach LOS C C C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 28.6 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.85

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.4% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 90 60 154 392 399 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1701 3490 3412

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.73 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1701 2585 3412

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 96 64 164 417 424 96

RTOR Reduction (vph) 36 0 0 0 24 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 124 0 0 581 496 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 18

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 7

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 6.7 20.5 20.5

Effective Green, g (s) 6.7 20.5 20.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.58 0.58

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 324 1505 1987

v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 0.15

v/s Ratio Perm c0.22

v/c Ratio 0.38 0.39 0.25

Uniform Delay, d1 12.4 4.0 3.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 0.2 0.1

Delay (s) 13.2 4.1 3.7

Level of Service B A A

Approach Delay (s) 13.2 4.1 3.7

Approach LOS B A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 5.1 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.39

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 35.2 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.2% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 40 20 317 107 10 20 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.84

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1482 1770 1262

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.34 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1482 635 1262

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 23 11 34 23 45 23 360 122 11 23 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 102 0 0 0 68 493 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 152 148

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 45.5 45.5

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 46.5 46.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.42 0.42

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 81 268 533

v/s Ratio Prot 0.39

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.11

v/c Ratio 1.26 0.25 0.92

Uniform Delay, d1 52.0 20.5 30.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 184.8 2.3 24.2

Delay (s) 236.8 22.8 54.3

Level of Service F C D

Approach Delay (s) 236.8 50.5

Approach LOS F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 86.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.07

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 100.7% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 301 113 10 10 171 244 10 40 10 213 291 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.82 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1277 3133 3167

Flt Permitted 0.85 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1083 3133 3167

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 342 128 11 11 194 277 11 45 11 242 331 23

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 515 0 0 0 0 531 0 0 0 0 641 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 226 235 46

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 18 16 4

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 45.5 19.5 22.0

Effective Green, g (s) 46.5 19.5 22.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.18 0.20

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 458 555 633

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.20

v/s Ratio Perm c0.48

v/c Ratio 1.12 0.96 1.01

Uniform Delay, d1 31.8 44.8 44.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 80.7 29.0 39.0

Delay (s) 112.4 73.9 83.0

Level of Service F E F

Approach Delay (s) 112.4 73.9 83.0

Approach LOS F E F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Project SAT-Alternative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

2/2/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 33

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 38

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 20

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



 



 

Appendix I 
LOS Analysis Worksheets – 2035 Conditions 



 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 20 710 90 20 650 140 110 330 70 150 350 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.95

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.97 0.98 0.98

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1520 3285 1488 1408

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.93 0.78 0.61

Satd. Flow (perm) 1481 3048 1171 874

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 20 710 90 20 650 140 110 330 70 150 350 90

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 19 0 0 6 0 0 7 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 815 0 0 791 0 0 504 0 0 583 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 117 93 309 258

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 9 37 68

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 46.0 46.0 29.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 46.0 46.0 29.0 41.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.48 0.48 0.31 0.43

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 717 1476 357 422

v/s Ratio Prot c0.12

v/s Ratio Perm c0.55 0.26 0.43 c0.48

v/c Ratio 1.14 0.54 1.41 1.38

Uniform Delay, d1 24.5 17.1 33.0 27.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 78.2 1.4 200.9 186.1

Delay (s) 102.7 18.5 233.9 213.1

Level of Service F B F F

Approach Delay (s) 102.7 18.5 233.9 213.1

Approach LOS F B F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 126.1 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.24

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 113.5% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

2: Ashby Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 100 650 120 220 560 240 180 600 370 280 290 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.91 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.96 0.95 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3358 3309 1610 3222

Flt Permitted 0.64 0.57 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2204 1944 3309 1610 3222

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 100 650 120 220 560 240 180 600 370 280 290 50

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 29 0 0 57 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 857 0 0 991 0 0 1093 0 204 406 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 15 12 6 56

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 2 6 7

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 50.5 50.5 17.0 17.5 17.5

Effective Green, g (s) 52.5 52.5 16.5 17.0 17.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.52 0.52 0.16 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1157 1021 546 274 548

v/s Ratio Prot c0.33 c0.13 0.13

v/s Ratio Perm 0.39 c0.51

v/c Ratio 0.74 0.97 2.00 0.74 0.74

Uniform Delay, d1 18.5 23.0 41.8 39.4 39.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.3 21.9 457.5 16.7 8.7

Delay (s) 22.8 44.9 499.2 56.2 48.1

Level of Service C D F E D

Approach Delay (s) 22.8 44.9 499.2 50.8

Approach LOS C D F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 183.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.12

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 117.9% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Ashby Avenue - Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

3: The Uplands & Claremont Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 80 1160 120 50 660

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 0.99 1.00

Flt Protected 0.98 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1640 3246 3280

Flt Permitted 0.98 1.00 0.77

Satd. Flow (perm) 1640 3246 2521

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 73 83 1208 125 52 688

RTOR Reduction (vph) 42 0 10 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 114 0 1323 0 0 740

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 41 37 46

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 8 28

Parking  (#/hr) 1 4 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 6 8 8

Permitted Phases 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 23.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 492 1948 1513

v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 c0.41

v/s Ratio Perm 0.29

v/c Ratio 0.23 0.68 0.49

Uniform Delay, d1 21.1 10.8 9.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 1.9 1.1

Delay (s) 22.2 12.7 10.2

Level of Service C B B

Approach Delay (s) 22.2 12.7 10.2

Approach LOS C B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 12.6 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.53

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 82.1% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: The Uplands/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 100 530 140 40 430 190 220 840 80 250 950 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1783 1770 1526 1770 3225 1770 3144

Flt Permitted 0.12 1.00 0.12 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 229 1783 229 1526 1770 3225 1770 3144

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 104 552 146 42 448 198 229 875 83 260 990 94

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 16 0 0 7 0 0 7 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 104 688 0 42 630 0 229 951 0 260 1077 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 31 56 55 71

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 12 28 48 56

Parking  (#/hr) 3 4 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 4 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 33.0 33.0 33.0 33.0 14.4 31.5 15.0 32.1

Effective Green, g (s) 32.5 32.5 32.5 32.5 15.4 33.5 16.0 34.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.16 0.35 0.17 0.36

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 78 610 78 522 287 1137 298 1129

v/s Ratio Prot 0.39 0.41 0.13 0.29 c0.15 c0.34

v/s Ratio Perm c0.45 0.18

v/c Ratio 1.33 1.13 0.54 1.21 0.80 0.84 0.87 0.95

Uniform Delay, d1 31.2 31.2 25.2 31.2 38.3 28.2 38.5 29.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 214.5 77.1 3.5 109.8 13.4 7.4 22.7 17.8

Delay (s) 245.8 108.3 28.7 141.0 51.7 35.6 61.2 47.5

Level of Service F F C F D D E D

Approach Delay (s) 126.1 134.2 38.7 50.1

Approach LOS F F D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 76.3 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.04

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.9% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 80 530 190 10 340 60 170 340 40 80 350 110

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.94 0.97 0.97 0.89

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.98 0.99 0.97

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1495 1764 1509 1310

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.98 0.49 0.84

Satd. Flow (perm) 1331 1731 753 1114

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 80 530 190 10 340 60 170 340 40 80 350 110

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 3 0 0 12 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 800 0 0 403 0 0 547 0 0 529 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 112 94 201 244

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 1 25 45

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 499 649 547 313

v/s Ratio Prot c0.20

v/s Ratio Perm c0.60 0.23 0.33 c0.47

v/c Ratio 1.60 0.62 1.00 1.69

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 20.4 19.0 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.30 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 280.7 4.3 38.3 323.3

Delay (s) 305.7 30.8 57.3 352.1

Level of Service F C E F

Approach Delay (s) 305.7 30.8 57.3 352.1

Approach LOS F C E F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 208.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.51

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 133.8% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 400 220 190 920 520 210

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Hourly flow rate (vph) 400 220 190 920 520 210

Pedestrians 46 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 4 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 954 1223

pX, platoon unblocked 0.87

vC, conflicting volume 1511 412 776

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1288 412 776

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 0 61 76

cM capacity (veh/h) 99 566 804

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 620 497 613 347 383

Volume Left 400 190 0 0 0

Volume Right 220 0 0 0 210

cSH 141 804 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 4.41 0.24 0.36 0.20 0.23

Queue Length 95th (ft) Err 23 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) Err 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) Err 2.7 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2521.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 98.8% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 3 20 3 2 24 30 520 11 53 470 10

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Hourly flow rate (vph) 10 3 20 3 2 24 31 531 11 54 480 10

Pedestrians 238 114 237

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 20 10 20

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77

vC, conflicting volume 1691 1548 723 1326 1547 887 728 656

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1746 1562 497 1276 1561 887 503 656

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 52 95 94 95 96 90 95 94

cM capacity (veh/h) 21 56 356 66 56 249 659 843

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 34 30 572 544

Volume Left 10 3 31 54

Volume Right 20 24 11 10

cSH 57 164 659 843

Volume to Capacity 0.59 0.18 0.05 0.06

Queue Length 95th (ft) 59 16 4 5

Control Delay (s) 133.8 31.8 1.3 1.7

Lane LOS F D A A

Approach Delay (s) 133.8 31.8 1.3 1.7

Approach LOS F D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 6.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.6% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 67 7 17 20 2 50 6 1000 10 40 660 42

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Hourly flow rate (vph) 71 7 18 21 2 53 6 1053 11 42 695 44

Pedestrians 24 33 22 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 2 3 2 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 657

pX, platoon unblocked 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85

vC, conflicting volume 1419 1934 415 1579 1951 566 763 1096

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1149 1752 415 1336 1772 150 763 771

tC, single (s) 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 34 89 97 71 97 93 99 94

cM capacity (veh/h) 106 64 564 74 62 721 829 697

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 96 76 533 537 389 392

Volume Left 71 21 6 0 42 0

Volume Right 18 53 0 11 0 44

cSH 118 193 829 1700 697 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.81 0.39 0.01 0.32 0.06 0.23

Queue Length 95th (ft) 119 43 1 0 5 0

Control Delay (s) 106.7 35.2 0.2 0.0 1.8 0.0

Lane LOS F E A A

Approach Delay (s) 106.7 35.2 0.1 0.9

Approach LOS F E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 6.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.2% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 80 20 400 260 10 30 330

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.72 0.81

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.94 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1062 1261

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.32 1.00 0.46

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 590 1062 582

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 80 20 400 260 10 30 330

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 90 0 0 0 100 670 0 0 0 500

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 197 197

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 74 74

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 189 225 405 222

v/s Ratio Prot 0.63

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.17 c0.86

v/c Ratio 0.48 0.44 1.65 2.25

Uniform Delay, d1 44.6 25.3 34.0 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.4 6.2 305.3 577.7

Delay (s) 53.0 31.6 339.3 611.7

Level of Service D C F F

Approach Delay (s) 53.0 299.3 611.7

Approach LOS D F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 333.8 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.67

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 119.5% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 130 10 10 130 710 20 50 10 240 420 10 30

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3197 3175

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3197 3175

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 130 10 10 130 710 20 50 10 240 420 10 30

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 916 0 0 0 0 708 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 206 207 49 63

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 58 68 8 9

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 552 548

v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 c0.22

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.66 1.29

Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 304.6 144.2

Delay (s) 350.1 189.7

Level of Service F F

Approach Delay (s) 350.1 189.7

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 20 80 10 170 70 60 160 40 50 810 130 70

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.92 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.94 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1605 1374 3223

Flt Permitted 0.87 0.83 0.75

Satd. Flow (perm) 1402 1160 2415

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 20 80 10 170 70 60 160 40 50 810 130 70

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 24 0 0 0 0 14 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 105 0 0 436 0 0 0 0 1016 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 26 89 7

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 55 7

Parking  (#/hr) 3 5 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 18.0 18.0 34.9

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 18.0 35.9

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.22 0.45

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 315 261 1084

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 c0.38 c0.42

v/c Ratio 0.33 1.67 0.94

Uniform Delay, d1 26.0 31.0 21.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.76

Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 318.0 14.3

Delay (s) 26.2 349.0 30.3

Level of Service C F C

Approach Delay (s) 26.2 349.0 30.3

Approach LOS C F C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 86.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.11

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 113.8% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Claremont Avenue/Forest Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 700 10 10 10 130 80 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.95

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3283 1524

Flt Permitted 0.70 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2305 1524

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 700 10 10 10 130 80 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 790 0 0 0 230 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 18

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 18

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 34.9 14.1

Effective Green, g (s) 35.9 14.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1034 269

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15

v/s Ratio Perm 0.34

v/c Ratio 0.76 0.86

Uniform Delay, d1 18.5 32.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.4 21.6

Delay (s) 23.9 53.6

Level of Service C D

Approach Delay (s) 23.9 53.6

Approach LOS C D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

11: Higway 24 WB On-ramp & Claremont Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 20 80 90 80 940 90 50 360 570

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.91

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1717 1770 3258 1770 2955

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.25 1.00 0.21 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1717 465 3258 400 2955

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 20 82 92 82 959 92 51 367 582

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 41 0 0 9 0 0 233 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 153 0 82 1042 0 51 716 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 9 9 13

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 1

Parking  (#/hr) 6 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 515 279 1955 240 1773

v/s Ratio Prot c0.32 0.24

v/s Ratio Perm 0.09 0.18 0.13

v/c Ratio 0.30 0.29 0.53 0.21 0.40

Uniform Delay, d1 21.5 7.8 9.4 7.3 8.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.93 1.88 1.82 2.96

Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 2.2 0.9 0.9 0.3

Delay (s) 23.0 17.1 18.5 14.3 25.3

Level of Service C B B B C

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 23.0 18.4 24.8

Approach LOS A C B C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 21.5 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.45

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.0% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/SR 24 WB On-ramps/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

12: SR 24 EB Off-ramp & Claremont Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 450 110 70 0 0 40 0 620 70 110 270 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.97 0.86 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1669 1418 3260 3262

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.56

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1669 1418 3260 1839

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 469 115 73 0 0 42 0 646 73 115 281 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 0 14 0 11 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 328 316 0 0 0 28 0 708 0 0 396 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 5 14

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 13 22

Parking  (#/hr) 4 4 6

Turn Type Perm custom Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 2

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0

Effective Green, g (s) 51.0 51.0 51.0 21.0 21.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.26 0.26

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1072 1064 904 856 483

v/s Ratio Prot c0.22

v/s Ratio Perm c0.20 0.19 0.02 0.22

v/c Ratio 0.31 0.30 0.03 0.83 1.42dl

Uniform Delay, d1 6.5 6.5 5.4 27.8 27.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.7 0.1 9.0 13.2

Delay (s) 7.3 7.2 5.4 36.8 36.9

Level of Service A A A D D

Approach Delay (s) 7.2 5.4 36.8 36.9

Approach LOS A A D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 25.4 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.46

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 116.1% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Clifton Street/SR 24 Eastbound Off-Ramp/Claremont Avenue

dl    Defacto Left Lane.  Recode with 1 though lane as a left lane.

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

13: Miles Avenue & College Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 90 210 340 70 520 0 0 570 100

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 2920 1770 1863 1786

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.28 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 2920 523 1863 1786

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 97 226 366 75 559 0 0 613 108

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 70 0 0 0 0 0 8 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 619 0 75 559 0 0 713 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 48 79 316 244

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 75 64

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 51.0 51.0 51.0

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 52.0 52.0 52.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.65 0.65 0.65

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 730 340 1211 1161

v/s Ratio Prot 0.30 c0.40

v/s Ratio Perm 0.21 0.14

v/c Ratio 0.85 0.22 0.46 0.61

Uniform Delay, d1 28.6 5.7 7.0 8.2

Progression Factor 1.00 2.14 2.20 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 11.8 0.9 0.8 2.4

Delay (s) 40.3 13.2 16.2 10.6

Level of Service D B B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 40.3 15.8 10.6

Approach LOS A D B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 22.2 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.68

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 117.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Miles Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

14: Shafter Avenue & College Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 120 390 90 0 0 0 0 470 130 200 460 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.90 0.88 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.97 0.97 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1423 1587 1770 1863

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1423 1587 1770 1863

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 125 406 94 0 0 0 0 490 135 208 479 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 125 490 0 0 0 0 0 613 0 208 479 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 345 166 591 219

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 10 44 49

Parking  (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Perm custom

Protected Phases 4 1 3 2

Permitted Phases 4 3

Actuated Green, G (s) 22.0 22.0 34.0 15.0 52.0

Effective Green, g (s) 21.0 21.0 33.0 14.0 51.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.26 0.41 0.18 0.64

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 465 374 655 310 1188

v/s Ratio Prot c0.34 c0.39 c0.12 0.26

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07

v/c Ratio 0.27 1.31 0.94 0.67 0.40

Uniform Delay, d1 23.4 29.5 22.5 30.8 7.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.89 0.53

Incremental Delay, d2 1.4 157.2 22.4 8.5 0.8

Delay (s) 24.8 186.7 44.9 36.0 4.5

Level of Service C F D D A

Approach Delay (s) 154.3 0.0 44.9 14.0

Approach LOS F A D B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 69.3 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.00

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 117.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 30 50 20 20 20 40 60 10 40 500 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.93 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.90 1.00

Flt Protected 0.98 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1538 1378 1622

Flt Permitted 0.87 0.95 0.91

Satd. Flow (perm) 1368 1322 1480

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 32 53 21 21 21 42 63 11 42 526 21

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 13 0 0 45 0 0 0 0 2 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 104 0 0 102 0 0 0 0 598 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 61 36 132

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16

Parking  (#/hr) 3 3 3

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 1 2 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 14.0 22.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 14.0 22.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.23 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 319 308 543

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 c0.08 c0.40

v/c Ratio 0.33 0.33 1.10

Uniform Delay, d1 19.1 19.1 19.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.7 2.9 69.4

Delay (s) 21.8 22.0 88.4

Level of Service C C F

Approach Delay (s) 21.8 22.0 88.4

Approach LOS C C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 67.0 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.4% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 390 30 40 30 70 50 40

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 16 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.96 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.94

Flt Protected 0.99 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 1721 1504

Flt Permitted 0.82 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 1412 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 74 411 32 42 32 74 53 42

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 0 16 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 554 0 0 0 185 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 75 121

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 7

Parking  (#/hr) 6 3

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 2 4

Permitted Phases 2 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 22.0 12.0

Effective Green, g (s) 22.0 12.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.20

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 518 301

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.39 0.12

v/c Ratio 1.07 0.61

Uniform Delay, d1 19.0 21.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 59.4 9.1

Delay (s) 78.4 31.0

Level of Service E C

Approach Delay (s) 78.4 31.0

Approach LOS E C

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

16: South Driveway & College Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 6 25 530 43 5 490

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 25 530 43 5 490

Pedestrians 114

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 10

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 219 433

pX, platoon unblocked 0.75 0.68 0.68

vC, conflicting volume 1166 666 687

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 613 273 305

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 98 95 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 309 471 773

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 31 573 495

Volume Left 6 0 5

Volume Right 25 43 0

cSH 428 1700 773

Volume to Capacity 0.07 0.34 0.01

Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0 0

Control Delay (s) 14.1 0.0 0.2

Lane LOS B A

Approach Delay (s) 14.1 0.0 0.2

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 41.0% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: South Driveway/College Avenue



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue 2035 PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 17 34 22 1000 680 17

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Hourly flow rate (vph) 17 34 22 1000 680 17

Pedestrians 24

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295

pX, platoon unblocked 0.84

vC, conflicting volume 1256 372 721

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 924 372 721

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 92 94 97

cM capacity (veh/h) 215 612 859

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 51 355 667 453 244

Volume Left 17 22 0 0 0

Volume Right 34 0 0 0 17

cSH 379 859 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.13 0.03 0.39 0.27 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 12 2 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 16.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 16.0 0.3 0.0

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.4% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 80 590 160 50 560 130 90 240 80 140 260 160

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.90 0.96 0.93 0.89

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.96

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1400 3280 1441 1293

Flt Permitted 0.87 0.86 0.78 0.64

Satd. Flow (perm) 1222 2831 1140 833

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 80 590 160 50 560 130 90 240 80 140 260 160

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 23 0 0 11 0 0 18 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 827 0 0 717 0 0 399 0 0 542 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 225 106 439 564

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 8 15 22

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 42.0 42.0 21.0 30.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 42.0 21.0 30.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.52 0.52 0.26 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 642 1486 299 341

v/s Ratio Prot c0.10

v/s Ratio Perm c0.68 0.25 0.35 c0.50

v/c Ratio 1.29 0.48 1.33 1.59

Uniform Delay, d1 19.0 12.1 29.5 25.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.78 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 141.0 1.1 158.8 278.6

Delay (s) 160.0 13.2 181.8 303.6

Level of Service F B F F

Approach Delay (s) 160.0 13.2 181.8 303.6

Approach LOS F B F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 152.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.40

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 128.4% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

2: Ashby Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 720 130 160 530 240 160 280 280 330 360 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.91 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.96 0.94 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3440 3341 3213 1610 3233

Flt Permitted 0.80 0.57 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2771 1910 3213 1610 3233

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 53 758 137 168 558 253 168 295 295 347 379 95

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 38 0 0 99 0 0 18 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 933 0 0 941 0 0 659 0 271 532 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 13 24 24 45

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 9 10

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 42.5 42.5 16.0 16.5 16.5

Effective Green, g (s) 44.5 44.5 15.5 16.0 16.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.49 0.17 0.18 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1370 944 553 286 575

v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 c0.17 0.16

v/s Ratio Perm 0.34 c0.49

v/c Ratio 0.68 1.00 1.19 0.95 0.93

Uniform Delay, d1 17.3 22.7 37.2 36.6 36.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.8 28.4 103.5 41.3 23.0

Delay (s) 20.1 51.1 140.8 77.9 59.4

Level of Service C D F E E

Approach Delay (s) 20.1 51.1 140.8 65.5

Approach LOS C D F E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 65.5 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.03

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 105.9% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Ashby Avenue - Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

3: The Uplands & Claremont Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 40 60 650 50 30 620

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.96 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 0.99 1.00

Flt Protected 0.98 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1613 3275 3284

Flt Permitted 0.98 1.00 0.90

Satd. Flow (perm) 1613 3275 2952

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 43 65 707 54 33 674

RTOR Reduction (vph) 46 0 7 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 63 0 754 0 0 707

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 20 47 28

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 9

Parking  (#/hr) 1 4 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 6 8 8

Permitted Phases 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 23.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 484 1965 1771

v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.23

v/s Ratio Perm c0.24

v/c Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.40

Uniform Delay, d1 20.4 8.3 8.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 0.6 0.7

Delay (s) 20.9 8.9 9.1

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 20.9 8.9 9.1

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 9.8 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.31

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.1% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: The Uplands/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 100 330 130 40 330 150 180 580 40 120 760 80

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1759 1770 1550 1770 3276 1770 3162

Flt Permitted 0.17 1.00 0.20 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 326 1759 373 1550 1770 3276 1770 3162

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 105 347 137 42 347 158 189 611 42 126 800 84

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 17 0 0 5 0 0 8 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 105 469 0 42 488 0 189 648 0 126 876 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 29 25 25 47

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 6 17

Parking  (#/hr) 3 4 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 4 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 31.8 31.8 31.8 31.8 13.2 36.7 11.0 34.5

Effective Green, g (s) 31.3 31.3 31.3 31.3 14.2 38.7 12.0 36.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.15 0.41 0.13 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 107 580 123 511 265 1335 224 1215

v/s Ratio Prot 0.27 0.31 c0.11 0.20 0.07 c0.28

v/s Ratio Perm c0.32 0.11

v/c Ratio 0.98 0.81 0.34 0.95 0.71 0.49 0.56 0.72

Uniform Delay, d1 31.6 29.1 24.1 31.1 38.5 20.8 39.0 24.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 80.5 7.7 0.6 28.2 7.4 1.3 1.9 3.7

Delay (s) 112.1 36.8 24.7 59.3 45.8 22.1 41.0 28.6

Level of Service F D C E D C D C

Approach Delay (s) 50.2 56.7 27.4 30.2

Approach LOS D E C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 38.2 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.7% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 210 200 30 230 40 160 350 40 20 340 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.93 0.98 0.98 0.89

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 0.98 0.99 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1450 1780 1533 1325

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.94 0.50 0.96

Satd. Flow (perm) 1352 1675 774 1280

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 60 210 200 30 230 40 160 350 40 20 340 90

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 33 0 0 7 0 0 3 0 0 12 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 437 0 0 293 0 0 547 0 0 439 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 61 64 112 255

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 8 13 15

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 507 628 558 360

v/s Ratio Prot c0.20

v/s Ratio Perm c0.32 0.17 0.32 c0.34

v/c Ratio 0.86 0.47 0.98 1.22

Uniform Delay, d1 23.1 18.9 18.6 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.37 1.00 0.95

Incremental Delay, d2 17.3 2.5 33.4 100.6

Delay (s) 40.4 28.5 52.0 127.9

Level of Service D C D F

Approach Delay (s) 40.4 28.5 52.0 127.9

Approach LOS D C D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 64.2 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.02

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 106.2% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 120 140 120 540 510 150

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Hourly flow rate (vph) 128 149 128 574 543 160

Pedestrians 20 3

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 2 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 954 1223

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1185 374 722

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1185 374 722

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 16 76 85

cM capacity (veh/h) 152 611 861

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 277 319 383 362 340

Volume Left 128 128 0 0 0

Volume Right 149 0 0 0 160

cSH 256 861 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 1.08 0.15 0.23 0.21 0.20

Queue Length 95th (ft) 289 13 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 122.4 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 122.4 2.3 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 21.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.2% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 4 30 2 3 29 20 530 19 57 480 20

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 4 33 2 3 32 22 576 21 62 522 22

Pedestrians 306 141 2 185

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 26 12 0 15

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78

vC, conflicting volume 1811 1744 841 1464 1744 912 849 738

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1899 1813 653 1454 1814 912 665 738

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 23 88 88 95 91 87 96 92

cM capacity (veh/h) 14 35 271 40 35 248 536 766

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 48 37 618 605

Volume Left 11 2 22 62

Volume Right 33 32 21 22

cSH 47 135 536 766

Volume to Capacity 1.01 0.27 0.04 0.08

Queue Length 95th (ft) 107 26 3 7

Control Delay (s) 269.7 41.5 1.1 2.1

Lane LOS F E A A

Approach Delay (s) 269.7 41.5 1.1 2.1

Approach LOS F E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 12.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.3% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 47 4 33 20 2 30 9 590 10 20 600 36

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Hourly flow rate (vph) 49 4 35 21 2 32 9 621 11 21 632 38

Pedestrians 7 16 16

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 1 1 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 657

pX, platoon unblocked 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99

vC, conflicting volume 1062 1366 358 1072 1380 332 676 648

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1049 1356 358 1060 1369 315 676 633

tC, single (s) 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 70 97 94 86 98 95 99 98

cM capacity (veh/h) 162 140 627 153 137 668 906 928

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 88 55 320 321 337 354

Volume Left 49 21 9 0 21 0

Volume Right 35 32 0 11 0 38

cSH 226 273 906 1700 928 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.39 0.20 0.01 0.19 0.02 0.21

Queue Length 95th (ft) 44 18 1 0 2 0

Control Delay (s) 30.7 21.4 0.4 0.0 0.8 0.0

Lane LOS D C A A

Approach Delay (s) 30.7 21.4 0.2 0.4

Approach LOS D C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.3% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 70 20 370 190 10 30 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.78

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.95

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1163

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.32 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 588 1163

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 70 20 370 190 10 30 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 90 0 0 0 90 570 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 170 166

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 12

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 189 225 444

v/s Ratio Prot 0.49

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.15

v/c Ratio 0.48 0.40 1.28

Uniform Delay, d1 44.6 24.8 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.4 5.2 144.0

Delay (s) 53.0 30.0 178.0

Level of Service D C F

Approach Delay (s) 53.0 157.8

Approach LOS D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 203.7 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.39

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 119.4% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 310 150 10 10 170 370 10 40 10 210 400 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.78 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1206 3162 3181

Flt Permitted 0.58 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 705 3162 3181

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 310 150 10 10 170 370 10 40 10 210 400 20

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 510 0 0 0 0 595 0 0 0 0 676 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 252 262 52

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 20 18 5

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.0 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 269 546 549

v/s Ratio Prot c0.19 c0.21

v/s Ratio Perm c0.72

v/c Ratio 1.90 1.09 1.23

Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 45.5 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 416.9 65.2 119.2

Delay (s) 450.9 110.7 164.7

Level of Service F F F

Approach Delay (s) 450.9 110.7 164.7

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 40

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 40

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 22

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 30 10 180 50 50 130 20 60 540 90 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.95 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.94 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1572 1429 3217

Flt Permitted 0.91 0.85 0.77

Satd. Flow (perm) 1437 1236 2477

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 32 11 189 53 53 137 21 63 568 95 53

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 13 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 45 0 0 411 0 0 0 0 734 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 21 55 9

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 8 28 7

Parking  (#/hr) 3 5 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 18.0 18.0 39.7

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 18.0 40.7

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.22 0.51

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 323 278 1260

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.33 c0.30

v/c Ratio 0.14 1.48 0.58

Uniform Delay, d1 24.8 31.0 13.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.60

Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 233.8 1.9

Delay (s) 24.9 264.8 10.1

Level of Service C F B

Approach Delay (s) 24.9 264.8 10.1

Approach LOS C F B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 65.6 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.83

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.7% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Claremont Avenue/Forest Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 670 10 10 10 50 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.94

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3285 1515

Flt Permitted 0.86 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2822 1515

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 705 11 11 11 53 53

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 780 0 0 0 117 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 5 12

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 13 20

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 39.7 9.3

Effective Green, g (s) 40.7 9.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.51 0.12

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1436 176

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08

v/s Ratio Perm 0.28

v/c Ratio 0.54 0.66

Uniform Delay, d1 13.3 33.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 7.1

Delay (s) 14.8 41.0

Level of Service B D

Approach Delay (s) 14.8 41.0

Approach LOS B D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

11: Higway 24 WB On-ramp & Claremont Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 10 70 50 60 680 50 30 310 560

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.90

Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1748 1770 3268 1770 2941

Flt Permitted 1.00 0.25 1.00 0.31 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1748 467 3268 578 2941

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 11 76 54 65 739 54 33 337 609

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 28 0 0 7 0 0 244 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 113 0 65 786 0 33 702 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 5 13 9

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 3

Parking  (#/hr) 6 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 524 280 1961 347 1765

v/s Ratio Prot c0.24 0.24

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.14 0.06

v/c Ratio 0.22 0.23 0.40 0.10 0.40

Uniform Delay, d1 21.0 7.4 8.4 6.8 8.4

Progression Factor 1.00 0.80 0.81 1.68 2.19

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 1.9 0.6 0.4 0.5

Delay (s) 21.9 7.8 7.4 11.8 18.9

Level of Service C A A B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 21.9 7.5 18.6

Approach LOS A C A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 14.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.34

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.4% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/SR 24 WB On-ramps/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

12: SR 24 EB Off-ramp & Claremont Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 530 80 80 0 0 50 0 210 30 120 200 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.96 0.86 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1657 1418 3235 3248

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.73

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1657 1418 3235 2404

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 589 89 89 0 0 56 0 233 33 133 222 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 0 20 0 14 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 389 364 0 0 0 36 0 252 0 0 355 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 21 6

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 10 12

Parking  (#/hr) 4 4 6

Turn Type Perm custom Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 2

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0

Effective Green, g (s) 51.0 51.0 51.0 21.0 21.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.26 0.26

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1072 1056 904 849 631

v/s Ratio Prot 0.08

v/s Ratio Perm c0.23 0.22 0.03 c0.15

v/c Ratio 0.36 0.34 0.04 0.30 0.56

Uniform Delay, d1 6.8 6.7 5.4 23.6 25.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.87

Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 0.9 0.1 0.9 3.3

Delay (s) 7.8 7.6 5.5 24.5 25.5

Level of Service A A A C C

Approach Delay (s) 7.7 5.5 24.5 25.5

Approach LOS A A C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 15.1 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.42

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 114.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Clifton Street/SR 24 Eastbound Off-Ramp/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

13: Miles Avenue & College Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 100 170 260 60 460 0 0 520 60

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3130 1770 1863 1810

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.30 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3130 568 1863 1810

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 108 183 280 65 495 0 0 559 65

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 95 0 0 0 0 0 7 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 476 0 65 495 0 0 617 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 25 30 194 210

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 38 40

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.0 33.0 33.0 33.0

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 34.0 34.0 34.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.57 0.57 0.57

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 939 322 1056 1026

v/s Ratio Prot 0.27 c0.34

v/s Ratio Perm 0.15 0.11

v/c Ratio 0.51 0.20 0.47 0.60

Uniform Delay, d1 17.3 6.4 7.7 8.5

Progression Factor 1.00 2.06 1.99 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.0 1.0 1.1 2.6

Delay (s) 19.3 14.2 16.3 11.2

Level of Service B B B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 19.3 16.1 11.2

Approach LOS A B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 15.4 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.6% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Miles Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

14: Shafter Avenue & College Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 120 80 0 0 0 0 450 70 160 460 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.79 0.95 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.94 0.98 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1216 1735 1770 1863

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1216 1735 1770 1863

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 77 132 88 0 0 0 0 495 77 176 505 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 77 180 0 0 0 0 0 563 0 176 505 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 276 70 323 259

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 6 16 28

Parking  (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Perm Prot

Protected Phases 4 1 3 2

Permitted Phases 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.0 16.0 27.0 8.0 38.0

Effective Green, g (s) 15.0 15.0 26.0 7.0 37.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.43 0.12 0.62

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 443 304 752 207 1149

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.32 c0.10 0.27

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04

v/c Ratio 0.17 0.59 0.75 0.85 0.44

Uniform Delay, d1 17.6 19.8 14.3 26.0 6.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.81 1.38 0.43

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 8.3 5.7 28.4 1.0

Delay (s) 18.5 28.1 17.3 64.2 3.6

Level of Service B C B E A

Approach Delay (s) 25.6 0.0 17.3 19.2

Approach LOS C A B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 19.8 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.6% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 30 10 10 10 10 20 40 10 20 380 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.98 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.90 1.00

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1535 1449 1632

Flt Permitted 0.80 0.97 0.95

Satd. Flow (perm) 1271 1413 1555

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 32 11 11 11 11 22 43 11 22 409 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 8 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 2 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 57 0 0 54 0 0 0 0 451 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 33 1 94

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 2

Parking  (#/hr) 3 3 3

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 1 2 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 14.0 25.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 14.0 25.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.23 0.42

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 297 330 648

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.04 0.04 0.29

v/c Ratio 0.19 0.16 0.70

Uniform Delay, d1 18.5 18.3 14.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.4 1.1 6.1

Delay (s) 19.9 19.4 20.5

Level of Service B B C

Approach Delay (s) 19.9 19.4 20.5

Approach LOS B B C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 20.5 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.56

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.6% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 380 30 50 20 30 30 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 16 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.92

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1730 1483

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1623 1483

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 54 409 32 54 22 32 32 54

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 37 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 543 0 0 0 103 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 67 92

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2

Parking  (#/hr) 6 3

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 2 4

Permitted Phases 2 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 9.0

Effective Green, g (s) 25.0 9.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.15

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 676 222

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.33 0.07

v/c Ratio 0.80 0.46

Uniform Delay, d1 15.3 23.3

Progression Factor 0.61 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.8 6.8

Delay (s) 18.2 30.1

Level of Service B C

Approach Delay (s) 18.2 30.1

Approach LOS B C

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

16: South Driveway & College Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 4 20 550 47 6 510

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Hourly flow rate (vph) 4 20 550 47 6 510

Pedestrians 141

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 12

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 219 433

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1236 714 738

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1236 714 738

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 98 95 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 170 380 766

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 24 597 516

Volume Left 4 0 6

Volume Right 20 47 0

cSH 315 1700 766

Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.35 0.01

Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0 1

Control Delay (s) 17.4 0.0 0.2

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 17.4 0.0 0.2

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 42.3% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: South Driveway/College Avenue



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue 2035 SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 17 55 16 590 630 17

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Hourly flow rate (vph) 17 55 16 590 630 17

Pedestrians 7

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295

pX, platoon unblocked 0.89

vC, conflicting volume 972 330 654

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 734 330 654

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 95 92 98

cM capacity (veh/h) 311 661 923

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 72 213 393 420 227

Volume Left 17 16 0 0 0

Volume Right 55 0 0 0 17

cSH 522 923 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.14 0.02 0.23 0.25 0.13

Queue Length 95th (ft) 12 1 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 13.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B A

Approach Delay (s) 13.0 0.3 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 38.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 20 710 95 25 650 140 114 342 74 150 362 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.95

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.98

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1517 3286 1487 1411

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.92 0.77 0.61

Satd. Flow (perm) 1477 3022 1159 870

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 20 710 95 25 650 140 114 342 74 150 362 90

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 19 0 0 6 0 0 7 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 820 0 0 796 0 0 524 0 0 595 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 117 93 309 258

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 9 37 68

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 46.0 46.0 29.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 46.0 46.0 29.0 41.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.48 0.48 0.31 0.43

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 715 1463 354 421

v/s Ratio Prot c0.12

v/s Ratio Perm c0.56 0.26 0.45 c0.49

v/c Ratio 1.15 0.54 1.48 1.41

Uniform Delay, d1 24.5 17.2 33.0 27.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 81.9 1.5 230.5 199.8

Delay (s) 106.4 18.6 263.5 226.8

Level of Service F B F F

Approach Delay (s) 106.4 18.6 263.5 226.8

Approach LOS F B F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 136.8 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.26

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 114.5% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

2: Ashby Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 100 650 120 224 560 240 180 603 374 280 293 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.91 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.96 0.95 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3358 3309 1610 3223

Flt Permitted 0.64 0.57 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2200 1940 3309 1610 3223

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 100 650 120 224 560 240 180 603 374 280 293 50

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 29 0 0 58 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 857 0 0 995 0 0 1099 0 204 409 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 15 12 6 56

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 2 6 7

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 50.5 50.5 17.0 17.5 17.5

Effective Green, g (s) 52.5 52.5 16.5 17.0 17.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.52 0.52 0.16 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1155 1019 546 274 548

v/s Ratio Prot c0.33 0.13 c0.13

v/s Ratio Perm 0.39 c0.51

v/c Ratio 0.74 0.98 2.01 0.74 0.75

Uniform Delay, d1 18.5 23.1 41.8 39.4 39.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.3 23.1 462.5 16.7 9.0

Delay (s) 22.8 46.2 504.3 56.2 48.4

Level of Service C D F E D

Approach Delay (s) 22.8 46.2 504.3 50.9

Approach LOS C D F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 185.7 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.13

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 118.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Ashby Avenue - Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

3: The Uplands & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 72 80 1168 122 50 668

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 0.99 1.00

Flt Protected 0.98 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1641 3245 3280

Flt Permitted 0.98 1.00 0.76

Satd. Flow (perm) 1641 3245 2515

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 75 83 1217 127 52 696

RTOR Reduction (vph) 41 0 10 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 117 0 1334 0 0 748

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 41 37 46

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 8 28

Parking  (#/hr) 1 4 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 6 8 8

Permitted Phases 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 23.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 492 1947 1509

v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 c0.41

v/s Ratio Perm 0.30

v/c Ratio 0.24 0.69 0.50

Uniform Delay, d1 21.1 10.9 9.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 2.0 1.2

Delay (s) 22.2 12.9 10.3

Level of Service C B B

Approach Delay (s) 22.2 12.9 10.3

Approach LOS C B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 12.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.54

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 82.3% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: The Uplands/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 100 536 140 41 436 194 220 840 81 255 950 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1783 1770 1526 1770 3224 1770 3144

Flt Permitted 0.12 1.00 0.12 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 229 1783 229 1526 1770 3224 1770 3144

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 104 558 146 43 454 202 229 875 84 266 990 94

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 17 0 0 8 0 0 7 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 104 694 0 43 639 0 229 951 0 266 1077 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 31 56 55 71

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 12 28 48 56

Parking  (#/hr) 3 4 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 4 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 33.0 33.0 33.0 33.0 14.4 31.4 15.1 32.1

Effective Green, g (s) 32.5 32.5 32.5 32.5 15.4 33.4 16.1 34.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.16 0.35 0.17 0.36

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 78 610 78 522 287 1133 300 1129

v/s Ratio Prot 0.39 0.42 0.13 0.30 c0.15 c0.34

v/s Ratio Perm c0.45 0.19

v/c Ratio 1.33 1.14 0.55 1.22 0.80 0.84 0.89 0.95

Uniform Delay, d1 31.2 31.2 25.3 31.2 38.3 28.3 38.6 29.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 214.5 80.8 4.7 117.0 13.4 7.5 24.8 17.8

Delay (s) 245.8 112.0 30.0 148.3 51.7 35.9 63.3 47.5

Level of Service F F C F D D E D

Approach Delay (s) 129.2 141.0 38.9 50.6

Approach LOS F F D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 78.5 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.05

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 98.4% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 80 530 202 10 340 60 182 364 40 80 376 110

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.93 0.97 0.97 0.89

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.98 0.99 0.97

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1488 1764 1513 1320

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.98 0.46 0.84

Satd. Flow (perm) 1327 1729 702 1120

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 80 530 202 10 340 60 182 364 40 80 376 110

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 3 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 812 0 0 403 0 0 583 0 0 555 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 112 94 201 244

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 1 25 45

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 498 648 531 315

v/s Ratio Prot c0.22

v/s Ratio Perm c0.61 0.23 0.36 c0.50

v/c Ratio 1.63 0.62 1.10 1.76

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 20.4 19.0 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.30 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 292.8 4.4 68.3 355.9

Delay (s) 317.8 30.8 87.3 384.7

Level of Service F C F F

Approach Delay (s) 317.8 30.8 87.3 384.7

Approach LOS F C F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 227.3 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.57

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 139.7% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 400 220 190 930 530 210

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Hourly flow rate (vph) 400 220 190 930 530 210

Pedestrians 46 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 4 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked 0.81

vC, conflicting volume 1526 417 786

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1190 417 786

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 0 61 76

cM capacity (veh/h) 108 562 797

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 620 500 620 353 387

Volume Left 400 190 0 0 0

Volume Right 220 0 0 0 210

cSH 151 797 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 4.11 0.24 0.36 0.21 0.23

Queue Length 95th (ft) Err 23 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) Err 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) Err 2.7 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2501.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.3% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 7 20 35 6 95 30 485 86 103 458 10

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Hourly flow rate (vph) 10 7 20 36 6 97 31 495 88 105 467 10

Pedestrians 238 114 237

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 20 10 20

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.72 0.81 0.72

vC, conflicting volume 1814 1679 710 1416 1640 890 716 697

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1370 1203 529 881 1156 654 536 386

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 60 92 94 70 94 60 95 86

cM capacity (veh/h) 26 90 358 120 96 244 673 765

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 38 139 31 583 105 478

Volume Left 10 36 31 0 105 0

Volume Right 20 97 0 88 0 10

cSH 71 183 673 1700 765 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.54 0.76 0.05 0.34 0.14 0.28

Queue Length 95th (ft) 56 124 4 0 12 0

Control Delay (s) 103.8 68.4 10.6 0.0 10.5 0.0

Lane LOS F F B B

Approach Delay (s) 103.8 68.4 0.5 1.9

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 10.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 108 8 33 10 4 20 66 969 10 40 661 51

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.92 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.96 0.98 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1725 1677 3520 3476

Flt Permitted 0.76 0.92 0.85 0.86

Satd. Flow (perm) 1363 1558 3019 2991

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 114 8 35 11 4 21 69 1020 11 42 696 54

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 144 0 0 19 0 0 1100 0 0 787 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 22 1 33 24

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 1

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 11.4 11.4 35.8 35.8

Effective Green, g (s) 11.4 11.4 35.8 35.8

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.18 0.56 0.56

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 244 279 1697 1681

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.11 0.01 c0.36 0.26

v/c Ratio 0.59 0.07 0.65 0.47

Uniform Delay, d1 24.0 21.7 9.6 8.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.6 0.1 1.9 0.9

Delay (s) 27.6 21.8 11.5 9.2

Level of Service C C B A

Approach Delay (s) 27.6 21.8 11.5 9.2

Approach LOS C C B A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 12.4 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.60

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 63.7 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 82.5% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR NWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 11 0 20 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.90

Flt Protected 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1657

Flt Permitted 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 1657

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 21 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 34 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 4.5

Effective Green, g (s) 4.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 117

v/s Ratio Prot c0.02

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.29

Uniform Delay, d1 28.1

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.4

Delay (s) 29.4

Level of Service C

Approach Delay (s) 29.4

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 80 20 413 273 10 30 342

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.72 0.80

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.94 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1058 1257

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.30 1.00 0.40

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 567 1058 510

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 80 20 413 273 10 30 342

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 90 0 0 0 100 696 0 0 0 519

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 197 197

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 74 74

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 189 216 404 195

v/s Ratio Prot 0.66

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.18 c1.02

v/c Ratio 0.48 0.46 1.72 2.66

Uniform Delay, d1 44.6 25.5 34.0 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.4 7.0 335.5 762.2

Delay (s) 53.0 32.5 369.5 796.2

Level of Service D C F F

Approach Delay (s) 53.0 327.2 796.2

Approach LOS D F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 381.8 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.87

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 121.8% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 137 10 10 139 721 20 50 10 253 431 10 30

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3198 3176

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3198 3176

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 137 10 10 139 721 20 50 10 253 431 10 30

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 937 0 0 0 0 732 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 206 207 49 63

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 58 68 8 9

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 552 549

v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 c0.23

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.70 1.33

Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 321.4 161.8

Delay (s) 366.9 207.3

Level of Service F F

Approach Delay (s) 366.9 207.3

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 22 80 10 170 70 60 162 40 50 823 130 71

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.92 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.94 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1604 1373 3224

Flt Permitted 0.85 0.83 0.74

Satd. Flow (perm) 1379 1157 2395

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 22 80 10 170 70 60 162 40 50 823 130 71

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 24 0 0 0 0 14 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 107 0 0 438 0 0 0 0 1029 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 26 89 7

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 55 7

Parking  (#/hr) 3 5 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 18.0 18.0 34.8

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 18.0 35.8

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.22 0.45

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 310 260 1072

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 c0.38 c0.43

v/c Ratio 0.35 1.68 0.96

Uniform Delay, d1 26.1 31.0 21.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.76

Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 324.2 17.6

Delay (s) 26.3 355.2 33.9

Level of Service C F C

Approach Delay (s) 26.3 355.2 33.9

Approach LOS C F C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 88.6 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.13

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 115.0% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Claremont Avenue/Forest Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 712 12 13 13 130 80 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.95

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3279 1525

Flt Permitted 0.69 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2279 1525

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 712 12 13 13 130 80 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 808 0 0 0 233 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 18

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 18

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 34.8 14.2

Effective Green, g (s) 35.8 14.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1020 271

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15

v/s Ratio Perm 0.35

v/c Ratio 0.79 0.86

Uniform Delay, d1 18.9 31.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.3 22.0

Delay (s) 25.2 54.0

Level of Service C D

Approach Delay (s) 25.2 54.0

Approach LOS C D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

11: Higway 24 WB On-ramp & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 20 80 92 80 951 90 52 364 576

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.91

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1715 1770 3258 1770 2955

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.25 1.00 0.21 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1715 458 3258 393 2955

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 20 82 94 82 970 92 53 371 588

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 41 0 0 9 0 0 235 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 155 0 82 1053 0 53 724 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 9 9 13

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 1

Parking  (#/hr) 6 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 515 275 1955 236 1773

v/s Ratio Prot c0.32 0.24

v/s Ratio Perm 0.09 0.18 0.13

v/c Ratio 0.30 0.30 0.54 0.22 0.41

Uniform Delay, d1 21.5 7.8 9.5 7.4 8.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.92 1.87 1.82 3.02

Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 2.2 0.9 0.9 0.3

Delay (s) 23.0 17.2 18.6 14.4 25.9

Level of Service C B B B C

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 23.0 18.5 25.3

Approach LOS A C B C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 21.8 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.46

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.0% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/SR 24 WB On-ramps/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

12: SR 24 EB Off-ramp & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 456 110 70 0 0 42 0 623 70 112 272 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.97 0.86 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1669 1418 3261 3261

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.56

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1669 1418 3261 1841

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 475 115 73 0 0 44 0 649 73 117 283 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 0 13 0 11 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 332 318 0 0 0 31 0 711 0 0 400 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 5 14

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 13 22

Parking  (#/hr) 4 4 6

Turn Type Perm custom Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 2

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0

Effective Green, g (s) 51.0 51.0 51.0 21.0 21.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.26 0.26

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1072 1064 904 856 483

v/s Ratio Prot c0.22

v/s Ratio Perm c0.20 0.19 0.02 0.22

v/c Ratio 0.31 0.30 0.03 0.83 1.44dl

Uniform Delay, d1 6.5 6.5 5.4 27.8 27.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.84

Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 0.7 0.1 9.2 13.8

Delay (s) 7.3 7.2 5.4 37.0 37.2

Level of Service A A A D D

Approach Delay (s) 7.3 5.4 37.0 37.2

Approach LOS A A D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 25.5 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.46

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 116.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Clifton Street/SR 24 Eastbound Off-Ramp/Claremont Avenue

dl    Defacto Left Lane.  Recode with 1 though lane as a left lane.

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

13: Miles Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 90 210 345 70 536 0 0 589 101

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 2917 1770 1863 1788

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.27 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 2917 500 1863 1788

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 97 226 371 75 576 0 0 633 109

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 68 0 0 0 0 0 8 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 627 0 75 576 0 0 734 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 48 79 316 244

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 75 64

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 51.0 51.0 51.0

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 52.0 52.0 52.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.65 0.65 0.65

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 729 325 1211 1162

v/s Ratio Prot 0.31 c0.41

v/s Ratio Perm 0.21 0.15

v/c Ratio 0.86 0.23 0.48 0.63

Uniform Delay, d1 28.7 5.8 7.1 8.3

Progression Factor 1.00 2.17 2.21 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 12.6 1.0 0.8 2.6

Delay (s) 41.2 13.5 16.5 10.9

Level of Service D B B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 41.2 16.1 10.9

Approach LOS A D B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 22.6 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.69

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 117.3% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Miles Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

14: Shafter Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 121 390 90 0 0 0 0 485 130 205 474 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.90 0.88 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.97 0.97 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1423 1593 1770 1863

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1423 1593 1770 1863

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 126 406 94 0 0 0 0 505 135 214 494 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 126 490 0 0 0 0 0 628 0 214 494 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 345 166 591 219

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 10 44 49

Parking  (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Perm custom

Protected Phases 4 1 3 2

Permitted Phases 4 3

Actuated Green, G (s) 22.0 22.0 34.0 15.0 52.0

Effective Green, g (s) 21.0 21.0 33.0 14.0 51.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.26 0.41 0.18 0.64

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 465 374 657 310 1188

v/s Ratio Prot c0.34 c0.39 c0.12 0.27

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07

v/c Ratio 0.27 1.31 0.96 0.69 0.42

Uniform Delay, d1 23.4 29.5 22.8 31.0 7.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.91 0.51

Incremental Delay, d2 1.4 157.2 25.9 9.0 0.8

Delay (s) 24.9 186.7 48.7 37.1 4.4

Level of Service C F D D A

Approach Delay (s) 154.1 0.0 48.7 14.3

Approach LOS F A D B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 69.8 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.01

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 117.3% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 31 50 20 20 20 40 62 10 40 505 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.93 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.90 1.00

Flt Protected 0.98 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1538 1377 1622

Flt Permitted 0.87 0.95 0.91

Satd. Flow (perm) 1370 1321 1478

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 33 53 21 21 21 42 65 11 42 532 21

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 13 0 0 47 0 0 0 0 2 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 105 0 0 102 0 0 0 0 604 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 61 36 132

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16

Parking  (#/hr) 3 3 3

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 1 2 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 14.0 22.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 14.0 22.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.23 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 320 308 542

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 c0.08 c0.41

v/c Ratio 0.33 0.33 1.11

Uniform Delay, d1 19.1 19.1 19.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.7 2.9 74.1

Delay (s) 21.8 22.0 93.1

Level of Service C C F

Approach Delay (s) 21.8 22.0 93.1

Approach LOS C C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 72.1 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.9% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 72 395 31 41 32 70 50 40

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 16 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.96 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.94

Flt Protected 0.99 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 1720 1504

Flt Permitted 0.81 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 1399 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 76 416 33 43 34 74 53 42

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 0 16 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 563 0 0 0 187 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 75 121

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 7

Parking  (#/hr) 6 3

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 2 4

Permitted Phases 2 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 22.0 12.0

Effective Green, g (s) 22.0 12.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.20

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 513 301

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.40 0.12

v/c Ratio 1.10 0.62

Uniform Delay, d1 19.0 21.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 68.9 9.3

Delay (s) 87.9 31.2

Level of Service F C

Approach Delay (s) 87.9 31.2

Approach LOS F C

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 50 0 1046 688 27

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 50 0 1046 688 27

Pedestrians 24

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked 0.89 0.91 0.91

vC, conflicting volume 1248 382 739

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 560 120 513

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 94 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 397 810 934

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 50 349 697 459 256

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 50 0 0 0 27

cSH 810 934 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.06 0.00 0.41 0.27 0.15

Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 9.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS A

Approach Delay (s) 9.7 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 38.9% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 80 590 166 56 560 130 96 255 86 140 276 160

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.90 0.96 0.93 0.89

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.96

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1394 3281 1439 1299

Flt Permitted 0.87 0.84 0.77 0.63

Satd. Flow (perm) 1217 2773 1119 828

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 80 590 166 56 560 130 96 255 86 140 276 160

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 22 0 0 11 0 0 18 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 833 0 0 724 0 0 426 0 0 559 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 225 106 439 564

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 8 15 22

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 42.0 42.0 21.0 30.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 42.0 21.0 30.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.52 0.52 0.26 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 639 1456 294 340

v/s Ratio Prot c0.10

v/s Ratio Perm c0.68 0.26 0.38 c0.51

v/c Ratio 1.30 0.50 1.45 1.64

Uniform Delay, d1 19.0 12.2 29.5 25.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.76 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 147.9 1.2 203.7 302.1

Delay (s) 166.9 13.4 226.3 327.1

Level of Service F B F F

Approach Delay (s) 166.9 13.4 226.3 327.1

Approach LOS F B F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 168.3 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.43

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 129.4% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

2: Ashby Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 720 130 165 530 240 160 284 285 330 364 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.91 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.96 0.94 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3440 3341 3212 1610 3234

Flt Permitted 0.80 0.56 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2764 1903 3212 1610 3234

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 53 758 137 174 558 253 168 299 300 347 383 95

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 38 0 0 99 0 0 18 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 933 0 0 947 0 0 668 0 274 533 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 13 24 24 45

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 9 10

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 42.5 42.5 16.0 16.5 16.5

Effective Green, g (s) 44.5 44.5 15.5 16.0 16.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.49 0.17 0.18 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1367 941 553 286 575

v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 c0.17 0.16

v/s Ratio Perm 0.34 c0.50

v/c Ratio 0.68 1.01 1.21 0.96 0.93

Uniform Delay, d1 17.4 22.8 37.2 36.7 36.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.8 30.8 110.1 43.5 23.2

Delay (s) 20.1 53.5 147.3 80.2 59.7

Level of Service C D F F E

Approach Delay (s) 20.1 53.5 147.3 66.5

Approach LOS C D F E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 68.0 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.04

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 106.4% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Ashby Avenue - Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

3: The Uplands & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 42 60 660 52 30 631

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.96 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 0.99 1.00

Flt Protected 0.98 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1618 3273 3284

Flt Permitted 0.98 1.00 0.90

Satd. Flow (perm) 1618 3273 2952

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 46 65 717 57 33 686

RTOR Reduction (vph) 46 0 7 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 66 0 767 0 0 719

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 20 47 28

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 9

Parking  (#/hr) 1 4 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 6 8 8

Permitted Phases 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 23.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 485 1964 1771

v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.23

v/s Ratio Perm c0.24

v/c Ratio 0.14 0.39 0.41

Uniform Delay, d1 20.4 8.4 8.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 0.6 0.7

Delay (s) 21.0 8.9 9.2

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 21.0 8.9 9.2

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 9.9 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.32

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.4% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: The Uplands/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 100 338 130 41 337 156 180 580 41 126 760 80

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1761 1770 1549 1770 3275 1770 3162

Flt Permitted 0.16 1.00 0.20 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 306 1761 364 1549 1770 3275 1770 3162

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 105 356 137 43 355 164 189 611 43 133 800 84

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 18 0 0 5 0 0 8 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 105 478 0 43 501 0 189 649 0 133 876 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 29 25 25 47

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 6 17

Parking  (#/hr) 3 4 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 4 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 32.2 32.2 32.2 32.2 13.2 36.0 11.3 34.1

Effective Green, g (s) 31.7 31.7 31.7 31.7 14.2 38.0 12.3 36.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.15 0.40 0.13 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 102 588 121 517 265 1310 229 1202

v/s Ratio Prot 0.27 0.32 c0.11 0.20 0.08 c0.28

v/s Ratio Perm c0.34 0.12

v/c Ratio 1.03 0.81 0.36 0.97 0.71 0.50 0.58 0.73

Uniform Delay, d1 31.6 28.9 23.9 31.2 38.5 21.3 38.9 25.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 97.3 8.0 0.7 31.2 7.4 1.3 2.4 3.9

Delay (s) 128.9 37.0 24.6 62.4 45.8 22.7 41.3 29.2

Level of Service F D C E D C D C

Approach Delay (s) 53.1 59.5 27.9 30.7

Approach LOS D E C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 39.7 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.84

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 82.4% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 210 216 30 230 40 175 382 40 20 374 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.93 0.98 0.98 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 0.98 0.99 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1442 1780 1536 1339

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.93 0.44 0.96

Satd. Flow (perm) 1347 1671 690 1293

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 60 210 216 30 230 40 175 382 40 20 374 90

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 36 0 0 7 0 0 3 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 450 0 0 293 0 0 594 0 0 474 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 61 64 112 255

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 8 13 15

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 505 627 531 364

v/s Ratio Prot c0.22

v/s Ratio Perm c0.33 0.18 0.36 c0.37

v/c Ratio 0.89 0.47 1.12 1.30

Uniform Delay, d1 23.5 18.9 19.0 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.37 1.00 0.95

Incremental Delay, d2 20.5 2.5 75.7 137.8

Delay (s) 43.9 28.4 94.7 165.2

Level of Service D C F F

Approach Delay (s) 43.9 28.4 94.7 165.2

Approach LOS D C F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 89.1 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.09

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 111.3% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 120 140 120 553 524 150

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Hourly flow rate (vph) 128 149 128 588 557 160

Pedestrians 20 3

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 2 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked 0.94

vC, conflicting volume 1207 382 737

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1085 382 737

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 23 75 85

cM capacity (veh/h) 165 605 850

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 277 324 392 372 345

Volume Left 128 128 0 0 0

Volume Right 149 0 0 0 160

cSH 272 850 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 1.02 0.15 0.23 0.22 0.20

Queue Length 95th (ft) 263 13 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 100.5 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 100.5 2.2 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 17.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.9% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 10 30 43 8 110 20 496 108 124 463 20

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 11 33 47 9 120 22 539 117 135 503 22

Pedestrians 306 141 2 185

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 26 12 0 15

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83

vC, conflicting volume 1981 1931 822 1595 1883 924 831 798

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 2081 2020 681 1615 1962 924 692 798

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 0 56 88 0 68 51 96 81

cM capacity (veh/h) 5 25 277 23 27 244 557 728

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 54 175 22 657 135 525

Volume Left 11 47 22 0 135 0

Volume Right 33 120 0 117 0 22

cSH 20 61 557 1700 728 1700

Volume to Capacity 2.75 2.87 0.04 0.39 0.19 0.31

Queue Length 95th (ft) 179 448 3 0 17 0

Control Delay (s) 1199.2 989.5 11.7 0.0 11.1 0.0

Lane LOS F F B B

Approach Delay (s) 1199.2 989.5 0.4 2.3

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 153.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.3% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 93 6 55 10 5 20 72 557 10 20 600 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.92 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1696 1680 3508 3485

Flt Permitted 0.79 0.92 0.82 0.93

Satd. Flow (perm) 1386 1573 2885 3249

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 98 6 58 11 5 21 76 586 11 21 632 53

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 26 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 136 0 0 20 0 0 673 0 0 701 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 16 16 7

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 3 10 2

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 10.6 10.6 36.1 36.1

Effective Green, g (s) 10.6 10.6 36.1 36.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.18 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 245 278 1736 1955

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.10 0.01 c0.23 0.22

v/c Ratio 0.56 0.07 0.39 0.36

Uniform Delay, d1 22.6 20.6 6.2 6.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.7 0.1 0.7 0.5

Delay (s) 25.3 20.7 6.9 6.6

Level of Service C C A A

Approach Delay (s) 25.3 20.7 6.9 6.6

Approach LOS C C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 9.6 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.43

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.4% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 11 0 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.94

Flt Protected 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 1698

Flt Permitted 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 1698

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 23 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 1.3

Effective Green, g (s) 1.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 37

v/s Ratio Prot c0.01

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.62

Uniform Delay, d1 29.1

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 28.2

Delay (s) 57.3

Level of Service E

Approach Delay (s) 57.3

Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 70 20 387 207 10 30 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.78

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.95

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1154

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.30 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 558 1154

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 70 20 387 207 10 30 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 90 0 0 0 90 604 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 170 166

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 12

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 189 213 441

v/s Ratio Prot 0.52

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.16

v/c Ratio 0.48 0.42 1.37

Uniform Delay, d1 44.6 25.1 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.4 6.0 180.3

Delay (s) 53.0 31.1 214.3

Level of Service D C F

Approach Delay (s) 53.0 190.5

Approach LOS D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 253.3 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.56

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 122.4% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 326 160 10 10 181 384 10 40 10 228 414 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.77 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1202 3166 3182

Flt Permitted 0.52 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 629 3166 3182

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 326 160 10 10 181 384 10 40 10 228 414 20

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 536 0 0 0 0 621 0 0 0 0 708 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 252 262 52

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 20 18 5

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.0 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 240 547 550

v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 c0.22

v/s Ratio Perm c0.85

v/c Ratio 2.23 1.14 1.29

Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 45.5 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 568.3 81.4 142.5

Delay (s) 602.3 126.9 188.0

Level of Service F F F

Approach Delay (s) 602.3 126.9 188.0

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 40

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 40

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 22

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 13 30 10 180 50 50 132 20 60 556 90 52

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.95 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.94 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1572 1428 3219

Flt Permitted 0.88 0.85 0.76

Satd. Flow (perm) 1396 1241 2457

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 14 32 11 189 53 53 139 21 63 585 95 55

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 12 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 48 0 0 413 0 0 0 0 752 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 21 55 9

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 8 28 7

Parking  (#/hr) 3 5 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 18.0 18.0 39.6

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 18.0 40.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.22 0.51

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 314 279 1247

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.33 c0.31

v/c Ratio 0.15 1.48 0.60

Uniform Delay, d1 24.9 31.0 14.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.61

Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 234.6 2.0

Delay (s) 25.0 265.6 10.6

Level of Service C F B

Approach Delay (s) 25.0 265.6 10.6

Approach LOS C F B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 65.2 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.85

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.2% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Claremont Avenue/Forest Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 686 13 13 14 50 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.94

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3279 1517

Flt Permitted 0.85 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2803 1517

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 722 14 14 15 53 53

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 805 0 0 0 121 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 5 12

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 13 20

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 39.6 9.4

Effective Green, g (s) 40.6 9.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.51 0.12

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1423 178

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08

v/s Ratio Perm 0.29

v/c Ratio 0.57 0.68

Uniform Delay, d1 13.6 33.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.6 7.9

Delay (s) 15.2 41.7

Level of Service B D

Approach Delay (s) 15.2 41.7

Approach LOS B D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

11: Higway 24 WB On-ramp & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 10 70 52 60 694 50 32 316 568

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.90

Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1745 1770 3269 1770 2942

Flt Permitted 1.00 0.25 1.00 0.30 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1745 457 3269 566 2942

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 11 76 57 65 754 54 35 343 617

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 29 0 0 6 0 0 247 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 115 0 65 802 0 35 713 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 5 13 9

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 3

Parking  (#/hr) 6 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 48.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 524 274 1961 340 1765

v/s Ratio Prot c0.25 0.24

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.14 0.06

v/c Ratio 0.22 0.24 0.41 0.10 0.40

Uniform Delay, d1 21.0 7.5 8.5 6.8 8.4

Progression Factor 1.00 0.80 0.81 1.71 2.30

Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 2.0 0.6 0.4 0.5

Delay (s) 21.9 7.9 7.5 12.1 20.0

Level of Service C A A B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 21.9 7.5 19.7

Approach LOS A C A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 14.6 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.35

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.4% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/SR 24 WB On-ramps/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

12: SR 24 EB Off-ramp & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 538 80 80 0 0 52 0 214 30 122 204 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.97 0.86 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1658 1418 3237 3248

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.72

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1658 1418 3237 2394

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 598 89 89 0 0 58 0 238 33 136 227 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 0 21 0 13 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 389 374 0 0 0 37 0 258 0 0 363 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 21 6

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 10 12

Parking  (#/hr) 4 4 6

Turn Type Perm custom Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 2

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0

Effective Green, g (s) 51.0 51.0 51.0 21.0 21.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.26 0.26

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1072 1057 904 850 628

v/s Ratio Prot 0.08

v/s Ratio Perm c0.23 0.23 0.03 c0.15

v/c Ratio 0.36 0.35 0.04 0.30 0.58

Uniform Delay, d1 6.8 6.8 5.4 23.6 25.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.88

Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 0.9 0.1 0.9 3.5

Delay (s) 7.8 7.7 5.5 24.6 26.2

Level of Service A A A C C

Approach Delay (s) 7.8 5.5 24.6 26.2

Approach LOS A A C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 15.3 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.43

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 114.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Clifton Street/SR 24 Eastbound Off-Ramp/Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

13: Miles Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 100 170 267 60 480 0 0 545 61

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3126 1770 1863 1812

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.29 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3126 531 1863 1812

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 108 183 287 65 516 0 0 586 66

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 90 0 0 0 0 0 7 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 488 0 65 516 0 0 645 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 25 30 194 210

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2 38 40

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.0 33.0 33.0 33.0

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 34.0 34.0 34.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.57 0.57 0.57

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 938 301 1056 1027

v/s Ratio Prot 0.28 c0.36

v/s Ratio Perm 0.16 0.12

v/c Ratio 0.52 0.22 0.49 0.63

Uniform Delay, d1 17.4 6.4 7.8 8.7

Progression Factor 1.00 2.07 1.99 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.1 1.2 1.1 2.9

Delay (s) 19.5 14.4 16.6 11.7

Level of Service B B B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 19.5 16.4 11.7

Approach LOS A B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 15.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.59

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.2% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Miles Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

14: Shafter Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 71 120 80 0 0 0 0 469 70 167 478 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.79 0.95 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.94 0.98 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1216 1739 1770 1863

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1216 1739 1770 1863

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 78 132 88 0 0 0 0 515 77 184 525 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 78 180 0 0 0 0 0 583 0 184 525 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 276 70 323 259

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 6 16 28

Parking  (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Perm Prot

Protected Phases 4 1 3 2

Permitted Phases 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.0 16.0 27.0 8.0 38.0

Effective Green, g (s) 15.0 15.0 26.0 7.0 37.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.43 0.12 0.62

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 443 304 754 207 1149

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.34 c0.10 0.28

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04

v/c Ratio 0.18 0.59 0.77 0.89 0.46

Uniform Delay, d1 17.7 19.8 14.5 26.1 6.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.82 1.38 0.41

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 8.3 6.5 33.3 1.0

Delay (s) 18.5 28.1 18.3 69.2 3.6

Level of Service B C B E A

Approach Delay (s) 25.6 0.0 18.3 20.6

Approach LOS C A B C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 20.7 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.2% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 31 10 10 10 10 20 43 10 20 386 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.98 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.90 1.00

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1535 1447 1632

Flt Permitted 0.80 0.97 0.95

Satd. Flow (perm) 1265 1412 1556

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 33 11 11 11 11 22 46 11 22 415 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 8 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 2 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 58 0 0 55 0 0 0 0 457 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 33 1 94

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 2

Parking  (#/hr) 3 3 3

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 1 2 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 14.0 25.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 14.0 25.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.23 0.42

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 295 329 648

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.05 0.04 0.29

v/c Ratio 0.20 0.17 0.71

Uniform Delay, d1 18.5 18.3 14.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 1.1 6.4

Delay (s) 19.9 19.4 20.8

Level of Service B B C

Approach Delay (s) 19.9 19.4 20.8

Approach LOS B B C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 21.2 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.3% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 53 386 31 52 22 30 30 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 16 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.92

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1729 1484

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1615 1484

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 57 415 33 56 24 32 32 54

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 37 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 555 0 0 0 105 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 67 92

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2

Parking  (#/hr) 6 3

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 2 4

Permitted Phases 2 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 9.0

Effective Green, g (s) 25.0 9.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.15

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 673 223

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.34 0.07

v/c Ratio 0.82 0.47

Uniform Delay, d1 15.5 23.3

Progression Factor 0.62 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 9.9 7.0

Delay (s) 19.6 30.4

Level of Service B C

Approach Delay (s) 19.6 30.4

Approach LOS B C

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

4/1/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 78 0 637 639 31

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 78 0 637 639 31

Pedestrians 7

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked 0.91 0.94 0.94

vC, conflicting volume 980 342 677

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 506 185 539

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 90 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 449 775 962

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 78 212 425 426 244

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 78 0 0 0 31

cSH 775 962 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.10 0.00 0.25 0.25 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 8 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 10.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B

Approach Delay (s) 10.2 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 30.2% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 20 710 95 25 650 140 114 342 74 150 362 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.96 0.95 1.00 0.93

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.97 0.98 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1542 3293 1488 1770 1390

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.92 0.73 0.31 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1502 3032 1091 585 1390

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 20 710 95 25 650 140 114 342 74 150 362 90

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 19 0 0 7 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 820 0 0 796 0 0 523 0 150 442 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 117 93 309 258

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 9 37 68

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 43.0 43.0 31.0 39.0 39.0

Effective Green, g (s) 43.0 43.0 31.0 39.0 39.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.48 0.48 0.34 0.43 0.43

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 0.2 0.2 0.2 1.0 0.2

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 718 1449 376 306 602

v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 c0.32

v/s Ratio Perm c0.55 0.26 c0.48 0.19

v/c Ratio 1.14 0.55 1.39 0.49 0.73

Uniform Delay, d1 23.5 16.6 29.5 21.1 21.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 79.9 0.2 192.1 0.5 4.0

Delay (s) 103.4 16.9 221.6 21.5 25.2

Level of Service F B F C C

Approach Delay (s) 103.4 16.9 221.6 24.3

Approach LOS F B F C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 83.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.24

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 126.4% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

2: Ashby Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 100 650 120 224 560 240 180 603 374 280 293 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.91 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.97

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3431 1770 1765 3316 1610 3209

Flt Permitted 0.53 0.23 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 1818 431 1765 3316 1610 3209

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 100 650 120 224 560 240 180 603 374 280 293 50

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 13 0 0 47 0 0 9 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 859 0 224 787 0 0 1110 0 204 410 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 15 12 6 56

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 2 6 7

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 56.5 56.5 56.5 31.5 17.0 17.0

Effective Green, g (s) 58.5 58.5 58.5 31.0 16.5 16.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.26 0.14 0.14

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 886 210 860 857 221 441

v/s Ratio Prot 0.45 c0.33 0.13 c0.13

v/s Ratio Perm 0.47 c0.52

v/c Ratio 1.16dl 1.07 0.92 1.29 0.92 0.93

Uniform Delay, d1 29.9 30.8 28.5 44.5 51.1 51.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 22.9 80.9 14.4 141.3 40.2 26.6

Delay (s) 52.8 111.6 42.8 185.8 91.3 77.8

Level of Service D F D F F E

Approach Delay (s) 52.8 57.9 185.8 82.2

Approach LOS D E F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 101.1 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.11

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 132.3% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Ashby Avenue - Claremont Avenue

dl    Defacto Left Lane.  Recode with 1 though lane as a left lane.

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 80 530 202 10 340 60 182 364 40 80 376 110

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.93 0.97 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.88

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1488 1764 1770 1504 1770 1293

Flt Permitted 0.92 0.98 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1372 1729 1770 1504 1770 1293

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 80 530 202 10 340 60 182 364 40 80 376 110

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 5 0 0 13 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 812 0 0 402 0 182 399 0 80 473 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 112 94 201 244

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 1 25 45

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 34.0 34.0 10.0 27.0 5.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 35.0 35.0 9.5 28.0 6.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.44 0.44 0.12 0.35 0.08 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 600 756 210 526 133 364

v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 0.27 0.05 c0.37

v/s Ratio Perm c0.59 0.23

v/c Ratio 1.35 0.53 0.87 0.76 0.60 1.30

Uniform Delay, d1 22.5 16.5 34.6 23.0 35.8 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 169.8 2.7 35.1 9.8 18.5 153.7

Delay (s) 192.3 19.2 69.8 32.8 54.4 182.4

Level of Service F B E C D F

Approach Delay (s) 192.3 19.2 44.3 164.3

Approach LOS F B D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 119.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.27

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 121.7% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 400 220 190 930 530 210

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.96

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1709 3509 3241

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.65 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1709 2288 3241

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 400 220 190 930 530 210

RTOR Reduction (vph) 25 0 0 0 53 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 595 0 0 1120 687 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 46

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 28.8 43.0 43.0

Effective Green, g (s) 28.8 43.0 43.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.36 0.54 0.54

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 617 1233 1746

v/s Ratio Prot c0.35 0.21

v/s Ratio Perm c0.49

v/c Ratio 0.96 0.91 0.39

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 16.6 10.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 27.3 11.3 0.7

Delay (s) 52.3 28.0 11.4

Level of Service D C B

Approach Delay (s) 52.3 28.0 11.4

Approach LOS D C B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 29.1 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.93

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 79.8 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.3% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 7 20 35 6 95 30 485 86 103 458 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.76 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 0.91 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.99 0.99 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1482 1260 1770 1553 1770 1510

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.90 0.47 1.00 0.40 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1401 1148 878 1553 751 1510

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 7 20 36 6 97 31 495 88 105 467 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 17 0 0 83 0 0 6 0 0 1 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 20 0 0 56 0 31 577 0 105 476 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 237 114 238

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 48 76

Parking  (#/hr) 6 4 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 6.5 6.5 31.5 31.5 31.5 31.5

Effective Green, g (s) 6.5 6.5 31.5 31.5 31.5 31.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.14 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 198 162 601 1063 514 1034

v/s Ratio Prot c0.37 0.32

v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 c0.05 0.04 0.14

v/c Ratio 0.10 0.34 0.05 0.54 0.20 0.46

Uniform Delay, d1 17.2 17.8 2.4 3.6 2.7 3.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 1.3 0.2 2.0 0.9 1.5

Delay (s) 17.4 19.1 2.5 5.6 3.6 4.8

Level of Service B B A A A A

Approach Delay (s) 17.4 19.1 5.5 4.6

Approach LOS B B A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 6.8 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.51

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 46.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 80 20 413 273 10 30 342

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.72 0.81

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.94 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1061 1259

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.34 1.00 0.57

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 633 1061 715

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 80 20 413 273 10 30 342

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 90 0 0 0 100 696 0 0 0 519

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 197 197

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 74 74

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 46.0 46.0 46.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.43 0.43 0.43

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 81 270 453 306

v/s Ratio Prot 0.66

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.16 c0.73

v/c Ratio 1.11 0.37 1.54 1.70

Uniform Delay, d1 52.0 21.4 31.5 31.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 133.3 3.9 252.3 327.0

Delay (s) 185.3 25.3 283.8 358.5

Level of Service F C F F

Approach Delay (s) 185.3 251.3 358.5

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 262.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.53

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 121.8% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 137 10 10 139 721 20 50 10 253 431 10 30

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3198 3177

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3198 3177

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 137 10 10 139 721 20 50 10 253 431 10 30

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 936 0 0 0 0 732 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 206 207 49 63

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 58 68 8 9

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 21.0 20.0

Effective Green, g (s) 21.0 20.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 611 578

v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 c0.23

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.53 1.27

Uniform Delay, d1 44.5 45.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 247.5 132.9

Delay (s) 292.0 177.9

Level of Service F F

Approach Delay (s) 292.0 177.9

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 22 80 10 170 70 60 162 40 50 823 130 71

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.92 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.94 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1604 1375 3224

Flt Permitted 0.86 0.83 0.73

Satd. Flow (perm) 1398 1164 2358

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 22 80 10 170 70 60 162 40 50 823 130 71

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 24 0 0 0 0 14 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 107 0 0 438 0 0 0 0 1029 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 26 89 7

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 14 55 7

Parking  (#/hr) 3 5 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.5 19.5 33.3

Effective Green, g (s) 19.5 19.5 34.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.24 0.43

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 341 284 1011

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 c0.38 c0.44

v/c Ratio 0.32 1.54 1.02

Uniform Delay, d1 24.8 30.2 22.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.78

Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 260.6 30.9

Delay (s) 25.0 290.8 48.7

Level of Service C F D

Approach Delay (s) 25.0 290.8 48.7

Approach LOS C F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 84.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.14

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 115.0% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Claremont Avenue/Forest Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 712 12 13 13 130 80 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.95

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3279 1525

Flt Permitted 0.68 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2234 1525

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 712 12 13 13 130 80 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 808 0 0 0 233 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 18

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 18

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 33.3 14.2

Effective Green, g (s) 34.3 14.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.43 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 958 271

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15

v/s Ratio Perm 0.36

v/c Ratio 0.84 0.86

Uniform Delay, d1 20.4 31.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 9.0 22.0

Delay (s) 29.4 54.0

Level of Service C D

Approach Delay (s) 29.4 54.0

Approach LOS C D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 31 50 20 20 20 40 62 10 40 505 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 0.91 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.90 1.00

Flt Protected 0.98 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1526 1350 1619

Flt Permitted 0.87 0.96 0.91

Satd. Flow (perm) 1354 1299 1482

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 33 53 21 21 21 42 65 11 42 532 21

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 10 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 2 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 108 0 0 115 0 0 0 0 604 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 61 36 132

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16

Parking  (#/hr) 3 3 3

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 1 2 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 20.0 20.0 33.0

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 20.0 33.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.41

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 339 325 611

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 c0.09 c0.41

v/c Ratio 0.32 0.35 0.99

Uniform Delay, d1 24.5 24.7 23.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.5 3.0 33.8

Delay (s) 26.9 27.7 57.1

Level of Service C C E

Approach Delay (s) 26.9 27.7 57.1

Approach LOS C C E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 47.6 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.9% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 72 395 31 41 32 70 50 40

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 16 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.95 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.94

Flt Protected 0.99 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 1700 1504

Flt Permitted 0.82 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 1397 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 76 416 33 43 34 74 53 42

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 0 11 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 564 0 0 0 192 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 75 121

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 7

Parking  (#/hr) 6 3

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 2 4

Permitted Phases 2 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 33.0 15.0

Effective Green, g (s) 33.0 15.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.41 0.19

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 576 282

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.40 0.13

v/c Ratio 0.98 0.68

Uniform Delay, d1 23.2 30.3

Progression Factor 0.63 1.32

Incremental Delay, d2 30.9 12.1

Delay (s) 45.4 52.1

Level of Service D D

Approach Delay (s) 45.4 52.1

Approach LOS D D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 80 590 166 56 560 130 96 255 86 140 276 160

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.94 0.96 0.93 1.00 0.85

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.97 0.97 1.00 0.94

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1457 3281 1439 1770 1240

Flt Permitted 0.87 0.84 0.75 0.32 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1271 2761 1087 588 1240

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 80 590 166 56 560 130 96 255 86 140 276 160

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 22 0 0 11 0 0 26 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 833 0 0 724 0 0 426 0 140 410 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 225 106 439 564

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 8 15 22

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 6 6 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.0 41.0 23.0 31.0 31.0

Effective Green, g (s) 41.0 41.0 23.0 31.0 31.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.51 0.51 0.29 0.39 0.39

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 0.2 0.2 0.2 1.0 0.2

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 651 1415 313 287 481

v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 c0.33

v/s Ratio Perm c0.65 0.26 c0.39 0.16

v/c Ratio 1.28 0.51 1.36 0.49 0.85

Uniform Delay, d1 19.5 12.9 28.5 19.5 22.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 137.1 0.1 182.2 0.5 13.1

Delay (s) 156.6 13.0 210.7 20.0 35.5

Level of Service F B F B D

Approach Delay (s) 156.6 13.0 210.7 31.7

Approach LOS F B F C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 96.7 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.30

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 139.4% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue - Ashby Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

2: Ashby Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 720 130 165 530 240 160 284 285 330 364 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.91 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.98 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 1.00 0.95 0.94 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3438 1770 1751 3225 1610 3222

Flt Permitted 0.62 0.20 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2142 375 1751 3225 1610 3222

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 53 758 137 174 558 253 168 299 300 347 383 95

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 12 0 0 14 0 0 86 0 0 14 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 936 0 174 797 0 0 681 0 274 537 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 13 24 24 45

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 9 10

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 55.1 55.1 55.1 25.6 21.5 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 57.1 57.1 57.1 25.1 21.0 21.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.21 0.18 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1044 183 853 691 288 577

v/s Ratio Prot 0.46 c0.21 c0.17 0.17

v/s Ratio Perm 0.44 c0.46

v/c Ratio 0.90 0.95 0.93 0.99 0.95 0.93

Uniform Delay, d1 27.4 28.7 28.3 45.9 47.6 47.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 10.3 52.5 17.2 30.5 40.1 22.1

Delay (s) 37.7 81.2 45.5 76.4 87.7 69.5

Level of Service D F D E F E

Approach Delay (s) 37.7 51.8 76.4 75.6

Approach LOS D D E E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 58.9 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.96

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 117.2 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 121.9% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Ashby Avenue - Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 210 216 30 230 40 175 382 40 20 374 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.93 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1442 1780 1770 1538 1770 1330

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.93 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1347 1671 1770 1538 1770 1330

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 60 210 216 30 230 40 175 382 40 20 374 90

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 36 0 0 7 0 0 5 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 450 0 0 293 0 175 417 0 20 453 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 61 64 112 255

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 8 13 15

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 10.5 32.0 5.0 26.0

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 10.0 33.0 6.0 27.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.12 0.41 0.08 0.34

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 505 627 221 634 133 449

v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 0.27 0.01 c0.34

v/s Ratio Perm c0.33 0.18

v/c Ratio 0.89 0.47 0.79 0.66 0.15 1.01

Uniform Delay, d1 23.5 18.9 34.0 19.0 34.6 26.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 20.5 2.5 24.6 5.3 2.4 44.9

Delay (s) 43.9 21.4 58.5 24.2 37.0 71.4

Level of Service D C E C D E

Approach Delay (s) 43.9 21.4 34.3 70.0

Approach LOS D C C E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 44.0 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.2% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 120 140 120 553 524 150

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1674 3508 3367

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.73 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1674 2577 3367

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 128 149 128 588 557 160

RTOR Reduction (vph) 65 0 0 0 24 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 212 0 0 716 693 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 20

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 13.2 44.2 44.2

Effective Green, g (s) 13.2 44.2 44.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 0.68 0.68

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 338 1742 2276

v/s Ratio Prot c0.13 0.21

v/s Ratio Perm c0.28

v/c Ratio 0.63 0.41 0.30

Uniform Delay, d1 23.9 4.8 4.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.6 0.7 0.3

Delay (s) 27.5 5.5 4.7

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 27.5 5.5 4.7

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 8.7 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.46

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 65.4 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.1% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 10 30 43 8 110 20 496 108 124 463 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.78 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.92 0.91 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.99 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1451 1305 1770 1534 1770 1490

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.89 0.44 1.00 0.35 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1375 1178 813 1534 658 1490

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 11 33 47 9 120 22 539 117 135 503 22

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 28 0 0 102 0 0 7 0 0 1 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 27 0 0 74 0 22 649 0 135 524 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 185 141 306

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 15 28

Parking  (#/hr) 6 4 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 6.7 6.7 29.4 29.4 29.4 29.4

Effective Green, g (s) 6.7 6.7 29.4 29.4 29.4 29.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 0.15 0.67 0.67 0.67 0.67

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 209 179 542 1023 439 993

v/s Ratio Prot c0.42 0.35

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 c0.06 0.03 0.21

v/c Ratio 0.13 0.41 0.04 0.63 0.31 0.53

Uniform Delay, d1 16.2 16.9 2.5 4.2 3.1 3.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 1.6 0.1 3.0 1.8 2.0

Delay (s) 16.5 18.5 2.7 7.2 4.9 5.8

Level of Service B B A A A A

Approach Delay (s) 16.5 18.5 7.1 5.6

Approach LOS B B A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 8.1 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.59

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 44.1 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.3% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 70 20 387 207 10 30 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.78

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.95

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1155

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.34 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 634 1155

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 70 20 387 207 10 30 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 90 0 0 0 90 604 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 170 166

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 12

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.44 0.44

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 81 277 504

v/s Ratio Prot 0.52

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.14

v/c Ratio 1.11 0.32 1.20

Uniform Delay, d1 52.0 20.4 31.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 133.3 3.1 107.2

Delay (s) 185.3 23.5 138.2

Level of Service F C F

Approach Delay (s) 185.3 123.4

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 161.8 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.33

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 122.4% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 326 160 10 10 181 384 10 40 10 228 414 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.77 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1203 3166 3182

Flt Permitted 0.67 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 811 3166 3182

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 326 160 10 10 181 384 10 40 10 228 414 20

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 536 0 0 0 0 620 0 0 0 0 708 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 252 262 52

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 20 18 5

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 47.0 20.0 20.0

Effective Green, g (s) 48.0 20.0 20.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.44 0.18 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 354 576 579

v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 c0.22

v/s Ratio Perm c0.66

v/c Ratio 1.51 1.08 1.22

Uniform Delay, d1 31.0 45.0 45.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 245.5 59.8 115.1

Delay (s) 276.5 104.8 160.1

Level of Service F F F

Approach Delay (s) 276.5 104.8 160.1

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 40

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 40

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 22

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 13 30 10 180 50 50 132 20 60 556 90 52

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.95 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.94 0.98

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1572 1430 3219

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.84 0.74

Satd. Flow (perm) 1424 1232 2398

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 14 32 11 189 53 53 139 21 63 585 95 55

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 12 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 49 0 0 413 0 0 0 0 752 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 21 55 9

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 8 28 7

Parking  (#/hr) 3 5 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 21.0 21.0 36.5

Effective Green, g (s) 21.0 21.0 37.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.26 0.47

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 374 323 1124

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.34 c0.31

v/c Ratio 0.13 1.28 0.67

Uniform Delay, d1 22.5 29.5 16.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.67

Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 146.7 3.0

Delay (s) 22.6 176.2 14.0

Level of Service C F B

Approach Delay (s) 22.6 176.2 14.0

Approach LOS C F B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 49.5 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.86

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.2% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Claremont Avenue/Forest Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 686 13 13 14 50 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.94

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3279 1517

Flt Permitted 0.85 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2800 1517

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 722 14 14 15 53 53

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 805 0 0 0 121 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 5 12

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 13 20

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 36.5 9.5

Effective Green, g (s) 37.5 9.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.47 0.12

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1313 180

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08

v/s Ratio Perm 0.29

v/c Ratio 0.61 0.67

Uniform Delay, d1 15.8 33.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.1 7.5

Delay (s) 18.0 41.3

Level of Service B D

Approach Delay (s) 18.0 41.3

Approach LOS B D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 31 10 10 10 10 20 43 10 20 386 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.98 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.90 1.00

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1535 1447 1632

Flt Permitted 0.80 0.97 0.95

Satd. Flow (perm) 1265 1412 1556

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 33 11 11 11 11 22 46 11 22 415 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 8 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 2 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 58 0 0 55 0 0 0 0 457 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 33 1 94

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 2

Parking  (#/hr) 3 3 3

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 1 2 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 14.0 25.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 14.0 25.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.23 0.42

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 295 329 648

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.05 0.04 0.29

v/c Ratio 0.20 0.17 0.71

Uniform Delay, d1 18.5 18.3 14.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 1.1 6.4

Delay (s) 19.9 19.4 20.8

Level of Service B B C

Approach Delay (s) 19.9 19.4 20.8

Approach LOS B B C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 21.3 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.3% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

15: Manila Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/25/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER SER2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 53 386 31 52 22 30 30 50

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 16 12 12 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.97 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.92

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1729 1484

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1615 1484

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Adj. Flow (vph) 57 415 33 56 24 32 32 54

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 37 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 555 0 0 0 105 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 67 92

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 2

Parking  (#/hr) 6 3

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 2 4

Permitted Phases 2 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 9.0

Effective Green, g (s) 25.0 9.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.15

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 673 223

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.34 0.07

v/c Ratio 0.82 0.47

Uniform Delay, d1 15.5 23.3

Progression Factor 0.63 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 10.1 7.0

Delay (s) 19.9 30.4

Level of Service B C

Approach Delay (s) 19.9 30.4

Approach LOS B C

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 80 562 170 14 371 123 151 301 47 151 305 110

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.94 0.95 0.96 0.89

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.97 0.99 0.97

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1513 1701 1489 1312

Flt Permitted 0.84 0.97 0.61 0.74

Satd. Flow (perm) 1282 1653 930 987

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 80 562 170 14 371 123 151 301 47 151 305 110

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 5 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 812 0 0 494 0 0 494 0 0 555 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 112 94 201 244

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 1 25 45

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 481 620 600 278

v/s Ratio Prot c0.16

v/s Ratio Perm c0.63 0.30 0.27 c0.56

v/c Ratio 1.69 0.80 0.82 2.00

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 22.3 15.9 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.24 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 318.6 10.1 12.2 461.3

Delay (s) 343.6 37.7 28.1 490.1

Level of Service F D C F

Approach Delay (s) 343.6 37.7 28.1 490.1

Approach LOS F D C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 247.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.61

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 125.9% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 400 330 288 930 530 210

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Hourly flow rate (vph) 400 330 288 930 530 210

Pedestrians 46 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 4 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked 0.77

vC, conflicting volume 1722 417 786

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1339 417 786

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 0 41 64

cM capacity (veh/h) 68 562 797

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 730 598 620 353 387

Volume Left 400 288 0 0 0

Volume Right 330 0 0 0 210

cSH 113 797 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 6.46 0.36 0.36 0.21 0.23

Queue Length 95th (ft) Err 41 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) Err 8.6 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) Err 4.2 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2717.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 108.9% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 17 20 32 486 458 14

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Hourly flow rate (vph) 17 20 33 496 467 14

Pedestrians 238

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 20

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.82 0.82 0.82

vC, conflicting volume 1274 712 720

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1225 543 551

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 86 94 95

cM capacity (veh/h) 124 356 672

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 38 529 482

Volume Left 17 33 0

Volume Right 20 0 14

cSH 191 672 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.20 0.05 0.28

Queue Length 95th (ft) 18 4 0

Control Delay (s) 28.4 1.3 0.0

Lane LOS D A

Approach Delay (s) 28.4 1.3 0.0

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.8% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 207 8 50 10 4 20 152 968 10 40 696 126

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.92 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.96 0.98 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1734 1677 3508 3415

Flt Permitted 0.75 0.91 0.64 0.84

Satd. Flow (perm) 1349 1554 2248 2874

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 218 8 53 11 4 21 160 1019 11 42 733 133

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 14 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 269 0 0 20 0 0 1190 0 0 894 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 22 1 33 24

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 1

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.1 16.1 32.9 32.9

Effective Green, g (s) 16.1 16.1 32.9 32.9

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.50 0.50

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 332 382 1129 1444

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.20 0.01 c0.53 0.31

v/c Ratio 0.81 0.05 1.05 4.75dl

Uniform Delay, d1 23.3 18.9 16.3 11.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 13.9 0.1 42.2 2.0

Delay (s) 37.2 18.9 58.5 13.8

Level of Service D B E B

Approach Delay (s) 37.2 18.9 58.5 13.8

Approach LOS D B E B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 38.5 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 65.5 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.9% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

dl    Defacto Left Lane.  Recode with 1 though lane as a left lane.

dr    Defacto Right Lane.  Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane.

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR NWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 11 0 20 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.90

Flt Protected 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1657

Flt Permitted 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 1657

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 21 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 34 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 4.5

Effective Green, g (s) 4.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 114

v/s Ratio Prot c0.02

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.30

Uniform Delay, d1 29.0

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.5

Delay (s) 30.4

Level of Service C

Approach Delay (s) 30.4

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 80 20 352 334 10 30 321

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.66 0.81

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.93 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 955 1268

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.33 1.00 0.40

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 610 955 514

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 80 20 352 334 10 30 321

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 90 0 0 0 100 696 0 0 0 484

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 197 197

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 74 74

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 189 233 365 196

v/s Ratio Prot 0.73

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.16 c0.94

v/c Ratio 0.48 0.43 1.91 2.47

Uniform Delay, d1 44.6 25.1 34.0 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.4 5.7 418.2 676.3

Delay (s) 53.0 30.8 452.2 710.3

Level of Service D C F F

Approach Delay (s) 53.0 399.3 710.3

Approach LOS D F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 387.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.80

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 120.8% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 123 10 10 115 745 20 50 10 274 445 10 32

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3202 3175

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3202 3175

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 123 10 10 115 745 20 50 10 274 445 10 32

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 937 0 0 0 0 769 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 206 207 49 63

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 58 68 8 9

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 553 548

v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 c0.24

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.69 1.40

Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 320.0 191.9

Delay (s) 365.5 237.4

Level of Service F F

Approach Delay (s) 365.5 237.4

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 72 0 1134 707 61

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 72 0 1134 707 61

Pedestrians 24

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked 0.90 0.87 0.87

vC, conflicting volume 1328 408 792

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 518 32 471

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 92 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 432 886 930

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 72 378 756 471 297

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 72 0 0 0 61

cSH 886 930 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.00 0.44 0.28 0.17

Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 9.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS A

Approach Delay (s) 9.4 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 42.5% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 251 175 35 264 115 141 307 50 102 292 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.94 0.95 0.97 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.96 0.99 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1480 1703 1516 1328

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.94 0.62 0.80

Satd. Flow (perm) 1331 1603 960 1068

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 60 251 175 35 264 115 141 307 50 102 292 90

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 26 0 0 18 0 0 5 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 460 0 0 397 0 0 493 0 0 474 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 61 64 112 255

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 8 13 15

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 499 601 615 300

v/s Ratio Prot c0.16

v/s Ratio Perm c0.35 0.25 0.26 c0.44

v/c Ratio 0.92 0.66 0.80 1.58

Uniform Delay, d1 23.9 20.8 15.6 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.27 1.00 0.95

Incremental Delay, d2 25.0 5.6 10.6 262.4

Delay (s) 48.9 31.9 26.1 289.7

Level of Service D C C F

Approach Delay (s) 48.9 31.9 26.1 289.7

Approach LOS D C C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 101.1 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.12

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.7% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 120 273 234 553 524 150

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Hourly flow rate (vph) 128 290 249 588 557 160

Pedestrians 20 3

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 2 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked 0.91

vC, conflicting volume 1449 382 737

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1302 382 737

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 0 52 71

cM capacity (veh/h) 97 605 850

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 418 445 392 372 345

Volume Left 128 249 0 0 0

Volume Right 290 0 0 0 160

cSH 232 850 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 1.80 0.29 0.23 0.22 0.20

Queue Length 95th (ft) 717 31 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 412.3 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 412.3 4.1 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 89.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.5% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 20 30 23 497 464 25

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 22 33 25 540 504 27

Pedestrians 306 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 26 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.84 0.84 0.84

vC, conflicting volume 1414 826 838

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1398 701 715

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 77 88 96

cM capacity (veh/h) 93 275 557

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 54 565 532

Volume Left 22 25 0

Volume Right 33 0 27

cSH 154 557 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.35 0.04 0.31

Queue Length 95th (ft) 36 4 0

Control Delay (s) 40.5 1.3 0.0

Lane LOS E A

Approach Delay (s) 40.5 1.3 0.0

Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.5% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 208 6 77 10 5 20 180 556 10 20 641 142

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.92 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1720 1681 3487 3419

Flt Permitted 0.76 0.91 0.59 0.93

Satd. Flow (perm) 1362 1554 2090 3183

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 219 6 81 11 5 21 189 585 11 21 675 149

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 18 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 291 0 0 21 0 0 785 0 0 827 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 16 16 7

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 3 10 2

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.1 16.1 32.3 32.3

Effective Green, g (s) 16.1 16.1 32.3 32.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.26 0.52 0.52

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 355 405 1092 1664

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.21 0.01 c0.38 0.26

v/c Ratio 0.82 0.05 0.72 4.03dr

Uniform Delay, d1 21.5 17.1 11.3 9.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 14.0 0.1 4.1 1.1

Delay (s) 35.5 17.2 15.4 10.6

Level of Service D B B B

Approach Delay (s) 35.5 17.2 15.4 10.6

Approach LOS D B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 16.9 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.75

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 61.8 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.2% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

dr    Defacto Right Lane.  Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane.

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 11 0 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.94

Flt Protected 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 1698

Flt Permitted 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 1698

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 23 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 1.4

Effective Green, g (s) 1.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 38

v/s Ratio Prot c0.01

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.61

Uniform Delay, d1 29.9

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 24.3

Delay (s) 54.2

Level of Service D

Approach Delay (s) 54.2

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 70 20 315 279 10 30 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.71

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.93

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1026

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.33 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 607 1026

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 70 20 315 279 10 30 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 90 0 0 0 90 604 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 170 166

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 12

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 189 232 392

v/s Ratio Prot 0.59

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.15

v/c Ratio 0.48 0.39 1.54

Uniform Delay, d1 44.6 24.7 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.4 4.8 255.8

Delay (s) 53.0 29.5 289.8

Level of Service D C F

Approach Delay (s) 53.0 256.1

Approach LOS D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 258.6 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.49

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 121.3% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 301 143 10 10 146 419 10 40 10 253 431 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.78 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1211 3175 3181

Flt Permitted 0.52 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 632 3175 3181

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 301 143 10 10 146 419 10 40 10 253 431 20

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 494 0 0 0 0 621 0 0 0 0 753 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 252 262 52

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 20 18 5

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.0 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 241 548 549

v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 c0.24

v/s Ratio Perm c0.78

v/c Ratio 2.05 1.13 1.37

Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 45.5 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 486.6 80.6 178.4

Delay (s) 520.6 126.1 223.9

Level of Service F F F

Approach Delay (s) 520.6 126.1 223.9

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 43

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 43

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 22

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alts Analysis

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 103 0 748 663 72

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 103 0 748 663 72

Pedestrians 7

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked 0.91 0.91 0.91

vC, conflicting volume 1080 374 742

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 432 103 508

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 88 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 500 840 949

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 103 249 499 442 293

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 103 0 0 0 72

cSH 840 949 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.00 0.29 0.26 0.17

Queue Length 95th (ft) 10 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 9.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS A

Approach Delay (s) 9.9 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 33.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 80 562 170 14 371 123 151 301 47 151 305 110

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.94 0.95 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.86

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1514 1701 1770 1469 1770 1254

Flt Permitted 0.90 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1368 1660 1770 1469 1770 1254

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 80 562 170 14 371 123 151 301 47 151 305 110

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 7 0 0 16 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 812 0 0 493 0 151 341 0 151 399 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 112 94 201 244

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 1 25 45

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 36.0 36.0 7.5 23.5 6.5 22.0

Effective Green, g (s) 37.0 37.0 7.0 24.5 7.5 23.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.46 0.09 0.31 0.09 0.29

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 633 768 155 450 166 361

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09 0.23 0.09 c0.32

v/s Ratio Perm c0.59 0.30

v/c Ratio 1.28 0.64 0.97 0.76 0.91 1.10

Uniform Delay, d1 21.5 16.4 36.4 25.1 35.9 28.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 139.1 4.1 65.8 11.3 49.3 78.5

Delay (s) 160.6 20.6 102.2 36.4 85.2 107.0

Level of Service F C F D F F

Approach Delay (s) 160.6 20.6 56.3 101.2

Approach LOS F C E F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 94.8 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.19

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 122.3% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 400 330 288 930 530 210

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.96

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1691 3498 3241

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.61 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1691 2165 3241

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 400 330 288 930 530 210

RTOR Reduction (vph) 37 0 0 0 53 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 693 0 0 1218 687 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 46

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 43.0 43.0

Effective Green, g (s) 29.0 43.0 43.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.36 0.54 0.54

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 613 1164 1742

v/s Ratio Prot c0.41 0.21

v/s Ratio Perm c0.56

v/c Ratio 1.13 1.05 0.39

Uniform Delay, d1 25.5 18.5 10.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 77.9 39.4 0.7

Delay (s) 103.4 57.9 11.5

Level of Service F E B

Approach Delay (s) 103.4 57.9 11.5

Approach LOS F E B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 57.5 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.08

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 108.9% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 80 20 352 334 10 30 321

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.66 0.81

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.93 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 960 1270

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.37 1.00 0.59

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 685 960 755

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 80 20 352 334 10 30 321

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 90 0 0 0 100 696 0 0 0 484

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 197 197

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 74 74

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 48.0 48.0 48.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.44 0.44 0.44

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 81 299 419 329

v/s Ratio Prot c0.72

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.15 0.64

v/c Ratio 1.11 0.33 1.66 1.47

Uniform Delay, d1 52.0 20.5 31.0 31.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 133.3 3.0 307.9 227.9

Delay (s) 185.3 23.5 338.9 258.9

Level of Service F C F F

Approach Delay (s) 185.3 299.3 258.9

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 274.8 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.55

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 120.8% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 123 10 10 115 745 20 50 10 274 445 10 32

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3202 3175

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3202 3175

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 123 10 10 115 745 20 50 10 274 445 10 32

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 937 0 0 0 0 769 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 206 207 49 63

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 58 68 8 9

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 20.0 20.0

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 20.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 582 577

v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 c0.24

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.61 1.33

Uniform Delay, d1 45.0 45.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 282.2 161.0

Delay (s) 327.2 206.0

Level of Service F F

Approach Delay (s) 327.2 206.0

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 251 175 35 264 115 141 307 50 102 292 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.94 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.87

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.96 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1480 1703 1770 1508 1770 1289

Flt Permitted 0.91 0.94 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1348 1611 1770 1508 1770 1289

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 60 251 175 35 264 115 141 307 50 102 292 90

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 25 0 0 17 0 0 7 0 0 14 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 461 0 0 397 0 141 350 0 102 368 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 61 64 112 255

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 8 13 15

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 31.0 31.0 10.5 28.0 7.0 24.0

Effective Green, g (s) 32.0 32.0 10.0 29.0 8.0 25.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.40 0.40 0.12 0.36 0.10 0.31

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 539 644 221 547 177 403

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 c0.23 0.06 c0.29

v/s Ratio Perm c0.34 0.25

v/c Ratio 0.85 0.62 0.64 0.64 0.58 0.91

Uniform Delay, d1 21.9 19.1 33.3 21.2 34.4 26.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 15.8 4.4 13.3 5.6 13.0 27.6

Delay (s) 37.7 23.5 46.6 26.8 47.3 54.1

Level of Service D C D C D D

Approach Delay (s) 37.7 23.5 32.4 52.7

Approach LOS D C C D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 37.0 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.90

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.8% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 120 273 234 553 524 150

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.91 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1645 3487 3364

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.61 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1645 2167 3364

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 128 290 249 588 557 160

RTOR Reduction (vph) 116 0 0 0 27 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 302 0 0 837 690 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 20

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.3 45.4 45.4

Effective Green, g (s) 17.3 45.4 45.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.64 0.64

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 403 1392 2160

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 0.21

v/s Ratio Perm c0.39

v/c Ratio 0.75 0.60 0.32

Uniform Delay, d1 24.7 7.4 5.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 7.4 1.9 0.4

Delay (s) 32.1 9.3 6.1

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 32.1 9.3 6.1

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 13.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.64

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.7 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.5% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 70 20 315 279 10 30 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.71

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.93

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1027

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.35 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 658 1027

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 70 20 315 279 10 30 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 90 0 0 0 90 604 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 170 166

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 12

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 45.0 45.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 46.0 46.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.42 0.42

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 81 275 429

v/s Ratio Prot 0.59

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.14

v/c Ratio 1.11 0.33 1.41

Uniform Delay, d1 52.0 21.6 32.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 133.3 3.2 197.1

Delay (s) 185.3 24.7 229.1

Level of Service F C F

Approach Delay (s) 185.3 202.6

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 179.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.34

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 121.3% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 301 143 10 10 146 419 10 40 10 253 431 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.78 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1212 3175 3181

Flt Permitted 0.62 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 758 3175 3181

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 301 143 10 10 146 419 10 40 10 253 431 20

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 494 0 0 0 0 620 0 0 0 0 753 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 252 262 52

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 20 18 5

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 45.0 20.0 22.0

Effective Green, g (s) 46.0 20.0 22.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.18 0.20

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 317 577 636

v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 c0.24

v/s Ratio Perm c0.65

v/c Ratio 1.56 1.07 1.18

Uniform Delay, d1 32.0 45.0 44.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 266.2 59.1 98.1

Delay (s) 298.2 104.1 142.1

Level of Service F F F

Approach Delay (s) 298.2 104.1 142.1

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 43

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 43

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 22

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 80 530 202 14 371 123 151 301 40 80 376 110

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.93 0.95 0.96 0.89

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.97 0.99 0.97

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1488 1701 1501 1320

Flt Permitted 0.84 0.97 0.50 0.86

Satd. Flow (perm) 1261 1653 756 1146

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 80 530 202 14 371 123 151 301 40 80 376 110

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 4 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 812 0 0 494 0 0 488 0 0 555 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 112 94 201 244

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 1 25 45

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 473 620 546 322

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18

v/s Ratio Perm c0.64 0.30 0.29 c0.48

v/c Ratio 1.72 0.80 0.89 1.72

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 22.3 17.0 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.24 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 331.4 10.1 19.7 338.7

Delay (s) 356.4 37.7 36.7 367.5

Level of Service F D D F

Approach Delay (s) 356.4 37.7 36.7 367.5

Approach LOS F D D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 224.8 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.54

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 136.1% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 400 220 288 930 530 210

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Hourly flow rate (vph) 400 220 288 930 530 210

Pedestrians 46 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 4 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked 0.79

vC, conflicting volume 1722 417 786

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1375 417 786

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 0 61 64

cM capacity (veh/h) 66 562 797

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 620 598 620 353 387

Volume Left 400 288 0 0 0

Volume Right 220 0 0 0 210

cSH 96 797 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 6.46 0.36 0.36 0.21 0.23

Queue Length 95th (ft) Err 41 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) Err 8.6 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) Err 4.2 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2406.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 102.2% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 7 20 0 0 0 32 486 85 103 458 14

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Hourly flow rate (vph) 10 7 20 0 0 0 33 496 87 105 467 14

Pedestrians 238 114 237

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 0.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 20 0 20

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.82 0.82 0.81 0.82 0.82 0.72 0.81 0.72

vC, conflicting volume 1721 1685 712 1420 1648 890 720 697

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1255 1211 531 887 1166 659 540 392

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 82 93 94 100 100 100 95 88

cM capacity (veh/h) 58 100 357 144 106 270 670 846

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 38 33 583 105 482

Volume Left 10 33 0 105 0

Volume Right 20 0 87 0 14

cSH 124 670 1700 846 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.30 0.05 0.34 0.12 0.28

Queue Length 95th (ft) 30 4 0 11 0

Control Delay (s) 46.3 10.6 0.0 9.9 0.0

Lane LOS E B A

Approach Delay (s) 46.3 0.6 1.8

Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 207 8 50 10 4 20 67 968 10 40 661 51

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.92 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.96 0.98 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1734 1677 3519 3476

Flt Permitted 0.75 0.91 0.85 0.86

Satd. Flow (perm) 1349 1554 2998 2980

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 218 8 53 11 4 21 71 1019 11 42 696 54

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 269 0 0 20 0 0 1101 0 0 787 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 22 1 33 24

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 1

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.1 16.1 32.9 32.9

Effective Green, g (s) 16.1 16.1 32.9 32.9

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.50 0.50

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 332 382 1506 1497

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.20 0.01 c0.37 0.26

v/c Ratio 0.81 0.05 0.73 0.53

Uniform Delay, d1 23.3 18.9 12.8 11.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 13.9 0.1 3.2 1.3

Delay (s) 37.2 18.9 16.0 12.3

Level of Service D B B B

Approach Delay (s) 37.2 18.9 16.0 12.3

Approach LOS D B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 17.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 65.5 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.9% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR NWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 11 0 20 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.90

Flt Protected 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1657

Flt Permitted 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 1657

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 21 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 34 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 4.5

Effective Green, g (s) 4.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 114

v/s Ratio Prot c0.02

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.30

Uniform Delay, d1 29.0

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.5

Delay (s) 30.4

Level of Service C

Approach Delay (s) 30.4

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 80 20 413 273 10 30 321

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.72 0.81

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.94 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1058 1268

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.33 1.00 0.40

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 610 1058 514

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 80 20 413 273 10 30 321

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 90 0 0 0 100 696 0 0 0 484

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 197 197

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 74 74

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 189 233 404 196

v/s Ratio Prot 0.66

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.16 c0.94

v/c Ratio 0.48 0.43 1.72 2.47

Uniform Delay, d1 44.6 25.1 34.0 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.4 5.7 335.5 676.3

Delay (s) 53.0 30.8 369.5 710.3

Level of Service D C F F

Approach Delay (s) 53.0 327.0 710.3

Approach LOS D F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 368.9 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.80

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 120.8% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 123 10 10 139 721 20 50 10 274 445 10 32

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3198 3175

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3198 3175

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 123 10 10 139 721 20 50 10 274 445 10 32

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 937 0 0 0 0 769 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 206 207 49 63

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 58 68 8 9

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 552 548

v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 c0.24

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.70 1.40

Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 321.4 191.9

Delay (s) 366.9 237.4

Level of Service F F

Approach Delay (s) 366.9 237.4

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alternative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 70 0 1046 705 27

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 70 0 1046 705 27

Pedestrians 24

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked 0.90 0.89 0.89

vC, conflicting volume 1266 390 756

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 504 63 475

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 92 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 436 861 944

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 70 349 697 470 262

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 70 0 0 0 27

cSH 861 944 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.00 0.41 0.28 0.15

Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 9.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS A

Approach Delay (s) 9.6 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.9% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alernative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 210 216 35 264 115 141 307 40 20 374 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.93 0.95 0.98 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 0.96 0.99 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1442 1703 1527 1339

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.94 0.50 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 1297 1603 774 1301

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 60 210 216 35 264 115 141 307 40 20 374 90

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 36 0 0 18 0 0 4 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 450 0 0 397 0 0 484 0 0 474 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 61 64 112 255

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 8 13 15

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.0 29.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 486 601 557 366

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17

v/s Ratio Perm c0.35 0.25 0.28 c0.36

v/c Ratio 0.93 0.66 0.87 1.29

Uniform Delay, d1 23.9 20.8 16.6 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.27 1.00 0.95

Incremental Delay, d2 25.9 5.6 16.7 134.6

Delay (s) 49.9 31.9 33.3 162.0

Level of Service D C C F

Approach Delay (s) 49.9 31.9 33.3 162.0

Approach LOS D C C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 70.6 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.05

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 107.5% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alernative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 120 140 234 553 524 150

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Hourly flow rate (vph) 128 149 249 588 557 160

Pedestrians 20 3

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 2 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked 0.91

vC, conflicting volume 1449 382 737

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1303 382 737

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 0 75 71

cM capacity (veh/h) 97 605 850

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 277 445 392 372 345

Volume Left 128 249 0 0 0

Volume Right 149 0 0 0 160

cSH 177 850 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 1.57 0.29 0.23 0.22 0.20

Queue Length 95th (ft) 455 31 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 327.9 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 327.9 4.1 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 51.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.2% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alernative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 10 30 0 0 0 23 497 107 123 464 25

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 11 33 0 0 0 25 540 116 134 504 27

Pedestrians 306 141 2 185

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 0.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 26 0 0 15

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83

vC, conflicting volume 1867 1939 826 1601 1894 924 838 798

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1944 2032 683 1623 1978 924 697 798

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 38 61 88 100 100 100 95 84

cM capacity (veh/h) 17 28 276 29 30 276 553 825

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 54 25 657 134 532

Volume Left 11 25 0 134 0

Volume Right 33 0 116 0 27

cSH 48 553 1700 825 1700

Volume to Capacity 1.13 0.05 0.39 0.16 0.31

Queue Length 95th (ft) 123 4 0 14 0

Control Delay (s) 305.8 11.8 0.0 10.2 0.0

Lane LOS F B B

Approach Delay (s) 305.8 0.4 2.1

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.0% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alernative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 208 6 77 10 5 20 73 556 10 20 599 51

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.92 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1720 1681 3507 3484

Flt Permitted 0.76 0.91 0.81 0.93

Satd. Flow (perm) 1362 1554 2864 3244

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 219 6 81 11 5 21 77 585 11 21 631 54

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 291 0 0 21 0 0 673 0 0 700 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 16 16 7

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 3 10 2

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.1 16.1 32.3 32.3

Effective Green, g (s) 16.1 16.1 32.3 32.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.26 0.52 0.52

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 355 405 1497 1695

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.21 0.01 c0.23 0.22

v/c Ratio 0.82 0.05 0.45 0.41

Uniform Delay, d1 21.5 17.1 9.2 9.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 14.0 0.1 1.0 0.7

Delay (s) 35.5 17.2 10.2 9.7

Level of Service D B B A

Approach Delay (s) 35.5 17.2 10.2 9.7

Approach LOS D B B A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 15.2 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 61.8 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.0% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alernative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement NWL2 NWL NWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 11 0 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00

Frt 0.94

Flt Protected 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 1698

Flt Permitted 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 1698

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 23 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 1.4

Effective Green, g (s) 1.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 38

v/s Ratio Prot c0.01

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.61

Uniform Delay, d1 29.9

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 24.3

Delay (s) 54.2

Level of Service D

Approach Delay (s) 54.2

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alernative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 70 20 387 207 10 30 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.78

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.95

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1154

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.33 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 607 1154

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 70 20 387 207 10 30 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 90 0 0 0 90 604 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 170 166

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 12

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0

Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 42.0 42.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 189 232 441

v/s Ratio Prot 0.52

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.15

v/c Ratio 0.48 0.39 1.37

Uniform Delay, d1 44.6 24.7 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.4 4.8 180.3

Delay (s) 53.0 29.5 214.3

Level of Service D C F

Approach Delay (s) 53.0 190.3

Approach LOS D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 241.7 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.49

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 121.4% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alernative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 301 143 10 10 181 384 10 40 10 253 431 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.78 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1211 3166 3181

Flt Permitted 0.52 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 632 3166 3181

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 301 143 10 10 181 384 10 40 10 253 431 20

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 494 0 0 0 0 621 0 0 0 0 753 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 252 262 52

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 20 18 5

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 41.0 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 42.0 19.0 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.17 0.17

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 241 547 549

v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 c0.24

v/s Ratio Perm c0.78

v/c Ratio 2.05 1.14 1.37

Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 45.5 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 486.6 81.4 178.4

Delay (s) 520.6 126.9 223.9

Level of Service F F F

Approach Delay (s) 520.6 126.9 223.9

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alernative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 43

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 43

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 22

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

17: South Driveway & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alernative 4

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 102 0 637 660 31

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 102 0 637 660 31

Pedestrians 7

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 295 362

pX, platoon unblocked 0.92 0.92 0.92

vC, conflicting volume 1001 352 698

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 439 118 494

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 88 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 501 832 973

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 102 212 425 440 251

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 102 0 0 0 31

cSH 832 973 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.00 0.25 0.26 0.15

Queue Length 95th (ft) 10 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 9.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS A

Approach Delay (s) 9.9 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 32.2% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: CLaremont Avenue/Driveway



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alternative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 80 530 202 14 371 123 151 301 40 80 376 110

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.93 0.95 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.88

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.97 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1488 1701 1770 1486 1770 1293

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.98 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1338 1662 1770 1486 1770 1293

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 80 530 202 14 371 123 151 301 40 80 376 110

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 6 0 0 13 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 812 0 0 494 0 151 335 0 80 473 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 112 94 201 244

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 1 25 45

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 35.0 35.0 7.5 25.0 6.0 23.0

Effective Green, g (s) 36.0 36.0 7.0 26.0 7.0 24.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.45 0.09 0.32 0.09 0.30

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 602 748 155 483 155 388

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09 0.23 0.05 c0.37

v/s Ratio Perm c0.61 0.30

v/c Ratio 1.35 0.66 0.97 0.69 0.52 1.22

Uniform Delay, d1 22.0 17.2 36.4 23.5 34.9 28.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 167.8 4.5 65.8 8.0 11.8 119.5

Delay (s) 189.8 21.7 102.2 31.5 46.6 147.5

Level of Service F C F C D F

Approach Delay (s) 189.8 21.7 53.2 133.3

Approach LOS F C D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 112.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.26

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 126.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alternative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 400 220 288 930 530 210

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.96

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1709 3498 3241

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.62 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1709 2179 3241

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 400 220 288 930 530 210

RTOR Reduction (vph) 25 0 0 0 53 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 595 0 0 1218 687 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 46

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 27.0 45.0 45.0

Effective Green, g (s) 27.0 45.0 45.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.56 0.56

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 577 1226 1823

v/s Ratio Prot c0.35 0.21

v/s Ratio Perm c0.56

v/c Ratio 1.03 0.99 0.38

Uniform Delay, d1 26.5 17.4 9.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 45.9 24.0 0.1

Delay (s) 72.4 41.3 9.8

Level of Service E D A

Approach Delay (s) 72.4 41.3 9.8

Approach LOS E D A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 39.8 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.01

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 102.2% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alternative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 80 20 413 273 10 30 321

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.72 0.81

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.94 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1061 1270

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.36 1.00 0.56

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 673 1061 719

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 20 10 40 10 80 20 413 273 10 30 321

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 90 0 0 0 100 696 0 0 0 484

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 197 197

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 74 74

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12 5

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2 6

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 46.0 46.0 46.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 47.0 47.0 47.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.43 0.43 0.43

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 81 288 453 307

v/s Ratio Prot 0.66

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.15 c0.67

v/c Ratio 1.11 0.35 1.54 1.58

Uniform Delay, d1 52.0 21.2 31.5 31.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 133.3 3.3 252.3 274.6

Delay (s) 185.3 24.5 283.8 306.1

Level of Service F C F F

Approach Delay (s) 185.3 251.2 306.1

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 263.1 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.48

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 120.8% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM-Alternative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 123 10 10 139 721 20 50 10 274 445 10 32

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 3198 3175

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3198 3175

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 123 10 10 139 721 20 50 10 274 445 10 32

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 937 0 0 0 0 769 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 206 207 49 63

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 58 68 8 9

Parking  (#/hr) 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 20.0 21.0

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 21.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.19

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 581 606

v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 c0.24

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.61 1.27

Uniform Delay, d1 45.0 44.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 283.5 133.4

Delay (s) 328.5 177.9

Level of Service F F

Approach Delay (s) 328.5 177.9

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alernative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 210 216 35 264 115 141 307 40 20 374 90

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.93 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 0.96 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1442 1703 1770 1525 1770 1330

Flt Permitted 0.90 0.94 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1306 1608 1770 1525 1770 1330

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 60 210 216 35 264 115 141 307 40 20 374 90

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 36 0 0 17 0 0 6 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 450 0 0 397 0 141 341 0 20 453 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 61 64 112 255

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 8 13 15

Parking  (#/hr) 2 8 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 6 6 3 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 30.0 10.5 30.0 6.0 25.0

Effective Green, g (s) 31.0 31.0 10.0 31.0 7.0 26.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.39 0.39 0.12 0.39 0.09 0.32

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 506 623 221 591 155 432

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 c0.22 0.01 c0.34

v/s Ratio Perm c0.34 0.25

v/c Ratio 0.89 0.64 0.64 0.58 0.13 1.05

Uniform Delay, d1 22.9 19.9 33.3 19.3 33.7 27.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.88 1.02

Incremental Delay, d2 20.3 4.9 13.3 4.1 0.2 28.3

Delay (s) 43.2 24.8 46.6 23.4 29.7 55.9

Level of Service D C D C C E

Approach Delay (s) 43.2 24.8 30.1 54.9

Approach LOS D C C D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 38.7 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.97

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.7% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

6: Alcatraz Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alernative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 120 140 234 553 524 150

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.98 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1675 3487 3377

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.63 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1675 2215 3377

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 128 149 249 588 557 160

RTOR Reduction (vph) 56 0 0 0 35 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 221 0 0 837 682 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 20

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 8

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 12.0 26.8 26.8

Effective Green, g (s) 12.0 26.8 26.8

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.57 0.57

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 429 1268 1934

v/s Ratio Prot c0.13 0.20

v/s Ratio Perm c0.38

v/c Ratio 0.52 0.66 0.35

Uniform Delay, d1 14.9 6.9 5.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 1.3 0.1

Delay (s) 16.0 8.2 5.5

Level of Service B A A

Approach Delay (s) 16.0 8.2 5.5

Approach LOS B A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 8.3 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.62

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 46.8 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.4% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alernative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 70 20 387 207 10 30 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.78

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.95

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1483 1770 1155

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.35 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 658 1155

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 20 10 30 20 70 20 387 207 10 30 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 90 0 0 0 90 604 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 170 166

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 12

Parking  (#/hr) 5 12

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 1 2

Permitted Phases 1 1 2 2 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 45.0 45.0

Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 46.0 46.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.42 0.42

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 81 275 483

v/s Ratio Prot 0.52

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.14

v/c Ratio 1.11 0.33 1.25

Uniform Delay, d1 52.0 21.6 32.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 133.3 3.2 129.0

Delay (s) 185.3 24.7 161.0

Level of Service F C F

Approach Delay (s) 185.3 143.3

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 164.1 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.34

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 121.4% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Description: College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alernative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 301 143 10 10 181 384 10 40 10 253 431 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.78 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.96 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1212 3166 3181

Flt Permitted 0.62 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 758 3166 3181

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 301 143 10 10 181 384 10 40 10 253 431 20

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 494 0 0 0 0 620 0 0 0 0 753 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 252 262 52

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 20 18 5

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 45.0 20.0 22.0

Effective Green, g (s) 46.0 20.0 22.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.18 0.20

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 317 576 636

v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 c0.24

v/s Ratio Perm c0.65

v/c Ratio 1.56 1.08 1.18

Uniform Delay, d1 32.0 45.0 44.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 266.2 59.8 98.1

Delay (s) 298.2 104.8 142.1

Level of Service F F F

Approach Delay (s) 298.2 104.8 142.1

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Project SAT-Alernative 4-Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

3/28/2011 WC07-2483

Movement SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 43

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900

Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes

Flpb, ped/bikes

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00

Adj. Flow (vph) 43

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 22

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Parking  (#/hr)

Turn Type

Protected Phases

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

Clearance Time (s)

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2

Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary



 



 

Appendix J 
Traffic Congestion Management Program 
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Link 
Location # Lanes

 Model 
Volume 

 Project 
Trips 

 No 
Project 
Volume 

 With 
Project 
Volume 

% 
Increase

V/C Ratio -
No Project

V/C Ratio -
With 

Project 
No Project 

LOS

With 
Project 

LOS
Change in 
V/C >3%

Change in 
LOS

Freeway Segments
I-80/I-580 Eastbound
Between Powell Street Ashby Avenue 4 8,722     2 8,722       8,724       0% 1.12 1.12 F F No no change
I-80/I-580 Westbound
Between Ashby Avenue Powell Street 4 7,844     3 7,844       7,847       0% 1.01 1.01 F F No no change
I-880 Northbound
Between Broadway I-980 5 5,946     2 5,946       5,948       0% 0.61 0.61 C C No no change
I-880 Southbound
Between I-980 Broadway 5 6,591     3 6,591       6,594       0% 0.68 0.68 C C No no change
I-580 Eastbound
Between I-580/I880 MacArthur Boulevard 4 8,714     2 8,714       8,716       0% 1.12 1.12 F F No no change
Between MacArthur Boulevard I-980/SR 24 5 8,259     2 8,259       8,261       0% 0.85 0.85 D D No no change
Between I-980/SR 24 Oakland Avenue 5 8,270     3 8,270       8,273       0% 0.85 0.85 D D No no change
I-580 Westbound
Between Oakland Avenue I-980/SR 24 5 6,416     3 6,416       6,419       0% 0.66 0.66 C C No no change
Between I-980/SR 24 MacArthur Boulevard 5 7,408     2 7,408       7,410       0% 0.76 0.76 D D No no change
Between MacArthur Boulevard I-580/I880 5 7,408     2 7,408       7,410       0% 0.76 0.76 D D No no change
I-980 Eastbound
Between I-880 17th Street 2 2,911     2 2,911       2,913       0% 0.75 0.75 C C No no change
Between 18th Street 27th Street 5 5,767     2 5,767       5,769       0% 0.59 0.59 C C No no change
Between 27th Street I-580 4 6,102     2 6,102       6,104       0% 0.78 0.78 D D No no change
I-980 Westbound
Between I-580 27th Street 3 3,295     3 3,295       3,298       0% 0.56 0.56 B B No no change
Between 27th Street 18th Street 5 3,332     3 3,332       3,335       0% 0.34 0.34 A A No no change
Between 17th Street I-880 3 3,844     3 3,844       3,847       0% 0.66 0.66 C C No no change
SR 13 Northbound
Between Broadway Terrace SR 24 3 3,859     1 3,859       3,860       0% 0.66 0.66 C C No no change
SR 13 Southbound
Between SR 24 Broadway Terrace 3 3,845     1 3,845       3,846       0% 0.66 0.66 C C No no change
SR 24 Eastbound
Between I-580 Telegraph Avenue 4 7,471     6 7,471       7,477       0% 0.96 0.96 E E No no change
Between Telegraph Avenue Broadway 4 7,678     0 7,678       7,678       0% 0.98 0.98 E E No no change
Between Broadway SR 13 5 8,201     5 8,201       8,206       0% 0.84 0.84 D D No no change
Between SR 13 Caldecott Tunnel 4 9,353     5 9,353       9,358       0% 1.20 1.20 F F No no change
SR 24 Westbound
Between Caldecott Tunnel SR 13 4 5,426     8 5,426       5,434       0% 0.70 0.70 C C No no change
Between SR 13 Broadway 5 4,310     7 4,310       4,317       0% 0.44 0.44 B B No no change
Between Broadway Telegraph Avenue 4 3,897     0 3,897       3,897       0% 0.50 0.50 B B No no change
Between Telegraph Avenue I-580 4 4,604     9 4,604       4,613       0% 0.59 0.59 C C No no change
Arterials
College Avenue Northbound
Between Broadway Manila Avenue 1 389        5 389          394          0% 0.49 0.49 B B No no change
Between Manila Avenue Shafter Avenue 1 246        15 246          261          0% 0.31 0.33 A A No no change
Between Shafter Avenue Miles Avenue 1 195        16 195          211          0% 0.24 0.26 A A No no change
Between Miles Avenue Claremont Avenue 1 297        27 297          324          0% 0.37 0.41 B B Yes no change
Between Claremont Avenue 63rd Street 1 568        22 568          590          0% 0.71 0.74 C C No no change
Between 63rd Street Alcatraz Avenue 1 586        36 586          622          0% 0.73 0.78 C D Yes change
Between Alcatraz Avenue Ashby Avenue 1 543        24 543          567          0% 0.68 0.71 C C No no change

Segment Limits

Safeway on College Avenue EIR
MTS Roadway System Analysis Summary - 2015 PM
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Link 
Location # Lanes

 Model 
Volume 

 Project 
Trips 

 No 
Project 
Volume 

 With 
Project 
Volume 

% 
Increase

V/C Ratio -
No Project

V/C Ratio -
With 

Project 
No Project 

LOS

With 
Project 

LOS
Change in 
V/C >3%

Change in 
LOSSegment Limits

Safeway on College Avenue EIR
MTS Roadway System Analysis Summary - 2015 PM

Between Ashby Avenue Dwight Way 1 653        12 653          665          0% 0.82 0.83 D D No no change
College Avenue Southbound
Between Dwight Way Ashby Avenue 1 663        12 663          675          0% 0.83 0.84 D D No no change
Between Ashby Avenue Alcatraz Avenue 1 656        26 656          682          0% 0.82 0.85 D D No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue 63rd Street 1 643        38 643          681          0% 0.80 0.85 D D Yes no change
Between 63rd Street Claremont Avenue 1 629        19 629          648          0% 0.79 0.81 D D No no change
Between Claremont Avenue Miles Avenue 1 382        25 382          407          0% 0.48 0.51 B B No no change
Between Miles Avenue Shafter Avenue 1 421        19 421          440          0% 0.53 0.55 B B No no change
Between Shafter Avenue Manila Avenue 1 304        14 304          318          0% 0.38 0.40 B B No no change
Between Manila Avenue Broadway 1 528        5 528          533          0% 0.66 0.67 C C No no change
Claremont Avenue Northbound
Between Telegraph Avenue SR 24 EB Ramp 2 557        3 557          560          0% 0.35 0.35 B B No no change
Between SR 24 EB Ramp SR 24 WB Ramp 2 1,644     11 1,644       1,655       0% 1.03 1.03 F F No no change
Between SR 24 WB Ramp Forest Street 2 1,595     13 1,595       1,608       0% 1.00 1.01 F F No no change
Between Forest Street College Avenue 2 1,425     19 1,425       1,444       0% 0.89 0.90 D D No no change
Between College Avenue Mystic Street 2 866        24 866          890          0% 0.54 0.56 B B No no change
Between Mystic Street Alcatraz Avenue 2 998        10 998          1,008       0% 0.62 0.63 C C No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue Ashby Avenue 2 1,122     10 1,122       1,132       0% 0.70 0.71 C C No no change
Between Ashby Avenue Domingo Avenue 2 1,286     3 1,286       1,289       0% 0.80 0.81 D D No no change
Between Domingo Avenue Grizzly Peak Boulevar 1 746        2 746          748          0% 0.93 0.94 E E No no change
Claremont Avenue Southbound
Between Grizzly Peak BoulevarDomingo Avenue 1 651        2 651          653          0% 0.81 0.82 D D No no change
Between Domingo Avenue Ashby Avenue 2 1,770     3 1,770       1,773       0% 1.11 1.11 F F No no change
Between Ashby Avenue Alcatraz Avenue 2 902        11 902          913          0% 0.56 0.57 B B No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue Mystic Street 2 891        11 891          902          0% 0.56 0.56 B B No no change
Between Mystic Street College Avenue 2 799        24 799          823          0% 0.50 0.51 B B No no change
Between College Avenue Forest Street 2 1,185     18 1,185       1,203       0% 0.74 0.75 C C No no change
Between Forest Street SR 24 WB Ramp 2 1,552     12 1,552       1,564       0% 0.97 0.98 E E No no change
Between SR 24 WB Ramp SR 24 EB Ramp 2 295        4 295          299          0% 0.18 0.19 A A No no change
Between SR 24 EB Ramp Telegraph Avenue 2 268        3 268          271          0% 0.17 0.17 A A No no change
Ashby Avenue Eastbound
Between Telegraph Avenue College Avenue 1 906        5 906          911          0% 1.13 1.14 F F No no change
Between College Avenue Claremont Avenue 1 903        4 903          907          0% 1.13 1.13 F F No no change
Between Claremont Avenue Tunnel Road 1 908        4 908          912          0% 1.14 1.14 F F No no change
Ashby Avenue Westbound
Between Tunnel Road Claremont Avenue 1 864        4 864          868          0% 1.08 1.09 F F No no change
Between Claremont Avenue College Avenue 1 887        5 887          892          0% 1.11 1.12 F F No no change
Between College Avenue Telegraph Avenue 1 772        4 772          776          0% 0.97 0.97 E E No no change
Broadway Northbound
Between MacArthur Boulevard 40th Street 3 1,005     2 1,005       1,007       0% 0.42 0.42 B B No no change
Between 40th Street 51st Street 3 1,065     3 1,065       1,068       0% 0.44 0.45 B B No no change
Between 51st Street College Avenue 3 1,325     4 1,325       1,329       0% 0.55 0.55 B B No no change
Between College Avenue SR 24 2 722        2 722          724          0% 0.45 0.45 B B No no change
Broadway Southbound
Between SR 24 College Avenue 2 509        2 509          511          0% 0.32 0.32 A A No no change
Between College Avenue 51st Street 3 946        4 946          950          0% 0.39 0.40 B B No no change
Between 51st Street 40th Street 3 456        3 456          459          0% 0.19 0.19 A A No no change
Between 40th Street MacArthur Boulevard 3 449        2 449          451          0% 0.19 0.19 A A No no change
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Link 
Location # Lanes

 Model 
Volume 

 Project 
Trips 

 No 
Project 
Volume 

 With 
Project 
Volume 

% 
Increase

V/C Ratio -
No Project

V/C Ratio -
With 

Project 
No Project 

LOS

With 
Project 

LOS
Change in 
V/C >3%

Change in 
LOSSegment Limits

Safeway on College Avenue EIR
MTS Roadway System Analysis Summary - 2015 PM

Telegraph Northbound
Between 51st Street Claremont Avenue 2 1,670     1 1,670       1,671       0% 1.04 1.04 F F No no change
Between Claremont Avenue SR 24 2 1,836     1 1,836       1,837       0% 1.15 1.15 F F No no change
Between SR 24 Alcatraz Avenue 2 1,591     1 1,591       1,592       0% 0.99 0.99 E E No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue Ashby Avenue 2 1,420     4 1,420       1,424       0% 0.89 0.89 D D No no change
Telegraph Southbound
Between Ashby Avenue Alcatraz Avenue 2 1,892     5 1,892       1,897       0% 1.18 1.19 F F No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue SR 24 2 1,785     1 1,785       1,786       0% 1.12 1.12 F F No no change
Between SR 24 Claremont Avenue 2 1,328     1 1,328       1,329       0% 0.83 0.83 D D No no change
Between Claremont Avenue 51st Street 2 830        1 830          831          0% 0.52 0.52 B B No no change
Shattuck Avenue Northbound
Between 52nd Street Alcatraz Avenue 1 935        1 935          936          0% 1.17 1.17 F F No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue Ashby Avenue 1 937        1 937          938          0% 1.17 1.17 F F No no change
Shattuck Avenue Southbound
Between Ashby Avenue Alcatraz Avenue 1 968        1 968          969          0% 1.21 1.21 F F No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue 52nd Avenue 1 899        1 899          900          0% 1.12 1.13 F F No no change
Adeline Street/MLK Northbound
Between 62nd Street Alcatraz Avenue 3 2,715     1 2,715       2,716       0% 1.13 1.13 F F No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue Woolsey Street 3 2,647     1 2,647       2,648       0% 1.10 1.10 F F No no change
Adeline Street/MLK Southbound
Between Woolsey Street Alcatraz Avenue 3 2,677     1 2,677       2,678       0% 1.12 1.12 F F No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue 62nd Street 3 2,652     1 2,652       2,653       0% 1.11 1.11 F F No no change
San Pablo Avenue Northbound
Between Powell Street Alcatraz Avenue 2 1,333     1 1,333       1,334       0% 0.83 0.83 D D No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue Ashby Avenue 2 1,595     1 1,595       1,596       0% 1.00 1.00 F F No no change
San Pablo Avenue Southbound
Between Ashby Avenue Alcatraz Avenue 2 1,364     1 1,364       1,365       0% 0.85 0.85 D D No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue Powell Street 2 1,312     1 1,312       1,313       0% 0.82 0.82 D D No no change
Fehr & Peers, 2010.
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Link 
Location # Lanes

 Model 
Volume 

 Project 
Trips 

 No 
Project 
Volume 

 With 
Project 
Volume 

% 
Increase

V/C Ratio -
No Project

V/C Ratio -
With 

Project 
No Project 

LOS

With 
Project 

LOS
Change in 
V/C >3%

Change in 
LOS

Freeway Segments
I-80/I-580 Eastbound
Between Powell Street Ashby Avenue 4 10,425   2 10,425     10,427     0% 1.34 1.34 F F No no change
I-80/I-580 Westbound
Between Ashby Avenue Powell Street 4 8,387     3 8,387       8,390       0% 1.08 1.08 F F No no change
I-880 Northbound
Between Broadway I-980 5 6,308     2 6,308       6,310       0% 0.65 0.65 C C No no change
I-880 Southbound
Between I-980 Broadway 5 7,324     3 7,324       7,327       0% 0.75 0.75 C C No no change
I-580 Eastbound
Between I-580/I880 MacArthur Boulevard 4 9,925     2 9,925       9,927       0% 1.27 1.27 F F No no change
Between MacArthur Boulevard I-980/SR 24 5 9,289     2 9,289       9,291       0% 0.95 0.95 E E No no change
Between I-980/SR 24 Oakland Avenue 5 9,340     3 9,340       9,343       0% 0.96 0.96 E E No no change
I-580 Westbound
Between Oakland Avenue I-980/SR 24 5 6,626     3 6,626       6,629       0% 0.68 0.68 C C No no change
Between I-980/SR 24 MacArthur Boulevard 5 8,131     2 8,131       8,133       0% 0.83 0.83 D D No no change
Between MacArthur Boulevard I-580/I880 5 8,131     2 8,131       8,133       0% 0.83 0.83 D D No no change
I-980 Eastbound
Between I-880 17th Street 2 2,783     2 2,783       2,785       0% 0.71 0.71 C C No no change
Between 18th Street 27th Street 5 6,213     2 6,213       6,215       0% 0.64 0.64 C C No no change
Between 27th Street I-580 4 6,933     2 6,933       6,935       0% 0.89 0.89 D D No no change
I-980 Westbound
Between I-580 27th Street 3 4,164     3 4,164       4,167       0% 0.71 0.71 C C No no change
Between 27th Street 18th Street 5 4,001     3 4,001       4,004       0% 0.41 0.41 B B No no change
Between 17th Street I-880 3 4,305     3 4,305       4,308       0% 0.74 0.74 C C No no change
SR 13 Northbound
Between Broadway Terrace SR 24 3 4,476     1 4,476       4,477       0% 0.77 0.77 D D No no change
SR 13 Southbound
Between SR 24 Broadway Terrace 3 5,136     1 5,136       5,137       0% 0.88 0.88 D D No no change
SR 24 Eastbound
Between I-580 Telegraph Avenue 4 8,330     6 8,330       8,336       0% 1.07 1.07 F F No no change
Between Telegraph Avenue Broadway 4 8,942     0 8,942       8,942       0% 1.15 1.15 F F No no change
Between Broadway SR 13 5 9,426     5 9,426       9,431       0% 0.97 0.97 E E No no change
Between SR 13 Caldecott Tunnel 4 8,483     5 8,483       8,488       0% 1.09 1.09 F F No no change
SR 24 Westbound
Between Caldecott Tunnel SR 13 4 9,985     8 9,985       9,993       0% 1.28 1.28 F F No no change
Between SR 13 Broadway 5 6,690     7 6,690       6,697       0% 0.69 0.69 C C No no change
Between Broadway Telegraph Avenue 4 5,614     0 5,614       5,614       0% 0.72 0.72 C C No no change
Between Telegraph Avenue I-580 4 5,902     9            5,902       5,911       0% 0.76 0.76 D D No no change
Arterials
College Avenue Northbound
Between Broadway Manila Avenue 1 633        5 633          638          0% 0.79 0.80 D D No no change
Between Manila Avenue Shafter Avenue 1 371        15 371          386          0% 0.46 0.48 B B No no change
Between Shafter Avenue Miles Avenue 1 307        16 307          323          0% 0.38 0.40 B B No no change
Between Miles Avenue Claremont Avenue 1 635        27 635          662          0% 0.79 0.83 D D Yes no change
Between Claremont Avenue 63rd Street 1 672        22 672          694          0% 0.84 0.87 D D No no change
Between 63rd Street Alcatraz Avenue 1 683        36 683          719          0% 0.85 0.90 D D Yes no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue Ashby Avenue 1 660        24 660          684          0% 0.83 0.86 D D No no change

Safeway on College Avenue EIR
MTS Roadway System Analysis Summary - 2035 PM

Segment Limits
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Link 
Location # Lanes

 Model 
Volume 

 Project 
Trips 

 No 
Project 
Volume 

 With 
Project 
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% 
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V/C Ratio -
With 

Project 
No Project 

LOS

With 
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LOS
Change in 
V/C >3%

Change in 
LOS

Safeway on College Avenue EIR
MTS Roadway System Analysis Summary - 2035 PM

Segment Limits
Between Ashby Avenue Dwight Way 1 775        12 775          787          0% 0.97 0.98 E E No no change
College Avenue Southbound
Between Dwight Way Ashby Avenue 1 744        12 744          756          0% 0.93 0.95 E E No no change
Between Ashby Avenue Alcatraz Avenue 1 699        26 699          725          0% 0.87 0.91 D E Yes change
Between Alcatraz Avenue 63rd Street 1 610        38 610          648          0% 0.76 0.81 D D Yes no change
Between 63rd Street Claremont Avenue 1 604        19 604          623          0% 0.76 0.78 D D No no change
Between Claremont Avenue Miles Avenue 1 440        25 440          465          0% 0.55 0.58 B B No no change
Between Miles Avenue Shafter Avenue 1 515        19 515          534          0% 0.64 0.67 C C No no change
Between Shafter Avenue Manila Avenue 1 404        14 404          418          0% 0.51 0.52 B B No no change
Between Manila Avenue Broadway 1 607        5 607          612          0% 0.76 0.77 D D No no change
Claremont Avenue Northbound
Between Telegraph Avenue SR 24 EB Ramp 2 957        3 957          960          0% 0.60 0.60 C C No no change
Between SR 24 EB Ramp SR 24 WB Ramp 2 1,776     11 1,776       1,787       0% 1.11 1.12 F F No no change
Between SR 24 WB Ramp Forest Street 2 1,691     13 1,691       1,704       0% 1.06 1.07 F F No no change
Between Forest Street College Avenue 2 1,767     19 1,767       1,786       0% 1.10 1.12 F F No no change
Between College Avenue Mystic Street 2 1,623     24 1,623       1,647       0% 1.01 1.03 F F No no change
Between Mystic Street Alcatraz Avenue 2 1,714     10 1,714       1,724       0% 1.07 1.08 F F No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue Ashby Avenue 2 1,801     10 1,801       1,811       0% 1.13 1.13 F F No no change
Between Ashby Avenue Domingo Avenue 2 1,388     3 1,388       1,391       0% 0.87 0.87 D D No no change
Between Domingo Avenue Grizzly Peak Boulevar 1 794        2 794          796          0% 0.99 0.99 E E No no change
Claremont Avenue Southbound
Between Grizzly Peak BoulevarDomingo Avenue 1 386        2 386          388          0% 0.48 0.49 B B No no change
Between Domingo Avenue Ashby Avenue 2 995        3 995          998          0% 0.62 0.62 C C No no change
Between Ashby Avenue Alcatraz Avenue 2 1,219     11 1,219       1,230       0% 0.76 0.77 D D No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue Mystic Street 2 1,214     11 1,214       1,225       0% 0.76 0.77 D D No no change
Between Mystic Street College Avenue 2 1,197     24 1,197       1,221       0% 0.75 0.76 C D No change
Between College Avenue Forest Street 2 1,576     18 1,576       1,594       0% 0.99 0.99 E E No no change
Between Forest Street SR 24 WB Ramp 2 1,781     12 1,781       1,793       0% 1.11 1.12 F F No no change
Between SR 24 WB Ramp SR 24 EB Ramp 2 506        4 506          510          0% 0.32 0.32 A A No no change
Between SR 24 EB Ramp Telegraph Avenue 2 426        3 426          429          0% 0.27 0.27 A A No no change
Ashby Avenue Eastbound
Between Telegraph Avenue College Avenue 1 947        5 947          952          0% 1.18 1.19 F F No no change
Between College Avenue Claremont Avenue 1 968        4 968          972          0% 1.21 1.22 F F No no change
Between Claremont Avenue Tunnel Road 1 926        4 926          930          0% 1.16 1.16 F F No no change
Ashby Avenue Westbound
Between Tunnel Road Claremont Avenue 1 838        4 838          842          0% 1.05 1.05 F F No no change
Between Claremont Avenue College Avenue 1 919        5 919          924          0% 1.15 1.16 F F No no change
Between College Avenue Telegraph Avenue 1 783        4 783          787          0% 0.98 0.98 E E No no change
Broadway Northbound
Between MacArthur Boulevard 40th Street 3 1,900     0 1,900       1,900       0% 0.79 0.79 D D No no change
Between 40th Street 51st Street 3 2,064     3 2,064       2,067       0% 0.86 0.86 D D No no change
Between 51st Street College Avenue 3 2,194     4 2,194       2,198       0% 0.91 0.92 E E No no change
Between College Avenue SR 24 2 1,126     2 1,126       1,128       0% 0.70 0.71 C C No no change
Broadway Southbound
Between SR 24 College Avenue 2 918        2 918          920          0% 0.57 0.58 B B No no change
Between College Avenue 51st Street 3 1,506     4 1,506       1,510       0% 0.63 0.63 C C No no change
Between 51st Street 40th Street 3 762        3 762          765          0% 0.32 0.32 A A No no change
Between 40th Street MacArthur Boulevard 3 617        2 617          619          0% 0.26 0.26 A A No no change
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Safeway on College Avenue EIR
MTS Roadway System Analysis Summary - 2035 PM

Segment Limits
Telegraph Northbound
Between 51st Street Claremont Avenue 2 2,185     1 2,185       2,186       0% 1.37 1.37 F F No no change
Between Claremont Avenue SR 24 2 1,973     1 1,973       1,974       0% 1.23 1.23 F F No no change
Between SR 24 Alcatraz Avenue 2 1,936     1 1,936       1,937       0% 1.21 1.21 F F No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue Ashby Avenue 2 1,854     4 1,854       1,858       0% 1.16 1.16 F F No no change
Telegraph Southbound
Between Ashby Avenue Alcatraz Avenue 2 1,850     5 1,850       1,855       0% 1.16 1.16 F F No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue SR 24 2 1,687     1 1,687       1,688       0% 1.05 1.06 F F No no change
Between SR 24 Claremont Avenue 2 1,350     1 1,350       1,351       0% 0.84 0.84 D D No no change
Between Claremont Avenue 51st Street 2 1,220     1 1,220       1,221       0% 0.76 0.76 D D No no change
Shattuck Avenue Northbound
Between 52nd Street Alcatraz Avenue 1 1,014     1 1,014       1,015       0% 1.27 1.27 F F No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue Ashby Avenue 1 995        1 995          996          0% 1.24 1.25 F F No no change
Shattuck Avenue Southbound
Between Ashby Avenue Alcatraz Avenue 1 937        1 937          938          0% 1.17 1.17 F F No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue 52nd Avenue 1 879        1 879          880          0% 1.10 1.10 F F No no change
Adeline Street/MLK Northbound
Between 62nd Street Alcatraz Avenue 3 2,820     1 2,820       2,821       0% 1.18 1.18 F F No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue Woolsey Street 3 2,774     1 2,774       2,775       0% 1.16 1.16 F F No no change
Adeline Street/MLK Southbound
Between Woolsey Street Alcatraz Avenue 3 2,821     1 2,821       2,822       0% 1.18 1.18 F F No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue 62nd Street 3 2,769     1 2,769       2,770       0% 1.15 1.15 F F No no change
San Pablo Avenue Northbound
Between Powell Street Alcatraz Avenue 2 1,890     1 1,890       1,891       0% 1.18 1.18 F F No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue Ashby Avenue 2 1,940     1 1,940       1,941       0% 1.21 1.21 F F No no change
San Pablo Avenue Southbound
Between Ashby Avenue Alcatraz Avenue 2 1,733     1 1,733       1,734       0% 1.08 1.08 F F No no change
Between Alcatraz Avenue Powell Street 2 1,721     1 1,721       1,722       0% 1.08 1.08 F F No no change
Fehr & Peers, 2010.
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Appendix K 
Queuing Summary 

 
 



 



PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour

Eastbound Through/Left/Right 225 485 205 500 215 490 260 495 235 480 235 505 215 485 240
Westbound Through/Left/Right 560 115 100 115 100 90 85 160 155 135 135 160 150 135 140

Northbound Left 1 100 n/a n/a n/a n/a 145 145 n/a n/a 110 105 n/a n/a 110 105

Northbound Through/Left/Right 1 275 260 265 355 400 205 205 190 200 195 190 185 195 165 160

Southbound Left 1 100 n/a n/a n/a n/a 55 20 n/a n/a 105 95 n/a n/a 55 5

Southbound Through/Left/Right 1 900 510 155 545 170 440 360 570 220 355 280 540 170 445 160

Eastbound Left/Right 560 265 30 240 35 175 75 635 110 235 105 430 60 195 40
Northbound Through/Left 275 5 5 5 5 100 35 15 15 175 65 15 15 140 45

Southbound Through/Right 175 0 0 0 0 70 40 0 0 95 50 0 0 75 40

Eastbound Through/Left/Right 575 20 20 35 35 35 35 10 15 10 15 25 30 25 30
Westbound Through/Left/Right n/a 10 20 115 285 115 285 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Northbound Left 2 100 n/a n/a 5 5 5 5 n/a n/a n/a n/a 5 5 5 5

Northbound Through/Right 3 250 5 5 0 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 0 0 0 0

Southbound Left 2 100 n/a n/a 10 15 10 15 n/a n/a n/a n/a 10 15 10 15

Southbound Through/Right 3 275 5 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Eastbound Through/Left/Right n/a 45 20 110 100 110 100 230 180 230 180 250 260 250 260
Westbound Through/Left/Right 150 15 10 25 20 25 20 20 20 20 20 25 20 25 20
Northbound Through/Left/Right 600 0 5 115 65 115 65 165 120 165 120 115 65 115 65
Southbound Through/Left/Right 275 5 5 90 80 90 80 205 210 205 210 90 80 90 80

Northwestbound Through/Left/Right 4 375 n/a n/a 35 30 35 30 35 30 35 30 35 30 35 30

Eastbound Through/Left/Right 550 90 80 90 80 130 110 90 80 130 110 90 80 130 110
Northbound Left 100 60 65 60 65 50 55 60 65 50 60 60 65 50 60

Northbound Through/Right 400 480 445 530 515 480 455 575 565 530 535 530 515 480 480
Southbound Through/Left/Right 250 510 585 540 655 485 570 480 575 400 515 480 575 400 515

Northeastbound Through/Left/Right 850 320 240 340 265 330 265 340 265 325 250 340 265 330 250
Southwestbound Through/Left/Right 600 230 260 250 295 240 280 285 335 275 300 285 335 275 300

Eastbound Right5 n/a 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 15 10 15 10 15 10 15

Northbound Through5 300 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Southbound Through/Right 300 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Intersection/Movement

5. Alcatraz Avenue and College Avenue

Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2011.

2.  Left-turn pocket would be provide with the Project

3.  Under No Project conditions, movement would consist of through/left/right

Alternative 3 Plus Project Alternative 3 Plus Project Mitigated

Table 1
Existing Queue Lengths

95th Percentile Queue (feet)

17. South Safeway Driveway/Claremont Avenue

Available 
Storage (feet) No Project Plus Project MitigatedPlus Project Alternative Plus 4 Project Alternative 4 Plus Project Mitigated

4.  The Synchro software is unable to analyze 5-legged unsignalized intersections, therefore the Westbound and Northwestbound approaches were consolidated as one approach in the model under No Project conditions

Bold indicates where maximum queue length exceeds available storage

6. Alcatraz Avenue and Claremont Avenue

7. 63rd Street and College Avenue

8.Mystic Street and Claremont Avenue

9. College Avenue and Claremont Avenue

5.  Under No Project conditions, approach would also provide left-turn access; left-turns are prohibited under Plus Project conditions

1.  Left-turn pocket assumed only under mitigated conditions



PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour

Eastbound Through/Left/Right 225 555 245 575 285 555 305 570 305 535 280 575 290 550 290
Westbound Through/Left/Right 560 155 130 155 130 125 110 210 190 170 165 210 190 175 170

Northbound Left 1 100 n/a n/a n/a n/a 175 165 n/a n/a 160 110 n/a n/a 140 110

Northbound Through/Left/Right 1 275 330 365 430 490 225 240 210 230 205 220 215 230 180 195

Southbound Left 1 100 n/a n/a n/a n/a 65 25 n/a n/a 120 95 n/a n/a 65 5

Southbound Through/Left/Right 1 900 535 155 570 170 460 380 590 220 365 305 565 170 455 165

Eastbound Left/Right 560 575 45 510 50 210 85 995 175 300 125 745 90 235 50
Northbound Through/Left 275 10 5 10 5 150 50 20 15 230 90 20 15 200 65

Southbound Through/Right 175 0 0 0 0 95 50 0 0 110 65 0 0 95 45

Eastbound Through/Left/Right 575 40 70 70 120 60 120 15 25 15 25 40 75 40 75
Westbound Through/Left/Right n/a 15 20 150 320 135 320 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Northbound Left 2 100 n/a n/a 5 5 5 5 n/a n/a n/a n/a 5 5 5 5

Northbound Through/Right 3 250 5 5 0 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 0 0 0 0

Southbound Left 2 100 n/a n/a 10 15 10 15 n/a n/a n/a n/a 10 15 10 15

Southbound Through/Right 3 275 5 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Eastbound Through/Left/Right n/a 50 25 110 100 110 100 255 215 255 215 255 265 255 265
Westbound Through/Left/Right 150 20 15 30 30 30 30 30 25 30 25 30 30 30 30
Northbound Through/Left/Right 600 0 5 145 85 145 85 200 145 200 145 145 85 145 85
Southbound Through/Left/Right 275 5 5 115 95 115 95 245 140 245 140 115 95 115 95

Northwestbound Through/Left/Right 4 375 n/a n/a 40 30 40 30 40 30 40 30 40 30 40 30

Eastbound Through/Left/Right 550 125 125 125 125 195 195 125 125 195 195 125 125 195 195
Northbound Left 100 70 75 70 75 65 65 70 75 60 65 70 75 65 65

Northbound Through/Right 400 600 490 650 555 610 505 690 610 645 575 650 555 610 520
Southbound Through/Left/Right 250 600 680 650 750 570 665 585 675 485 615 585 675 505 610

Northeastbound Through/Left/Right 850 400 280 420 305 395 295 420 305 405 295 420 305 410 300
Southwestbound Through/Left/Right 600 295 320 315 350 305 340 350 395 340 360 350 395 325 360

Eastbound Right5 n/a 10 15 10 10 10 10 10 15 10 15 10 15 10 15

Northbound Through5 300 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Southbound Through/Right 300 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4.  The Synchro software is unable to analyze 5-legged unsignalized intersections, therefore the Westbound and Northwestbound approaches were consolidated as one approach in the model under No Project conditions

5.  Under No Project conditions, approach would also provide left-turn access; left-turns are prohibited under Plus Project conditions

Bold indicates where maximum queue length exceeds available storage

9. College Avenue and Claremont Avenue

17. South Safeway Driveway/Claremont Avenue

Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2010.

1.  Left-turn pocket assumed only under mitigated conditions

2.  Left-turn pocket would be provide with the Project

3.  Under No Project conditions, movement would consist of through/left/right

Alternative Plus 4 Project Alternative 4 Plus Project Mitigated

5. Alcatraz Avenue and College Avenue

6. Alcatraz Avenue and Claremont Avenue

7. 63rd Street and College Avenue

8.Mystic Street and Claremont Avenue

Table 2
2015 Queue Lengths

Intersection/Movement Available 
Storage (feet)

95th Percentile Queue (feet)

No Project Plus Project Plus Project Mitigated Alternative 3 Plus Project Alternative 3 Plus Project Mitigated



PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour PM Peak Hour SAT Peak Hour

Eastbound Through/Left/Right 225 795 375 810 390 755 390 820 405 740 385 820 400 755 390
Westbound Through/Left/Right 560 290 215 290 215 225 180 385 285 285 250 385 285 295 255

Northbound Left 1 100 n/a n/a n/a n/a 205 190 n/a n/a 195 145 n/a n/a 195 145

Northbound Through/Left/Right 1 275 485 480 540 550 315 265 340 315 285 235 380 355 245 220

Southbound Left 1 100 n/a n/a n/a n/a 100 30 n/a n/a 185 110 n/a n/a 90 10

Southbound Through/Left/Right 1 900 590 150 625 165 495 425 645 210 410 345 620 165 485 155

Eastbound Left/Right 560 >700 290 >700 265 505 145 >700 720 625 205 >700 455 530 140
Northbound Through/Left 275 25 15 25 15 405 120 45 35 480 215 45 35 465 170

Southbound Through/Right 175 0 0 0 0 130 95 0 0 130 120 0 0 120 95

Eastbound Through/Left/Right 575 60 110 60 180 20 25 20 40 20 40 30 125 30 125
Westbound Through/Left/Right n/a 20 30 125 450 45 50 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Northbound Left 2 100 n/a n/a 5 5 15 10 n/a n/a n/a n/a 5 5 5 5

Northbound Through/Right 3 250 5 5 0 0 170 280 5 5 5 5 0 0 0 0

Southbound Left 2 100 n/a n/a 15 20 30 45 n/a n/a n/a n/a 15 15 15 15

Southbound Through/Right 3 275 5 10 0 0 125 150 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Eastbound Through/Left/Right n/a 120 45 105 100 105 100 240 255 240 255 240 255 240 255
Westbound Through/Left/Right 150 45 20 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Northbound Through/Left/Right 600 5 5 275 140 275 140 435 245 195 245 280 140 280 140
Southbound Through/Left/Right 275 5 5 175 140 175 140 365 320 295 320 175 140 175 140

Northwestbound Through/Left/Right 4 375 n/a n/a 40 30 40 30 40 30 30 30 40 30 40 30

Eastbound Through/Left/Right 550 115 115 115 115 180 180 115 115 180 180 115 115 180 180
Northbound Left 100 110 95 110 100 100 85 110 95 95 90 110 95 95 90

Northbound Through/Right 400 915 730 955 785 920 740 985 820 945 795 955 785 920 755
Southbound Through/Left/Right 250 635 765 710 670 750 740 650 600 675 700 650 600 690 700

Northeastbound Through/Left/Right 850 635 370 650 390 625 375 650 390 640 375 650 390 640 375
Southwestbound Through/Left/Right 600 460 435 480 460 470 450 515 500 500 465 515 500 490 465

Eastbound Right5 n/a 15 15 5 10 5 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Northbound Through5 300 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Southbound Through/Right 300 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4.  The Synchro software is unable to analyze 5-legged unsignalized intersections, therefore the Westbound and Northwestbound approaches were consolidated as one approach in the model under No Project conditions

5.  Under No Project conditions, approach would also provide left-turn access; left-turns are prohibited under Plus Project conditions

Bold indicates where maximum queue length exceeds available storage

9. College Avenue and Claremont Avenue

17. South Safeway Driveway/Claremont Avenue

Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2010.

1.  Left-turn pocket assumed only under mitigated conditions

2.  Left-turn pocket would be provide with the Project

3.  Under No Project conditions, movement would consist of through/left/right

Alternative Plus 4 Project Alternative 4 Plus Project Mitigated

5. Alcatraz Avenue and College Avenue

6. Alcatraz Avenue and Claremont Avenue

7. 63rd Street and College Avenue

8.Mystic Street and Claremont Avenue

Table 1
2035 Queue Lengths

Intersection/Movement Available 
Storage (feet)

95th Percentile Queue (feet)

No Project Plus Project Plus Project Mitigated Alternative 3 Plus Project Alternative 3 Plus Project Mitigated
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Baseline – CalEEMod Annual 
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Energy Use - site specific energy use

Water And Wastewater - site specific information

Vechicle Emission Factors -

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - user defined supermarket 24,260sqft

Vehicle Trips - custom trip lengths and trip rates to match traffic

Alameda County, Annual

Safeway Oakland

1.1 Land Usage

User Defined Retail 8 User Defined Unit

Supermarket 24.26 1000sqft

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

5

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.2

63

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Date: 6/2/2011CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Solid Waste - assume flare

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 29.31 0.00 29.31 1.45 0.00 59.83

Mobile 2.71 5.53 22.86 0.02 1.25 0.14 1.39 0.05 0.14 0.20 0.00 1,511.02 1,511.02 0.13 0.00 1,513.71

Area 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.01 0.09 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 547.11 547.11 0.02 0.01 550.52

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.29 1.29 0.00 0.00 1.62

Total 2.85 5.62 22.94 0.02 1.25 0.14 1.40 0.05 0.14 0.21 29.31 2,059.42 2,088.73 1.60 0.01 2,125.68

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 29.31 0.00 29.31 1.45 0.00 59.83

Mobile 2.71 5.53 22.86 0.02 1.25 0.14 1.39 0.05 0.14 0.20 0.00 1,511.02 1,511.02 0.13 0.00 1,513.71

Area 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.01 0.09 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 547.11 547.11 0.02 0.01 550.52

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.29 1.29 0.00 0.00 1.62

Total 2.85 5.62 22.94 0.02 1.25 0.14 1.40 0.05 0.14 0.21 29.31 2,059.42 2,088.73 1.60 0.01 2,125.68

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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Unmitigated 2.71 5.53 22.86 0.02 1.25 0.14 1.39 0.05 0.14 0.20 0.00 1,511.02 1,511.02 0.13 0.00 1,513.71

Mitigated 2.71 5.53 22.86 0.02 1.25 0.14 1.39 0.05 0.14 0.20 0.00 1,511.02 1,511.02 0.13 0.00 1,513.71

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

User Defined Retail 1,302.24 1,302.24 1302.24 750,309 750,309

Supermarket 2,480.34 4,308.33 4037.83 1,836,961 1,836,961

Total 3,782.58 5,610.57 5,340.07 2,587,270 2,587,270

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Supermarket 9.50 2.70 7.30 6.50 74.50 19.00

User Defined Retail 9.50 7.30 7.30 2.00 79.00 19.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW

5.0 Energy Detail
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Electricity 
Mitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 447.34 447.34 0.02 0.01 450.14

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.01 0.09 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 99.77 99.77 0.00 0.00 100.38

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 447.34 447.34 0.02 0.01 450.14

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.01 0.09 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 99.77 99.77 0.00 0.00 100.38

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

User Defined 
Retail

28743.2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.53 1.53 0.00 0.00 1.54

Supermarket 1.84085e+006 0.01 0.09 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 98.23 98.23 0.00 0.00 98.83

Total 0.01 0.09 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 99.76 99.76 0.00 0.00 100.37

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

User Defined 
Retail

9340.14 2.72 0.00 0.00 2.73

Supermarket 1.52838e+006 444.62 0.02 0.01 447.41

Total 447.34 0.02 0.01 450.14

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

User Defined 
Retail

28743.2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.53 1.53 0.00 0.00 1.54

Supermarket 1.84085e+006 0.01 0.09 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 98.23 98.23 0.00 0.00 98.83

Total 0.01 0.09 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 99.76 99.76 0.00 0.00 100.37

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

Unmitigated 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

User Defined 
Retail

9340.14 2.72 0.00 0.00 2.73

Supermarket 1.52838e+006 444.62 0.02 0.01 447.41

Total 447.34 0.02 0.01 450.14

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

Consumer 
Products

0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.2 Water by Land Use

User Defined 
Retail

0.106255 / 
0.0651242

0.12 0.00 0.00 0.15

Supermarket 1.27 / 0 1.17 0.00 0.00 1.47

Total 1.29 0.00 0.00 1.62

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 1.29 0.00 0.00 1.62

Mitigated 1.29 0.00 0.00 1.62

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

User Defined 
Retail

0.106255 / 
0.0651242

0.12 0.00 0.00 0.15

Supermarket 1.27 / 0 1.17 0.00 0.00 1.47

Total 1.29 0.00 0.00 1.62

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Unmitigated 29.31 1.45 0.00 59.83

Mitigated 29.31 1.45 0.00 59.83

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

Category/Year
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9.0 Vegetation

User Defined 
Retail

4.31 0.90 0.04 0.00 1.83

Supermarket 136.83 28.41 1.41 0.00 58.00

Total 29.31 1.45 0.00 59.83

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

8.2 Waste by Land Use

User Defined 
Retail

4.31 0.90 0.04 0.00 1.83

Supermarket 136.83 28.41 1.41 0.00 58.00

Total 29.31 1.45 0.00 59.83

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated
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Energy Use - site specific energy use

Land Use - user defined supermarket 24,260sqft

Project Characteristics -

Vechicle Emission Factors -

Vehicle Trips - custom trip lengths and trip rates to match traffic

Alameda County, Annual

Safeway Oakland

1.1 Land Usage

Strip Mall 7.91 1000sqft

Supermarket 51.51 1000sqft

Quality Restaurant 2.74 1000sqft

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

5

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.2

63

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Date: 6/2/2011CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Energy Mitigation -

Solid Waste - assume flare

Water And Wastewater - site specific information

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 62.58 0.00 62.58 3.10 0.00 127.74

Mobile 3.88 8.35 32.74 0.03 2.26 0.22 2.48 0.10 0.22 0.32 0.00 2,486.86 2,486.86 0.18 0.00 2,490.72

Area 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.01 0.12 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 602.93 602.93 0.02 0.01 606.69

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.58 3.58 0.00 0.00 4.47

Total 4.20 8.47 32.84 0.03 2.26 0.22 2.49 0.10 0.22 0.33 62.58 3,093.37 3,155.95 3.30 0.01 3,229.62

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 62.58 0.00 62.58 3.10 0.00 127.74

Mobile 3.88 8.35 32.74 0.03 2.26 0.22 2.48 0.10 0.22 0.32 0.00 2,486.86 2,486.86 0.18 0.00 2,490.72

Area 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.01 0.12 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 600.41 600.41 0.02 0.01 604.15

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.58 3.58 0.00 0.00 4.47

Total 4.20 8.47 32.84 0.03 2.26 0.22 2.49 0.10 0.22 0.33 62.58 3,090.85 3,153.43 3.30 0.01 3,227.08

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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Unmitigated 3.88 8.35 32.74 0.03 2.26 0.22 2.48 0.10 0.22 0.32 0.00 2,486.86 2,486.86 0.18 0.00 2,490.72

Mitigated 3.88 8.35 32.74 0.03 2.26 0.22 2.48 0.10 0.22 0.32 0.00 2,486.86 2,486.86 0.18 0.00 2,490.72

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Strip Mall 350.57 332.54 161.60 494,349 494,349

Supermarket 5,266.38 9,147.66 8573.32 3,900,324 3,900,324

Quality Restaurant 246.46 258.55 197.72 286,134 286,134

Total 5,863.42 9,738.74 8,932.64 4,680,807 4,680,807

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Supermarket 9.50 2.70 7.30 6.50 74.50 19.00

Strip Mall 9.50 7.30 7.30 16.60 64.40 19.00

Quality Restaurant 9.50 7.30 7.30 12.00 69.00 19.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW
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5.0 Energy Detail

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 473.56 473.56 0.02 0.01 476.52

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.01 0.12 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 126.86 126.86 0.00 0.00 127.63

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 474.89 474.89 0.02 0.01 477.87

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.01 0.12 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 128.04 128.04 0.00 0.00 128.82

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Strip Mall 37968 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.03 2.03 0.00 0.00 2.04

Supermarket 1.89557e+006 0.01 0.09 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 101.15 101.15 0.00 0.00 101.77

Quality Restaurant 465827 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 24.86 24.86 0.00 0.00 25.01

Total 0.01 0.11 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 128.04 128.04 0.00 0.00 128.82

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Strip Mall 33103.3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.77 1.77 0.00 0.00 1.78

Supermarket 1.89557e+006 0.01 0.09 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 101.15 101.15 0.00 0.00 101.77

Quality Restaurant 448570 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 23.94 23.94 0.00 0.00 24.08

Total 0.01 0.11 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 126.86 126.86 0.00 0.00 127.63

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

Strip Mall 88584.1 25.77 0.00 0.00 25.93

Supermarket 1.45773e+006 424.07 0.02 0.01 426.73

Quality Restaurant 81517.7 23.71 0.00 0.00 23.86

Total 473.55 0.02 0.01 476.52

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Strip Mall 91835.1 26.72 0.00 0.00 26.88

Supermarket 1.45773e+006 424.07 0.02 0.01 426.73

Quality Restaurant 82857.6 24.10 0.00 0.00 24.26

Total 474.89 0.02 0.01 477.87

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated



10 of 13

7.2 Water by Land Use

Strip Mall 0.585914 / 
0.359108

0.67 0.00 0.00 0.81

Supermarket 2.31 / 0 2.12 0.00 0.00 2.68

Quality Restaurant 0.831682 / 
0.0530861

0.78 0.00 0.00 0.98

Total 3.57 0.00 0.00 4.47

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 3.58 0.00 0.00 4.47

Mitigated 3.58 0.00 0.00 4.47

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr



11 of 13

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Strip Mall 0.585914 / 
0.359108

0.67 0.00 0.00 0.81

Supermarket 2.31 / 0 2.12 0.00 0.00 2.68

Quality Restaurant 0.831682 / 
0.0530861

0.78 0.00 0.00 0.98

Total 3.57 0.00 0.00 4.47

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Strip Mall 8.31 1.73 0.09 0.00 3.52

Supermarket 290.52 60.33 2.99 0.00 123.15

Quality Restaurant 2.5 0.52 0.03 0.00 1.06

Total 62.58 3.11 0.00 127.73

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 62.58 3.10 0.00 127.74

Mitigated 62.58 3.10 0.00 127.74

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

Category/Year
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9.0 Vegetation

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Strip Mall 8.31 1.73 0.09 0.00 3.52

Supermarket 290.52 60.33 2.99 0.00 123.15

Quality Restaurant 2.5 0.52 0.03 0.00 1.06

Total 62.58 3.11 0.00 127.73

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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Construction Phase - Adjusted Architectural coating dates to avoid overlap with building construction

Off-road Equipment - Client data says no equipment will be used in this phase.

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - user defined supermarket 24,260sqft

Off-road Equipment - Entered client specigied data for forklift unit amount, crane and tractor hours, and all horsepower

Alameda County, Annual

Safeway Oakland

1.1 Land Usage

Strip Mall 7.91 1000sqft

Supermarket 51.51 1000sqft

Quality Restaurant 2.74 1000sqft

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

5

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.2

63

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Date: 6/24/2011CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1



2 of 25

Energy Use - site specific energy use

Vechicle Emission Factors -

Water And Wastewater - site specific information

Energy Mitigation -

Solid Waste - assume flare

Vehicle Trips - custom trip lengths and trip rates to match traffic

Off-road Equipment - Off-highway trucks represents water truck.  Entered client-specified data for water truck and all other horsepower.

Off-road Equipment - Entered client-specified data for tractor unit amount, tractor and dozer hours, and all horsepower

Trips and VMT - Demolition hauling trips based on 11.7 trips/day*22 working days; Grading hauling trips based on 24.22 trips/day*32 working days; 
demolition hauling length from client data.

Grading -

Demolition -

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2013 0.75 0.22 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 27.58 27.58 0.00 0.00 27.63

2012 0.40 3.17 1.95 0.00 0.10 0.17 0.27 0.05 0.17 0.22 0.00 357.94 357.94 0.03 0.00 358.59

Total 1.15 3.39 2.10 0.00 0.10 0.18 0.28 0.05 0.18 0.23 0.00 385.52 385.52 0.03 0.00 386.22

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction

2013 0.75 0.22 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 27.58 27.58 0.00 0.00 27.63

2012 0.40 3.17 1.95 0.00 0.44 0.17 0.61 0.05 0.17 0.22 0.00 357.94 357.94 0.03 0.00 358.59

Total 1.15 3.39 2.10 0.00 0.44 0.18 0.63 0.05 0.18 0.23 0.00 385.52 385.52 0.03 0.00 386.22

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction
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2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 62.58 0.00 62.58 3.10 0.00 127.74

Mobile 3.88 8.35 32.74 0.03 2.26 0.22 2.48 0.10 0.22 0.32 0.00 2,486.86 2,486.86 0.18 0.00 2,490.72

Area 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.01 0.12 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 602.93 602.93 0.02 0.01 606.69

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.58 3.58 0.00 0.00 4.47

Total 4.20 8.47 32.84 0.03 2.26 0.22 2.49 0.10 0.22 0.33 62.58 3,093.37 3,155.95 3.30 0.01 3,229.62

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 62.58 0.00 62.58 3.10 0.00 127.74

Mobile 3.88 8.35 32.74 0.03 2.26 0.22 2.48 0.10 0.22 0.32 0.00 2,486.86 2,486.86 0.18 0.00 2,490.72

Area 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.01 0.12 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 600.41 600.41 0.02 0.01 604.15

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.58 3.58 0.00 0.00 4.47

Total 4.20 8.47 32.84 0.03 2.26 0.22 2.49 0.10 0.22 0.33 62.58 3,090.85 3,153.43 3.30 0.01 3,227.08

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2012

Off-Road 0.02 0.12 0.08 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 11.53 11.53 0.00 0.00 11.56

Fugitive Dust 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.02 0.12 0.08 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 11.53 11.53 0.00 0.00 11.56

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.12 1.12 0.00 0.00 1.12

Hauling 0.01 0.11 0.05 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.30 14.30 0.00 0.00 14.30

Total 0.01 0.11 0.06 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.42 15.42 0.00 0.00 15.42

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2012

Off-Road 0.02 0.12 0.08 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 11.53 11.53 0.00 0.00 11.56

Fugitive Dust 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.02 0.12 0.08 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 11.53 11.53 0.00 0.00 11.56

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.12 1.12 0.00 0.00 1.12

Hauling 0.01 0.11 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.30 14.30 0.00 0.00 14.30

Total 0.01 0.11 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.42 15.42 0.00 0.00 15.42

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2012

Off-Road 0.07 0.60 0.31 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 55.81 55.81 0.01 0.00 55.93

Fugitive Dust 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.07 0.60 0.31 0.00 0.08 0.03 0.11 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.00 55.81 55.81 0.01 0.00 55.93

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.63 1.63 0.00 0.00 1.63

Hauling 0.02 0.23 0.10 0.00 0.23 0.01 0.24 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 29.05 29.05 0.00 0.00 29.07

Total 0.02 0.23 0.11 0.00 0.23 0.01 0.24 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 30.68 30.68 0.00 0.00 30.70

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.63 1.63 0.00 0.00 1.63

Hauling 0.02 0.23 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 29.05 29.05 0.00 0.00 29.07

Total 0.02 0.23 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 30.68 30.68 0.00 0.00 30.70

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2012

Off-Road 0.07 0.60 0.31 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 55.81 55.81 0.01 0.00 55.93

Fugitive Dust 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.07 0.60 0.31 0.00 0.08 0.03 0.11 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.00 55.81 55.81 0.01 0.00 55.93

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.02 0.18 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 25.59 25.59 0.00 0.00 25.60

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.17 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 21.11 21.11 0.00 0.00 21.14

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.04 0.20 0.27 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 46.70 46.70 0.00 0.00 46.74

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2012

Off-Road 0.25 1.90 1.10 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.00 197.81 197.81 0.02 0.00 198.22

Total 0.25 1.90 1.10 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.00 197.81 197.81 0.02 0.00 198.22

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.02 0.18 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 25.59 25.59 0.00 0.00 25.60

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 21.11 21.11 0.00 0.00 21.14

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.04 0.20 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 46.70 46.70 0.00 0.00 46.74

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2012

Off-Road 0.25 1.90 1.10 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.00 197.81 197.81 0.02 0.00 198.22

Total 0.25 1.90 1.10 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.00 197.81 197.81 0.02 0.00 198.22

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.85 2.85 0.00 0.00 2.85

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.30 2.30 0.00 0.00 2.30

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.15 5.15 0.00 0.00 5.15

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2013

Off-Road 0.03 0.20 0.12 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 21.98 21.98 0.00 0.00 22.02

Total 0.03 0.20 0.12 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 21.98 21.98 0.00 0.00 22.02

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2013

Off-Road 0.03 0.20 0.12 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 21.98 21.98 0.00 0.00 22.02

Total 0.03 0.20 0.12 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 21.98 21.98 0.00 0.00 22.02

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.85 2.85 0.00 0.00 2.85

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.30 2.30 0.00 0.00 2.30

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.15 5.15 0.00 0.00 5.15

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Archit. Coating 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.46 0.00 0.00 0.46

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.46 0.00 0.00 0.46

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.46 0.00 0.00 0.46

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.46 0.00 0.00 0.46

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Archit. Coating 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Unmitigated 3.88 8.35 32.74 0.03 2.26 0.22 2.48 0.10 0.22 0.32 0.00 2,486.86 2,486.86 0.18 0.00 2,490.72

Mitigated 3.88 8.35 32.74 0.03 2.26 0.22 2.48 0.10 0.22 0.32 0.00 2,486.86 2,486.86 0.18 0.00 2,490.72

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Strip Mall 350.57 332.54 161.60 494,349 494,349

Supermarket 5,266.38 9,147.66 8573.32 3,900,324 3,900,324

Quality Restaurant 246.46 258.55 197.72 286,134 286,134

Total 5,863.42 9,738.74 8,932.64 4,680,807 4,680,807

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Strip Mall 9.50 7.30 7.30 16.60 64.40 19.00

Quality Restaurant 9.50 7.30 7.30 12.00 69.00 19.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW
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Supermarket 9.50 2.70 7.30 6.50 74.50 19.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW

5.0 Energy Detail

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 473.56 473.56 0.02 0.01 476.52

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.01 0.12 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 126.86 126.86 0.00 0.00 127.63

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 474.89 474.89 0.02 0.01 477.87

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.01 0.12 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 128.04 128.04 0.00 0.00 128.82

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Strip Mall 37968 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.03 2.03 0.00 0.00 2.04

Supermarket 1.89557e+006 0.01 0.09 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 101.15 101.15 0.00 0.00 101.77

Quality Restaurant 465827 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 24.86 24.86 0.00 0.00 25.01

Total 0.01 0.11 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 128.04 128.04 0.00 0.00 128.82

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Strip Mall 33103.3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.77 1.77 0.00 0.00 1.78

Supermarket 1.89557e+006 0.01 0.09 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 101.15 101.15 0.00 0.00 101.77

Quality Restaurant 448570 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 23.94 23.94 0.00 0.00 24.08

Total 0.01 0.11 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 126.86 126.86 0.00 0.00 127.63

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

Strip Mall 88584.1 25.77 0.00 0.00 25.93

Supermarket 1.45773e+006 424.07 0.02 0.01 426.73

Quality Restaurant 81517.7 23.71 0.00 0.00 23.86

Total 473.55 0.02 0.01 476.52

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Strip Mall 91835.1 26.72 0.00 0.00 26.88

Supermarket 1.45773e+006 424.07 0.02 0.01 426.73

Quality Restaurant 82857.6 24.10 0.00 0.00 24.26

Total 474.89 0.02 0.01 477.87

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Strip Mall 0.585914 / 
0.359108

0.67 0.00 0.00 0.81

Supermarket 2.31 / 0 2.12 0.00 0.00 2.68

Quality Restaurant 0.831682 / 
0.0530861

0.78 0.00 0.00 0.98

Total 3.57 0.00 0.00 4.47

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 3.58 0.00 0.00 4.47

Mitigated 3.58 0.00 0.00 4.47

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Strip Mall 0.585914 / 
0.359108

0.67 0.00 0.00 0.81

Supermarket 2.31 / 0 2.12 0.00 0.00 2.68

Quality Restaurant 0.831682 / 
0.0530861

0.78 0.00 0.00 0.98

Total 3.57 0.00 0.00 4.47

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Strip Mall 8.31 1.73 0.09 0.00 3.52

Supermarket 290.52 60.33 2.99 0.00 123.15

Quality Restaurant 2.5 0.52 0.03 0.00 1.06

Total 62.58 3.11 0.00 127.73

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 62.58 3.10 0.00 127.74

Mitigated 62.58 3.10 0.00 127.74

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

Category/Year



25 of 25

9.0 Vegetation

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Strip Mall 8.31 1.73 0.09 0.00 3.52

Supermarket 290.52 60.33 2.99 0.00 123.15

Quality Restaurant 2.5 0.52 0.03 0.00 1.06

Total 62.58 3.11 0.00 127.73

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated



 



1 of 19

Construction Phase - Adjusted Architectural coating dates to avoid overlap with building construction

Off-road Equipment - Client data says no equipment will be used in this phase.

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - user defined supermarket 24,260sqft

Off-road Equipment - Entered client specigied data for forklift unit amount, crane and tractor hours, and all horsepower

Alameda County, Summer

Safeway Oakland

1.1 Land Usage

Strip Mall 7.91 1000sqft

Supermarket 51.51 1000sqft

Quality Restaurant 2.74 1000sqft

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

5

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.2

63

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Date: 6/24/2011CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Energy Use - site specific energy use

Vechicle Emission Factors -

Water And Wastewater - site specific information

Energy Mitigation -

Solid Waste - assume flare

Vehicle Trips - custom trip lengths and trip rates to match traffic

Off-road Equipment - Off-highway trucks represents water truck.  Entered client-specified data for water truck and all other horsepower.

Off-road Equipment - Entered client-specified data for tractor unit amount, tractor and dozer hours, and all horsepower

Trips and VMT - Demolition hauling trips based on 11.7 trips/day*22 working days; Grading hauling trips based on 24.22 trips/day*32 working days; 
demolition hauling length from client data.

Grading -

Demolition -

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2013 65.10 18.81 13.23 0.03 0.02 1.03 1.05 0.02 1.03 1.05 0.00 2,673.77 0.00 0.22 0.00 2,678.41

2012 5.85 52.21 26.50 0.06 5.04 2.36 7.40 2.56 2.36 4.92 0.00 5,977.38 0.00 0.48 0.00 5,987.39

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

2013 65.10 18.81 13.23 0.03 0.45 1.03 1.48 0.02 1.03 1.05 0.00 2,673.77 0.00 0.22 0.00 2,678.41

2012 5.85 52.21 26.50 0.06 23.22 2.36 25.58 2.56 2.36 4.92 0.00 5,977.38 0.00 0.48 0.00 5,987.39

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction
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Energy 0.07 0.64 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 766.23 0.01 0.01 770.90

Mobile 36.53 68.71 238.60 0.22 21.58 1.75 23.33 0.75 1.75 2.50 24,198.35 1.58 24,231.49

Area 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 38.32 69.35 239.14 0.22 21.58 1.75 23.38 0.75 1.75 2.55 24,964.58 1.59 0.01 25,002.39

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

Energy 0.07 0.64 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 773.36 0.01 0.01 778.07

Mobile 36.53 68.71 238.60 0.22 21.58 1.75 23.33 0.75 1.75 2.50 24,198.35 1.58 24,231.49

Area 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 38.32 69.35 239.14 0.22 21.58 1.75 23.38 0.75 1.75 2.55 24,971.71 1.59 0.01 25,009.56

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail
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3.2 Demolition - 2012

Off-Road 1.64 11.34 7.65 0.01 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 1,155.89 0.15 1,158.99

Fugitive Dust 1.13 0.00 1.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.64 11.34 7.65 0.01 1.13 0.86 1.99 0.00 0.86 0.86 1,155.89 0.15 1,158.99

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.08 0.91 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.01 0.00 0.01 124.52 0.01 124.69

Hauling 0.80 10.24 4.03 0.01 9.03 0.35 9.39 0.05 0.35 0.40 1,435.30 0.04 1,436.11

Total 0.89 10.32 4.94 0.01 9.18 0.35 9.54 0.06 0.35 0.41 1,559.82 0.05 1,560.80

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2012

Off-Road 1.64 11.34 7.65 0.01 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.00 1,155.89 0.15 1,158.99

Fugitive Dust 1.13 0.00 1.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.64 11.34 7.65 0.01 1.13 0.86 1.99 0.00 0.86 0.86 0.00 1,155.89 0.15 1,158.99

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.08 0.91 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 124.52 0.01 124.69

Hauling 0.80 10.24 4.03 0.01 0.05 0.35 0.40 0.05 0.35 0.40 1,435.30 0.04 1,436.11

Total 0.89 10.32 4.94 0.01 0.06 0.35 0.41 0.06 0.35 0.41 1,559.82 0.05 1,560.80

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2012

Off-Road 4.59 37.50 19.64 0.04 1.86 1.86 1.86 1.86 3,845.86 0.41 3,854.50

Fugitive Dust 4.97 0.00 4.97 2.49 0.00 2.49 0.00

Total 4.59 37.50 19.64 0.04 4.97 1.86 6.83 2.49 1.86 4.35 3,845.86 0.41 3,854.50

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.08 0.91 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.01 0.00 0.01 124.52 0.01 124.69

Hauling 1.17 14.62 5.95 0.02 18.10 0.49 18.59 0.07 0.49 0.56 2,007.01 0.06 2,008.19

Total 1.26 14.70 6.86 0.02 18.25 0.49 18.74 0.08 0.49 0.57 2,131.53 0.07 2,132.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.08 0.91 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 124.52 0.01 124.69

Hauling 1.17 14.62 5.95 0.02 0.07 0.49 0.56 0.07 0.49 0.56 2,007.01 0.06 2,008.19

Total 1.26 14.70 6.86 0.02 0.08 0.49 0.57 0.08 0.49 0.57 2,131.53 0.07 2,132.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2012

Off-Road 4.59 37.50 19.64 0.04 1.86 1.86 1.86 1.86 0.00 3,845.86 0.41 3,854.50

Fugitive Dust 4.97 0.00 4.97 2.49 0.00 2.49 0.00

Total 4.59 37.50 19.64 0.04 4.97 1.86 6.83 2.49 1.86 4.35 0.00 3,845.86 0.41 3,854.50

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.15 1.82 0.89 0.00 0.09 0.05 0.15 0.01 0.05 0.06 273.64 0.01 273.79

Worker 0.17 0.17 1.81 0.00 0.30 0.01 0.31 0.01 0.01 0.02 249.03 0.02 249.38

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.32 1.99 2.70 0.00 0.39 0.06 0.46 0.02 0.06 0.08 522.67 0.03 523.17

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2012

Off-Road 2.37 18.35 10.65 0.02 1.09 1.09 1.09 1.09 2,107.27 0.21 2,111.73

Total 2.37 18.35 10.65 0.02 1.09 1.09 1.09 1.09 2,107.27 0.21 2,111.73

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.15 1.82 0.89 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.05 0.06 273.64 0.01 273.79

Worker 0.17 0.17 1.81 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 249.03 0.02 249.38

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.32 1.99 2.70 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.08 0.02 0.06 0.08 522.67 0.03 523.17

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2012

Off-Road 2.37 18.35 10.65 0.02 1.09 1.09 1.09 1.09 0.00 2,107.27 0.21 2,111.73

Total 2.37 18.35 10.65 0.02 1.09 1.09 1.09 1.09 0.00 2,107.27 0.21 2,111.73

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.14 1.67 0.83 0.00 0.09 0.05 0.14 0.01 0.05 0.06 273.84 0.01 273.98

Worker 0.16 0.15 1.64 0.00 0.30 0.01 0.31 0.01 0.01 0.02 243.87 0.02 244.20

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.30 1.82 2.47 0.00 0.39 0.06 0.45 0.02 0.06 0.08 517.71 0.03 518.18

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2013

Off-Road 2.20 16.96 10.43 0.02 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 2,107.27 0.20 2,111.39

Total 2.20 16.96 10.43 0.02 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 2,107.27 0.20 2,111.39

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2013

Off-Road 2.20 16.96 10.43 0.02 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.00 2,107.27 0.20 2,111.39

Total 2.20 16.96 10.43 0.02 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.00 2,107.27 0.20 2,111.39

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.14 1.67 0.83 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.05 0.06 273.84 0.01 273.98

Worker 0.16 0.15 1.64 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 243.87 0.02 244.20

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.30 1.82 2.47 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.08 0.02 0.06 0.08 517.71 0.03 518.18

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Archit. Coating 62.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 62.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.33 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 48.77 0.00 48.84

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.03 0.03 0.33 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 48.77 0.00 48.84

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 48.77 0.00 48.84

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.03 0.03 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 48.77 0.00 48.84

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Archit. Coating 62.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 62.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Unmitigated 36.53 68.71 238.60 0.22 21.58 1.75 23.33 0.75 1.75 2.50 24,198.35 1.58 24,231.49

Mitigated 36.53 68.71 238.60 0.22 21.58 1.75 23.33 0.75 1.75 2.50 24,198.35 1.58 24,231.49

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Strip Mall 350.57 332.54 161.60 494,349 494,349

Supermarket 5,266.38 9,147.66 8573.32 3,900,324 3,900,324

Quality Restaurant 246.46 258.55 197.72 286,134 286,134

Total 5,863.42 9,738.74 8,932.64 4,680,807 4,680,807

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Strip Mall 9.50 7.30 7.30 16.60 64.40 19.00

Quality Restaurant 9.50 7.30 7.30 12.00 69.00 19.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW
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Supermarket 9.50 2.70 7.30 6.50 74.50 19.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW

5.0 Energy Detail

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.07 0.64 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 773.36 0.01 0.01 778.07

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.07 0.64 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 766.23 0.01 0.01 770.90

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

Strip Mall 0.0906941 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.67 0.00 0.00 10.73

Supermarket 5.19334 0.06 0.51 0.43 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 610.98 0.01 0.01 614.70

Quality Restaurant 1.22896 0.01 0.12 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 144.58 0.00 0.00 145.46

Total 0.07 0.64 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 766.23 0.01 0.01 770.89

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Mitigated

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Strip Mall 104.022 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.24 0.00 0.00 12.31

Supermarket 5193.34 0.06 0.51 0.43 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 610.98 0.01 0.01 614.70

Quality Restaurant 1276.24 0.01 0.13 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 150.15 0.00 0.00 151.06

Total 0.07 0.65 0.55 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 773.37 0.01 0.01 778.07

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

1.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

9.0 Vegetation

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

1.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Mitigated
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Construction Phase - Adjusted Architectural coating dates to avoid overlap with building construction

Off-road Equipment - Client data says no equipment will be used in this phase.

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - user defined supermarket 24,260sqft

Off-road Equipment - Entered client specigied data for forklift unit amount, crane and tractor hours, and all horsepower

Alameda County, Winter

Safeway Oakland

1.1 Land Usage

Strip Mall 7.91 1000sqft

Supermarket 51.51 1000sqft

Quality Restaurant 2.74 1000sqft

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

5

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.2

63

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Date: 6/24/2011CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Energy Use - site specific energy use

Vechicle Emission Factors -

Water And Wastewater - site specific information

Energy Mitigation -

Solid Waste - assume flare

Vehicle Trips - custom trip lengths and trip rates to match traffic

Off-road Equipment - Off-highway trucks represents water truck.  Entered client-specified data for water truck and all other horsepower.

Off-road Equipment - Entered client-specified data for tractor unit amount, tractor and dozer hours, and all horsepower

Trips and VMT - Demolition hauling trips based on 11.7 trips/day*22 working days; Grading hauling trips based on 24.22 trips/day*32 working days; 
demolition hauling length from client data.

Grading -

Demolition -

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2013 65.12 18.82 13.29 0.03 0.02 1.03 1.05 0.02 1.03 1.05 0.00 2,639.59 0.00 0.22 0.00 2,644.23

2012 5.89 52.24 27.20 0.06 5.04 2.36 7.41 2.56 2.36 4.93 0.00 5,952.93 0.00 0.48 0.00 5,962.97

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

2013 65.12 18.82 13.29 0.03 0.45 1.03 1.48 0.02 1.03 1.05 0.00 2,639.59 0.00 0.22 0.00 2,644.23

2012 5.89 52.24 27.20 0.06 23.22 2.36 25.58 2.56 2.36 4.93 0.00 5,952.93 0.00 0.48 0.00 5,962.97

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction
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Energy 0.07 0.64 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 766.23 0.01 0.01 770.90

Mobile 35.43 70.03 290.36 0.21 21.58 1.85 23.43 0.75 1.85 2.60 22,189.80 1.71 22,225.72

Area 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 37.22 70.67 290.90 0.21 21.58 1.85 23.48 0.75 1.85 2.65 22,956.03 1.72 0.01 22,996.62

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

Energy 0.07 0.64 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 773.36 0.01 0.01 778.07

Mobile 35.43 70.03 290.36 0.21 21.58 1.85 23.43 0.75 1.85 2.60 22,189.80 1.71 22,225.72

Area 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 37.22 70.67 290.90 0.21 21.58 1.85 23.48 0.75 1.85 2.65 22,963.16 1.72 0.01 23,003.79

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail
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3.2 Demolition - 2012

Off-Road 1.64 11.34 7.65 0.01 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 1,155.89 0.15 1,158.99

Fugitive Dust 1.13 0.00 1.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.64 11.34 7.65 0.01 1.13 0.86 1.99 0.00 0.86 0.86 1,155.89 0.15 1,158.99

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.09 0.85 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.01 0.00 0.01 110.99 0.01 111.16

Hauling 0.82 10.27 4.38 0.01 9.03 0.36 9.39 0.05 0.36 0.41 1,430.02 0.04 1,430.85

Total 0.91 10.36 5.23 0.01 9.18 0.36 9.54 0.06 0.36 0.42 1,541.01 0.05 1,542.01

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2012

Off-Road 1.64 11.34 7.65 0.01 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.00 1,155.89 0.15 1,158.99

Fugitive Dust 1.13 0.00 1.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.64 11.34 7.65 0.01 1.13 0.86 1.99 0.00 0.86 0.86 0.00 1,155.89 0.15 1,158.99

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.09 0.85 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 110.99 0.01 111.16

Hauling 0.82 10.27 4.38 0.01 0.05 0.36 0.41 0.05 0.36 0.41 1,430.02 0.04 1,430.85

Total 0.91 10.36 5.23 0.01 0.06 0.36 0.42 0.06 0.36 0.42 1,541.01 0.05 1,542.01

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2012

Off-Road 4.59 37.50 19.64 0.04 1.86 1.86 1.86 1.86 3,845.86 0.41 3,854.50

Fugitive Dust 4.97 0.00 4.97 2.49 0.00 2.49 0.00

Total 4.59 37.50 19.64 0.04 4.97 1.86 6.83 2.49 1.86 4.35 3,845.86 0.41 3,854.50

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.09 0.85 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.01 0.00 0.01 110.99 0.01 111.16

Hauling 1.21 14.64 6.71 0.02 18.10 0.50 18.60 0.07 0.50 0.57 1,996.08 0.06 1,997.32

Total 1.30 14.73 7.56 0.02 18.25 0.50 18.75 0.08 0.50 0.58 2,107.07 0.07 2,108.48

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.09 0.85 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 110.99 0.01 111.16

Hauling 1.21 14.64 6.71 0.02 0.07 0.50 0.57 0.07 0.50 0.57 1,996.08 0.06 1,997.32

Total 1.30 14.73 7.56 0.02 0.08 0.50 0.58 0.08 0.50 0.58 2,107.07 0.07 2,108.48

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2012

Off-Road 4.59 37.50 19.64 0.04 1.86 1.86 1.86 1.86 0.00 3,845.86 0.41 3,854.50

Fugitive Dust 4.97 0.00 4.97 2.49 0.00 2.49 0.00

Total 4.59 37.50 19.64 0.04 4.97 1.86 6.83 2.49 1.86 4.35 0.00 3,845.86 0.41 3,854.50

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.16 1.81 1.08 0.00 0.09 0.06 0.15 0.01 0.06 0.06 271.39 0.01 271.55

Worker 0.18 0.18 1.70 0.00 0.30 0.01 0.31 0.01 0.01 0.02 221.98 0.02 222.32

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.34 1.99 2.78 0.00 0.39 0.07 0.46 0.02 0.07 0.08 493.37 0.03 493.87

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2012

Off-Road 2.37 18.35 10.65 0.02 1.09 1.09 1.09 1.09 2,107.27 0.21 2,111.73

Total 2.37 18.35 10.65 0.02 1.09 1.09 1.09 1.09 2,107.27 0.21 2,111.73

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.16 1.81 1.08 0.00 0.01 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.06 0.06 271.39 0.01 271.55

Worker 0.18 0.18 1.70 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 221.98 0.02 222.32

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.34 1.99 2.78 0.00 0.02 0.07 0.08 0.02 0.07 0.08 493.37 0.03 493.87

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2012

Off-Road 2.37 18.35 10.65 0.02 1.09 1.09 1.09 1.09 0.00 2,107.27 0.21 2,111.73

Total 2.37 18.35 10.65 0.02 1.09 1.09 1.09 1.09 0.00 2,107.27 0.21 2,111.73

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.15 1.66 1.01 0.00 0.09 0.05 0.14 0.01 0.05 0.06 271.57 0.01 271.72

Worker 0.17 0.17 1.53 0.00 0.30 0.01 0.31 0.01 0.01 0.02 217.29 0.01 217.60

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.32 1.83 2.54 0.00 0.39 0.06 0.45 0.02 0.06 0.08 488.86 0.02 489.32

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2013

Off-Road 2.20 16.96 10.43 0.02 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 2,107.27 0.20 2,111.39

Total 2.20 16.96 10.43 0.02 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 2,107.27 0.20 2,111.39

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site



12 of 19

3.4 Building Construction - 2013

Off-Road 2.20 16.96 10.43 0.02 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.00 2,107.27 0.20 2,111.39

Total 2.20 16.96 10.43 0.02 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.00 2,107.27 0.20 2,111.39

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.15 1.66 1.01 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.05 0.06 271.57 0.01 271.72

Worker 0.17 0.17 1.53 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 217.29 0.01 217.60

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.32 1.83 2.54 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.08 0.02 0.06 0.08 488.86 0.02 489.32

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Archit. Coating 62.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 62.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.31 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 43.46 0.00 43.52

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.03 0.03 0.31 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 43.46 0.00 43.52

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 43.46 0.00 43.52

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.03 0.03 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 43.46 0.00 43.52

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Archit. Coating 62.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 62.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Unmitigated 35.43 70.03 290.36 0.21 21.58 1.85 23.43 0.75 1.85 2.60 22,189.80 1.71 22,225.72

Mitigated 35.43 70.03 290.36 0.21 21.58 1.85 23.43 0.75 1.85 2.60 22,189.80 1.71 22,225.72

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Strip Mall 350.57 332.54 161.60 494,349 494,349

Supermarket 5,266.38 9,147.66 8573.32 3,900,324 3,900,324

Quality Restaurant 246.46 258.55 197.72 286,134 286,134

Total 5,863.42 9,738.74 8,932.64 4,680,807 4,680,807

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Strip Mall 9.50 7.30 7.30 16.60 64.40 19.00

Quality Restaurant 9.50 7.30 7.30 12.00 69.00 19.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW
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Supermarket 9.50 2.70 7.30 6.50 74.50 19.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW

5.0 Energy Detail

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.07 0.64 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 773.36 0.01 0.01 778.07

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.07 0.64 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 766.23 0.01 0.01 770.90

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

Strip Mall 0.0906941 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.67 0.00 0.00 10.73

Supermarket 5.19334 0.06 0.51 0.43 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 610.98 0.01 0.01 614.70

Quality Restaurant 1.22896 0.01 0.12 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 144.58 0.00 0.00 145.46

Total 0.07 0.64 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 766.23 0.01 0.01 770.89

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Mitigated

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Strip Mall 104.022 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.24 0.00 0.00 12.31

Supermarket 5193.34 0.06 0.51 0.43 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 610.98 0.01 0.01 614.70

Quality Restaurant 1276.24 0.01 0.13 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 150.15 0.00 0.00 151.06

Total 0.07 0.65 0.55 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 773.37 0.01 0.01 778.07

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

1.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

9.0 Vegetation

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

1.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Mitigated



 



Air Quality Dispersal Maps and Calculations 



 



AERMOD View - Lakes Environmental Software C:\Users\Weatherman\My Documents\Business\Project Files\Claremont Safeway\safepm25\safepm25.isc
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SPREADSHEET TO CALCULATE DPM/PM2.5 EMISSIONS

CONSTRUCTION OF SAFEWAY STORE AT CLAREMONT AND COLLEGE

EQUIPMENT:

Time Slice Length (days) MAXIMUM LBS/DAY MAXIMUM GM/DAY WEIGHTED AVERAGE

DPM PM2.5 DPM PM2.5 DPM PM2.5

1 22 0.57 0.57 258.78 258.78 0.044155 0.044155

2 32 1.24 1.24 562.96 562.96 0.139718 0.139718

3 207 0.6 0.6 272.4 272.4 0.437324 0.437324

4 23 0 0 0 0 0 0

284 0.621197 0.621197 LBS/DAY

282.02 282.02 GMS/DAY

ON-SITE TRUCKS: EMISSION FACTORS EMISSION FACTORS MAXIMUM GM/DAY

Time Slice TRUCKS/DAY TRAVEL (GM/MILE) IDLE (GM-IDLE-HOUR) Length (days) WEIGHTED AVERAGE

DPM PM2.5 DPM PM2.5 DPM PM2.5 DPM PM2.5

1 12 1.59 1.46 1.39 1.28 3.30 3.04 22 0.26 0.24

2 24 1.59 1.46 1.39 1.28 6.60 6.08 32 0.74 0.68

3 0 1.59 1.46 1.39 1.28 0.00 0.00 207 0.00 0.00

4 0 1.59 1.46 1.39 1.28 0.00 0.00 23 0.00 0.00

Daily Emissions Emission gm/sec Emission g/sec/m2 1.00 0.92

Maximum Average Maximum Average Maximum Average

DPM 569.56 283.02 0.0175791358 0.0087352908 0.0000003555 0.0000001767

PM2.5 569.04 282.94 0.0175628148 0.0087328197 0.0000003552 0.0000001766
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FIGURE B-9 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-2 (ALCATRAZ AND LEWISTON) 
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FIGURE B-10 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-2 (ALCATRAZ AND LEWISTON) 
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FIGURE B-11 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-2 (ALCATRAZ AND LEWISTON) 
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FIGURE B-12 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-2 (ALCATRAZ AND LEWISTON) 
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FIGURE B-13 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-2 (ALCATRAZ AND LEWISTON) 
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FIGURE B-14 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-2 (ALCATRAZ AND LEWISTON) 
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FIGURE B-15 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-3 (3306 CLAREMONT) 
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FIGURE B-16 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-3 (3306 CLAREMONT) 
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FIGURE B-17 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-3 (3306 CLAREMONT) 
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FIGURE B-18 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-3 (3306 CLAREMONT) 
 

 



WILSON, IHRIG & ASSOCIATES, INC.   Safeway Claremont Noise Study 

 

B-20 

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10
3 6 9 noon 3 6 9 12

Sun, 17 Feb

S
O

U
N

D
 L

E
V

E
L
 -

- 
d
B

A

CNEL    =  59.9     Lday  = 58.1                                                                    
 Leq                                                                                                 
 

Ldn       =  59.5     Leve = 55.6                                                                   
 L25                                                                                                 
 

Leq(24) =  56.2     Lnight= 51.4                                                                  
 L33                                                                                                 
 

Pk Hr Leq= 59.1 at 11 AM;  59.2 at  4 PM                                                            
 L50                                                                                                 
 

L90                                                                                                 
 

 
FIGURE B-19 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-3 (3306 CLAREMONT) 
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FIGURE B-20 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-3 (3306 CLAREMONT) 
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FIGURE B-21 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-3 (3306 CLAREMONT) 
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FIGURE B-22 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-4 (SAFEWAY ROOF) 
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FIGURE B-23 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-4 (SAFEWAY ROOF) 
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FIGURE B-24 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-4 (SAFEWAY ROOF) 
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FIGURE B-25 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-4 (SAFEWAY ROOF) 
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FIGURE B-26 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-4 (SAFEWAY ROOF) 
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FIGURE B-27 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-4 (SAFEWAY ROOF) 
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FIGURE B-28 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS MEASURED AT LONG-TERM 

MONITORING LOCATION L-4 (SAFEWAY ROOF) 
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FIGURE B-28 BACKGROUND AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS RECORDED AT 

LOCATION L-1 (2712 ALCATRAZ) OVER THE FULL SURVEY 
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FIGURE B-29 BACKGROUND AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS RECORDED AT 

LOCATION L-2 (ALCATRAZ AND LEWISTON) OVER THE FULL 
SURVEY 
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FIGURE B-30 BACKGROUND AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS RECORDED AT 

LOCATION L-3 (3306 CLAREMONT) OVER THE FULL SURVEY 
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FIGURE B-31 BACKGROUND AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS RECORDED AT 

LOCATION L-4 (SAFEWAY STORE ROOF OVERLOOKING 
COLLEGE) OVER THE FULL SURVEY 
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File No. ER09-0006 1 Safeway, College/Claremont  
October 30, 2009  Shopping Center Project 

City of Oakland 
File No ER09-0006. 
 
 
 

INITIAL STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
CHECKLIST 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
 
 
1. Project Title:    Safeway Shopping Center – College and Claremont Avenues 

 
2. Lead Agency:   City of Oakland 

     Community and Economic Development Agency 
     Planning Division 
     250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315 
     Oakland, CA 94612 
 

3. Contact Person:  Peterson Vollmann, Planner III 
510/238-6167 
pvollman@oaklandnet.com 

 
4. Project Location:  6310 College Avenue 

     Oakland, CA 94618 
 

5. Project Sponsor’s Name  
and Address:   Safeway, Inc. 

     5918 Stoneridge Mall Road 
     Pleasanton, CA 94588-3229 
     Attn.: Todd Paradis  

925/467-2078/FAX 925/467-2861 
todd.paradis@safeway.com 

 
6. General Plan Designation: Neighborhood Center Mixed Use 

 
7. Zoning:   C-31, Special Retail 

 
8. Description of Project: 
 
Project Location. The project site is located at 6320 College Avenue, at the intersection with Claremont 
Avenue in the Rockridge District of Oakland. See Figure 1, page 3.  

Existing Uses. The 2.1-acre project site at the northeast corner of College and Claremont Avenues is 
presently occupied by an existing Safeway Store, with approximately 25,000 square feet of floor area, a 
96-space surface parking lot, and a Union 76 gasoline station. The Safeway Store at 6310 College Avenue 
existed in its present configuration for over 40 years.  

Project Description. The project would involve demolition of the existing 25,000-square-foot store, 
parking lot and service station and construction of a two-story, approximately 64,860-square-foot building 



File No. ER09-0006 2 Safeway, College/Claremont  
October 30, 2009  Shopping Center Project 

that would contain a 50,400-square-foot Safeway supermarket, about 11, 500 square feet of ground-floor 
retail spaces (for approximately eight retail shops), and a partially below-grade parking garage with about 
173 parking spaces. 

In summary, the main features of the project would include: 

• 8 new retail storefronts on College Avenue, totaling 11,572 square feet 
• A public, retail-lined walk-street  
• A 2,839 square-foot, publicly accessible roof top garden  
• Access to roof top garden from Safeway bridge and walk-street stairs 
• Access lobbies to second level Safeway  
• Access lobbies also connect to on-grade public parking beyond  
• Single entry to garage on College, at 63rd Street 
• Two entries to garage off Claremont 
• Dedicated employee parking and loading area off Claremont Avenue 
• 10-foot landscaped setback from Alcatraz Avenue neighbors 

A detailed project description is provided below as Item 12.  
 
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: 

 
College and Claremont Avenues bound the project site on two sides. Both streets are major arterials, and 
the land uses opposite the site on both is predominately commercial. The land use adjacent to the site on 
the north is residential; the rear yards of approximately eight single family homes abut the parcel. Six of 
these homes front on Alcatraz Avenue, while one faces College Avenue and one is on Claremont Avenue. 
The surrounding land uses are documented more specifically on Figure 2, page 4, which shows the 
outlines and use of all the surrounding structures.  

 
10. Actions/permits which may be required, and for which this document provides CEQA 

clearance, include without limitations: (e.g. permits, financing approval, or participation 
agreement, etc.) 
 

Four Conditional Use Permits:  

• General Food Sales (Planning Code 17.48.040) 
• Alcohol Beverage Sales (Planning Code 17.48.040) 
• Size in excess of 7,500 square feet (Planning Code 17.48.080) 
• Driveways on College and Claremont Avenues (Planning Code 17.48.070)  
Minor Variances for reduced parking and loading 

Tentative Parcel Map for commercial condominiums 
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11. Other Public Agencies Interested in the Project:  

 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)  

12.  Detailed Project Description: 
 
Project Location and Site Characteristics 

The proposed project site is a triangular shaped parcel at the north side of the triangle formed by the 
intersection of College and Claremont Avenues in north Oakland. The Assessor's Parcel Number is 048A-
7070-001-01. The site contains 2.1 acres and slopes gently from the northeastern corner, where the 
elevation is about 221 feet to the southern corner, at 203 feet. The site currently contains a Safeway store 
with about 25,000 square feet. It is a one-story masonry building on a flat concrete pad, at elevation 207 
feet. The Safeway store provides approximately 106 parking spaces on the east and south sides, and a 
loading dock at the north side. The parking lot can be accessed from two driveways on College Avenue 
and two on Claremont. The site has a retaining wall along the Claremont frontage, with a row of 
landscape trees planted between the wall and the sidewalk.  

The southern corner of the parcel houses a Union 76 gasoline and service station featuring a small 
building of about 1,120 square feet, a covered service area, a canopy over the gasoline pumps, and 
multiple curb cuts on College and Claremont Avenues to facilitate access. The gas station site is paved 
with asphalt or concrete and contains several underground gasoline storage tanks.  

The northern boundary of the site lies along the Oakland/Berkeley City Limit line, and is marked by a 
wooden fence and by the northern wall of the Safeway store, which is built on the property line. The 
parcel abuts eight Berkeley lots, six with frontages on Alcatraz Avenue, while one fronts on College 
Avenue and the other fronts on Claremont Avenue. All of these abutting parcels are developed with 
single-family homes, although one has been converted to a commercial use.  

The College Avenue frontage is defined by a 10-foot-wide sidewalk, with several street trees as well as 
some landscaping trees planting adjacent to the sidewalk on the Safeway parcel. It is a narrow street (40 
feet wide) with significant of pedestrian traffic, drawn to the small shops and stores found on the block. 
63rd Avenue intersects College at a T-intersection opposite one of the driveways onto the Safeway site.  

Claremont Avenue is 56 feet wide adjacent to the site. It is not a pedestrian-oriented retail street, like 
College, as the buildings along Claremont opposite the site are predominately multi-story office 
buildings.  

Proposed Project 

The proposed project would involve demolition and clearing of the entire site, followed by construction of 
a new two-story building with approximately 64,860 square feet of floor area, including a new Safeway 
store of 50,400 square feet and eight separate ground-floor retail shops, totaling 11,572 square feet, 
fronting on College Avenue and on the proposed pedestrian “walk street” to be located near the 
College/Claremont corner. The site plan, Figure 3, page 7, provides a plan view of the overall coverage, 
while the ground-floor plan, Figure 4, page 8, clearly depicts the retail shops and “walk street”. The sizes 
of the retail tenant spaces would range from 435 square feet to 2,729 square feet—the latter being the 
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large shop at the College/Claremont corner. Figure 5, page 9, depicts the project's level plan, and Figures 
6 and 7, pages 10 and11, depict project elevations. Figures 8 and 9, pages 12 and 13, show the project 
sections. 

The 10-foot-wide landscaped setback from the northern property line can also be seen on Figures 5 and 6. 
Except for an intrusion from tenant space 1, on College Avenue, this setback would run the width of the 
parcel.  

Figure 4 also shows the layout of the first floor of the integrated parking structure. As can be seen, there 
would be an entrance opposite 63rd Street on the College Avenue side, an entrance off Claremont Avenue 
relatively close to College Avenue, and a ramp providing access to Claremont Avenue at the northeastern 
corner of the site, opposite the intersection of Mystic Street, Auburn Avenue and Claremont. The 
applicant is proposing to signalize this intersection as part of the project. The ground floor would have 
two lobbies, with stairways and elevators to provide pedestrian access to the Safeway Store above and to 
the sidewalk on College Avenue and the on-site “walk street.” A total of 145 parking spaces would be 
provided on the ground floor.  

Figure 5 shows the Safeway level. The polygon shaped store would be accessed via the stairways and 
elevators on the College Avenue side, with goods deliveries occurring at the store level, via a ramp that 
would bring the trucks in and out via Claremont Avenue to an enclosed loading dock. The truck 
maneuvering patterns are shown on Figure 7. There would be 28 parking spaces on the upper level. They 
would be assigned to employees and suppliers, and would not be available to customers.  

Figure 5 also depicts the roof top terrace over the free-standing retail shop proposed at the 
College/Claremont corner. Access would be provided from the Safeway store via a pedestrian bridge over 
the “walk street,” or from an exterior stairway to the “walk street.” 

Elevations and sections are shown in Figures 6 to 9. The exterior of the building would generally have 
painted plaster surfaces, drawing from a palette of four colors, with significant additions of stacked 
limestone, corrugated metal and glass in the storefronts.  

The roof of the Safeway store would be at elevation 236, approximately 33 feet above the low point of the 
site (at the College/Claremont corner), 30 feet above College Avenue at the northwestern corner of the 
site and 16.5 feet above Claremont Avenue at the high point of the site, in the northeast corner. The 
signature tower at the southwest corner of the Safeway store would be forty feet high above College 
Avenue, elevation 250.5 feet.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages, 
which will be further studied in the EIR. No other environmental factors will be further studied in the 
EIR. 

□ Aesthetics □ Agriculture Resources ■ Air Quality 

□ Biological Resources □ Cultural Resources □ Geology/Soils 

□ Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials □ Hydrology/Water Quality □ Land Use/Planning 

□ Mineral Resources ■ Noise □ Population/Housing 

□ Public Services □ Recreation ■ Transportation/Traffic 

□ Utilities/Service Systems □ Mandatory Findings of Significance 
 
 
 
DETERMINATION 
On the basis of this initial study: 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment 
with Uniformly Applied Development Standards imposed as conditions of approval, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

□ 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because mitigation measures and Uniformly 
Applied Development Standards have been imposed on the project. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

□ 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required that will further study: air quality, 
noise, and transportation and traffic. No other environmental factors will be further studied. 

■ 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. An ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be 
addressed. 

□ 
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Stormwater Water Management and Discharge Control Ordinance, Oakland Tree Protection Ordinance, 
Oakland Grading Regulations, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 
requirements, Housing Element-related mitigation measures, California Building Code, and Uniform Fire 
Code, among others), which have been found to substantially mitigate environmental effects. Where there 
are peculiar circumstances associated with a project or project site that will result in significant 
environmental impacts despite implementation of the Development Standards, the City will determine 
whether there are feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels in the 
course of appropriate CEQA review (mitigated negative declarations or EIRs).  

A “Less-than-Significant Impact” answer applies where the project creates no substantial or potentially 
substantial adverse effect on the environment.  

A “No Impact” answer applies where a project does not create any impact in that category. A “No 
Impact” answer needs to be adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the 
parentheses following each question. A “No Impact answer is adequately supported if the referenced 
information sources show that the impact simply doesn't apply to projects like the one under involved. A 
“No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general 
standards.  
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Standard 
Condition of 

Approval  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

I. AESTHETICS—Would the project:      

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? □ □ □ ■ □ 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state or locally designated scenic 
highway? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? □ □ □ ■ □ 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in 
the area? 

□ □ ■ □ □ 

e) Introduce landscape that now or in the future cast 
substantial shadows on existing solar collectors (in 
conflict with California Public Resource Code Section 
25980-25986)? 

□ □ □ ■ □ 

f) Cast shadows that substantially impairs the function 
of a building using passive solar heat collection, solar 
collectors for hot water heating, or photovoltaic solar 
collectors? 

□ □ □ ■ □ 

g) Cast a shadow that substantially impairs the 
beneficial use of any public or quasi-public park, lawn, 
garden, or open space?  

□ □ □ □ ■ 

h) Cast shadow on an historic resource, as defined by 
CEQA Section 15064.5(a), such that the shadow would 
materially impair the resource's historic significance by 
materially altering those physical characteristics of the 
resource that convey its historical significance and that 
justify its inclusion on or eligibility for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places, California 
Register of Historical Resources, Local Register of 
Historic Resources or a historical resource survey form 
(DPR Form 523) with a rating of 1–5? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

i) Require an exception (variance) to the policies and 
regulations in the General Plan, Planning Code, or 
Uniform Building Code, and the exception causes a 
fundamental conflict with policies and regulations in 
the General Plan, Planning Code, and Uniform 
Building Code addressing the Provision of adequate 
light related to appropriate uses? 

□ □ □ ■ □ 

j) Create winds exceeding 36 mph for more than 1 hour 
during daylight hours during the year. The wind 
analysis only needs to be done if the project's height is 
100 feet or greater (measured to the roof) and one of 
the following conditions exist: a) the project is located 
adjacent to a substantial water body (i.e., Oakland 
Estuary, Lake Merritt or San Francisco Bay); or b) the 
project is located in Downtown? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 
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Discussion: 
a) and b): The project site is at a commercial corner with urban vistas in all directions featuring a variety 
of building styles, massing and heights. College Avenue, which is narrower and features denser street tree 
coverage, has a more intimate appearence than Claremont Avenue, and is pedestrian oriented with a 
variety of small shops and detailed displays in the windows. The view north on College Avenue, along 
the site’s western side, is more attractive than along Claremont Avenue, but compromised somewhat by 
views of the gas station canopy and driveway, the drab, blank wall of the existing Safeway store, and the 
parking lot.  

The existing Safeway site is auto-oriented, with a gas station at the corner, multiple parking lot entrances 
and larger signs, easily read from passing cars. Views of the existing Safeway store and gas station could 
not be classified as scenic vistas; as shown in the photographs of the existing site (Figures 10 to 17, pages 
19 to 26). There are no rock outcroppings or historic resources near the project site. Street trees surround 
the project site. Demolition of the gas station and existing Safeway store would not have an adverse effect 
on a scenic vista. The project calls for additional street trees and landscaping. 

Views of the Oakland Hills to the east from College Avenue would partially be affected by the proposed 
project, which would be approximately 35 feet in height, comparable to other three- to four-story 
buildings along Claremont and College Avenues. Public views of the hills looking down College and 
Claremont Avenues would not be affected. The scenic resources of the area would not be damaged by the 
proposed project. 

The project site is not visible from a state or locally designated scenic highway, and would not affect 
scenic resources along a scenic highway.  

c): The existing visual characteristics of the project site is a utilitarian, standardized, and familiarized 
commercial development sited within a large auto oriented surface parking lot, which is inconsistent with 
the characteristics of the College Avenue shopping district. The proposed project would result in a taller, 
more massive, and more intensively developed commercial center at this key retail corner in north 
Oakland than what presently exists at the site. As shown in the photo-simulations of the project in Figures 
11 to 17, pages 20 to 26, the project would not degrade the visual character of the site and the surrounding 
area. The height of the buildings and pedestrian scale of the proposed commercial storefronts would be 
consistent with the prevailing neighborhood commercial character along College and Claremont Avenues. 
By hiding the parking areas, and offering a number of retail storefronts along the site’s College Avenue 
frontage, the project design is intended to complement the visual character of the College Avenue retail 
district. Specific design issues will be addressed through the City of Oakland design review process. 

d): The project abuts a single-family residential area on one side and may result in an incremental 
increase in the level of light generated from the site by establishing new sources of nighttime exterior 
lights that would be visible from and potentially cast light onto the surrounding neighborhood, 
particularly the windows and yard areas of adjacent residential dwellings.  
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Implementation of the following standard condition of approval that the City applies to all development 
projects would reduce lighting impacts of the project to a less-than-significant level: 

STANDARD CONDITION AES-1: Prior to issuance of an electrical or building permit. 
The proposed lighting fixtures shall be adequately shielded to a point below the light bulb 
and reflector and that prevent unnecessary glare onto adjacent properties. Plans shall be 
submitted to the Planning and Zoning Division and the Electrical Services Division of the 
Public Works Agency for review and approval. All lighting shall be architecturally 
integrated into the site.  

e), f), g), and h): No solar collectors or buildings designed for passive solar heating or equipped with 
photovoltaic or solar hot water collectors were observed in the project vicinity to the north or east of the 
site, where the added height of the buildings or proposed landscape trees could shade solar collectors. 
Thus the impact pertaining to landscape- or building-induced shadow effects on existing solar collectors 
or buildings using passive solar heat would be less than significant.  

Similarly, there are no public or quasi-public parks, lawns, gardens, or open spaces in the immediate 
project vicinity that would be adversely affected by new shadows generated by the proposed project. Nor 
are there any historical resources, as defined by CEQA in the project vicinity. Therefore, new shadow 
generated by the proposed project would not materially impair any resource’s historic significance and 
would result in no impact.  

i): The parking and loading variances requested by the proposed project do not conflict with the policies 
and regulations of the General Plan, Planning Code, or Building Code. The project plans call for an 
increased setback along the northern boundary, adjacent to residential development, compared to the 
existing conditions. 

j): The wind hazard criterion is not applicable because the project would not exceed 100 feet in height and 
is not located downtown or near a water body. 

References: 
California Department of Transportation, The California Scenic Highway System,  

City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE), June 1998, as 
amended. 

City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Open Space, Conservation and Recreation (OSCAR) Element, 
June 1996. 

City of Oakland, Planning and Zoning Division, Standard Conditions of Approval and Uniformly Applied 
Development Standards (Revised September 17, 2008) 

Project Plans, 2009.  
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No 
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II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES—Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or 
a Williamson Act contract? □ □ □ □ ■ 

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

 
Discussion: 
a), b), and c): There is no agricultural or farmland in the vicinity of the project. The site is in commercial 
use and designated for commercial use in Oakland’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The project 
would have no impact on agricultural resources. 

References: 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE), June 1998, as 
amended. 

City of Oakland, Municipal Code Chapter 17 (Zoning Ordinance), Chapter 17.48.  
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III. AIR QUALITY—Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? ■ □ □ □ □ 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

■ □ □ □ □ 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

■ □ □ □ □ 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? ■ □ □ □ □ 

e) Frequently create substantial objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people? □ □ □ ■ □ 
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f) Contribute to CO concentrations exceeding the State 
AAQS of 9 ppm averaged over 8 hours and 20 ppm for 
1 hour. Pursuant to BAAQMD, localized carbon 
monoxide concentrations should be estimated for 
projects in which (1) vehicle emissions of CO would 
exceed 550 lb/day; (2) intersections or roadway links 
would decline to LOS E or F; (3) intersections 
operating at LOS E or F will have reduced LOS; or 
(4) traffic volume increase on nearby roadways by 10% 
or more unless the increase in traffic volume is less 
than 100 vehicles per hour? 

■ □ □ □ □ 

g) Result in total emissions of ROG, NOx, or PM10 of 
15 tons per year or greater, or 80 pounds (36 kilograms) 
per day or greater? The Port of Oakland maintains PM 
10 and PM2.5 monitoring stations in West Oakland and 
data from these stations should be obtained and used. 

■ □ □ □ □ 

h) Result in potential to expose persons to substantial 
levels of Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC), such that the 
probability of contracting cancer for the Maximally 
Exposed Individual (MEI) exceeds 10 in one million? 

■ □ □ □ □ 

i) Result in ground level concentrations of non-
carcinogenic TACs such that the Hazard Index would 
be greater than 1 for the MEI? 

■ □ □ □ □ 

j) Result in a substantial increase in diesel emissions? ■ □ □ □ □ 
k) A project's contribution to cumulative impacts is 
considered “considerable” (i.e., significant) when the 
project results in any individually significant impact; or 

■ □ □ □ □ 

1) Result in a fundamental conflict with the local 
general plan, when the general plan is consistent with 
the regional air quality plan? When the general plan 
fundamentally conflicts with the regional air quality 
plan, then if the contribution of the proposed project is 
cumulatively considerable when analyzed the impact to 
air quality should be considered significant. 

■ □ □ □ □ 

m) Result in significant greenhouse gas emissions and 
Global Climate Change Impacts ■ □ □ □ □ 
 
Discussion: 
a), b), c), and d): The entire San Francisco Bay Area is designated “non-attainment” for state one-hour 
ozone and federal 8-hour ozone standard and is also designated “non-attainment” for the state particulate 
matter (PM10 and PM2.5) standards. The potential air quality impacts from the demolition of the existing 
buildings on the site and the construction of operation of the project will be evaluated in the EIR.  

e): The proposed project would not result in the creation of an odor emitting source as identified in the 
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. No significant odors potentially affecting a significant number of people 
are projected.  
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f): Increased vehicle trips from the project would affect localized carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations 
at nearby intersections. Although CO levels have been declining for a number of years due to improved 
vehicle emission controls and are expected to do so in the future, the effect of increases in traffic 
generated by the project would need to be studied in the EIR.  

g): The proposed project involves the development of a 50,400-square-foot grocery supermarket plus 
11,572 square feet of additional retail space. Since the project would replace an existing supermarket and 
gas station, the net increase in retail space, and associated traffic generation, would be much lower. 
However, the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines indicate that a supermarket of 24,000 square feet or larger 
may generate 80 lbs./day of NOX. Since the net increase in retail space would exceed this threshold, the 
project’s potential air quality impacts will be addressed in the EIR.  

h), i), and j): The project is not expected to result in the construction of any new stationary sources of 
emissions with potential toxic air contaminate components. However, diesel powered delivery trucks will 
continue to be used to make deliveries to the site, and diesel emissions will be released in conjunction 
with this activity. The potential impacts of these emissions and any other toxic air contaminants will be 
addressed in the EIR. 

k), l), and m): The projects potential cumulative impacts and potentially significant emissions of 
greenhouse gas emission will be addressed in the air quality section of the EIR.  

References: 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, January 2006. 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Assessing Air Quality Impacts of Projects and Plans, 
December 1999.  

California Air Resources Board, 2004 Revisions to the California State Implementation Plan for Carbon 
Monoxide, July, 2004. 

Project Plans, 2009. 
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would the project:      

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

□ □ □ ■ □ 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 
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c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands (as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act) or state protected wetlands, through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

□ □ ■ □ □ 

e) Fundamentally conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community conservation 
plan? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

f) Fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland 
Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance (Oakland 
Municipal Code (OMC) Chapter 12.36) by removal of 
protected trees under certain circumstances? Factors to 
be considered in determining significance include: the 
number, type, size, location and condition of (a) the 
protected trees to be removed and/or impacted by 
construction and (b) the protected trees to remain, with 
special consideration given to native trees. 

□ □ ■ □ □ 

Protected trees include the following: Quercus agrifolia 
(California or coast live oak) measuring four inches 
diameter at breast height (dbh) or larger, and any other 
tree measuring nine inches dbh or larger except 
eucalyptus and pinus radiata (Monterey pine); 
provided, however, that Monterey pine trees on City 
property and in development-related situations where 
more than five Monterey pine trees per acre are 
proposed to be removed are considered to be Protected 
trees. 

□ □ ■ □ □ 

g) Fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland 
Creek Protection Ordinance (OMC Chapter 13.16) 
intended to protect biological resources. Although there 
are no specific, numeric/quantitative criteria to assess 
impacts, factors to be considered in determining 
significance include whether there is substantial 
degradation of riparian and aquatic habitat through: 
(a) discharging a substantial amount of pollutants into a 
creek; (b) significantly modifying the natural flow of 
the water; (c) depositing substantial amounts of new 
material into a creek or causing substantial bank 
erosion or instability; or (d) adversely impacting the 
riparian corridor by significantly altering vegetation or 
wildlife habitat? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

 
Discussion: 
a): The proposed project would be constructed on a developed site with an existing Safeway, gas station 
and parking lots in the midst of a highly developed urban area. Suitable habitat to support candidate, 
sensitive or special status species no longer exists within the project locale or surrounding area. The trees 
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on or near the project site do not contain nests, or nest structures, and there is no evidence of bird-
incubating or rearing activity Urban development has caused sensitive species to be replaced with 
ornamental, non-native landscaping and disturbance-tolerant wildlife, making it unlikely that the 
proposed project would cause direct or indirect adverse impacts to any endangered, rare, threatened or 
other special-status species of plants or animals. The project would not result in impacts to bird nests or 
affect bird nesting, either through direct removal of a tree, or disturbance from site construction noise, or 
human activity. 

b): Riparian habitats are supported by creeks, streams or other waterway systems. There is no riparian 
habitat on the site, nor are other sensitive natural communities present on the site. No impacts on such 
resources are projected.  

c): The existing paved parking lots and building cover provides no opportunity for wetland hydrology, 
soils or plants, and any state or federally protected wetland occur within the project boundaries and none 
would be affected by the project. No impact is projected.  

d): The proposed project would not substantially interfere with wildlife movements. The highly urbanized 
site and surrounding areas accompanied by high levels of human activity act as barriers to terrestrial 
wildlife movement and the project area lacks natural habitat that could be used as wildlife corridors. 
Project implementation likely would not interfere with the movement of any resident or migratory bird in 
or through the area, or contribute to further fragmentation of bird foraging, reproduction, rearing, or 
perching habitat. In addition, the project will be required to implement the following standard condition 
of approval. 

STANDARD CONDITION BIO-1: Tree Removal During Breeding Season 

Prior to the issuance of a tree removal permit  

To the extent feasible, removal of any tree and /or vegetation suitable for nesting of raptors 
shall not occur during the breeding season of March 15 to August 15. If tree removal must 
occur during the breeding season, all sites shall be surveyed by a qualified biologist to verify 
the presence or absence of nesting raptors or other birds. Pre-removal surveys shall be 
conducted within 15 days prior to the start of work from March 15 through May 31, and 
within 30 days prior to the start of work from June 1 through August 15. The pre-removal 
surveys shall be submitted to the Planning and Zoning Division and the Tree Services 
Division of the Public Works Agency. It the survey indicates the potential presence of 
nesting raptors or other birds, the biologist shall determine an appropriately sized buffer 
around the nest in which no work will be allowed until the young have successfully fledged. 
The size of the nest buffer will be determined by the biologist in consultation with the 
CDFG, and will be base to a large extent on the nesting species and its sensitivity to 
disturbance. In general, buffer sizes of 200 feet for raptors and 50 feet for other birds should 
suffice to prevent the disturbance to birds nesting in the urban environment, but these may 
be increased or decreased, as appropriate, depending on the bird species and level of 
disturbance anticipated near the nest.  

Positive survey results will require protection measures defined in consultation with the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). Because tree removal would preface other construction activities, 
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compliance with Standard Condition BIO-1 is sufficient to protect nesting birds. The project impacts 
would be less than significance with the incorporation of Standard Condition BIO-1.  

e): No Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans apply to the project area, 
and the project would not impact them.  

f): The proposed project would not fundamentally conflict with the Oakland Tree Protection Ordinance 
(Oakland Municipal Code, Chapter 12.36). The site is paved or covered with buildings and is in a highly 
urbanized area. There are a total of 21 landscape trees on the site, all of which are located around the site 
perimeter, adjacent to the sidewalks on College and Claremont Avenues. The project plans call for the 
planting of 43 replacement trees, of which 16 would be planted along the College and Claremont 
frontages, 24 would be planted in the 10-foot-wide landscape buffer adjacent to the residential 
development on the north side of the site and three would be planted in the pedestrian “walk street” near 
the intersection of College and Claremont Avenues.  

The Tree Protection Ordinance requires a tree removal permit for any tree with a diameter (measured at 
breast height – DBH) of 9 inches or larger. Six of the existing trees are large enough to fall under the Tree 
Ordinance. The largest has a DBH of 13 inches. The trees that would require a tree removal permit, as set 
out in Standard Condition BIO-2, below, include three Bottlebrush (callistemon rigidis), two Maytens 
(maytenus boaria), and one Magnolia (magnolia grandiflora).1  

STANDARD CONDITION BIO-2: Tree Removal Permit 

Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading or building permit 

Prior to removal of any protected trees, per the Protected Tree Ordinance, located on the 
project site or in the public right of way adjacent to the project, the project applicant must 
secure a tree removal permit from the Tree Division of the Public Works Agency, and abide 
by the conditions of that permit.  

STANDARD CONDITION BIO-3: Tree Protection During Construction 

Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit 

Adequate protection shall be provided during the construction period for any trees which are to 
remain standing, including the following, plus any recommendations of an arborist: 

a) Before the start of any clearing, excavation, construction or other work on the site, every 
protected tree deemed to be potentially endangered by said site work shall be securely 
fenced off at a distance from the base of the tree to be determined by the City Tree 
Reviewer. Such fences shall remain in place for duration of all such work. All trees to be 
removed shall be clearly marked. A scheme shall be established for the removal and 
disposal of logs, brush, earth and other debris which will avoid injury to any protected 
tree. 

                                                      
1 There is also one Monterey Pine (Pinus Radiata) on the site that is larger than 9 inches. It does not fall under the 
Tree Protection Ordinance.  
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b) Where proposed development or other site work is to encroach upon the protected 
perimeter of any protected tree, special measures shall be incorporated to allow the roots 
to breathe and obtain water and nutrients. Any excavation, cutting, filing, or compaction 
of the existing ground surface within the protected perimeter shall be minimized. No 
change in existing ground level shall occur within a distance to be determined by the City 
Tree Reviewer from the base of any protected tree at any time. No burning or use of 
equipment with an open flame shall occur near or within the protected perimeter of any 
protected tree. 

c) No storage or dumping of oil, gas, chemicals, or other substances that may be harmful to 
trees shall occur within the distance to be determined by the Tree Reviewer from the base 
of any protected trees, or any other location on the site from which such substances might 
enter the protected perimeter. No heavy construction equipment or construction materials 
shall be operated or stored within a distance from the base of any protected trees to be 
determined by the tree reviewer. Wires, ropes, or other devices shall not be attached to 
any protected tree, except as needed for support of the tree. No sign, other than a tag 
showing the botanical classification, shall be attached to any protected tree.  

d) Periodically during construction, the leaves of protected trees shall be thoroughly sprayed 
with water to prevent buildup of dust and other pollution that would inhibit leaf 
transpiration. 

e) If any damage to a protected tree should occur during or as a result of work on the site, 
the project applicant shall immediately notify the Public Works Agency of such damage. 
If, in the professional opinion of the Tree Reviewer, such tree cannot be preserved in a 
healthy state, the Tree Reviewer shall require replacement of any tree removed with 
another tree or trees on the same site deemed adequate by the Tree Reviewer to 
compensate for the loss of the tree that is removed. 

f) All debris created as a result of any tree removal work shall be removed by the project 
applicant from the property within two weeks of debris creation, and such debris shall be 
properly disposed of by the project applicant in accordance with all applicable laws, 
ordinances, and regulations. 

The project impact related to tree removal and protected trees would be less than significant with the 
incorporation of Standard Conditions BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3, which are incorporated into the project, 
and the implementation of the project’s landscaping plan, which includes the planting of 43 replacement 
trees.  

g): The project would not conflict with the City of Oakland Creek Protection Ordinance (Oakland 
Municipal Code Chapter 13.16) as there are no creeks or drainage swales on the site.  

References: 
Booker Holton, Ph.D, TOVA Applied Sciences, Nesting Bird Survey, Safeway Shopping Center –at 
College and Claremont Avenues, Oakland, CA. October 27, 2009 



File No. ER09-0006 35 Safeway, College/Claremont  
October 30, 2009  Shopping Center Project 

City of Oakland, Planning and Zoning Division, Standard Conditions of Approval and Uniformly Applied 
Development Standards (Revised September 17, 2008) 

City of Oakland, Oakland Municipal Code, Title 12, Chapter 12.36, Protected Trees 

City of Oakland, Oakland Municipal Code, Title 13, Chapter 13.16, Creek Protection Ordinance 

Project Plans, 2009. 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES—Would the project:      

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines 615064.5. Specifically, a substantial 
adverse change includes physical demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or 
its immediate surroundings such that the significance of 
the historical resource would be “materially impaired.” 
The significance of an historical resource is “materially 
impaired” when a project demolishes or materially 
alters, in an adverse manner, those physical 
characteristics of the resource that convey its historical 
significance and that justify its inclusion on, or 
eligibility for inclusion on an historical resource list 
(including the California Register of Historical 
Resources, the National Register of Historical 
Resources, Local Register, or historical resources 
survey form (DPR Form 523) with a rating of 1-5)? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 

□ □ ■ □ □ 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

□ □ ■ □ □ 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? □ □ ■ □ □ 

 
Discussion: 
a): The existing Safeway Store and gas station that would be demolished are not listed on, or believed to 
be eligible for listing on, the applicable local, State or National registers of historic resources. No historic 
district will be affected by the project. No impact on historic resources is projected.  

b): Although the site has been excavated, graded and paved in the past, there is a potential that 
unidentified, buried archaeological resources could be encountered, during construction of the proposed 
project, which would involve more extensive excavation than previous development on the site. The 
disturbance of any such resources that may be unearthed could cause a substantial adverse change to the 
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significance of such resources, resulting in a significant impact. Implementation of the following standard 
condition, which is incorporated into the project, would reduce the impact from potential discovery of 
subsurface cultural resources to a less-than-significant level.  

STANDARD CONDITION CUL-1 

Ongoing throughout demolition, grading and construction 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(f), “provisions for historical or unique 
archaeological resources accidentally discovered during construction” should be instituted. 
Therefore, in the event that any prehistoric or historic subsurface cultural resources are 
discovered during ground disturbing activities, all work within 50 feet of the resources shall 
be halted and the project applicant and/or lead agency shall consult with a qualified 
archaeologist or paleontologist to assess the significance of the find. If any find is 
determined to be significant. Representatives of the project proponent and/or lead agency 
and the qualified archaeologist would meet to determine the appropriate avoidance measures 
or other appropriate measure, with the ultimate determination to be made by the City of 
Oakland. All significant cultural materials recovered shall be subject to scientific analysis, 
professional museum curation, and a report prepared by the qualified archaeologist 
according to current professional standards.  

In considering any suggested measure proposed by the consulting archaeologist in order to 
mitigate impacts to historical resources or unique archaeological resources, the project 
applicant shall determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in light of factors such 
as the nature of the find, project design, costs, and other considerations. Work may proceed 
on other parts of the project site while measures for mitigation for historic resources or 
unique archaeological resources are carried out. 

Should an archaeological artifact or feature be discovered on-site during project 
construction, all activities within a 50-foot radius of the find would be halted until the 
findings can be fully investigated by a qualified archaeologist to evaluate the find and asses 
the significance of the find according to the CEQA definition of a historical or unique 
archaeological resource. If the deposit is determined to be significant, the project applicant 
and the qualified archaeologist shall meet to determine the appropriate avoidance measures 
or other appropriate measure, subject to approval by the City of Oakland, which shall assure 
implementation of appropriate mitigation measures recommended by the archaeologist. 
Should archaeologically significant materials be recovered, the qualified archaeologist 
would recommend appropriate analysis and treatment and would prepare a report on the 
findings for submittal to the Northwest Information Center.  

c): Paleontological resources are fossilized evidence of past life found in the geologic record. Despite the 
tremendous volume of sedimentary rock deposits preserved worldwide, and the enormous number of 
organisms that have lived throughout time, preservation of plant or animal remains is an extremely rare 
occurrence. Because of the infrequency of fossil preservation, fossils—particularly vertebrate fossils—are 
considered to be nonrenewable resources. Because of their rarity, the scientific information they can 
provide, fossils are highly significant records of ancient life. 
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Significant fossil records can be made even in areas of supposed low sensitivity, and could result from the 
excavation activities related to the proposed project, resulting in a significant effect, and implementation 
of the following standard condition, which is incorporated into the project, would reduce the impact form 
potential discovery of paleontological resource to less than significant.  

STANDARD CONDITION CUL-2 

Ongoing throughout demolition, grading and/or construction 

In the event of an unanticipated discovery of a paleontological resource during construction, 
excavations within 50 feet of the find shall be temporarily halted or diverted until the 
discovery is examined by a qualified paleontologist (per Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 
standards. The qualified paleontologist shall document the discovery as needed, evaluate the 
potential resource, and assess the significance of the find. The paleontologist shall notify the 
appropriate agencies to determine procedures that would be followed before construction is 
allowed to resume at the location of the find. If the City determines that avoidance is not 
feasible, the paleontologist shall prepare an excavation plan for mitigating the effect of the 
project on the qualities that make the resource important, and such plan shall be 
implemented. The Plan shall be submitted to the City for review and approval.  

d): No evidence exists to indicate that burials or any large prehistoric or historic occupation existed within 
the project area. While it is unlikely that human remains would be encountered during project 
construction, the potential exists. In the event of the accidental discovery of any human remains, 
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries, during project construction, the project would be 
required to implement and comply with the following standard condition of approval. Implementation of 
the following standard condition, which is incorporated into the project, would reduce the impact from 
accidental discovery of human remains to a less-than-significant level. 

STANDARD CONDITION CUL-3 

Ongoing throughout demolition, grading and/or construction 

In the event that human skeletal remains are uncovered at the project site during construction 
of ground-breaking activities, all work shall immediately halt and the Alameda County 
Coroner shall be contacted to evaluate the remains, and following the procedures and 
protocols pursuant to Section 15064.5 (e)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines. If the County Coroner 
determines that the remains are Native American, the City shall contact the California Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC), pursuant to subdivision ( c ) of Section 7050.5 of 
the Health and Safety Code, and all excavation and site preparation activities shall cease 
within a 50-foot radius of the find until appropriate arrangements are made. If the agencies 
determine that avoidance is not feasible, then an alternative plan shall be prepared with 
specific steps and timeframe required to resume construction activities. Monitoring, data 
recovery, determination of significance and avoidance measures (if applicable) shall be 
completed expeditiously.  
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References: 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Historic Preservation, An Element of the Oakland General Plan, 
updated 2005. 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5. 
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS—Would the project:      

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

     

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42.)  

□ □ □ ■ □ 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? □ □ □ ■ □ 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction? □ □ □ ■ □ 

iv) Landslides? □ □ □ ■ □ 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil, creating substantial risks to life, property, or 
creek/waterways? 

□ □ ■ □ □ 

c) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994, as it 
may be revised), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

□ □ □ ■ □ 

d) Be located above a well, pit, swamp, mound, tank 
vault, or unmarked sewer line, creating substantial risks 
to life or property? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

e) Be located above landfills for which there is no 
approved closure and post-closure plan, or unknown fill 
soils, creating substantial risks to life or property? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

f) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal 
of wastewater? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

 
Discussion: 
a)(i): The project site is not located within a Fault-Rupture Hazard Zone as designated by the Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972, and no known active faults have been mapped on or in the 
immediate vicinity. The closest active fault is the Hayward fault, located approximately 0.8 miles east. 
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Other notable active faults include the San Andreas fault (15 miles southwest), the Calaveras fault (14 
miles east), and the Rodgers Creek fault (19 miles north). As the site is not located on an active or 
potentially active fault, potential for surface fault rupture is low and the impact is considered less than 
significant. 

a)(ii): The San Francisco Bay Area is considered a seismically-active region. The project site is located in 
an area subject to “violent” groundshaking (Modified Mercalli Intensity IX) from a major earthquake 
along the Hayward Fault, according to the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). 
Groundshaking can result in significant structural damage or structural failure in the absence of 
appropriate seismic design. 

Although ground shaking at the subject site would be substantial during a large earthquake on the 
Hayward Fault and could be considerable during an earthquake on other Bay Area faults, compliance with 
the California Building Code, and building code requirements set forth by the City of Oakland, would 
reduce the seismic hazard so that people would not be exposed to substantial injury and death or property 
would not undergo significant loss. While building codes assume that some damage will occur during an 
earthquake, they are designed to prevent loss of life and limb and reduce the potential of structural 
collapse. The 1997 Uniform Building Code (UBC) locates the entire Bay Area within Seismic Risk 
Zone 4. Of the four seismic risk zones, Zone 4 is expected to experience the greatest effects from 
earthquake ground shaking and, therefore, has the most stringent requirements for seismic design. The 
proposed project would be required to comply with the geotechnical and seismic design criteria required 
for construction in Zone 4 of the UBC and California Building Code (Title 24). Furthermore, the project 
sponsor would be required to submit an engineering analysis accompanied by detailed engineering 
drawings to the City of Oakland Building Service Division prior to excavation, grading or construction 
activities on the site. This is consistent with standard City of Oakland practices to ensure that all buildings 
are designed and built in conformance with the seismic requirements of the City of Oakland Building 
Code. The required engineering analysis includes drawings and details of relevant grading and /or 
construction activities on the project site to address constraints and ensure the recommendations identified 
in the geotechnical investigation are implemented. These required submittals ensure that buildings are 
designed and constructed in conformance with the requirements of all applicable building code 
regulations, pursuant to standard City procedures. The project will be required to comply with building 
code provisions for structural design and construction in high earthquake hazard areas, which would 
ensure that ground shaking effects at the project site remains less than significant 

a)(iii): Seismic shaking can also trigger secondary ground-failures caused by liquefaction. Liquefaction is 
a process by which saturated granular soils, such as sands, behave like a dense fluid when subjected to 
prolonged shaking during an earthquake. Seismic hazard mapping prepared by the United States 
Geological Service, indicates that the project site is located in an area with a low risk of liquefaction, and 
this is confirmed by a site-specific geotechnical investigation that found sufficient clays below the 
groundwater level to replace the potential for liquefaction. Accordingly, the potential is low for 
liquefaction and therefore, the impact would be less than significant.  

a)(iv): The project site is relatively level and is not located on or adjacent to a hillside. In addition, the 
project site is not located within an area designated by the California Division of Mines and Geology 
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(CDMG) Seismic Hazards Mapping Act as a “Seismic Hazard Zone” for earthquake-induced landslides. 
Thus, no potential landslide related impacts are projected for this project.  

b): Virtually the entire project site is currently paved or covered with structures, and the proposed project 
will develop the entire project site. Earthwork activities associated with construction activities would 
excavate and disturb subsurface soils throughout the site. To minimize wind or water erosion on the site 
during construction activities that involve earthwork, the applicant shall be required, in accordance with 
standard City practices, to submit a construction-period erosion control plan to the Building Services 
Division for approval prior to the issuance of grading and building permits, consistent with standard City 
practices. The plan shall be in effect for a period of time sufficient to stabilize the construction site 
throughout all phases of the project. Long-term erosion potential shall be addressed through the 
installation of project landscaping and storm drainage facilities, both of which shall be designed to meet 
applicable regulations. These requirements are embedded in the following uniformly-applied standard 
condition of approval, which is incorporated into the project, implementation of which will ensure the 
project impact is less than significant.  

STANDARD CONDITION GEO-1: (Grading Permit) 

Prior to any grading activities 

The project applicant shall obtain a grading permit, if required by the Oakland Grading 
Regulations, pursuant to Section 15.04.780 of the Oakland Municipal Code. The grading 
permit application shall include an erosion and sedimentation control plan for review and 
approval by the Building Services Division. The erosion and sedimentation control plan shall 
include all necessary measures to be taken to prevent excessive stormwater runoff or 
carrying by stormwater runoff of solid materials onto lands of adjacent property owners, 
public streets, or to creeks as a result of conditions created by grading operations. The plan 
shall include, but not be limited to, such measures as short-term erosion control planting, 
waterproof slope covering, check dams, interceptor ditches, benches, storm drains, 
dissipation structures, diversion dikes, retarding berms and barriers, devices to trap, store 
and filter out sediment, and stormwater retention basins. Off-site work by the project 
applicant may be necessary. The project applicant shall obtain permission or easements 
necessary for off-site work. There shall be a clear notation that the plan is subject to changes 
as changing conditions occur. Calculations of anticipated stormwater runoff and sediment 
volumes shall be included, if required by the Director of Development or designee. The plan 
shall specify that, after construction is complete, the project applicant shall ensure that the 
storm drain system shall be inspected and that the project applicant shall clear the system of 
any debris or sediment. 

Ongoing throughout grading and construction activities 

The project applicant shall implement the approved erosion and sedimentation plan. No 
grading shall occur during the wet weather season (October 15 through April 15) unless 
specifically authorized in writing by the Building Services Division. 

c): The soils beneath the site consist of clay, clayey sands or clayey gravels with high shrink-swell 
potential, and that will be highly expansive when moistened. The design level engineering analysis, noted 
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above under criteria a)(i.) through a)(iv), would include a detailed geotechnical investigation to support 
the engineering of the foundations, parking garages, and other excavated, subsurface, features of the 
project. This analysis, as required by the City, will determine the appropriate foundation system to 
mitigate the unstable soils. In accordance with standard City practices, and in conformance with current 
codes and regulations, the project sponsor shall be required to submit detailed engineering drawings and 
materials to the Building Services Division prior to excavation, grading or construction on the site. This 
measure will ensure that the building is designed and built in conformance with the requirements of the 
City of Oakland Building Code and the applicable provisions of the CBC. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not result in substantial risks to life or property due to unstable or expansive soil and the potential 
impacts associated with these conditions are less than significant.  

d) and e): The project site is not located on a site subject to the conditions identified under criteria d) or 
e), nor is it located on a current or former landfill. Therefore, the potential impact is less than significant.  

f): The proposed project will connect to the existing central sewer system, which provides wastewater 
collection service for the City of Oakland. Therefore, the project will not require septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems and the project will have no impact from such conditions.  

References: 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Earthquake Intensity Map for East Oakland from the 
North and South Hayward Fault Segments, 2005.  

Kleinfelder, Geotechnical Investigation Safeway Replacement Store #2870, July 23, 2007 

State of California, Division of Mines and Geology, Alquist-Priolo Fault Rupture Hazard Zone Map 
(Oakland East Quadrangle), 1982. 

State of California, Division of Mines and Geology, Seismic Hazard Maps, Oakland East Quadrangle, 
2003. 

United States Geological Service, Liquefaction Hazard Map of Alameda, Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland 
and Piedmont, California, Open File Report 02-296, 2002.  

Project Plans, 2009. 
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VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS—
Would the project: 

     

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

□ □ □ ■ □ 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

□ □ ■ □ □ 
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c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

□ □ ■ □ □ 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

□ □ ■ □ □ 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, and 
would result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

f) Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
and would result in a safety hazard for people residing 
or working in the project area? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

□ □ □ ■ □ 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

□ □ □ ■ □ 

 

Discussion: 
a), b), c), and d): The proposed project would involve the removal of a gasoline station, the operation of 
which routinely involves the transport, use storage and disposal of hazardous materials, and its 
replacement with an enlarged grocery store and eight retail commercial spaces, the occupants of which 
are unknown at this time. Currently, the Safeway Store maintains a registration for transporting up to 0.4 
tons of organic wastes to a local transfer station. There are also permitted aluminum, glass and plastic 
recycling facilities on the site. It is likely that these permits and facilities would be retained and the 
permits would be continued or renewed with the new store. With the closing of the gasoline station, 
however, the transport, storage and use of highly flammable petroleum products on the site would be 
substantially eliminated, and the project’s potential impact to the public would be reduced, relative to 
existing conditions.  

A Phase I and Screening Level Phase II Environmental Assessment Report on the Safeway store parcel 
found no evidence of environmentally hazardous conditions on that parcel. 

The 76 Station site has two gasoline underground storagetanks (USTs) -a15,000-gallon regular unleaded 
gasoline UST and a 12,000 gallon super unleaded gasoline UST. The USTs were installed in 1997 as 
replacements for pre-existing gasoline USTs. The property also has two hydraulic hoists located in the 
service bays . There were two 12,000-gallon unleaded gasoline USTs that were removed in March 1997. 
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Approximately 516 tons of soil was excavated as part of the UST removal. Three groundwater monitoring 
wells were installed at the site and were sampled quarterly from August 2000 to March 2007. 

A Phase I and Screening Level Phase II Environmental Assessment Report on the 76 Station parcel 
completed five soil borings. Evidence of the presence of Recognized Enviromental Conditions was found 
and the project would need to implement the conditions of approval listed below. An asbestos report was 
conducted for the Safeway Store. Based on the visual inspection, sampling and laboratory analysis, 
asbestos containing materials (ACMs) were found in floor tiles, drywall and joint tape compounds, 
exterior stucco, roof cements, transite wall panels, and thermal system insulation. The ACMs will be 
removed using regulatory abatement practices for asbestos as part of the standard conditions of approval. 

During the demolition of existing facilities and the construction of the project, it is likely that there would 
be a need to store and use limited quantities of hazardous materials such as fuels, oils, hydraulic fluids, 
paints, etc. If not handled properly, these materials could be released through upset and accidental 
conditions, potentially affecting the health and safety of workers, the public or the environment by 
contaminating subsurface soils and groundwater. However, with implementation of the standard condition 
of approval, below, which is incorporated into the project, the project impact would be less than 
significant.  

The grocery store and typical small retail tenants would be expected to routinely use small quantities of 
common cleaning products, sanitizers, paints and other miscellaneous products for the cleaning and 
maintenance of their buildings, and potentially, small quantities of pesticides and fertilizers for the care of 
on-site landscaping. The potential impacts from the transport, storage and use of such materials in small 
quantities would be less than significant. 

The project site is approximately ¼ mile from the parochial school on Alcatraz Avenue near Colby Street. 
Similar to the potential impacts from the transport, storage and use of hazardous materials related to the 
demolition of existing buildings, construction and operation of the project would not pose a significant 
hazard to the public found adjacent to the site, the potential impacts on the children at the nearby school 
would be less than significant due to the safety measures required by the federal, state, and local 
jurisdictions and incorporated into the operation of the project. 

The Union 76 Station is found on the Government Code list of hazardous materials sites (Cortese List), 
and environmental database records indicate that one or more leaking underground storage tanks (LUST) 
have been identified on the site in the past, and remediation efforts have been initiated. Groundwater 
monitoring wells were installed on the site and MTBE was detected in one of the wells. In addition, 
public records note that there are two other LUST sites near the project (The Shell gas station at 6039 
College and the Blood Bank of America site at 6230 Claremont).  

Given the history of one or more leaking underground storage tanks and MTBE detection in a monitoring 
well, the project will be required to implement and comply with the following uniformly-applied standard 
condition of approval and implementing recommendations that make the potential adverse impacts of 
exposing workers, the public or the environment to significant hazards, less than significant:  
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STANDARD CONDITION HAZ-1: Hazards Best Management Practices 

Prior to commencement of demolition, grading or construction 

The project applicant and construction contractor shall ensure that construction best 
management practices are implemented as part of construction to minimize the potential 
negative effects to groundwater and soils. These shall include the following: 

a)  Follow manufacturer’s recommendations on use, storage, and disposal of chemical 
products used in construction; 

b)  Avoid overtopping construction equipment fuel gas tanks; 

c)  During routine maintenance of construction equipment, properly contain and remove 
grease and oils; 

d)  Properly dispose of discarded containers of fuels and other chemicals. 

e)  Ensure that construction would not have a significant impact on the environment or 
pose a substantial health risk to construction workers and the occupants of the 
proposed development. Soil sampling and chemical analyses of samples shall be 
performed to determine the extent of potential contamination beneath all UST’s, 
elevator shafts, clarifiers, and subsurface hydraulic lifts when on-site demolition, or 
construction activities would potentially affect a particular development or building.  

f)  If soil, groundwater or other environmental medium with suspected contamination is 
encountered unexpectedly during construction activities (e.g., identified by odor or 
visual staining, or if any underground storage tanks, abandoned drums or other 
hazardous materials or wastes are encountered), the applicant shall cease work in the 
vicinity of the suspect material, the area shall be secured as necessary, and the 
applicant shall take all appropriate measures to protect human health and the 
environment. Appropriate measures shall include notification of regulatory 
agency(ies) and implementation of the actions described in Standard Conditions of 
Approval 50 and 52, as necessary, to identify the nature and extent of contamination. 
Work shall not resume in the area(s) affected until the measures have been 
implemented under the oversight of the City or regulatory agency, as appropriate. 

STANDARD CONDITION HAZ-2: Site Review by the Fire Services Division 

Prior to the issuance of demolition, grading or building permit 

The project applicant shall submit plans for site review and approval to the Fire Prevention 
Bureau Hazardous Materials Unit. Property owner may be required to obtain or perform a Phase 
II hazard assessment. 

STANDARD CONDITION HAZ-3: Phase I and/or Phase II Reports 

Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit 

Prior to issuance of demolition, grading, or building permits the project applicant shall submit to 
the Fire Prevention Bureau, Hazardous Materials Unit, a Phase I environmental site assessment 
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report, and a Phase II report if warranted by the Phase I report for the project site. The reports 
shall make recommendations for remedial action, if appropriate, and should be signed by a 
Registered Environmental Assessor, Professional Geologist, or Professional Engineer.  

STANDARD CONDITION HAZ-4: Lead-Based Paint/Coatings, Asbestos, or PCB 
Occurrence Assessment 

Prior to issuance of any demolition, grading or building permit 

The project applicant shall submit a comprehensive assessment report to the Fire Prevention 
Bureau, Hazardous Materials Unit, signed by a qualified environmental professional, 
documenting the presence or lack thereof of asbestos-containing materials (ACM), lead-based 
paint, and any other building materials or stored materials classified as hazardous waste by State 
or federal law. 

STANDARD CONDITION HAZ-5: Lead-based Paint Remediation 

Prior to issuance of any demolition, grading or building permit 

If lead-based paint is present, the project applicant shall submit specifications to the Fire 
Prevention Bureau, Hazardous Materials Unit signed by a certified Lead Supervisor, Project 
Monitor, or Project Designer for the stabilization and/or removal of the identified lead paint in 
accordance with all applicable laws and regulations, including but not necessarily limited to: 
Cal/OSHA’s Construction Lead Standard, 8 CCR1532.1 and DHS regulation 17 CCR Sections 
35001 through 36100, as may be amended. 

STANDARD CONDITION HAZ-6: Other Materials Classified as Hazardous Waste 

Prior to issuance of any demolition, grading or building permit 

If other materials classified as hazardous waste by State or federal law are present, the project 
applicant shall submit written confirmation to Fire Prevention Bureau, Hazardous Materials Unit 
that all State and federal laws and regulations shall be followed when profiling, handling, 
treating, transporting and/or disposing of such materials. 

STANDARD CONDITION HAZ-7: Health and Safety Plan per Assessment 

Prior to issuance of any demolition, grading or building permit 

If the required lead-based paint/coatings, asbestos, or PCB assessment finds presence of such 
materials, the project applicant shall create and implement a health and safety plan to protect 
workers from risks associated with hazardous materials during demolition, renovation of affected 
structures, and transport and disposal. 

STANDARD CONDITION HAZ-8: Best Management Practices for Soil and Groundwater 
Hazards 

Ongoing throughout demolition, grading, and construction activities 

The project applicant shall implement all of the following Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
regarding potential soil and groundwater hazards.  
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a) Soil generated by construction activities shall be stockpiled onsite in a secure and safe 
manner. All contaminated soils determined to be hazardous or non-hazardous waste must 
be adequately profiled (sampled) prior to acceptable reuse or disposal at an appropriate 
off-site facility. Specific sampling and handling and transport procedures for reuse or 
disposal shall be in accordance with applicable local, state and federal agencies laws, in 
particular, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and/or the Alameda 
County Department of Environmental Health (ACDEH) and policies of the City of 
Oakland.  

b) Groundwater pumped from the subsurface shall be contained onsite in a secure and safe 
manner, prior to treatment and disposal, to ensure environmental and health issues are 
resolved pursuant to applicable laws and policies of the City of Oakland, the RWQCB 
and/or the ACDEH. Engineering controls shall be utilized, which include impermeable 
barriers to prohibit groundwater and vapor intrusion into the building (pursuant to the 
Standard Condition of Approval regarding Radon or Vapor Intrusion from Soil and 
Groundwater Sources  

c) Prior to issuance of any demolition, grading, or building permit, the applicant shall 
submit for review and approval by the City of Oakland, written verification that the 
appropriate federal, state or county oversight authorities, including but not limited to the 
RWQCB and/or the ACDEH, have granted all required clearances and confirmed that the 
all applicable standards, regulations and conditions for all previous contamination at the 
site. The applicant also shall provide evidence from the City’s Fire Department, Office of 
Emergency Services, indicating compliance with the Standard Condition of Approval 
requiring a Site Review by the Fire Services Division pursuant to City Ordinance No. 
12323, and compliance with the Standard Condition of Approval requiring a Phase I 
and/or Phase II Reports. 

STANDARD CONDITION HAZ-9: Radon or Vapor Intrusion from Soil or Groundwater 
Sources 

  Ongoing  

The project applicant shall submit documentation to determine whether radon or vapor intrusion 
from the groundwater and soil is located on-site as part of the Phase I documents. The Phase I 
analysis shall be submitted to the Fire Prevention Bureau, Hazardous Materials Unit, for review 
and approval, along with a Phase II report if warranted by the Phase I report for the project site. 
The reports shall make recommendations for remedial action, if appropriate, and should be signed 
by a Registered Environmental Assessor, Professional Geologist, or Professional Engineer. 
Applicant shall implement the approved recommendations. 
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STANDARD CONDITION HAZ–10: Environmental Site Assessment Reports 
Remediation 

Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit 

If the environmental site assessment reports recommend remedial action, the project 
applicant shall: 

1) Consult with the appropriate local, State, and federal environmental regulatory 
agencies to ensure sufficient minimization of risk to human health and 
environmental resources, both during and after construction, posed by soil 
contamination, groundwater contamination, or other surface hazards including, but 
not limited to, underground storage tanks, fuel distribution lines, waste pits and 
sumps. 

2) Obtain and submit written evidence of approval for any remedial action if required 
by a local, State, or federal environmental regulatory agency. 

3) Submit a copy of all applicable documentation required by local, State, and federal 
environmental regulatory agencies, including but not limited to: permit applications, 
Phase I and II environmental site assessments, human health and ecological risk 
assessments, remedial action plans, risk management plans, soil management plans, 
and groundwater management plans. 

e) and f): The project is not located within two miles of a public airport, and there are no private airstrips 
in the vicinity. The closest public airport is the Oakland International Airport located about nine miles 
south of the project site. Therefore, the project would not result in any significant airport related safety 
hazards for people working at or visiting the project.  

g): The proposed project would not significantly interfere with emergency response plans or evacuation 
plans, based on the City of Oakland’s 1993 Multi-Hazard functional Plan (“City Emergency Plan”). The 
City of Oakland Fire Services Agency (Fire Department) is responsible for first response in an 
emergency. During construction, standard notification procedures required by the City are designed to 
ensure that the Fire Department is notified if construction traffic will block any city streets. Specifically, 
the job site supervisor is required to call the Fire Department’s dispatch center any day construction 
vehicles will partially or completely block a city street during the construction process. Additionally, any 
proposed changes to existing vehicular accesses to city streets, such as the proposed changes in driveway 
configurations, will involve review and approval by the Fire Department to ensure adequate emergency 
access. Therefore, given the required compliance with the City’s notification requirements, the project 
would not interfere with the implementation of emergency response plans or evacuation plans, nor 
adversely affect the City’s response and operational procedures in the event of a large scale disaster or 
emergency. The project impact will be less than significant.  

h): The project site is located in a developed urban area and not located adjacent to open areas where 
wildland fires will occur. Any new structures built on the site would be required to comply with all 
applicable Fire Code and fire suppression systems, as routinely required by the City. Therefore, the 
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proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to exposing people or structures to 
wildland fires.  

References: 
City of Oakland, Draft Multi-Hazard Functional Plan, 1993 

EDR, EDR Radius Map with Geocheck, 76 Station, 6201 Claremont Ave. Oakland, CA, November 13, 
2007  

GeoTrans, Phase I and Screening Level Phase II Environmental Assessment Report, Safeway Store 
#2870, June 29, 2007.  

GeoTrans, Phase I and Screening Level Phase II Environmental Assessment Report, 76 Service Station 
#0018, January 3, 2008 

Kleinfelder, Geotechnical Investigation Safeway Replacement Store #2870, July 23, 2007 

Monte Deignan & Associates Certified Asbestos Consultant, Environmental Survey for Renovation, 
Safeway Store 687/2870 and 6310 College Avenue, Oakland, July 24, 2007. 

Project Plans, 2009. 
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VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY— 
Would the project:      
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? □ □ ■ □ □ 

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop 
to a level which would not support existing land uses or 
planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

c) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site that would affect the quality of receiving waters? □ □ ■ □ □ 

d) Result in substantial flooding on- or off-site? □ □ ■ □ □ 
e) Create or contribute substantial runoff which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems? 

□ □ ■ □ □ 

f) Create or contribute substantial runoff which would 
be an additional source of polluted runoff? □ □ ■ □ □ 

g) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? □ □ ■ □ □ 
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h) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative flood hazard 
delineation map, that would impede or redirect flood 
flows? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

i) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
that would impede or redirect flood flows? □ □ □ □ ■ 

j) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding? □ □ □ □ ■ 

k) Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow? □ □ □ □ ■ 

1) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course, or increasing the rate or amount of flow, of a 
Creek, river or stream in a manner that would result in 
substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding, both on-or 
off-site? 

□ □ □ ■ □ 

m) Fundamentally conflict with elements of the City of 
Oakland Creek Protection (OMC Chapter 13.16) 
ordinance intended to protect hydrologic resources. 
Although there are no specific, numeric/quantitative 
criteria to assess impacts, factors to be considered in 
determining significance include whether there is 
substantial degradation of water quality through 
(a) discharging a substantial amount of pollutants into a 
creek; (b) significantly modifying the natural flow of 
the water or capacity; (c) depositing substantial 
amounts of new material into a creek or causing 
substantial bank erosion or instability; or 
(d) substantially endangering public or private property 
or threatening public health or safety? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

  
Discussion: 
a): Hazardous materials associated with construction activities are likely to involve minor quantities of 
paint, solvents, oil and grease, and petroleum hydrocarbons. Best Management Practices (BMPs) would 
be implemented during storage and use of hazardous materials at the project site as required under City of 
Oakland and Alameda County stormwater quality regulations. Implementation of BMPs would ensure 
potential impacts to groundwater quality and stormwater runoff associated with spills or leaks of 
hazardous materials used routinely during construction activities are less than significant.  

The depth to groundwater at the site is approximately 20 feet (Kleinfelder), generally equivalent to 
elevation 185 while the maximum depth of excavation for the foundation footings and sub-drains is not 
planned to go lower than elevation 195. Accordingly, it is not expected that major dewatering systems 
will be required during construction or that intermittent pumping during high groundwater periods would 
be necessary. Temporary dewatering could be required if perched water is encountered or unseasonable 
rain occurs when excavation is underway.  
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Following completion of construction, the application of pesticides and herbicides related to landscape 
maintenance would be potential sources of polluted stormwater runoff. However, on-site landscaping 
would be minimal, and the proposed project would not require a significant use of pesticides or 
herbicides. The proposed project would also be required to comply with the City of Oakland and Alameda 
County stormwater quality protection requirements. Potential water quality impacts associated with the 
proposed project during operation are therefore considered less than significant. 

In accordance with standard City practices, the project sponsor shall be required to comply with all 
applicable regulatory standards and regulations pertaining to potential contaminants and to project-related 
grading and excavation prior to issuance of grading and building permits. These requirements are 
embedded in the following uniformly-applied standard condition of approval that will apply to the 
project. Therefore, with the incorporation of Standard Conditions HYD-1 to HYD-7, the potential for 
impacts from potential violations of water quality standards would be less than significant. 

STANDARD CONDITION HYD-1: Post-Construction Stormwater Pollution 
Management Plan (http://www.cleanwaterprogram.com) 

Prior to issuance of building permit (or other construction-related permit) 

The applicant shall comply with the requirements of Provision C.3 of the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued to the Alameda Countywide Clean 
Water Program. The applicant shall submit with the application for a building permit (or 
other construction-related permit) a completed Stormwater Supplemental Form for the 
Building Services Division. The project drawings submitted for the building permit (or other 
construction-related permit) shall contain a stormwater pollution management plan, for 
review and approval by the City, to limit the discharge of pollutants in stormwater after 
construction of the project to the maximum extent practicable.  

The post-construction stormwater pollution management plan shall include and identify the 
following: 

• All proposed impervious surface on the site; 

• Anticipated directional flows of on-site stormwater runoff; and 

• Site design measures to reduce the amount of impervious surface area and directly 
connected impervious surfaces; and 

• Source control measures to limit the potential for stormwater pollution; and 

• Stormwater treatment measures to remove pollutants from stormwater runoff.  

The following additional information shall be submitted with the post-construction 
stormwater pollution management plan: 

• Detailed hydraulic sizing calculations for each stormwater treatment measure proposed; 
and 

• Pollutant removal information demonstrating that any proposed manufactured/mechanical 
(i.e., non-landscape-based) stormwater treatment measure, when not used in combination 
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with a landscape-based treatment measure, is capable or removing the range of pollutants 
typically removed by landscape-based treatment measures.  

All proposed stormwater treatment measures shall incorporate appropriate planting materials 
for stormwater treatment (for landscape-based treatment measures) and shall be designed 
with considerations for vector/mosquito control. Proposed planting materials for all proposed 
landscape-based stormwater treatment measures shall be included on the landscape and 
irrigation plan for the project. The applicant is not required to include on-site stormwater 
treatment measures in the post-construction stormwater pollution management plan if he or 
she secures approval from Planning and Zoning of a proposal that demonstrates compliance 
with the requirements of the City’s Alternative Compliance Program.  

Prior to final permit inspection 

The applicant shall implement the approved stormwater pollution management plan. 

STANDARD CONDITION HYD-2: Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)  

Prior to and ongoing throughout demolition, grading, and/or construction activities 

The project applicant must obtain coverage under the General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit (General Construction Permit) issued by the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB). The project applicant must file a notice of intent (NOI) with the SWRCB. The project 
applicant will be required to prepare a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) and submit 
the plan for review and approval by the Building Services Division. At a minimum, the SWPPP 
shall include a description of construction materials, practices, and equipment storage and 
maintenance; a list of pollutants likely to contact stormwater; site-specific erosion and 
sedimentation control practices; a list of provisions to eliminate or reduce discharge of materials 
to stormwater; Best Management Practices (BMPs), and an inspection and monitoring program. 
Prior to the issuance of any construction-related permits, the project applicant shall submit to the 
Building Services Division a copy of the SWPPP and evidence of submittal of the NOI to the 
SWRCB. Implementation of the SWPPP shall start with the commencement of construction and 
continue though the completion of the project. After construction is completed, the project 
applicant shall submit a notice of termination to the SWRCB. 

STANDARD CONDITION HYD-3: Maintenance Agreement for Stormwater 
Treatment Measures 

Prior to final zoning inspection 

For projects incorporating stormwater treatment measures, the applicant shall enter into the 
“Standard City of Oakland Stormwater Treatment Measures Maintenance Agreement,” in 
accordance with Provision C.3.e of the NPDES permit, which provides, in part, for the 
following: 

• The applicant accepting responsibility for the adequate installation/construction, 
operation, maintenance, inspection, and reporting of any on-site stormwater treatment 
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measures being incorporated into the project until the responsibility is legally transferred 
to another entity; and  

• Legal access to the on-site stormwater treatment measures for representatives of the City, 
the local vector control district, and staff of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
San Francisco Region, for the purpose of verifying the implementation, operation, and 
maintenance of the on-site stormwater treatment measures and to take corrective action if 
necessary. The agreement shall be recorded at the County Recorder’s Office at the 
applicant’s expense. 

b): The project would be connected to the East Bay Municipal Utilities District water system, and would 
not be drawing from local groundwater. Today, the project site is almost entirely covered with 
impermeable surfaces, primarily paved parking and commercial structures. With the project, the area of 
impermeable surfaces covering the ground would be somewhat decreased, primarily due to the creation of 
a 10-foot-wide landscaped setback along the site’s northern boundary. This would result in modest 
increases in groundwater recharge, relative to the existing conditions. No adverse groundwater impacts 
are projected.  

c): Project construction would involve demolition, clearing, grading, excavation and the construction of 
new structures, and virtually all of the site’s surface area and near-surface soils would be disturbed during 
construction. Exposed soils and any stockpiling of loose soils could lead to water-induced erosion in the 
event of rainfall and sedimentation in runoff, if not properly protected. Since the earthwork and grading 
activities would result in the disturbance of more than one acre of land, the project would be subject to the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Activities Stormwater 
Permit requirements. According to the NPDES permit, the project applicant will be required to develop 
and submit a site-specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP will include a 
description of appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) that minimize the discharge of pollutants 
for the site. Construction contractor(s) are responsible for implementation of the SWPPP, which includes 
maintenance, inspection, and repair of erosion and sediment control measures and water quality BMPs 
throughout the construction period; and they are also responsible for the maintenance of all protective 
devices in good and effective condition. In addition, the project will be required to implement and comply 
with the following uniformly applied standard conditions of approval. Therefore, the potential impacts 
related to erosion and sedimentation would be considered less than significant. 

The project shall comply with the following standard condition, which is incorporated into the project:  

STANDARD CONDITION HYD-4: Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan 

Prior to any grading activities 

1) The project applicant shall obtain a grading permit if required by the Oakland 
Grading Regulations pursuant to Section 15.04.780 of the Oakland Municipal Code. 
The grading permit application shall include an erosion and sedimentation control 
plan. The erosion and sedimentation control plan shall include all necessary 
measures to be taken to prevent excessive stormwater runoff or carrying by 
stormwater runoff of solid materials on to lands of adjacent property owners, public 
streets, or to creeks as a result of conditions created by grading operations. The plan 
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shall include, but not be limited to, such measures as short-term erosion control 
planting, waterproof slope covering, check dams, interceptor ditches, benches, storm 
drains, dissipation structures, diversion dikes, retarding berms and barriers, devices 
to trap, store and filter out sediment, and stormwater retention basins. Off-site work 
by the project applicant may be necessary. The project applicant shall obtain 
permission or easements necessary for off-site work. There shall be a clear notation 
that the plan is subject to changes as changing conditions occur. Calculations of 
anticipated stormwater runoff and sediment volumes shall be included, if required 
by the Director of Development or designee. The plan shall specify that, after 
construction is complete, the project applicant shall ensure that the storm drain 
system shall be inspected and that the project applicant shall clear the system of any 
debris or sediment. 

Ongoing throughout grading and construction activities  

2) The project applicant shall implement the approved erosion and sedimentation plan. 
No grading shall occur during the wet weather season (October 15 through April 15) 
unless specifically authorized in writing by the Building Services Division. 

The project would need to implement measures for stormwater management to limit pollution due 
to stormwater runoff. 

STANDARD CONDITION HYD-5: Site Design Measures for Post-Construction 
Stormwater Management 

Prior to issuance of building permit (or other construction-related permit)  

The project drawings submitted for a building permit (or other construction-related permit) shall 
contain a final site plan to be reviewed and approved by Planning and Zoning. The final site plan 
shall incorporate appropriate site design measures to manage stormwater runoff and minimize 
impacts to water quality after the construction of the project. These measures may include, but are 
not limited to, the following: 

1) Minimize impervious surfaces, especially directly connected impervious surfaces; 

2) Utilize permeable paving in place of impervious paving where appropriate;  

3) Cluster buildings; 

4) Preserve quality open space; and 

5) Establish vegetated buffer areas. 

Ongoing 

The approved plan shall be implemented and the site design measures shown on the plan shall be 
permanently maintained. 
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STANDARD CONDITION HYD-6: Source Control Measures to Limit Stormwater 
Pollution 

Prior to issuance of building permit (or other construction-related permit)  

The applicant shall implement and maintain all structural source control measures imposed by the 
Chief of Building Services to limit the generation, discharge, and runoff of stormwater pollution. 

Ongoing  

The applicant, or his or her successor, shall implement all operational Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) imposed by the Chief of Building Services to limit the generation, discharge, and runoff 
of stormwater pollution. 

d), e), f), and g): The proposed project would result in a small decrease in the area of impervious surfaces 
covering the site, primarily due to the addition of a 10-foot-wide landscaped setback along the site’s 
northern boundary. The net decrease in impermeable surfaces would cause a slight reduction in 
stormwater runoff relative to existing conditions, which would result in a less-than-significant impact. [.  

As part of the City’s uniformly-applied standard conditions, the applicant will be required to design a 
stormwater system by a registered civil engineer to accommodate the proposed project. The project would 
be connected to the City of Oakland’s storm drain system, and would not be expected to substantially 
alter the existing drainage pattern on the site, nor would it be expected to result in substantial flooding on- 
or off-site. The following condition of approval has been incorporated into the project, and will ensure the 
project impact is less than significant. 

STANDARD CONDITION HYD-7: Stormwater and Sewer 

Prior to completing the final design for the project’s sewer service 

Confirmation of the capacity of the City’s surrounding stormwater and sanitary sewer 
system and state of repair shall be completed by a qualified civil engineer with funding from 
the project applicant. The project applicant shall be responsible for the necessary stormwater 
and sanitary sewer infrastructure improvements to accommodate the proposed project. In 
addition, the applicant shall be required to pay additional fees to improve sanitary sewer 
infrastructure if required by the City. Improvements to the existing sanitary sewer collection 
system shall specifically include, but are not limited to, mechanisms to control or minimize 
increases in infiltration/inflow to offset sanitary sewer increases associated with the 
proposed project. To the maximum extent practicable, the applicant will be required to 
implement Best Management Practices to reduce the peak stormwater runoff from the 
project site. Additionally, the project applicant shall be responsible for payment of the 
required installation or hook-up fees to the affected service providers. 

The project would not violate any water quality standards or waster discharage requirements, would 
not depelete groundwater supplies, result in substantial erosion or flooding, and would not create or 
contirubte substantial runoff that would exceed the capacity of the sotrmwater drainage or be an 
additional source of polluted runoff. The project would not substantially degrade water quality. 
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h), i), and j): The project site is outside the 100- and 500-year flood zones, as shown on the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate Maps. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, nor would it 
involve the erection of structures with the potential to impede or redirect flood flows. Finally, the project 
does not involve housing and would not construct housing in a flood plain. Accordingly, the project 
would have no impacts related to flooding.  

k): The project site is over 200 feet above sea level and located well inland from San Francisco Bay. It is 
not at risk of inundation from tsunami, nor is it as risk from seiche waves, as it is not located on the 
shores of an inland lake. The potential for mudslides is low due to the gently sloping topography of the 
area and lack up exposed slopes upland from the site. No impacts from seismic-related flood hazards or 
unstable slopes are projected.  

l): The proposed project would not significantly alter the existing drainage pattern of the site as described 
above. The impervious surface area would slightly decrease so there would not be an increase in off-site 
stormwater flow. As described above the project would not result in substantial erosion, siltation, or 
flooding either on- or off-site. No potential impacts related to the change in drainage patterns of the site 
are projected.  

References: 
EDR, EDR Radius Map with Geocheck, 76 Station, 6201 Claremont Ave. Oakland, CA, November 13, 
2007  

Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA), Flood Insurance Rate Map, Community Panel 
0650480015B 

Kleinfelder, Geotechnical Investigation Safeway Replacement Store #2870, July 23, 2007 

Project Plans, 2009. 
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IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING—Would the project:      

a) Physically divide an established community? □ □ □ □ ■ 
b) Result in a fundamental conflict between adjacent or 
nearby land uses? □ □ □ □ ■ 

c) Fundamentally conflict with any applicable land use 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 
over the project (including, but not limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect and actually result in 
a physical change in the environment? 

□ □ □ ■ □ 
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d) Fundamentally conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community conservation 
plan? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

 
Discussion: 
a): The project site is located in an established neighborhood commercial area in urban Oakland. The 
existing land uses on the site include a Safeway supermarket and a gas station. Land uses in the vicinity of 
the site include a mix of retail stores, restaurants, banks, gas stations, private homes, apartments and 
office buildings. The proposed project includes a (larger) Safeway supermarket and eight retail shop 
spaces, thereby replicating and complimenting the existing mix of commercial uses in the area. It would 
not divide an established community; rather the proposed uses would provide historical continuity to the 
existing land use pattern. No impact is projected.  

b): As noted the proposed project would continue the dominate land use on the site, and add more 
commercial storefronts on College Avenue, which is predominately a small-retail commercial street in 
this area. The greatest potential for land use conflicts occurs along the site’s northern boundary, which 
abuts the back of a street of single-family residential homes. However, the project design is intended to 
reduce that conflict potential by adding a 10-foot-wide landscape buffer between the Safeway store and 
parking area, where there is currently no buffer other than property line fencing. Accordingly, no adverse 
impacts relative to land use conflicts are projected.  

c): The project site is located within the C-31 Special Retail Commercial Zone. This zoning district is 
“intended to create, preserve, and enhance areas with a wide range of retail establishments serving both 
short- and long-term needs in attractive settings oriented to pedestrian comparison shopping, and is 
typically appropriate along important shopping streets having a special or particularly pleasant character.” 
The proposed project calls for land uses that are permitted or conditionally permitted in this zoning 
district (general food sales, alcoholic beverage sales, and enclosed retail spaces), and the design is 
intended conform with the minimum yard and buffering requirements, and to be sensitive to the use 
permit criteria established for this zoning district. A variance for the design of the parking and loading 
facilities has been requested in order to accommodate to the unique triangular shape of the parcel. The 
project would be required to conform to all of the City’s applicable standard conditions of approval and 
related regulations, and it would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of 
Oakland or other agencies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 
Accordingly, the project’s land use impact would be less than significant.  

References: 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE), June 1998, as 
amended. 

City of Oakland, Planning and Zoning Division, Standard Conditions of Approval and Uniformly Applied 
Development Standards (Revised September 17, 2008) 
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City of Oakland, Oakland Municipal Code, Title 17, Zoning Regulations; Chapter 17.48 C-31 Special 
Retail Commercial Zone Regulations, 2006.  

Project Plans, 2009. 
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X. MINERAL RESOURCES—Would the project:      

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on 
a local general plan, specific plan or other land use 
plan? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

 

Discussion: 
a): The project site has a Mineral Land Classification of MRZ-1, “areas where adequate information 
indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that little likelihood exists 
for their presence.” The proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that will be of value to the region or the resident of the state. The project would have no impact 
on mineral resources.  

b): There are no locally important mineral resource recovery sites in or around the project site. The 
proposed project will not result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery 
site. No impacts are projected.  

References: 
Stinson, Melvin C., Michael W. Manson, and John J. Plappert. California Department of Conservation, 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Report 146, Part II: Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate 
Materials in the San Francisco- Monterey Bay Area (1987) 
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XI. NOISE—Would the project:      

a) Result in exposure of persons to or generate noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the Oakland 
general plan or applicable standards of other agencies 
(e.g. OSHA)? 

■ □ □ □ □ 
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b) Violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance 
(Oakland Planning Code Section 17.120.050) regarding 
operational noise? 

■ □ □ □ 
 

c) Violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance 
(Oakland Planning Section 17.120.050) regarding 
construction noise, except if an acoustical analysis is 
performed and all noise-related Standard Conditions of 
Approval imposed: During the hours of 7 p.m. to 7 a.m. 
on weekdays and 8 p.m. to 9 a.m. on weekends and 
federal holidays, will noise levels received by any land 
use from construction or demolition exceed the 
applicable nighttime operational noise level standard? 

■ □ 
 □ □ 

d) Violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance 
(Oakland Municipal Code Section 8.18.020) regarding 
nuisance of persistent construction-related noise? 

■ □ 
 □ □ 

e) Create a vibration which is perceptible without 
instruments by the average person at or beyond any lot 
line containing vibration- causing activities not 
associated with motor vehicles, trains, and temporary 
construction or demolition work, except activities 
located within the (a) M-40 zone or (b) M-30 zone 
more than 400 feet from any legally occupied 
residential property (Oakland Planning Code Section 
17.120.060)? 

■ □ □ □ □ 

f) Generate interior Ldn or CNEL greater than 45 dBA 
for multi-family dwellings, hotels, motels, dormitories 
and long-term care facilities (and may be extended by 
local legislative action to include single-family 
dwellings) per California Noise Insulation Standards 
(CCR Part 2, Title 24)? 

■ □ 
 □ □ 

g) Result in a 5dBA permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

■ □ □ □ □ 

h) Conflict with state land use compatibility guidelines 
for all specified land uses for determination of 
acceptability of noise (Source: State of California, 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research, General 
Plan Guidelines, 2003)? 

■ □ □ □ □ 

i) Be located within an airport land use plan and would 
expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

j) Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
and would expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

 

Discussion: 
a), b), c), d), e), f), g), and h): The existing noise environment within the project vicinity will be described 
in the EIR for this project, based upon 24-hour and short-term noise measurements. Relative noise 
ordinances and policies will be discussed, as will likely noise levels to be generated by construction and 
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operation of the project (including deliveries and customer traffic). The potential of noises from these 
sources to affect sensitive land uses or conflict with the ordinances and policies will be evaluated in the 
EIR.  

i) and j): The project is not located within two miles of a public airport, nor is it in the vicinity of a private 
airstrip. The nearest public airport is the Oakland International Airport, approximately nine miles south of 
the project site. People visiting or working at the site would not be adversely affected by airport noise.  

References: 
City of Oakland, General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Element, December 2006. 
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XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING—Would the project:      

a) Induce substantial population growth in a manner not 
contemplated in the General Plan either directly (for 
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure), such that additional infrastructure 
is required but the impacts of such were not previously 
considered or analyzed? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere in excess of that contained in the City's 
Housing Element? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere in 
excess of that contained in the City's Housing Element? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

 
a), b), and c): The project involves the redevelopment of an existing commercial site with new 
commercial buildings. The existing Safeway grocery store would be replaced with a new Safeway store 
and eight small commercial storefronts, while the existing gas station would be closed. The larger 
Safeway store is expected to employ approximately 77 more people than the existing store, while the 
small retail stores are likely to employ more people than does the existing gas station. It is estimated that 
the net gain in employment would approach 100 – 120 jobs. Considering that the City of Oakland has a 
population of approximately 425,000 people, expected to grow to 450,000 by 2025, the modest job 
growth stimulated by the project would be easily absorbed by planned population growth.  

Furthermore, considering recent job losses and the region’s high unemployment and underemployment 
rates, which reflect a high demand for new, local jobs, the jobs generated by the project are likely to be 
taken by workers living in the area. No growth inducing impacts are likely as a result of the project.  

There is no housing on the site and none is proposed, so there would be no displacement of homes or of 
people.  
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References: 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Projections 2007, December 2006 

California Department of Finance, E-4 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the 
State, 2001-2009 (with 2000 Benchmark), accessed September 2009 

City of Oakland, General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Element, December 2006. 

Safeway, Inc., Applicant’s Statement, Safeway 6310 College Avenue, August 2009 
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XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES—Would the project:      

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times, or other performance 
objectives for any of the following public services: 

     

i) Fire protection? □ □ □ ■ □ 
ii) Police protection? □ □ □ ■ □ 
iii) Schools? □ □ □ □ ■ 
iv) Other public facilities? □ □ □ ■ □ 

 

Discussion: 
a)(i): The project site is located in a developed area of Oakland that is already served by public services. 
Fire and emergency medical response services would be provided by the Oakland Fire Department., 
which responds to approximately 60,000 calls for service annually, of which about 80% are medical. The 
nearest fire station is Station 19 located at 5766 Miles Ave. near College Ave., approximately 0.75 miles 
from the site. In accordance with standard City practices, the proposed project would be designed in 
compliance with Oakland’s Building Code. The Fire Department would review and comment on the 
project plans prior to the issuance of Building Permit, and would undertake appropriate inspections of the 
project during construction, in order to ensure that adequate fire and life safety measures are designed into 
the project, and that it is build in compliance with applicable state and local fire safety requirements.  

The existing and proposed uses of the site are all commercial, and implementation of the project would 
not add a land use that would be inherently more likely to increase the number of calls for service, relative 
to the existing uses. The project’s impact of the Fire Department is projected to be less than significant. 
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a)(ii): Police protection services would be provided by the Oakland Police Department, headquartered at 
455 Seventh Street in downtown Oakland. Because the existing and proposed uses of the site are 
commercial, it is not expected that the project would result in a marked change in the number of calls for 
police services, nor would it generate the need for any new or physically-altered police facilities to ensure 
the provision of adequate police services. No significant adverse impacts on the Police Department are 
projected.  

a)(iii): The Oakland Unified School District (OUSD) operates public schools in the City of Oakland. 
Because the existing and proposed uses of the site commercial, the site does not, and would not generate 
any school children, should be project be approved and built, the project would have no impact on 
Oakland’s schools.  

a)(iv): See above. As noted the project is located in a developed area of Oakland, and would not 
substantially change the type of land uses that currently occupy the site. A full range of public services 
are available on the site and in the neighborhood, and will continue to be available if the project is built. 
No impacts on other public facilities are projected.  

References: 
City of Oakland, General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Element, December 2006. 

City of Oakland, General Plan, Safety Element, November 2004. 

City of Oakland, Fire Department, website. Accessed September 12, 2009. 

Project Plans, 2009. 
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XIV. RECREATION—Would the project:      

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

 
Discussion:  
a) and b): The project is a commercial project, that will renovate and expand the largest existing 
commercial use on the site (Safeway) and replace the other major commercial use (gas station) with new 
commercial uses. The existing and proposed uses generate little or no demand for recreational facilities, 
and the project would not be expected to have any adverse impact on the City’s recreational programs or 
facilities.  
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References: 
City of Oakland, General Plan, Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, June 2006. 

Project Plans, 2009. 

  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant  

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Development 

Standards 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC—Would the 
project: 

     

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the traffic load and capacity of the street 
system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the 
number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on 
roads, or congestion at intersections), or change the 
condition of an existing street (i.e., street closures, 
changing direction of travel) in a manner that would 
substantially impact access or traffic load capacity of 
the street system? Specifically: 

     

i) At a study, signalized intersection which is 
located outside the Downtown area, the project 
would cause the level of service (LOS) to 
degrade to worse than LOS D (i.e., E)? 

■ □ □ □ □ 

ii) At a study, signalized intersection which is 
located within the Downtown area, the project 
would cause the LOS to degrade to worse than 
LOS E (i.e., F)? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

iii) At a study, signalized intersection outside the 
Downtown area where the level of service is 
LOS E, the project would cause the total 
intersection average vehicle delay to increase by 
four (4) or more seconds, or degrade to worse 
than LOS E (i.e., F)? 

■ □ □ □ □ 

iv) At a study, signalized intersection for all areas 
where the level of service is LOS E, the project 
would cause an increase in the average delay for 
any of the critical movements of six (6) seconds 
or more, or degrade to worse than LOS E 
(i.e., F)? 

■ □ □ □ □ 

v) At a study, signalized intersection for all areas 
where the level of service is LOS F, the project 
would cause (a) the total intersection average 
vehicle delay to increase by two (2) or more 
seconds, or (b) an increase in average delay for 
any of the critical movements of four (4) seconds 
or more; or (c) the volume-to-capacity (“V/C”) 
ratio exceeds three (3) percent (but only if the 
delay values cannot be measured accurately)? 

■ □ □ □ □ 

vi) At a study, unsignalized intersection, the project 
would add ten (10) or more vehicles and after 
project completion satisfy the Caltrans peak hour 
volume warrant? 

■ □ □ □ □ 
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b) A project's contribution to cumulative impacts is 
considered “considerable” (i.e., significant) when the 
project contributes five (5) percent or more of the 
cumulative traffic increase as measured by the 
difference between “Existing” conditions and the year 
2010/2015 (or Year 2025/2030) with “Project” 
conditions and results in a substantial increase in 
traffic. More specifically, the project must contribute 
five (5) percent or more of the incremental growth and 
exceed at least one of the intersection-related thresholds 
listed above in threshold #i through #vii above.1 

■ □ □ □ □ 

c) Cause a roadway segment on the Metropolitan 
Transportation System to operate at LOS F or increase 
the V/C ratio by more than three (3) percent for a 
roadway segment that would operate at LOS F without 
the project? 

■ □ □ □ □ 

d) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that result in substantial safety risks? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

e) Substantially increase hazards due to motor vehicles, 
bicycles, or pedestrians due to a design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) that does not 
comply with Caltrans design standards or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

■ □ □ □ □ 

f) Result in less than two emergency access routes for 
streets exceeding 600 feet in length? □ □ □ □ ■ 

g) Fundamentally conflict with adopted policies, plans, 
programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus 
turnouts, bicycle routes)? 

■ □ □ □ □ 

h) Generate added transit ridership that would:      

i) Increase the average ridership on AC Transit 
lines by three (3) percent at bus stops where the 
average load factor with the project in place 
would exceed 125% over a peak thirty minute 
period? 

■ □ □ □ □ 

ii) Increase the peak hour average ridership on 
BART by three (3) percent where the passenger 
volume would exceed the standing capacity of 
BART trains? 

□ □ □ ■ □ 

iii) Increase the peak hour average ridership at a 
BART station by three (3) percent where average 
waiting time at fare gates would exceed one 
minute? 

□ □ □ ■ □ 

 

                                                      
1  Consult with the City of Oakland's Planning and Zoning Division regarding the appropriate Congestion 
Management Agency model and the short-term and long-term cumulative years. 
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Discussion:  
a)(i), (iii), (iv), (v), and (vi); b); c) and e): The proposed project would involve the construction of a much 
larger Safeway Store plus additional retail space, and the removal of an existing gas station. In addition, 
the site would be reconfigured so that the number and location of vehicular entrances as well as the size 
and location of on-site parking would be modified. These changes could potentially decrease the level of 
service (LOS) of nearby intersections, and may increase average delay or critical movement delay at 
signalized or unsignalized intersections, or cause unsignalized intersections to satisfy CalTrans peak hour 
warrant. Any of these could result in significant traffic impacts, requiring site specific mitigation. 
Therefore, the EIR will address the project’s potential traffic impacts.  

The project’s potential to create cumulative traffic impacts, as defined in b) above, will also be addressed 
in the EIR. 

a)(ii): The project would not affect any signalized intersections in the Downtown. It would have no 
impact in this area.  

d): The project would have no effect on air traffic patterns. There would be no impact in this area.  

f): The project would not create any new streets, or affect the existing street grid in the project area. Both 
of the existing streets bounding the project site have multiple emergency access options. There would be 
no impact in this area.  

g): Even though the project plans call for more bicycle parking than is required and would provide 
improved bus stops, alternative transportation issues will be addressed in the EIR, so that the site design 
features can be reviewed for safety and potential inter-modal conflicts. (Note e), above). 

h)(i): The project would generate riders for AC Transit, which provides bus service with convenient stops 
immediately adjacent to the site. The potential impacts on AC Transit service will be evaluated in the 
EIR. 

h)(ii) and (iii): The project is on the northern edge of the Rockridge Transit District area, although it is 
approximately 1,950 feet away from the Rockridge BART station. Considering the distance from the 
BART station and the small number of peak hour riders this type of land use would typically generate, 
relative to the capacity of the Rockridge Station and the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART line, the project does 
not have the potential to reach these thresholds for an impact on BART. The BART impacts would be less 
than significant.  

References: 
City of Oakland, General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Element, December 2006. 

The Thomas Guide, Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, Street Guide, 2001. 

Project Plans, 2009. 

  



File No. ER09-0006 65 Safeway, College/Claremont  
October 30, 2009  Shopping Center Project 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant  

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Development 

Standards 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—Would 
the project: 

     

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? □ □ ■ □ □ 

b) Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

□ □ ■ □ □ 

c) Exceed water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources, and require or 
result in construction of water facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

□ □ □ ■ □ 

d) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it does not have adequate capacity to serve 
the project's projected demand in addition to the 
providers' existing commitments and require or result in 
construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

e) Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste 
disposal needs and require or result in construction of 
landfill facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

□ □ ■ □ □ 

f) Violate applicable federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? □ □ ■ □ □ 

g) Violate applicable federal, state and local statutes 
and regulations relating to energy standards? □ □ □ □ ■ 

h) Result in a determination by the energy provider 
which serves or may serve the project that it does not 
have adequate capacity to serve the project's projected 
demand in addition to the providers' existing 
commitments and require or result in construction of 
new energy facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

□ □ □ □ ■ 

 

Discussion:  
a) and b): The City of Oakland maintains and operated the subsurface sanitary sewer system that collects 
wastewater along College and Claremont Avenues and transmits it to the East Bay Municipal Utility 
District’s (EBMUD) wastewater treatment facilities. The wastewater treatment plant, near the Bay Bridge 
anchorage, has an average dry weather capacity of 168 million gallons per day (mgd), and an average dry 
weather flow of 80 mgd. During wet weather, the treatment plant has a sustainable primary treatment 
capacity of 320 mgd and a maximum secondary treatment capacity of 168 mgd. Storage basins provide 
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plant capacity for a short-term hydraulic peak of 415 mgd. The City’s sewer system consists of pipes 
ranging from 6 to 72 inches in diameter.  

The existing development on the site, including the Safeway Store, is connected to the Oakland sewer and 
contributes to the EBMUD Wastewater Treatment Plant. The proposed project would incrementally 
increase the existing flows by an incremental amount, although the project does not propose, and is not 
expected to require, any major replacement or improvement of the existing sanitary sewer lines serving 
the neighborhood. Nor is it anticipated that the project’s incremental increase in sewage generation would 
exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the EBMUD treatment plant as established by the 
RWQCB. The project sponsor will be required to implement Standard Condition UTIL-1, which will 
require the construction of any necessary sewer infrastructure improvements to accommodate the project. 
Implementation of Standard Condition UTIL-1, which has been incorporated into the project, would 
ensure that the project would result in a less-than-significant impact to the wastewater collection system.  

Today, the project site is almost entirely paved or covered with buildings. The proposed project would 
increase the area of pervious surfaces, primarily as a result of the 10-foot-wide landscaped setback along 
the northern boundary. This would slightly decrease the stormwater discharges from the site into the 
City’s existing storm drain facilities. As required in Standard Condition UTIL-1 and as discussed in 
Section VIII, Hydrology and Water Quality, the applicant will be required to design a stormwater system 
by a registered civil engineer to accommodate the proposed project. (See, also, Standard Condition HYD-
4). With implementation of these standard conditions, the project impacts to storm drainage facilities will 
be less than significant. 

STANDARD CONDITION UTIL-1 (Stormwater and Sewer) 

Prior to completing the final design for the project’s sewer service 

Confirmation of the capacity of the City’s surrounding stormwater and sanitary sewer system 
and state of repair shall be completed by a qualified civil engineer with funding from the project 
applicant. The project applicant shall be responsible for the necessary stormwater and sanitary 
sewer infrastructure improvements to accommodate the proposed project. In addition, the 
applicant shall be required to pay additional fees to improve sanitary sewer infrastructure if 
required by the City. Improvements to the existing sanitary sewer collection system shall 
specifically include, but are not limited to, mechanisms to control or minimize increases in 
infiltration/inflow to offset sanitary sewer increases associated with the proposed project. To the 
maximum extent practicable, the applicant will be required to implement Best Management 
Practices to reduce the peak stormwater runoff from the project site. Additionally, the project 
applicant shall be responsible for payment of the required installation or hook-up fees to the 
affected service providers. 

 

c): EBMUD supplies water to nearly 1.3 million people within its estimated 325-square mile service area, 
including the City of Oakland. EBMUD’s network of reservoirs, aqueducts, treatment plants and 
distribution facilities extends from its principal water sources in the Sierra Nevada. According to 
EBMUD, between 1987 and 2005 water consumption by EBMUD customers has fluctuated between 220 
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mgd and 170 mgd. With the implementation of water conservation and recycling programs that are in 
place and under development, EBMUD estimates that he projected 2025 demand will be 230 mgd.  

Since the project involves the redevelopment of a commercial site that is currently served by EBMUD, it 
would generate only a small incremental addition to EBMUD’s water demand—estimated at less than 
2,000 gallons per day. This type of urban redevelopment has been considered in EBMUD’s future water 
supply projections, and the nominal increase in demand generated by the project would not adversely 
affect EBMUD’s water supply capacity. No new facilities would need to be constructed as a result of this 
project, and the project’s impact on water supply would be less than significant.  

e) and f): Solid waste is collected in the City of Oakland by Waste Management of Alameda County 
(WMAC), the City’s franchise hauler. WMAC collects solid waste from residential commercial and 
industrial customers and delivers it to the Davis Street Transfer Station in San Leandro. From there it is 
transferred to larger trucks and hauled to the Altamont Sanitary Landfill in Livermore, which is owned by 
Waste Management.  

The Altamont Landfill is a licensed Class III landfill with a remaining capacity of over 45 million cubic 
yards. It is currently permitted to operate until 2032. The project would generate tons of solid waste from 
the demolition and construction work, while operation of the new Safeway store and commercial 
storefronts would marginally increase the on-going solid waste generation from the operation of the 
businesses on the site. Standard Condition UTIL-2 would require the implementation of waste reduction 
and recycling programs during both the construction and operation of the project, reducing the potential 
solid waste impacts to a less-than-significant level. The implementation of Standard Condition UTIL-2, 
which has been incorporated into the project, would also bring the project into conformance with State 
and local regulations that promote effective waste reduction and recycling efforts.  

STANDARD CONDITION UTIL - 2: Waste Reduction and Recycling 

The project applicant will submit a Construction & Demolition Waste Reduction and 
Recycling Plan (WRRP) and an Operational Diversion Plan (ODP) for review and approval 
by the Public Works Agency.  

Prior to issuance of demolition, grading, or building permit  

Chapter 15.34 of the Oakland Municipal Code outlines requirements for reducing waste and 
optimizing construction and demolition (C&D) recycling. Affected projects include all new 
construction, renovations/alterations/modifications with construction values of $50,000 or 
more (except R-3), and all demolition (including soft demo). The WRRP must specify the 
methods by which the development will divert C&D debris waste generated by the proposed 
project from landfill disposal in accordance with current City requirements. Current 
standards, FAQs, and forms are available at www.oaklandpw.com/Page39.aspx or in the 
Green Building Resource Center. After approval of the plan, the project applicant shall 
implement the plan.  

Ongoing 

The ODP will identify how the project complies with the Recycling Space Allocation 
Ordinance, (Chapter 17.118 of the Oakland Municipal Code), including capacity 
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calculations, and specify the methods by which the development will meet the current 
diversion of solid waste generated by operation of the proposed project from landfill disposal 
in accordance with current City requirements. The proposed program shall be in 
implemented and maintained for the duration of the proposed activity or facility. Changes to 
the plan may be re-submitted to the Environmental Services Division of the Public Works 
Agency for review and approval. Any incentive programs shall remain fully operational as 
long as residents and businesses exist at the project site. 

g) and h): The project would increase energy consumption at the project site, but not to a degree that 
would require project construction or expansion of new facilities. The project demand would be typical 
for a project of this scope and nature, and would be partially offset by the elimination of energy demand 
from the existing Safeway store and gas station, and their replacement with more energy efficient 
structures. The new buildings would be required to meet or exceed current state and local codes and 
standards concerning energy consumption, including Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations 
enforced by the City through its building permit review process. The project would have a less-than-
significant impact regarding energy.  

References: 
East Bay Municipal Utility District, website, www.ebmud.com, accessed September 14, 2009 

California Integrated Waste Management website, www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/01-AA-0009 
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XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE      

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

□ □ ■ □ □ 

b) Does the project have impacts that would be 
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 

■ □ □ □ □ 

c) Does the project have environmental effects that 
would cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

■ □ □ □ □ 
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a): As noted in Section IV, Biological Resources, the proposed project would be constructed on a 
developed site with an existing Safeway, gas station and parking lots in the midst of a dense urban area. 
Suitable habitat to support important plant or animal populations no longer exists within the project locale 
or surrounding area. The project would have no significant adverse effects on fish or wildlife populations, 
nor would it affect any rare or endangered plant or animal species. The site does not house any important 
historic places, and no prehistoric resources are believed to be present. Standard Conditions CULT- 1 
through 3 would act to mitigate the cultural resource impacts to as less-than-significant level, should any 
unexpected archaeological resources be unearthed during construction. Although an EIR will be prepared 
to address environmental issues requiring further analysis, it is not believed that the project would 
degrade the quality the environment, after implementation of the listed standard conditions of approval 
and mitigation measures that would be developed and presented in the EIR.  

b): Given the scale of the proposed development and the demand resulting from the expected increase in 
commercial activity on the site, combined with what may reasonably be anticipated from other, 
foreseeable, development or redevelopment in the vicinity of the project, the project’s incremental effects 
are not expected to be cumulatively considerable. However, potential cumulative impacts may be 
identified in the EIR.  

c): Many of the potential adverse environmental effects on humans would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level through the application of the standard conditions set forth above. This would include 
potential effects related to seismic stability and hazards and hazardous materials. Potential direct or 
indirect adverse effects on humans related to air quality, noise and transportation will be addressed in the 
EIR.  
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Dear Commissioners and Mr. Vollmann: 
 
I have lived a few dozen yards from the existing Safeway at College Ave. and Claremont 
Ave. in Oakland for over 20 years.  I am writing to comment on the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) for a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Safeway Project, ER09-
0006.  My comments also pertain to the Initial Study (I.S.) prepared to comply with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Environmental Review Checklist for 
the project; the Determination states that the proposed project may have a significant 
effect on the environment, and that an EIR is required. 
 
According to the Determination, the EIR will study air quality, noise, and transportation 
and traffic, but not any other environmental factors. 
 
While I concur that the project may have a significant effect on the environment 
within the meaning of CEQA and that an EIR is required for the project, the 
proposed scope of the EIR is much too narrow.  In order to adequately evaluate 
potentially significant environmental effects of the project, reasonable alternatives 
to the project, and appropriate mitigation, the EIR must thoroughly discuss air 
quality, noise, and transportation and traffic, but, as discussed below, also study and 
discuss: land use (including inconsistency with the zoning); energy; aesthetics; 
water, water quality, sewerage, and storm runoff; geology, soils, and seismicity; 
demand on public services; hazards and hazardous materials; blight and litter, and 
waste generation and removal; biology; and cumulative effects.  In discussing these 
matters, the EIR needs to consider offsetting their environmental effects through 
alternatives, including a smaller project, remodeling of the existing facility, and the 
no-project alternative.  Under CEQA, in all of these matters, not just the 
conclusions, but the analytical path by which the conclusions are reached, must be 
included in the EIR for the public to see. 
 
 
Background 
 
The Safeway store at 6310 College Ave. in Oakland, as it has existed for over 40 years, is 
a single story building of approximately 25,000 square feet.  Immediately to the west on 
College Ave. is a longstanding pedestrian area of small retail uses; adjacent to the 
immediate north is an old residential area.  The Safeway corporation proposes to 
demolish its building, as well as the adjacent Union 76 service station (recently fenced 
off, apparently following acquisition by Safeway) at College and Claremont, and to 
construct in their place a two-story, 64,860 square-foot building.  The replacement 
building would double the size of the existing Safeway store, and would cover virtually 
all of the triangular property now occupied by the store, the service station, and an 
existing, intervening parking lot.  A new, enclosed parking lot would accommodate 173 
cars, about 75 more than the current lot, and additional roof parking would be provided 
for Safeway employees.  Additionally, the new building would accommodate eight new 
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retail shops.  The project would reconfigure the entry driveways from College Ave. and 
Claremont Ave., as well as the truck-delivery ramps. 
The Determination in the I.S., as noted in the NOP, proposes that the EIR for the project 
study only noise, air quality, and transportation and traffic. 
 
 
Content of an EIR 
  
Under the CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code of Regulations §§ 15000 et seq., an EIR must 
consider and discuss the significant environmental effects of a proposed project.  14 Cal. 
Code of Regulations § 15126.2(a).  In relevant part, this subsection provides: 
 

Direct and indirect significant effects of the project on the environment shall be clearly 
identified and described, giving due consideration to both the short-term and long-term 
effects. The discussion should include relevant specifics of the area, the resources involved, 
physical changes, alterations to ecological systems, and changes induced in population 
distribution, population concentration, the human use of the land (including commercial and 
residential development), health and safety problems caused by the physical changes, and 
other aspects of the resource base such as water, historical resources, scenic quality, and 
public services. The EIR shall also analyze any significant environmental effects the project 
might cause by bringing development and people into the area affected. For example, an EIR 
on a subdivision astride an active fault line should identify as a significant effect the seismic 
hazard to future occupants of the subdivision. The subdivision would have the effect of 
attracting people to the location and exposing them to the hazards found there. 

 
Under Public Resources Code § 21083(b), in relevant part,  

 
a project may have a “significant effect on the environment” if one or more of the following 
conditions exist: 
 
 (1) A proposed project has the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, curtail 
the range of the environment, or to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term, 
environmental goals. 
 (2) The possible effects of a project are individually limited but cumulatively 
considerable.  As used in this paragraph, “cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable 
future projects. 
 
 (3) The environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly. 

 
The EIR must also address significant environmental effects which cannot be avoided if 
the proposed project is implemented, 14 Cal. Code of Regs. § 15126.2(b), significant 
irreversible environmental changes which would be caused by the proposed project 
should it be implemented, 14 Cal. Code of Regs. § 15126.2(c), and growth-inducing 



 
Comments on CEQA Notice of Preparation, File No. ER09-0006 

(Safeway at Claremont and College) 
 

 4

impact of the proposed project, 14 Cal. Code of Regs. § 15126.2(d).1  The EIR must 
include consideration and discussion of mitigation measures proposed to minimize 
significant effects, 14 Cal. Code of Regs. § 15126.4; and consideration and discussion of 
alternatives to the proposed project, including a “no project” alternative, 14 Cal. Code of 
Regs. § 15126.6. 
 
 
Scope of the proposed EIR 
 
1. The project could have significant effects on the environment, and an EIR is 

required.  
 
The size, location, and nature of this proposed project, and the intended increase in 
customer visits and use indicate the likelihood of significant direct and indirect effects on 
the environment.  These potential effects, including cumulative effects and inconsistency 
with the land-use regulation, need to be studied and discussed, and where found to be 
significant, eliminated or adequately mitigated through changes or alternatives to the 
project. 
 
 a. Air quality and global warming 
 
The proposed project will more than double the retail space and significantly increase 
customer vehicle trips.  The project would also dramatically increase truck deliveries.  
Operation of the facilities will require increased heating, cooling, and refrigeration.  
These factors, together with construction-related emissions, suggest possible significant 

                                              
1 14 Cal. Code of Regs. §§ 15126.2(b), (c), and (d) provide: (b) Significant Environmental Effects Which 
Cannot be Avoided if the Proposed Project is Implemented. Describe any significant impacts, including 
those which can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of insignificance. Where there are impacts that 
cannot be alleviated without imposing an alternative design, their implications and the reasons why the 
project is being proposed, notwithstanding their effect, should be described.  ¶(c) Significant Irreversible 
Environmental Changes Which Would be Caused by the Proposed Project Should it be Implemented. Uses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be irreversible since a 
large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, 
particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement which provides access to a previously 
inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also irreversible damage can result 
from environmental accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be 
evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified.  ¶(d) Growth-Inducing Impact of the 
Proposed Project. Discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population 
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population growth (a major 
expansion of a waste water treatment plant might, for example, allow for more construction in service 
areas). Increases in the population may tax existing community service facilities, requiring construction of 
new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. Also discuss the characteristic of some 
projects which may encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment, 
either individually or cumulatively. It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, 
detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.  
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effects on air quality, including the release of increased amounts of carbon dioxide and 
other greenhouse gases, with the potential for cumulatively significant effects on air 
quality and climate change.  The NOP recognizes effects on air quality as potentially 
significant.  The EIR analysis should encompass these effects, including cumulative 
effects.  The analysis should address and attempt to eliminate, reduce, or offset not only 
the direct emissions caused by customers, employees, and suppliers, but also, to the 
extent feasible, indirect emissions relating to the production and delivery of goods 
provided at the project site.  The EIR should also evaluate construction emissions, 
including greenhouse gases and construction dust, and seek to eliminate or minimize 
these. 
 
 b. Noise 
 
The NOP recognizes that noise from the project constitutes a potentially significant 
environmental effect.  The EIR should examine both construction noise and vibration, 
and noise from subsequent operation of the project.  Heavy machinery and loud tools will 
be needed for demolition and construction, which will be lengthy.  Following 
construction, operations of the Safeway store and the other retail facilities will require, 
among other things, truck deliveries, cart washing, recycling, trash compaction and 
collection.  Some customers will arrive with loud cars, motorcycles, car stereos, and 
alarm systems.  The EIR must study how to avoid or minimize these adverse effects; 
among the mitigation measures considered should be construction of a tall sound wall 
adjacent to the residential area prior to demolition of the existing buildings, and attention 
to hours of construction, delivery, and operation.  The EIR should consider the size of the 
project and alternatives to it.  The EIR should examine and consider limits on the routes 
and timing of truck deliveries and pickups. 
 
 c. Transportation and traffic circulation 
 
The NOP and the I.S. recognize that the project may have adverse effects on 
transportation, traffic, and circulation.  The project site immediately adjoins a 
neighborhood of otherwise quiet residential streets.  It also directly adjoins a congested 
intersection at Claremont and College Avenues which operates at an already inadequate 
level of service and presents hazards for pedestrians and bicyclists.  College Ave., with 
one travel lane in each direction, serves as a major route to and from the University of 
California and the local freeways, and is frequently already congested during week and 
weekend alike.  AC Transit line 51 travels frequently on that street, and the buses are 
often full.  There are currently no bicycle lanes or pockets on this narrow, congested 
street, and bicyclists must compete, unsafely, with buses and moving and parked cars.  
Pedestrian sidewalks are too narrow already.  Increased customer visits to the project site 
by car and otherwise will exacerbate all of these problems.   
 
Because of the size and potential effects of this project, the transportation and circulation 
analysis in the EIR should have a broad scope.  Looking north, it should consider the 
entire residential area between Claremont Ave. and Telegraph Ave. to the University of 
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California.  Looking south, it should consider possible effects along College Ave. and 
adjoining residential areas until College feeds into Broadway.  The EIR should address 
not only congestion on College and Claremont, but possible “cut-through” traffic on 
connecting residential streets; noise and pedestrian/bicyclist safety effects from cut-
through traffic; and related mitigation measures. 
 
The EIR should consider traffic related to project customers and employees, but also 
deliveries to and shipments (including increased garbage and recycling) from the project 
site.  The EIR needs to evaluate the routes used by trucks going to and from the project 
site, both presently and under the proposed project.  That analysis should include not only 
traffic effects, but also noise, vibration, and pedestrian and bicycle safety effects.  Where 
effects are caused by the use of residential streets, the EIR should consider as mitigation 
designating specified truck routes and posting alternative residential streets to prohibit 
their use by large trucks.  The EIR should also consider public transit improvements to 
reduce effects of traffic generated by the project. 
 
While the NOP recognizes the need for analysis of transportation and traffic, the EIR 
must consider project alternatives, including a smaller project and remodeling of the 
existing Safeway store.  Regardless of any “thresholds of significance” that the city may 
have adopted, the issue under CEQA is possible significant effect on the environment, 
direct or indirect.  If there are possible effects, then the project proponent must eliminate 
or mitigate them.  The EIR must certainly consider the extent to which the neighborhood, 
including the surrounding residential areas, can bear increased vehicle traffic and truck 
deliveries not only for Safeway but for the eight other proposed new uses.  The EIR must 
consider the project footprint and require setbacks adequate for bike lanes and sidewalks 
wide enough for the numerous pedestrians who use the area.  The EIR must consider 
secure and convenient bicycle parking for customers and employees and the need for 
additional bus service along College Ave.  Finally, the EIR needs to consider the effects 
on traffic (cars, delivery trucks, buses, bicycles and pedestrians) of lengthy demolition 
and construction. 
 
 d. Land use 
 
The EIR must discuss the consistency of the proposed project with the letter and intent of 
the current zoning and general plan land-use designation for the site.  As the C-31 zoning 
indicates, the Rockridge/Elmwood neighborhood in which the proposed project would 
occur is one of the most desirable in the East Bay due to its existing residential and 
pedestrian character and its small and unique neighborhood-serving businesses.2  The 
sheer size of the proposed project and the increased vehicle traffic that it will inevitably 
bring raise serious questions about whether the project complies with the intent, if not the 

                                              
2 Under § 17.48.010 of the Oakland Municipal Code, “[t]he C-31 zone is intended to create, 
preserve, and enhance areas with a wide range of retail establishments serving both short and long 
term needs in attractive settings oriented to pedestrian comparison shopping, and is typically 
appropriate along important shopping streets having a special or particularly pleasant character.” 
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express criteria, of the zoning.  As the I.S. points out, the project would result in a “taller, 
more massive, and more intensively developed commercial center.” 
 
Under Oakland Municipal Code § 17.48.080, in the C-31 zone, the “total floor area 
devoted to Commercial or Manufacturing Activities by any single establishment shall not 
exceed seven thousand five hundred (7,500) square feet, except that a greater floor area 
may be permitted upon the granting of a conditional use permit pursuant to the 
conditional use permit procedure in Chapter 17.134.”3  Under § 17.48.100, a conditional 
use permit may be granted only if “the proposal will not detract from the character 
desired for the area. . .” and will not interfere with the movement of people along an 
important pedestrian street.  No driveway may connect directly with the area’s principal 
commercial street unless various conditions are met.  Further, “the amount of off-street 
parking, if any, provided in excess of the requirements of this code [may] not contribute 
significantly to an increased orientation of the area to automobile movement[ ].” § 
17.48.100(F). 
 
A high-volume “mini-mall” that doubles the size of the Safeway store to 50,000 square 
feet and adds 14,000 square feet for other uses would challenge the viability of existing 
neighborhood businesses, bring more cars into the congested neighborhood, and would 
not be consistent with the zoning.  The conditional use permits and variances seemingly 
needed for the project raise questions about “spot zoning.”  The need for parking and 
loading variances, noted in the I.S., raises additional questions about the consistency with 
the zoning.  The scope of the EIR must be broadened to evaluate the potential 
degradation of the neighborhood and consistency with land-use regulation.  Once again, 
smaller projects, remodeling on site, and the no-project alternative must be weighed.  
 
 e. Energy  
 
The proposed project will likely cause a significant increase in energy use for 
construction, deliveries, services, heat, cooling, refrigeration, and lighting; with the 
possibility of cumulative contribution to climate change.  The revised CEQA Guidelines, 
shortly to be adopted by the Natural Resources Agency, specifically require consideration 
of energy use.  The scope of the EIR must be broadened to encompass an analysis of this 
effect and means to eliminate or mitigate it.  These means should include consideration of 
energy efficient building materials and construction techniques, use of local and recycled 
materials in construction, and use of renewable energy generation such as solar cells and 
solar hot water for operation of the project following construction.  Passive solar 
techniques such as the planting of large species of deciduous trees all around the site 
should also be seriously considered, and the footprint of the development should be 
adjusted to allow for this.  The size of the project and alternatives to it should also be 
considered in the EIR from the standpoint of energy use. 
                                              
3 Oakland is in the process of updating its zoning.  The C-31 zone applicable to the Claremont/College 
Safeway is proposed to become a CN-1 zone.  Where C-31 requires a conditional use permit for general 
food sales occupying more than 7,500 square feet, proposed CN-1, as of October 2009, would require a 
conditional use permit for general food sales occupying more than 5,000 square feet. 
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 f. Aesthetics 
 
The Rockridge/Elmwood neighborhood is widely acknowledged to have a special 
character, reflected in the zoning.  The neighbors in this residential/pedestrian 
neighborhood have raised with Safeway repeatedly (to no effect) their view that the scale, 
size, height, and appearance of the proposed project conflicts with and could degrade the 
character of the neighborhood.  The I.S. also states that the larger and more massive 
project would block some views of the Oakland hills.  Also, as the I.S. indicates, lighting 
and reflectivity from the proposed two-story structure and cars parked on top may 
adversely affect the adjoining residential neighborhood, as well as cause light pollution of 
the night skies, and must be studied.  Any project that is approved must harmonize with, 
not clash with, the existing neighborhood character, and consider adequate visual barriers 
between the two-story project and the surrounding residential area.  The EIR must also 
examine shadowing of the residential neighborhood immediately to the north.  The scope 
of the EIR must be broadened to analyze these potential effects and to consider project 
alternatives. 
 
 g.  Water, water quality, sewerage; storm runoff 
 
Storm drains along College Ave adjacent to the project site and at College and Claremont 
have proven ineffective during the past 20 years.  Frequent flooding adds to the 
challenges posed at the difficult intersection for cars, pedestrians, and bicyclists.  
Construction mud and gravel, erosion, and truck traffic will add to the problem.  
Following construction, the large increase in size of the grocery store would require 
increased water use for produce and cleaning of the facility and carts.  Other retail uses, 
depending on what they are (restaurants, for example) would also use additional water 
and require additional sewerage.  Some of the runoff issues could be addressed through 
use of permeable concrete.  All of these effects are potentially significant and need to be 
analyzed in the EIR, together with smaller alternatives. 
 
 h. Geology, soils, seismicity 
 
The I.S. indicates that the project structures would be required to meet building standards.  
But the standard under CEQA is whether there is a reasonable argument that the project 
may have a significant effect.  The site is roughly half a mile from what is generally 
considered to be the most dangerous earthquake fault in the San Francisco Bay area.  The 
project could increase risks to the public by inviting increased numbers of people into 
crowded conditions in the new facilities, increasing the height to two stories, and further 
clogging traffic arteries, making escape and provision of emergency services more 
difficult.  The project proposes a large parking area under the building, which can lead to 
severe earthquake damage.  The soil types, hydrology, and engineering requirements 
need to be discussed in the EIR. 
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 i. Demand on public services 
 
As noted in the previous section, the proposed project would create more crowded 
conditions both on site and on the already challenged adjacent streets and intersections.  
In an emergency (crime, fire, earthquake, even power failure) emergency services could 
have trouble reaching and assisting people on site.  The larger the project and the more 
people on site, the larger the potential problem.  The EIR must examine this potential 
effect. 
 
 j. Hazards and hazardous materials 
 
Quantities of hazardous substances will be used in construction.  In addition, as the I.S. 
indicates, the soil under the service station at Claremont and College apparently contains 
some hazardous substances that will need to be treated and removed appropriately and 
carefully.  The proposed retail establishments will receive, sell, use, and send away some 
quantities of hazardous materials.  As yet, many potential site conditions, such as release 
of radon and quantity of asbestos, are unknown.  The EIR needs to discuss these matters. 
 
 k. Blight and litter; waste generation 
 
The increased size of the proposed grocery store, plus the addition of eight retail stores 
means that the proposed project could draw customers and consumer spending from the 
surrounding small businesses.  If some of these businesses then failed, the resulting 
vacant storefronts could worsen existing transient and graffiti/vandalism problems and  
generally contribute to blight, with accompanying physical degradation and impacts on 
public and neighborhood health and safety.  (See also the section on demand for public 
services, above.)  The large proposed project also presents an increased potential for 
litter, with more people, more crowding, and more retail businesses.  Finally, with an 
enlarged grocery store and eight new retail stores, there will be significantly increased 
solid waste generation and garbage removal by truck.  The EIR needs to consider these 
potential effects. 
 
 l. Biology and human health 
 
The proposed project is located in an urban area, and probably would not have many 
biological effects.  However, throughout the country, improper night lighting causes a 
large number of bird strikes and deaths.  Poor project design can also attract pest species 
such as pigeons and their dropping, and insects—a potential and avoidable problem for 
those species as well as for human health.  Tree species of significant size should be 
planted to replace any trees removed.  The EIR should address these factors. 
 
 m. Cumulative effects 
 
The proposed project may have effects that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable (considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
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the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects). As 
discussed above, the project may, in conjunction with past, present, and future projects, 
cause cumulatively considerable traffic, air quality, and climate change effects.  
Additionally, the project may contribute to cumulative effects in the areas of water, water 
quality, and storm runoff, demand for public services, energy, blight, litter, and noise.  
The EIR must address these potential cumulatively significant effects.   
 
 
2. Project alternatives 
 
The EIR must consider a reasonable range of feasible alternatives.  In light of the 
comments above, the most obvious alternatives would entail smaller projects of varying 
size and components that do not conflict with the existing and proposed land-use 
regulation or raise issues of “spot zoning.”  Another feasible alternative would provide 
for remodeling of the existing facility on its existing footprint.  Finally, a “no project” 
alternative must also be considered.  The EIR must include serious analysis and 
discussion of these and perhaps other alternatives. 
 
 
Thank you for consideration of these comments about the scope of the EIR necessary for 
lawful treatment of the proposed Safeway project at Claremont and College in Oakland. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
/s/ 
 
Glenn C. Alex 
Attorney at Law 
 
 
 
 
cc:  District 1 Council Member Jane Brunner jbrunner@oaklandnet.com  
  Zac Wald zwald@oaklandnet.com  
 





























Michael & Kelly Barrett 

2720 Alcatraz Avenue, Berkeley, CA 94705 

 
 

 

Pete Vollman, Planner III,  

City of Oakland, Community & Economic Development Agency,  

250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2114,  

Oakland,  

CA 94612        

 

Case Number ER09-0006 

 

 

Dear Mr. Vollman 

 

I would like to comment about the proposed redevelopment of the Safeway supermarket at 

College/Claremont, in Rockridge. 

 

First, I fully support that an EIR should occur for this proposed development.  On the topics that are 

listed in the Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report you particularly reference 

traffic, air quality and noise. 

 

Traffic 

It is clear that a detailed assessment is needed of the changes in traffic patterns that this project would 

generate.  It is not clear whether a roughly doubled store will generate roughly twice the amount of 

vehicular traffic, but it’s a good starting assumption.  However, that assumption should be validated. 

 

Also, the changes in the entrances / exits onto College & Claremont make it highly likely that there will 

be significant changes in traffic patterns of cars entering and leaving the proposed store parking lot.  In 

particular, much of the traffic entering the store today does so via the two entrances on College Avenue.  

Because of the reconfiguration of the entrances, it is highly likely that much of this traffic will instead 

divert up Alcatraz Avenue, turn right onto Claremont, and enter the store from there.  This section of 

Alcatraz is in fact much less trafficked than all the other sections, and mostly carries stopping traffic, 

trying to find parking spaces for businesses on College, and a relatively small amount of through traffic 

going up Alcatraz/Claremont. 

 

Because of the fact that this section of Alcatraz Avenue is in Berkeley, I respectfully request that the 

traffic analysis includes the appropriate counterparts from Berkeley, and is validated by them. 

 



On a related note, the current design proposal by Safeway calls for one of the major vehicular entrances 

and exits, to be located immediately behind the residences on Alcatraz.  This was a conscious choice on 

the part of Safeway, and the architects, and will cause more impact on this community than other 

design alternatives.  The impact from this traffic – which would be avoidable if the project does not go 

ahead, or if a different design were to be adopted – should also be considered.  This factor will also have 

a relevant impact on both air quality & noise. 

 

Air quality 

Safeway has shown fairly consistently that it is unable to fully comply with CA air quality requirements 

for idling diesel engine powered delivery trucks, given the closeness of the loading dock to the 

residences on Alcatraz.  While the proposed design relocates the loading dock slightly, there is still a 

high likelihood of violation of existing CA regulation.  An alternative design, which removes the loading 

dock from the vicinity of these residences would be strongly preferable. 

 

As noted above, a larger store will presumably mean higher sales (else Safeway would not even be 

proposing the new store), and therefore more semi-trucks making deliveries.  Ergo, air quality would 

likely be worse in this new proposal than is the case today. 

 

Noise 

A larger store is presumably likely to generate more noise in the general neighborhood.  Given that 

traffic is in fact one of the major sources of noise, I’d suggest that this factor is a significant one.  As 

noted earlier, the conscious design decisions that Safeway and their architects have made in their 

proposed design, will substantially increase noise levels for the residents of Alcatraz Avenue, by dint of 

placement of a major vehicular entrance/exit ramp behind these houses. 

 

Other factors 

I was personally surprised that the scope of the existing proposed Draft Environmental Impact Report 

did not include Land Use and Planning considerations.  It is clear that the proposed development is 

massively out of compliance with both the letter and spirit of the Rockridge C31 zoning.  Additionally, 

because Safeway has publicly stated on many occasions that it intends to offer goods for sale which 

compete with existing vendors in Rockridge, there will clearly be impact on the general commercial 

environment on College Avenue. 

 

Conclusions 

My own personal view is that this current proposal by Safeway is neither necessary, nor in keeping with 

the general commercial environment in Rockridge.  It will negatively impact local residents, especially 

those in the immediate vicinity of the site, and local stores.  Given that Oakland is under no obligation to 

permit this development, I believe it is fully incumbent on the city to use the EIR process to demonstrate 

the full level of impact that this development would generate, if it were to be approved. 

 

Sincerely, 

Michael Barrett 











































From:                              Vollman, Peterson [PVollman@oaklandnet.com]
Sent:                               Monday, November 16, 2009 11:17 AM
To:                                   Rena Rickles
Subject:                          FW: Case Number ER09‐0006
 
Follow Up Flag:              Follow up
Flag Status:                     Completed
 
 
 
Peterson Z. Vollmann
Planner III
CEDA – Planning & Zoning
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2114
Oakland, CA 94612
Phone: (510) 238-6167
e-mail: pvollman@oaklandnet.com
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Tim Choate [mailto:timchoate@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 05, 2009 1:07 PM
To: Vollman, Peterson
Cc: Safewayneighbors@sbcglobal.net; Brunner, Jane; Wald, Zachary
Subject: Case Number ER09-0006
 
Hi Mr. Vollman - As a nearby neighbor of the proposed new Safeway store at College and Claremont Avenues, I'd like to formally register my concerns with you
about Safeway's proposal.  While all of us in the area appreciate Safeway's desire to improve their current store, it feels that our real concern about the scale of
the proposal is continuously overlooked.
 
Specifically, I have these concerns:
1.  The proposed new Safeway store is a behemoth that doesn't belong in this small, sweet walking neighborhood.  The proposed design is new industrial, more
appropriate to downtown Walnut Creek than to Rockridge and will definitely change the intimate feel of the immediate neighborhood.  In fact, the existing store
design with its curved roof is much more appropriate to this neighborhood.  An upgrade within the existing structure would be so much better and nicer for the
neighborhood.
 
2.  Traffic - As you probably know, College Avenue North of Claremont Avenue is virtually unusable at most times of the day already.  Those of us who live in the
neighborhood have been forced to find alternate routes to leave the neighborhood as College Avenue is backed up most of every day and in both directions
between Claremont and Ashby avenues.  Those alternate routes often take us to Claremont Avenue to reach Highway 24.  In addition to the significant new traffic
which the new Safeway store will generate in general, traffic this neighborhood can't accomodate, Safeway is proposing to add a new stoplight and even greater
additional traffic on the Claremont Avenue side, which is the primary road the neighborhood uses currently to avoid the backups on College Avenue.  The resulting
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traffic impacts on the neighborhood on both sides of Claremont Avenue will be horrendous even without the additional traffic light.
 
3.  Parking - There was considerable neighborhood concern about an original proposal to have the parking lot on the roof the new store.  This was one area that
Safeway seemed to listen to.  However, on the latest design it appears a new employee parking lot is on the roof and, much worse, it appears the loading dock
may be on the roof.  If I am reading this correctly, this proposal is very bad as we'd have delivery trucks arriving day and night on the roof, generating much
greater negative noise impact to the neighborhood and lights that would shine at greater heights from trucks.  Any loading docks should definitely be required to
be on the ground level and frankly I think its completely unreasonable to have any roof parking whatsoever in a neighborhood like this.
 
Overall, I see the blocking off of the gas station has already begun and it feels that this project just continues forward despite all the concerns of the
neighborhood.  I'm hoping I'm wrong about this and that both Safeway and the city will listen to those of us who have to live closely with this project, both during
the construction and for many years to come.
 
Please let me know what else I can do to help insure this project becomes more realistic in scale and to help insure no parking or loading is allowed on the roof.
 
Thank you,
Tim Choate
3160 Lewiston Avenue
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November 12, 2009 
 
Oakland Planning Commission 
c/o City of Oakland 
Community and Economic Development Agency 
Planning Division 
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
The undersigned community groups from the Rockridge/Elmwood/Temescal area are submitting 
this joint letter to comment on the scoping for the proposed College Avenue Safeway 
replacement project.  While each of our groups has its own separate focus and may be submitting 
a separate comment letter, we are submitting this comment letter to emphasize a shared concern 
about the environmental review of this important project. 
 
As you are aware, the zoning for the project site is C-31.  While the city’s zoning ordinance is 
currently undergoing revision, the new proposed zoning, CN-1, would continue to maintain 
similar standards.  C-31 emphasizes pedestrian-oriented comparison-shopping, while also 
allowing compatible mixed-use development such as residential development above first-floor 
retail shops. 
 
The current 61,000 sq. ft. Safeway proposal, while acknowledging zoning requirements by 
including ground floor retail shops, is still glaringly inconsistent with the area’s C-31 zoning.  A 
massive 50,000 sq. ft. store (more than ten times the size of the average College Avenue store), 
with its own self-contained 175 car parking garage, does not fit with C-31’s objective of 
providing pedestrian-oriented comparison shopping.  Our groups all agree that the EIR for this 
project needs to include analysis of alternatives that are more appropriate for the site and 
consistent with its C-31 zoning.  Among these should be one that provides for mixed-use 
development of the site, including first-floor pedestrian-oriented retail uses and upper-story 
residential use.   
 
Please note that, by signing this letter, the groups listed below are not necessarily endorsing a 
mixed-use residential alternative, only stating that such an alternative, along with other 
alternatives consistent with the site’s C-31 zoning, should be studied in the EIR. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Friends And Neighbors of College Ave. (FANS), a coalition of neighborhood groups including: 

Rockridge Community Planning Council (RCPC) 
Claremont Elmwood Neighborhood Association (CENA) 
Concerned Neighbors of the College Avenue Safeway 
Contiguous Neighbors to the College Avenue Safeway 
Contiguous Merchants to the College Avenue Safeway 
Rockridge/Elmwood Local Architects and Planners 
Rockridge District Association 

Standing Together for Accountable Neighborhood Development (STAND) 
Urbanists for a Livable Temescal Rockridge Area (ULTRA) 
 



































































FW Collage Avenue Safeway ER-09-0006.txt
From: Vollman, Peterson [PVollman@oaklandnet.com]
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2009 11:15 AM
To: Rena Rickles
Subject: FW: Collage Avenue Safeway ER-09-0006

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Peterson Z. Vollmann
Planner III
CEDA - Planning & Zoning
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2114

Oakland, CA 94612

Phone: (510) 238-6167
e-mail: pvollman@oaklandnet.com
 

-----Original Message-----
From: Robert Mueller [mailto:rmueller@pacbell.net]
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2009 9:31 AM
To: Vollman, Peterson; Concerned Neighbors
Subject: Collage Avenue Safeway ER-09-0006

We are opposed to the expansion of the Safeway at the corner of College and 
Claremont and make the following points in support of the
opposition:
1) We do not need another conduit for industrially produced food into the 
community.
2) The East Bay is the center of the movement to create a better, healthier, 
more sustainable way to produce food. We can do better than expand the local 
Safeway.
3) Safeway wants to expand the store to increase their business. This will be 
done by taking business away from the existing shops in the area. This is a 
bad. Or it will be done by bringing in business from other areas. This will 
increase traffic. It is also bad.
4) We never go to the Safeway so if it were to leave the area it would not 
matter to us. We do most of our shopping at Star Market, Ver Brugge's Meats, 
the farmer's markets and we belong to a CSA farm. Good things can happen when 
a Safeway leaves a location. The current Berkeley

Bowl is in an old Safeway store and so is Fenton's Creamery. Star Market

is about one fifth the size of the Safeway and they have everything one needs. 
So Super Size is not necessary or, as the movie pointed out, good

for you.
5) There are all sorts of architectural/urban design reasons why a large

store on this site is not a good idea. The symbolic importance of the site as 
a major intersection in the street grid is an important consideration. 
Something better than a gas station would be nice to be sure but a Safeway 
megastore that snarls the local traffic and damages small local businesses 
would not be better.
6) Even if the design was modified to be more fine grained at the street

level who would own the spaces and who would the tenants be? I would not

like to see a Jamba Juice, a Chipotle Tacos, several Starbucks and a lot
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FW Collage Avenue Safeway ER-09-0006.txt
of other chain stores  take up residence in the neighborhood.

Robert and Nancy Mueller
790 Alvarado Road
Berkeley, CA
94705
510.549.0254
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From:                              Vollman, Peterson [PVollman@oaklandnet.com]
Sent:                               Monday, November 16, 2009 11:16 AM
To:                                   Rena Rickles
Subject:                          FW: ER09‐0006 NOP
 
Follow Up Flag:              Follow up
Flag Status:                     Completed
 
 
 
Peterson Z. Vollmann
Planner III
CEDA – Planning & Zoning
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2114

Phone: (510) 238-6167
e-mail: pvollman@oaklandnet.com
 
-----Original Message-----
From: norm ozaki [mailto:nozaki4472@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2009 9:32 AM
To: Vollman, Peterson
Subject: Re: ER09-0006 NOP
 
Mr. Vollmann,
 
Thank you for the clarification. 
 
Best Regards,
 
Norm Ozaki

On Thu, Nov 12, 2009 at 8:13 AM, Vollman, Peterson <PVollman@oaklandnet.com> wrote:
Mr. Ozaki-
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My apologies for the confusion, Air Quality is one of the areas that the Initial Study identified as needing further study in the EIR and it will not be screened out.
 
Peterson Z. Vollmann
Planner III
CEDA – Planning & Zoning
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2114

Oakland, CA 94612

Phone: (510) 238-6167
e-mail: pvollman@oaklandnet.com
 

-----Original Message-----
From: norm ozaki [mailto:nozaki4472@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2009 9:36 PM
To: Vollman, Peterson
Cc: Larry Henry
Subject: ER09-0006 NOP
 
 
In the NOP you state, "The Initial Study screened out environmental factors that will not be further studied in the Draft EIR.  These factors
include:  agricultural resources, air quality, cultural resources, land use, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, recreation, and
utilities and service systems.  The Draft EIR will address the potential environmental affects only for noise, air quality,nd  transportation
and traffic.  All other impacts would be less than significant and not studied further in the Draft EIR."
 
I am interested in air quality related impacts, and the two statements made in the NOP that the Initial Study screened out environmental
factors including air quality, and the Draft EIR will address the potentil environmental affects only for air quality do not seem to be
consistent with each other.  Please explain what is meant in the two statements.
 
My name is Dr. Norm Ozaki, toxicologist; my email address is nozaki4472@gmail.com
 
Best Regards,
 
Norm Ozaki
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From:                              Vollman, Peterson [PVollman@oaklandnet.com]
Sent:                               Monday, November 16, 2009 11:16 AM
To:                                   Rena Rickles
Subject:                          FW: Proposed Safeway Expansions on College and Claremont
 
Follow Up Flag:              Follow up
Flag Status:                     Completed
 
 
 
Peterson Z. Vollmann
Planner III
CEDA – Planning & Zoning
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2114
Oakland, CA 94612
Phone: (510) 238-6167
e-mail: pvollman@oaklandnet.com
 
-----Original Message-----
From: JoAnne Tillemans [mailto:tillemans@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2009 9:01 AM
To: Vollman, Peterson
Subject: Proposed Safeway Expansions on College and Claremont
 
To whom it may concern,
I am aware that the Safeway Expansion project is now in the phase where an environmental
impact report is being prepared.  I live around the corner from the current Safeway and want
to state very strongly that I am very much opposed to the project.
 
College Avenue is not designed for the amount of traffic that the larger store will bring into
the neighborhood.  At the moment, it is almost impossible to drive down College from Alcatraz to Claremont
due to the quantity of traffic.  Please realize that the expanded Safeway store being proposed near
Broadway has a road going into it that is TWO lanes per traffic direction.  College Avenue is one lane
and can't bear the extra traffic load.  Claremont Avenue is a larger road, however, Claremont
has had a large number of accidents on it per pedestrian crossings being unsafe.  I myself
had a dear friend who suffered from brain damage due to a hit and run on Claremont Avenue.
Furthermore the interesection of College and Claremont has had a large number of accidents as well.
 
My HOUSE, my HOME, is on Rockwell Street, near the corner of Mystic.  Rockwell street is often
used by people wanting to bypass the College/Claremont intersection.  I know that this expansion
will bring further traffic out in front of my home.
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I do not understand why a Safeway store the size of what is proposed is being considered in a 
residential area that is known for heavy pedestrian traffic and can not accomodate more cars.
It seems redundant to put in a large store here, with street access that was designed for horse
buggies, not cars, and which is currently VERY strained due to the current traffic load.
Why can't the expanded store on Broadway be enough of an expansion for Safeway?
 
I have lived in my home since 1991 and am very much opposed to the expansion due to increased
traffic load that I know I will experience just in getting to and from my house.
 
 
 
JoAnne Tillemans 
6212 Rockwell Street
Oakland, CA  94618

510-654-2684 home 
510-918-5644 cell
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ULTRA : Urbanists for a Livable Temescal Rockridge Area 
 

ULTRA is dedicated to creating a livable, authentic community in North Oakland by promoting urban growth that is 
environmentally sustainable and equitable. 

ULTRA comments regarding Safeway @ College and Claremont 
EIR scoping session. 
 
Case File Number: ER09-0006 
Location: 6310 College Avenue (APN’s: 048A-7070-001-01; & 007-01) 
 
As you know the proposed replacement Safeway at College and Claremont has been very controversial. 
ULTRA, Urbanists for a Livable Temescal Rockridge Area, agrees that the existing store and gas station must 
be replaced. These two relics from the auto-centric 1960’s have no place in the small scale urban village that 
Rockridge has become. However we have strong reservations about Safeway’s latest proposal. 
 
We think there are three issues that must be studied as part of the EIR for this project –  
 

A. The economic impact on the surrounding specialty retail stores of an expanded Safeway at this site. If 
these small retailers were to lose business because of Safeway drawing business away from them, there 
is the very real possibility of blight being caused by the empty storefronts left if these retailers were to 
close down.  

 
B. One of the project alternatives studied MUST include a housing component. We think it is an excellent 

location for senior housing. This site has very good transit access and it is in an aging community. 
Rockridge is built-out. There are very few locations where there is even the possibility of building 
higher density housing. This site is one of those rare locations. This project is an opportunity to do some 
strategic planning for the future of the neighborhood. We are sure that now and in the future there will 
be more and more residents who will want to remain in the neighborhood but no longer want the burden 
of maintaining a single family house. Senior housing at this site would address this coming need. 
Furthermore Safeway has already partnered with a housing developer at the Mission Bay development 
in San Francisco. They now have the experience of building a new Safeway with a housing component 
and they need to bring that experience to this site. 

 
C. The traffic study component must also look at the broader impacts of this project and discuss possible 

solutions. A few examples of what we think needs studying as potential ways to ameliorate traffic 
impacts are – enhance car pool waiting area on Claremont, pedestrian “bulb outs” as well as pedestrian 
“safety islands” at the intersection of Claremont and College, partial closure of 63rd St. to enhance the 
pedestrian experience but still allow for deliveries to the existing retailers, partial closure of 62nd St. so 
that Bank of America patrons can still exit left toward College and Claremont, relocate AC Transit bus 
stops to be by the Safeway to create a public transit plaza, provide ample and secure bicycle parking at 
the store and dedicated parking spaces for car share vehicles. 

 
 Last year ULTRA drafted their own proposal for the site and we think our proposal would better meet the 
needs of Safeway AND the community. Safeway did a poor job of communicating their goals for this site. What 
we can determine from their stated goal of building a “lifestyle” center and their statement that they have $1.2 
million/year sales “leakage” from the existing store is that they are not so much focused on bringing more 
shoppers into the store but instead are focused on creating a shopping experience so that in each shopping trip 
the customer will spend more money and spend their money on higher value items than are available in the 
existing store. 
  



ULTRA : Urbanists for a Livable Temescal Rockridge Area 
 

ULTRA is dedicated to creating a livable, authentic community in North Oakland by promoting urban growth that is 
environmentally sustainable and equitable. 

 Attached to this document is a simple schematic that illustrates what we see as a better use of the site. The 
salient points are -  

1. Instead of a garage entrance on College Avenue like in Safeway’s proposal, we have a public plaza. The 
entrance to Safeway would be at the back of this plaza. What is missing and needed at this end of 
College Avenue is a civic space, a place for people to gather. This would address that need. We envision 
this space evolving into a place where small public events such as arts & crafts fairs could be held. This 
would be to the community’s benefit and it would redound to Safeway’s benefit too because the more 
attractive the public space outside the store, the more likely it is people will enter the store.  

2. Instead of putting Safeway on the second floor with small storefronts on the first floor like in Safeway’s 
proposal, we have put the supermarket on the first floor BEHIND the small storefronts. This has 
multiple benefits – It reduces the bulk of the building because the lot slopes up more than a full story in 
the rear, meaning that the supermarket would be partially below-grade, greatly reducing the visual 
impact of the store. The storefronts lining College would echo the existing land use, that is, small 
storefronts close together creating a lively and dense retail experience. These storefronts need maximum 
flexibility as to their eventual use. Ideally they would be filled with independent businesses and that 
should remain the goal for these stores. But just because a project has ground floor retail doesn’t mean 
that there are businesses that can be successful in these spaces. A row of empty storefronts does nothing 
to help the community. Putting Safeway behind the storefronts will make these spaces much more 
flexible. As part of the Conditional Use Permit and on an interim basis only, each of these spaces could 
be used as retail spaces for Safeway’s various departments. Having their various specialty departments 
with their own entrances on College Avenue could serve as an inducement for customers to enter the 
main Safeway store. As part of the CUP and on an interim basis only, these storefronts could also be 
permitted to be used by neighborhood-serving community groups.  

3. The Claremont side of the supermarket could be all glass, which would allow natural light to spill into 
the partially below grade supermarket and would also give Safeway a long glass wall to advertise their 
various specials.  

4. We have put office spaces on the second floor because this more closely echoes existing land use on 
College Avenue. An added benefit is that the entrances to these offices would be from the roof deck 
parking. The additional foot traffic generated by this would be an added layer of security in the parking 
lot. As mentioned previously we think that senior housing on the second and possible third floors of any 
new project at this location would be the highest use of the site but we have been rebuffed by Safeway 
each time we have brought this up.  

5. Parking is on the roof but because of the slope of the site it would appear as ground level parking at the 
back, again greatly reducing the visual impact of the project. There is even space for below-grade 
parking and a possible second entrance in the rear of the building. 

6. Having roof deck parking opens up the possibility of mounting photovoltaic above the parking spaces, 
providing power for the building and shade for the parking.  

7. We have located the loading dock in the very middle of the site on Claremont to reduce as much as 
possible the impact on the neighborhood of delivery trucks coming and going. 

 
Sincerely,  
 
Co-founders of ULTRA – 
 



ULTRA : Urbanists for a Livable Temescal Rockridge Area 
 

ULTRA is dedicated to creating a livable, authentic community in North Oakland by promoting urban growth that is 
environmentally sustainable and equitable. 

Thomas Dolan 
John Gatewood 
Karen Hester 
Hiroko Kurihara  
Joan Lichterman 
Larry Mayers 
Randy Reed 
Joyce Roy 
Christopher Waters 
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