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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 
 

1.1 CEQA Process 

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is an informational document prepared by a Lead Agency (in this 

case, the City of Oakland) that contains environmental analysis for public review and for agency decision-

makers to use in their consideration of development proposals. On July 1, 2011, the City of Oakland 

(Lead Agency) released for public review a Draft EIR (or DEIR) for the Safeway Shopping Center – 

College and Claremont Avenues (ER09-006). The 46-day public review and comment period on the 

DEIR began on July 1, 2011. The City of Oakland Planning Commission held two public hearings on the 

DEIR—the first on July 20, 2011, and the second on August 3, 2011. The public review and comment 

period ended at 4:00 p.m. Tuesday, August 16, 2011. 

This Responses to Comments document, together with the DEIR and the DEIR Appendices, constitute the 

Final EIR (or FEIR) for the Project. Due to its length, the text of the DEIR is not included with this 

Response to Comments document; however, it is included by reference as part of the Final EIR. 

The City of Oakland will consider the Final EIR before approving or denying the proposed project. 

Before the Lead Agency may approve the project, it must certify that the Final EIR adequately discloses 

the environmental effects of the proposed project, that the Final EIR has been completed in conformance 

with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and that the decision-making body of the Lead 

Agency independently reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final EIR. Certification 

of the Final EIR would indicate the City’s determination that the Final EIR adequately evaluates the 

environmental impacts that could be associated with the proposed project. 

The City of Oakland has prepared this document pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 which 

specifies the following (and which also applies to Draft and Final EIRs): 

“The Final EIR shall consist of: 

(a) The DEIR or a revision of that draft. 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in a summary. 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the DEIR. 

(d) The response of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in review and 

consultation process. 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.” 
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This Final EIR incorporates comments from public agencies and the general public and contains the Lead 

Agency’s responses to those comments. 

1.2 Consideration of the Final EIR 

If significant new information is added to an EIR after notice of public review has been given, but before 

final certification of the EIR, the lead agency must issue a new notice and re-circulate the EIR for further 

comments and consultation. (Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of 

California, 6 Cal 4th 112 (1993)) The City has determined that none of the corrections or clarifications to 

the DEIR identified in this document constitutes significant new information pursuant to Section 15088.5 

of the CEQA Guidelines. As a result, a recirculation of the DEIR is not required. 

Specifically, the new information, corrections, or clarifications presented in this document do not disclose 

that: 

 A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 

measure (or standard condition) proposed to be implemented; 

 A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 

measures (or standard conditions) are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance; 

 A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure (or standard condition) considerably different 

from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the 

project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it; or 

 The DEIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 

meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5) 

Information presented in the DEIR and this document support the City’s determination that recirculation 

of the DEIR is not required. 

1.3 Organization of this Document 

This Final EIR contains information about the proposed project, supplemental environmental information, 

and responses to comments raised during the public review and comment period on the DEIR. Following 

this introductory chapter, the document is organized as described below. 

 Chapter 2, Project Summary, summarizes the proposed project as presented in the DEIR as the 

project applicant has not made any changes to the project since publication of the DEIR. 

 Chapter 3, Commenters on the DEIR, lists all agencies, organizations and individuals that 

submitted written comments on the DEIR during the public review and comment period, and/or 

that commented at the Planning Commission Public Hearings. 

 Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR, contains text changes and corrections to the DEIR initiated by 

the Lead Agency or resulting from comments received on the DEIR. Chapter 4 also presents 

clarified, refined and updated information to the DEIR. 

 Chapter 5, Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR, contains each of the comment 

letters received on the DEIR and presents individual responses to the specific comments raised in 

each letter. 
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 Chapter 6, Responses to Comments Received at the City of Oakland Planning Commission Public 

Hearing on the DEIR, includes the transcripts of the July 20, 2011, and August 3, 2011 Public 

Hearings on the DEIR and presents responses to the oral comments received. 

Appendices to this document follow Chapter 6 and include: 

Appendix A, Safeway College & Claremont Store Urban Decay Analysis 

Appendix B, Retail White Paper for ABAG/MTC – Bridging the Gap: The Importance of Incorporating 

Retail Uses into Sustainable Communities Strategies and PDAs 

Appendix C, Refrigerant Leak Data 

Appendix D, Energy Consumption Data 

Appendix E, Detailed LOS Calculation Sheets 
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CHAPTER 2 

Project Overview 
 

2.1 Project Summary 

As described in the DEIR, Safeway, Inc., (“project applicant” or “project sponsor”) proposes to replace an 

existing Safeway store and closed gasoline service station with a two-story building housing a larger 

Safeway store, plus up to seven separate ground-floor commercial shops and a restaurant (“proposed 

project” or “project”). 

2.2 Site Location and Setting 

The project site is located at 6320 College Avenue, in the Rockridge District of Oakland, California. The 

project site is a 2.1-acre triangular parcel bounded by Claremont Avenue on the south, College Avenue on 

the west, and eight residential parcels (directly south of Alcatraz Avenue) on the north. The Assessor’s 

Parcel Numbers (APNs) for the projecdt site are 048A-7070-001-01 and -007-01. 

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 zoning designation of the project site at the time the 

project was deemed complete was C-31, Special Retail Commercial Zone.
1
  

2.3 Revised Project 

On July 3, 2012, the project sponsor submitted to the City of Oakland an amendment to its application for 

the project. The revised application describes a project that is referred to this Final EIR (FEIR) as the 

“revised project” and that contains certain design and site access changes as compared to the project that 

was studied in the Draft EIR (DEIR), referred to throughout this document as the “DEIR project.” The 

changes were made as a result of input from the public and decision-makers, in particular the members of 

Design Review Committee at its hearing on October 12, 2011. The changes reflected in the revised 

project do not alter the land use approvals that the project sponsor seeks and that were discussed in the 

DEIR for the DEIR project. 

                                                      
1  Although the project site is now within a CN-1 zoning district, the zoning district was created after the City had deemed 

Safeway’s application for the proposed project complete. Thus, the project sponsor had the option to proceed under the 

former C-31 regulations. The DEIR therefore evaluated the project’s consistency with the former C-31 regulations.  
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2.3.1 BACKGROUND OF THE DEIR PROJECT AND THE REVISED 

PROJECT 

As discussed in Chapter 2 (Summary) and Chapter 3 (Project Description) of the July 1, 2011, DEIR, the 

DEIR analyzed a project submitted to the City by the project sponsor on May 6, 2009. This original 

project has been the subject of public hearings on November 18, 2009 (EIR scoping session before the 

Planning Commission), July 20, 2011 (first public hearing before the Planning Commission regarding the 

DEIR), August 3, 2011 (continued public hearing regarding the DEIR), and October 12, 2011 (Planning 

Commission Design Review Committee meeting). Subsequent to those meetings, the project sponsor has 

refined the project to address issues that were identified through public and staff input and the DEIR 

analysis. These revisions ultimately culminated in the revised project formally submitted to the City on 

July 3, 2012, and analyzed in this FEIR. As noted in the DEIR, the NOP for the project was issued on 

October 30, 2009, and consistent with CEQA, that continues to establish the baseline conditions for 

environmental review. 

Because the revised project is a refinement of the DEIR project, it is identical to the DEIR project in most 

respects. The revised project differs from the DEIR project only with respect to its aesthetic appearance 

and its proposed treatment of the store driveway and lane configuration at the intersection of 63
rd

 Street 

and College Avenue. These elements are discussed in more detail below. 

Like the DEIR project, the revised 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 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 an approximately 1,120-square-foot shop, covered service area, and canopied gasoline pump area.  

Like the DEIR project, the revised project would involve construction of a two story, approximately 

62,000-square-foot building that would contain a Safeway supermarket and up to eight retail shops 

(including one restaurant). The size of the supermarket, retail shops, and the restaurant would remain the 

same as the DEIR Project Also like the DEIR project, the revised project would include a parking garage 

with approximately 171 parking spaces, which customers may access by means of one driveway located 

at the intersection of 63
rd

 Street and College Avenue and two driveways along Claremont Avenue. In each 

case, the number of driveways would be reduced 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 would be provided via 

elevators and stairs from two lobbies with direct access to College Avenue and the partially underground 

garage. 

The revised project includes the following modifications to the store driveway and street configuration at 

the intersection of 63
rd

 Street and College Avenue (see Figures 2-1 and 2-2): 

 Reduce the width of the store driveway on College Avenue from two outbound lanes to one 

outbound lane by eliminating the left-turn lane and prohibiting the left-turn and through 

movements from the store driveway to southbound College Avenue and westbouond 63
rd

 Street, 

respectively (the outbound driveway would be limited to right turns onto College Avenue only).  
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The building area formerly used for the eliminated driveway lane would be repurposed as part of 

one of the retail spaces on the ground floor  

 Eliminate the northbound left-turn lane on College Avenue at 63
rd

 Street that was proposed by the 

DEIR project, and prohibit the existing left-turn movement from northbound College Avenue to 

westbound 63
rd

 Street by one of the two methods discussed below. 

 Prohibit the existing left-turn and through movements from eastbound 63
rd

 Street to northbound 

College Avenue and Project driveway, respectively by one of the two methods discussed below. 

The revised project proposes the following two design options to enforce the prohibited movements 

described above at the 63
rd

 Street/Project Driveway/College Avenue intersection (Option 1 is preferred by 

Planning Department staff but the ultimate selection is at the discretion of City staff): 

 Option 1, as shown on Figure 2-1, would construct a median on College Avenue to physically 

prevent automobiles from completing the prohibited movements. The median cannot be wider 

than six feet in order to allow trucks to turn right from northbound College Avenue to the project 

driveway and from eastbound 63
rd

 Street to southbound College Avenue. This option would 

prevent the installation of bulbouts on the west side of College Avenue as included in Mitigation 

Measure TRANS-17A. However, the median on College Avenue would provide a refuge for 

pedestrians crossing College Avenue on the south side of 63
rd

 Street. A disadvantage of this 

option is that if an automobile is stopped in the travel lane adjacent to the medians to pick-

up/drop-off passenger, wait for a parking space, or other reasons, it would block and delay 

through traffic as other automobiles would not be able to go around it. 

 Option 2, as shown on Figure 2-2, would not construct a physical median but would enforce the 

prohibited movements through signs and striping. This option would not be as effective as 

Option 1 in enforcing the prohibited movements. However, it would allow installation of bulbouts 

on the west side of College Avenue as contemplated in Mitigation Measure TRANS-17A. In 

addition, stopped automobiles would not block through traffic. 

The DEIR project and the revised 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 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. 

The revised project also modifies slightly the appearance of the project buildings to reflect design-related 

input that the project sponsor has received from City decision-makers, City staff, and members of the 

public. These changes, most of which address comments regarding the degree of visual interest of the 



2. Project Overview 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 2-6 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

building façades and the appearance of the restaurant building at the south of the site, include the 

following main components: 

 Adjusting the color scheme of the buildings to appear darker and more substantial; 

 Redesigning the mullions on the Safeway level of the College Avenue and Claremont 

Avenue façades to add louvers and provide more variation in their size and location; 

 Changing the material of the wall behind the restaurant on the walking street from 

plaster-and-wood to stone; 

 Substituting stained concrete for plaster at the base of the restaurant building; 

 Revising signage and lowering the roofline of the store wall fronting Claremont Avenue; 

 Revising the pedestrian entrance and stairs leading from Claremont Avenue to the lower 

level of store parking and enclosing more of the open space along the north lot line of the 

site in order to guard against loitering; and  

 Adding some openings along the north wall of the store to provide ventilation and to add 

visual interest to the façade.  

The revised project is intended to respond to comments received at the October 12, 2011 Design Review 

Committee meeting by further enhancing the visual aspects of the building façades and break up the scale 

of the College Avenue façade to be more compatible with the surrounding commercial buildings on the 

street and eliminate significant impacts to the intersection of 63
rd

 Street and College Avenue. In all other 

respects, the revised project would resemble the DEIR project. Building massing would remain the same, 

as would pedestrian access. Project timing would remain the same. The project objectives for the revised 

project are the same as for the DEIR project. Figures 2-3 through 2-18 on the following pages show the 

site plan, floor plans, elevations, sections, and architectural renderings for the revised project. 
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2.4 Public Agency Approvals 

This EIR is intended to be used to provide CEQA clearance for all required discretionary actions for the 

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

The discretionary actions and other considerations and approvals anticipated to be required for the 

proposed project include those listed below, without limitation.  

 

The revised project requires the same project approvals and considerations as discussed in the DEIR on 

pages 3-26 to 3-27.  

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;  

 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 
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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. 

The FEIR analyzes the full scope of possible environmental impacts of the revised project, including any 

that could potentially result from the reconfiguration of the intersection at 63
rd

 Street and College Avenue.  

The revised project is what is currently proposed by the project sponsor. The FEIR reflects modifications 

as necessary to address the environmental impacts of the revised project. Some of the mitigation measures 

in the DEIR will no longer be necessary due to the project revisions, but those mitigation measures 

remain in the DEIR for informational purposes. Mitigation measures will be adopted by the City as 

appropriate for the revised project (see Section 2.5, below). For example, the DEIR discussed the 

transportation impacts resulting from a full-access intersection at 63
rd

 Street and College Avenue, even 

though these impacts no longer would occur under the revised project, 

This approach ensures that the information concerning the impacts of the project as originally proposed 

compared to the impacts of the revised project is fully available to the public and the decision-makers. 

The application for the revised project proposes and addresses a project whose characteristics result in 

fewer significant and unavoidable environmental impacts than those of the DEIR project. The 

development of the site must comport with the site plans and approvals ultimately approved by the City. 

Thus, the revised project is what is currently proposed by the project applicant, and if the revised project 

were approved, the DEIR project could not be pursued without submittal, review, and approval of a new 

application and other relevant discretionary permits. 

2.5 Environmental Effects of the Revised Project 

The revised project would have the same or fewer impacts than those identified and analyzed in the Draft 

EIR (DEIR) for the project as originally proposed (the DEIR project). Impacts of the revised project fall 

between those of the DEIR project and Alternative 3 (Full Project with No Curb Cut on College Avenue). 

Below is a summary analysis of the impacts of the revised project and how the DEIR project’s 

environmental impacts would remain the same, be reduced or be otherwise altered by implementation of 

the revised project. 

LAND USE, PLANS, AND POLICIES 

The revised project would be consistent with the Oakland General Plan, as outlined in the DEIR, pages 

4.1-2 through 4.1-6. In fact, the new design would close off from public access even more of the proposed 

10-foot buffer area between the new store and the residential parcels to the north, discouraging potential 

loiterers for the benefit of surrounding residential uses (see discussions of General Plan Policy N1.5, 

DEIR page 4.1-4, and Policy N5.2, DEIR page 4.1-5). In addition, the slight lowering of the project 

roofline along Claremont Avenue would refine the appearance of the project and result in a less bulky 

appearance (see discussion of General Plan Policy N1.8, DEIR page 4.1-5). 
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The revised project would continue to be consistent with the Oakland Bicycle Master Plan and Oakland 

Pedestrian Master Plan, as outlined in pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-8 of the DEIR. The narrowing of the 

driveway on College Avenue would enhance pedestrian crossing safety at that location (see discussion of 

the Pedestrian Master Plan, DEIR page 4.1-7). The changes to the project’s color and materials palette 

and the modifications to the design of its mullions would add visual interest to all project façades and 

enhance the project’s urban setting (see discussion of Pedestrian Master Plan Policy 3.2, DEIR pages 4.1-

7 through 4.1-8).  

As with the DEIR project, the proposed uses, heights, and massing of the buildings of the revised project 

would be compatible with the neighborhood and comply with the Zoning Code (see DEIR pages 4.18 

through 4.1-10 and Master Response M-9 in this FEIR for additional discussion of this topic).
2
  

The revised project would be consistent with the General Plan and the zoning regulations, as well as the 

physical and use characteristics of the surrounding neighborhood. As a result, the revised project would 

not result in any new or more severe land use impacts than those studied in the DEIR. 

VISUAL QUALITY 

Because the revised project has the same massing and general visual character as the DEIR project, it 

would result in similar visual quality impacts as those identified for the DEIR project on pages 4.2-14 

through 4.2-16 in the DEIR. However, due to the additional articulation of the building façades and the 

redesign of the surfaces for the restaurant building, the revised project defines and further strengthens the 

street walls’ compatibility with the surrounding urban uses and structures. Thus, the revised project would 

result in similar or reduced aesthetic (including light and glare), shadow, and wind effects as those 

identified for the DEIR project.  

TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION, AND PARKING 

Development under the revised project would result in the same, or in some cases, reduced impacts 

related to transportation, circulation, and parking compared to the DEIR project (see DEIR pages 4.3-58 

through 4.3-117). 

The revised project would generate the same number of vehicular trips as the DEIR project because the 

project components, and their size and uses would remain the same as the DEIR project.
3
 However, 

outbound traffic that would exit the project to southbound College Avenue and 63
rd

 Street under existing 

and DEIR project conditions would divert to Claremont Avenue under revised project conditions. In 

addition, non-project traffic that would turn left from northbound College Avenue onto 63
rd

 Street, and 

from eastbound 63
rd

 Street onto College Avenue, under existing and DEIR project conditions, would 

divert to other streets in the area to access the neighborhood under revised project descriptions. This 

analysis assumes that the roadway network would operate similarly under both design options previously 

described for the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue/Store Driveway intersection. 

To evaluate the implications of the revised project, a detailed traffic operations analysis of the following 

affected intersections surrounding the project site was prepared:  

1. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue  

                                                      
2  As noted above, the revised project size is actually slightly smaller than the DEIR project size. To be conservative, however, 

this FEIR continues to analyze the larger square footage. 
3  Similarly, parking demand would remain the same as the DEIR project. 
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2. Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont Avenue 

3. 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue 

4. Mystic Street/Auburn Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

5. College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62
nd

 Street 

In comparison to the DEIR project, both options under the revised project would only change traffic 

patterns at the intersections surrounding the project site. Since all vehicular trips would continue to access 

the site from the same direction as the DEIR project, this analysis assumes that all other study 

intersections not analyzed in this section would operate similarly to the DEIR project. Significant impacts 

and mitigation measures previously identified at other study intersections would continue to be applicable 

under the revised project. 

Intersection operation under each scenario is discussed below. Appendix E provides the detailed LOS 

calculation sheets. 

Existing Plus Revised Project Intersection Analysis 

Table 2-1 summarizes traffic operations under Existing Plus Revised Project conditions and compares 

them to Existing Plus DEIR project conditions. Traffic operations at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue 

intersection (#7) would improve due to the elimination of the left-turn movements out of the project 

driveway and from northbound College Avenue to 63
rd

 Street, while traffic operations at the Alcatraz 

Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#5) would worsen as vehicles would divert from 63
rd

 Street. 

Similar to the DEIR project, the revised project would result in significant impacts at the following three 

intersections:  

 Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (Impact TRANS-2) 

 Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-3) 

 College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-4) 

Table 2-2 summarizes traffic operations under Existing Plus Revised Project 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. Overall, conditions at the Alcatraz 

Avenue/College Avenue intersection would be slightly worse under the revised project than under the 

DEIR project, but conditions at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection and the College 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection would both be slightly better. As discussed in Master Response 

M-2, this slight worsening of impacts at Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue would not result in a 

substantially more severe impact. Similar to the DEIR project, Mitigation Measures TRANS-2 and 

TRANS-3 would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley; because the City of 

Oakland, as lead agency, does not have jurisdiction, they would continue to be considered significant and 

unavoidable. 

2015 Plus Revised Project Intersection Analysis 

Table 2-3 summarizes traffic operations under 2015 Plus Revised Project conditions and compares them 

to 2015 Plus DEIR Project conditions. Similar to under Existing Conditions, traffic operations at the 
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63
rd

 Street/ College Avenue intersection (#7) would improve due to the elimination of the left-turn 

movements at the intersection, while traffic operations at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue 

intersection (#5) would worsen as vehicles would divert from 63
rd

 Street. 

Similar to the DEIR project, the revised project would result in significant impacts at the following three 

intersections:  

 Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (Impact TRANS-6) 

 Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-7) 

 College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-8) 

Table 2-4 summarizes traffic operations under 2015 Plus Revised Project Mitigated conditions at the 

affected intersections. Similar to the DEIR project, mitigations TRANS-6, TRANS-7 and TRANS-8 

would mitigate the impacts at Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue, Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue, 

and College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersections, respectively. Overall, in 2015, conditions at the 

Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection would be slightly worse under the revised project than 

under the DEIR project, but conditions at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection and the 

College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection would both be slightly better. As discussed in Master 

Response M-2, this slight worsening of impacts at Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue would not result in a 

substantially more severe impact. Similar to the DEIR project, Mitigation Measures TRANS-6 and 

TRANS-7 would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley; because the City of 

Oakland, as lead agency, does not have jurisdiction, they would continue to be considered significant and 

unavoidable. 

2035 Plus Revised Project Intersection Analysis 

Table 2-5 summarizes traffic operations under 2035 Plus Revised Project conditions and compares them 

to 2035 Plus DEIR Project conditions. Similar to under Existing Conditions and 2015 Conditions, traffic 

operations at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection (#7) would improve due to the elimination of the 

left-turn movements at the intersection, while traffic operations at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue 

intersection (#5) would worsen as vehicles would divert from 63
rd

 Street. 

Similar to the DEIR project, the revised project would result in significant impacts at the following three 

intersections:  

 Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue (Impact TRANS-11) 

 Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-12) 

 College Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Impact TRANS-14) 

However, unlike the DEIR project, the revised project would eliminate Impact TRANS-13 at the 

63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection because the intersection would not meet the peak hour signal 

warrant due to the elimination of the left-turn movement out of the project driveway. 

Table 2-6 summarizes traffic operations under 2035 Plus Revised Project Mitigated conditions at the 

affected intersections. Similar to the project analysis, Mitigation Measures TRANS-11, TRANS-12 and 

TRANS-14 would mitigate the impacts at Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue, Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont 

Avenue, and College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersections, respectively. Overall, conditions at the 
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three intersections would be slightly worse under the revised project than under the DEIR project, 

although conditions at Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue would be slightly better during the Saturday PM 

peak hour. As discussed in Master Response M-2, this slight worsening of impacts at these intersections 

would not result in substantially more severe impacts. Similar to the DEIR project, Mitigation Measures 

TRANS-11 and TRANS-12 would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley; because 

the City of Oakland, as lead agency, does not have jurisdiction, they would continue to be considered 

significant and unavoidable. 

Summary of Traffic Impact Analysis 

In comparison to the DEIR project, the revised project would improve pedestrian safety and circulation by 

eliminating the left-turns out of the project driveway and from northbound College Avenue to 63
rd

 Street 

and reducing potential conflicts between automobiles and bicycles and pedestrians. In addition, the 

revised project would also reduce the potential for cut-through traffic and parking overflow into the 

residential streets west of the project site by eliminating the through movement from the project driveway 

to 63
rd

 Street and the left-turn from northbound College Avenue to 63
rd

 Street. 

Most of the impacts identified for the DEIR project would continue to be significant under revised project 

with the following exceptions: 

 Impact TRANS-13 at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection would be eliminated because 

the intersection would not meet the peak hour signal warrant. 

 Impact TRANS-17A would be eliminated because the revised project would include a median on 

College Avenue that shortens the crossing distance for pedestrians. 

 Impact TRANS-17B would be eliminated because the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection 

would not be signalized.  

If implemented, the other mitigation measures identified in the DEIR would mitigate the remaining 

impacts under the revised project and no new mitigation measures would be required. 
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Table 2-1 Intersection Level of Service – Existing Plus Revised Project Conditions 

# Intersection 
Jurisdic-

tion 

Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 

Hour 

Existing No Project 
Existing Plus DEIR 

Project Significant 

Impact? 

Existing Plus 

Revised Project 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
 

117.0 

(v/c = 1.18) 
F Yes

3
 

SAT 36.3 D 52.5 D No 54.9 E No 

6. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont 

Avenue 
Berkeley SSSC 

PM 18.9 (82.1) C (F) 15.3 (67.2) C (F) Yes
4
 15.2 (66.8) C (F) Yes

4
 

SAT 2.6 (16.0) A (C) 2.6 (16.4) A (C) No 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

5
 3.1 (20.5) A (C) No 

SAT 3.1 (30.2) A (D) 35.8 (>120) E (F) No
5
 3.9 (23.8) 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 10.9 B No 

SAT 2.5 (15.0) A (B) 10.4 B No 10.7 B No 

9. 
College Avenue/Claremont 

Avenue/62
nd

 Street 
Oakland Signal 

PM 61.5 E 70.2 E Yes
7
 66.6 E Yes

7
 

SAT 66.6 E 87.8 F Yes
8
 80.6 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 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. The DEIR 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. 

6. Intersection is side-street stop-controlled under Existing No Project conditions and signalized under Existing Plus DEIR project and Existing Plus Revised 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, 2012. 



2. Project Overview 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 2-29 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

 

Table 2-2  Intersection Level of Service – Existing Plus Revised Project Mitigated Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 

Hour 

Existing No Project 
Existing Plus 

Revised Project 

Existing Plus 

Revised Project 

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 

117.0 

(v/c = 1.18) 
F 60.3 E Significant and 

unavoidable
3
 

SAT 36.3 D 54.9 D 27.7 C 

6. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue 
Berkeley 

SSSC/ 

Signal
4
 

PM 18.9 (82.1) C (F) 15.2 (66.8) C (F) 10.9 B Significant and 

unavoidable
3
 SAT 2.6 (16.0) A (C) 2.6 (16.4) A (C) 4.8 A 

9. 
College Avenue/Claremont 

Avenue/ 62
nd

 Street 
Oakland Signal 

PM 61.5 E 66.6 E 54.8 D 
Less than 

significant  SAT 
66.6 E 80.6 F 55.9 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 Revised Project conditions and signalized under Existing Plus 
Revised Project Mitigated conditions. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012. 
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Table 2-3 Intersection Level of Service – 2015 Plus Revised Project Conditions 

# Intersection 
Jurisdic-

tion 

Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 

Hour 

2015 No Project 
2015 Plus DEIR 

Project Significant 

Impact? 

2015 Plus Revised 

Project Significant 

Impact? 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 = 1.26) 
F Yes

3
 

>120 

(v/c = 1.29) 
F Yes

3
 

SAT 44.1 D 63.9 E Yes
4
 68.4 E Yes

4
 

6. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont 

Avenue 
Berkeley SSSC 

PM 66.4 (>120) F (F) 50.5 (>120) F (F) Yes
5
 50.2 (>120) F (F) Yes

5
 

SAT 3.1 (19.1) A (C) 3.1 (19.8) A (C) No 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

6
 3.1 (22.3) A (C) No 

SAT 6.7 (108.1) A (F) 54.3 (>120) F (F) No
6
 4.0 (26.0) A (D) No 

8. 
Mystic Street/Auburn 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue 
Oakland 

SSSC/ 

Signal
7
 

PM 3.5 (29.1) A (D) 11.7 B No 12.0 B No 

SAT 2.7 (17.6) A (C) 10.3 B No 10.6 B No 

9. 
College Avenue/Claremont 

Avenue/62
nd

 Street 
Oakland Signal 

PM 102.5 F 124.6 F Yes
8
 114.9 F Yes

8
 

SAT 101.6 F 133.9 F Yes
8
 122.2 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 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. The DEIR 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 2015 No Project conditions and signalized under 2015 Plus DEIR project and 2015 Plus Revised Project conditions. 
8. 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, 2011. 
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Table 2-4 Intersection Level of Service – 2015 Plus Revised Project Mitigated Conditions 

# Intersection Jurisdiction 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 

Hour 

2015 No Project 
2015 Plus Revised 

Project 

2015 Plus Revised 

Project 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 = 1.29) 
F 

73.9 

(v/c = 1.14) 

E 

Significant and 

unavoidable
3
 

SAT 44.1 D 68.4 E 31.9 
C 

6. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue 
Berkeley 

SSSC/ 

Signal
4
 

PM 66.4 (>120) F (F) 50.2 (>120) F (F) 9.2 
A 

Significant and 

unavoidable
3
 

SAT 3.1 (19.1) A (C) 3.1 (19.8) A (C) 5.0 
A 

9. 

College Avenue/ 

Claremont Avenue/62
nd

 

Street 

Oakland Signal 

PM 102.5 F 114.9 F 85.9 F 
Less than 

significant SAT 101.6 F 122.2 F 83.8 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 2015 No Project and 2015 Plus Revised Project conditions and signalized under 2015 Plus Revised Project 
Mitigated conditions. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012. 
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Table 2-5 Intersection Level of Service – 2035 Plus Revised Project Conditions 

# Intersection 
Jurisdic-

tion 

Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 

Hour 

2035 No Project 
2035 Plus DEIR 

Project Significant 

Impact? 

2035 Plus Revised 

Project Significant 

Impact? 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 = 1.57) 
F Yes

3
 

>120 

(v/c = 1.62) 
F Yes

3
 

SAT 64.2 E 89.1 F Yes
4
 95.7 F Yes

4 

6. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont 

Avenue 
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
 17.1 (100.1) 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 3.6 (30.7) A (D) No 

SAT 12.5 (>120) A (F) >120 (>120) F (F) Yes
6
 4.6 (35.5) A (E) No 

8. 
Mystic Street/Auburn 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue 
Oakland 

SSSC/ 

Signal
7
 

PM 6.8 (106.7) A (F) 12.4 B No 12.8 B No 

SAT 2.9 (30.7) A (D)  9.6 A No 9.9 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
 

>120 

(v/c = 1.75) 
F Yes

8
 

SAT 
>120 

(v/c = 1.39) 
F 

>120 

(v/c = 1.56) 
F Yes

8
 

>120 

(v/c = 1.46) 
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 DEIR 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 DEIR project and 2035 Plus revised 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, 2012. 



2. Project Overview 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 2-33 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

Table 2-6 Intersection Level of Service – 2035 Plus Revised Project Mitigated Conditions 

# Intersection 
Jurisdic-

tion 

Traffic 

Control
1
 

Peak 

Hour 

2035 No Project 
2035 Plus Revised 

Project 

2035 Plus Revised 

Project 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 = 1.62) 
F 

>120 

(v/c = 1.30) 
F Significant and 

unavoidable
3
 

SAT 64.2 E 95.7 F 42.0 D 

6. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont 

Avenue 
Berkeley 

SSSC/ 

Signal
4
 

PM >120 (>120) F (F) >120 (>120) F (F) 28.3 C Significant and 

unavoidable
3
 SAT 21.1 (>120) C (F) 17.1 (100.1) C (F) 7.1 A 

9. 
College Avenue/Claremont 

Avenue/ 62
nd

 Street 
Oakland Signal 

PM 
>120 

(v/c = 1.67) 
F 

>120 

(v/c = 1.75) 
F 

>120 

(v/c = 1.46) 
F 

Less than 

significant 
SAT 

>120 

(v/c = 1.39) 
F 

>120 

(v/c = 1.46) 
F 

>120 

(v/c = 1.32) 
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 revised project conditions and signalized under 2035 Plus revised project Mitigated 
conditions. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012. 
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AIR QUALITY 

As discussed on pages 4.4-16 through 4.4-21 of the DEIR, with mitigation, the DEIR project would have 

less-than-significant air quality impacts associated with construction activities and operations. Because 

the site layout, operational characteristics, and trip generation of the revised project are substantially the 

same as those of the DEIR project, the revised project would not result in any new or more severe air 

quality impacts beyond those studied in the DEIR. 

GREENHOUSE GASES 

As discussed on pages 4.5-46 through 4.5-55 of the DEIR, the DEIR project would have less-than-

significant greenhouse gas impacts under the City’s thresholds, and would comply with applicable plans, 

policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Because the massing, 

layout, and operational characteristics of the revised project are substantially the same as those of the 

DEIR project, the revised project would not result in any new or more severe greenhouse gas impacts 

beyond those studied in the DEIR. 

NOISE 

The revised project would result in similar noise impacts as those identified for the DEIR project on pages 

4.6-14 through 4.6-20 of the DEIR. The DEIR project would have less-than-significant noise impacts 

involving construction, project-generated, and operational traffic noise (Impacts NOI-1, NOI-2, and NOI-

3, respectively), all of which would also exist (and be less than significant) under the revised project. As a 

result, the revised project would not result in any new or more severe noise impacts compared to those 

studied in the DEIR.  

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

As discussed above under Transportation, Circulation and Parking (above), the DEIR project would add 

more than 10 trips to the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection, and that intersection would meet peak 

hour signal warrants under 2035 conditions. By contrast, the intersection would not meet the peak hour 

signal warrant with the revised project. Thus, the revised project would eliminate significant and 

unavoidable impact TRANS-13, which was previously identified in the DEIR. 

The other significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impacts that were identified for the DEIR project 

(i.e., 2015 traffic levels at the intersections of Ashby Avenue/College Avenue, Alcatraz Avenue/College 

Avenue, Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue; and 2035 traffic levels at the intersections of Ashby 

Avenue/College Avenue, Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue, Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue, Alcatraz 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue) would also be considered significant and unavoidable with the revised 

project. 

Cumulative traffic impacts that were identified as less than significant with mitigation with the DEIR 

project (i.e., 2015 traffic levels at the intersection of College Avenue/Claremont Avenue; and 2035 traffic 

levels at the intersections of College Avenue/Claremont Avenue, Forest Street/Claremont Avenue, and 

Hudson Street/Manila Avenue/College Avenue) would similarly be identified as less than significant with 

mitigation. 

No new or worsened cumulative impacts would result from the revised project.  

The following several pages (Table 2-7) are a summary of environmental impacts and mitigation 

measures for the revised project. This summary is intended to replace and supercede the summary of 

environmental impacts and mitigation measures set forth in Table 2-1 of the DEIR. 
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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 
feasibility study phase, do not have final design, and do not have 

 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. 
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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 
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.  
 

 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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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 
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 

 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‐3 

were implemented, the impact 
would be less than significant. 
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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. 

   
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 
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 

 Less than Significant  
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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 
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 

 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. 
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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. 

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. (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. 

 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‐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 

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

 Significant and Unavoidable 
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Avenue (#6) intersection which would meet the peak hour signal warrant under 2015 
Conditions. (Significant) 

• 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. 

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 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) 

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. 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. 

 Less than Significant 
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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 
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. 

 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. 
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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.  

• 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 

 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-10 
were implemented, the impact 
would be less than significant. 
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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. 

   
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. 

 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-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 
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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. (Less than Significant) 

None required  Less than Significant 

   
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 

 Less than Significant 
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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 

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 
secondary significant impacts would result from implementation of 
this measure. 

   
Impact TRANS-16: The proposed project would contribute to LOS E operations, Mitigation Measure TRANS-16: Implement the following  Less than Significant 
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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) 

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. 
 
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 
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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. (Less than Significant) 
 

None required  Less than Significant 

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

None required   Less than Significant 

   

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 

   
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 
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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 

   
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 
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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 
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 

Commenters on the DEIR 
 

3.1 Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals Commenting 
in Writing 

The roster below lists correspondence received from public agencies and commissions, organizations, and 

individuals, designated by the letters “A,” “B,” and C,” respectively. Each correspondence is included in 

Chapter V. 
 

Designator Agency/Signatory Name 
Correspondence 

Dated 

A. PUBLIC AGENCIES AND COMMISSIONS  

A-1 AC Transit – Service Development and Planning Department 
 Cory LaVigne, Director 

8/15/2011 

A-2 City of Berkeley 
 Phil Kamlarz, City Manager 

10/17/2011 

A-3 City of Berkeley 
 Gordon Wozniak, Berkeley City Council – District 8 

8/13/2011 

A-4 City of Berkeley 
 Gordon Wozniak, Berkeley City Council – District 8 

8/15/2011 

A-5 Oakland Planning Commission 
 Madeleine Zayas-Mart, Chair, Design Review Committee 

9/02/2011 

A-6 State Clearinghouse 
 Scott Morgan, Director 

8/16/2011 

B. ORGANIZATIONS  

B-1 Claremont Elmwood Neighborhood Association 
 Dean Metzger 

8/15/2011 

B-2 Oakland Builders Alliance 7/20/2011 

B-3 Oakland Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce – Retail Advisory 
Committee 
 Joseph Harahurda 

7/19/2011 

B-4 Rockridge Community Planning Council 
 Stuart M. Flashman (with analysis by SWAPE, Matt Hagemann) 

8/16/2011 

B-5 ULTRA (Urbanists for a Livable Temescal Rockridge Area) 
 John Gatewood 
 Hiroko Kurihara 

8/16/2011 
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 Joan Lichterman 
 Joyce Roy 

B-6 Walk Oakland Bike Oakland (WOBO) 
 Doug Johnson 

undated 

B-7 Walk Oakland Bike Oakland (WOBO) 
 Doug Johnson 

8/16/2011 

C. INDIVIDUALS  

C-1  Susan Aaron 8/12/2011 

C-2  David Abel 7/17/2011 

C-3  David Abel 8/15/2011 

C-4  Denny Abrams undated 

C-5  Denny Abrams 8/12/2011 

C-6  aceble@sbcglobal.net (no name given) 8/11/2011 

C-7  Christine Acker 7/09/2011 

C-8  Christine Acker 7/19/2011 

C-9  Jimena Acuña Smith 7/09/2011 

C-10  Glenn Alex 7/26/2011 

C-11  Glenn Alex 8/10/2011 

C-12  Jenny Alexander 8/12/2011 

C-13  Nick Alexander (with addendum by Susan Shawl) 7/17/2011  

C-14  Lexine Alpert 8/11/2011 

C-15  Lexine Alpert 8/12/2011 

C-16  Marjorie Alvord 8/15/2011 

C-17  Ethan B. Andelman 8/15/2011 

C-18  Sonny Antonio 7/11/2011 

C-19  Krste Asanovic 8/12/2011 

C-20  Ethan Ash 8/02/2011 

C-21  Jon Bain-Chekal 7/09/2011 

C-22  Jonathan Bair 8/16/2011 

C-23  Jeffrey, Millie, Ai-li, and Anya Baird 7/10/2011 

C-24  Carolyn Baker 8/15/2011 

C-25  Tom Balawejder 8/12/2011 

C-26  Michael and Kelly Barrrett 8/14/2011 

C-27  Brooke Battles 8/10/2011 

C-28  Mary Ann Benson 8/12/2011 

C-29  Christine Benvenuto 8/12/2011 

C-30  Michael Bergeisen and Laurie Stoneham 8/14/2011 

C-31  Jane Bergen 7/09/2011 

C-32  Mary Biagini undated 
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C-33  Stephanie Bianco 8/12/2011 

C-34  Damian Bickett 8/03/2011 

C-35  Jenny and Peter Greenburg Binnings 8/12/2011 

C-36  Lee Birch 8/13/2011 

C-37  Robin Bishop 8/16/2011 

C-38  Robin Bishop and Donald Day 8/16/2011 

C-39  Maryann Blouin 8/14/2011 

C-40  Diana Boegel 8/12/2011 

C-41  Rick Bohner 7/09/2011 

C-42  Brian Borchert 8/12/2011 

C-43  Sherman Boyson 8/08/2011 

C-44  Paul Brandes and Katherine Szox 8/12/2011 

C-45  Rita Brenner 8/14/2011 

C-46  Gretchen Brosius 7/08/2011 

C-47  Don Brown 7/10/2011 

C-48  Sandra Bryson 8/11/2011 

C-49  Alex Busansky 8/12/2011 

C-50  Jerome Buttrick 8/11/2011 

C-51  A. Nicholas Carlson 8/15/2011 

C-52  Kenneth and Antonia Carpenter 7/27/2011 

C-53  Alan Caudill 7/13/2011 

C-54  Nelsonya Causby 8/15/2011 

C-55  John Chalik, et al. 7/08/2011 

C-56  John Chalik 8/15/2011 

C-57  Mark Chekal-Bain 7/09/2011 

C-58  Mary Anne Clegg 7/25/2011 

C-59  Clifford Cline 7/10/2011 

C-60  Wendy Cohen 7/26/2011 

C-61  Lynne Ross Costain  8/13/2011 

C-62  Lynne Ross Costain 8/15/2011 

C-63  Adele and David Crady 7/11/2011 

C-64  Adele and David Crady 7/13/2011 

C-65  Bob Dailey 8/16/2011 

C-66  John Dal Pino 8/04/2011 

C-67  Carl Davidson 8/14/2011 

C-68  David de Figueredo undated 

C-69  Jamey Dempster 8/12/2011 

C-70  Cathy Diamond 8/13/2011 

C-71  David Diamond 8/12/2011 
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C-72  Lewis Dolinsky 8/02/2011 

C-73  Laurie Dombrand 8/15/2011 

C-74  Jay Dodson 7/19/2011 

C-75  Shannon Dorsey 7/11/2011 

C-76  Doreyne Douglas 8/12/2011 

C-77  Dori Dubin 7/20/2011 

C-78  E. Dubravac 8/15/2011 

C-79  Nancy and William Dutcher 7/27/2011 

C-80  Rosemary Ehat 8/11/2011 

C-81  Rosemary Ehat 8/13/2011 

C-82  Robert Epstein 7/29/2011 

C-83  Jame Ervin 8/03/2011 

C-84  Charles Farnsworth 8/01/2011 

C-85  David and Sara Fleisig 7/10/2011 

C-86  Annette Floystrup 8/10/2011 

C-87  Annette Floystrup 8/15/2011 

C-88  Aileen Frankel 8/10/2011 

C-89  Vicky Friedman 7/12/2011 

C-90  Frank Gelat 8/14/2011 

C-91  Jack Gerson 7/12/2011 

C-92  Jeff Gillman 7/13/2011 

C-93  Elio Gizzi 8/13/2011 

C-94  Anne Gomes 8/13/2011 

C-95  Leila Gough 7/11/2011 

C-96  Peter Grame and Sean Maguire 8/12/2011 

C-97  Peter Grame and Sean Maguire 8/12/2011 

C-98  Peter Grame 7/10/2011 

C-99  Loni Gray 8/13/2011 

C-100  Bryan E. Grunwald 8/07/2011 

C-101  Anna Guidry 7/11/2011 

C-102  Avram Gur Arye 7/13/2011 

C-103  Peter Haberfeld 8/15/2011 

C-104  Emma Haft 8/11/2011 

C-105  Tim Hallahan 8/10/2011 

C-106  Jim Hallam 8/05/2011 

C-107  Kathleen Hallam 8/08/2011 

C-108  Paul Hammond 7/28/2011 

C-109  Julie Hardgrove 7/11/2011 



3. Commenters on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 3-5 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

C-110  Richard Harris 7/09/2011 

C-111  Sara Hartley 7/13/2011 

C-112  Alex Hauptman 8/07/2011 

C-113  Linda Hausrath 8/16/2011 

C-114  Julia Heitner 8/03/2011 

C-115  Nancy Hendrickson and Dariush Arasteh undated 

C-116  Nancy Hendrickson and Dariush Arasteh 7/15/2011 

C-117  Larry Henry and resubmittal of Norman Ozaki comments 8/16/2011 

C-118  Jim Hightower 7/09/2011 

C-119  Jim Hightower  8/02/2011 

C-120  Marcia Hofer 8/15/2011 

C-121  Ricardo Hofer 7/13/2011 

C-122  Ricardo Hofer 8/14/2011 

C-123  Pascal and Teagan Hoffman 7/28/2011 

C-124  Claus Huebel 8/12/2011 

C-125  Joanne Irwin 8/12/2011 

C-126  Naomi Janowitz 8/16/20111 

C-127  Glen Jarvis 8/15/2011 

C-128  Sarah Jarvis 8/12/2011 

C-129  Tim W. Jollymore 8/11/2011 

C-130  Claudine Jones 8/15/2011 

C-131  Constance A. Jones 8/16/2011 

C-132  Elaine Jones 7/09/2011 

C-133  Leah Kaizer 7/07/2011 

C-134  Jennifer Kaplan 8/14/2011 

C-135  Deborah Kartiganer 8/16/2011 

C-136  Daniel Katzev 8/16/2011 

C-137  Susan Keydel 8/15/2011 

C-138  Don Kinkaid 8/16/2011 

C-139  K. Kunze 8/01/2011 

C-140  Thomas Koster 7/09/2011 

C-141  Thomas Koster 8/12/2011 

C-142  Thomas Koster 8/12/2011 

C-143  Ari Krakowski 7/28/2011 

C-144  Bette Kroening 8/11/2011 

C-145  Bette and Manfred Kroening 8/12/2011 

C-146  Hiroko Kurihara 8/16/2011 

C-147  Stephanie Lachowicz 8/03/2011 

C-148  Megan and Zach Larson 8/12/2011 
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C-149  David C. Lee 8/06/2011 

C-150  Esther Lerman 8/12/2011 

C-151  Karen Levine and Mauricio Bustos 8/15/2011 

C-152  P. Rachel Levin 8/07/2011 

C-153  Star Lightner 7/09/2011 

C-154  Norman and Dianne MacLeod undated 

C-155  Howard Matis 7/10/2011 

C-156  Julia May 8/16/2011 

C-157  Michael Mayer and Meri Simon 8/15/2011 

C-158  Steve Mayer 8/15/2011 

C-159  Jacquelyn N. McCormick 8/16/2011 

C-160  Louise McGuinness 8/02/2011 

C-161  Paul McKaskle 7/13/2011 

C-162  Nancy S. McKay and Dennis V. Swanson 8/11/2011 

C-163  Nancy S. McKay and Dennis V. Swanson 8/15/2011 

C-164  Gabe Mello 7/15/2011 

C-165  Michael Melvin 7/10/2011 

C-166  Roger and Monique Mendelson 8/07/2011 

C-167  Kirk Miller 8/16/2011 

C-168  Larry Moll and Ginny Irving 8/07/2011 

C-169  David Morris 7/09/2011 

C-170  Ron and Holly Moskovitz 7/09/2011 

C-171  Melissa and Larry Moss 7/20/2011 

C-172  Bob and Nancy Mueller 7/09/2011 

C-173  Bob and Nancy Mueller 8/14/2011 

C-174  Rosemary Muller 7/20/2011 

C-175  Heng Nhuong 8/10/2011 

C-176  Eva Nico 8/03/2011 

C-177  Peter Nico 8/03/2011 

C-178  Gerald V. Niesar 8/04/2011 

C-179  Gerald V. Niesar 8/05/2011 

C-180  Ortrun Niesar 8/15/2011 

C-181  Mary Norton 7/09/2011 

C-182  Mary Norton 7/16/2011 

C-183  Joan Nygard 8/12/2011 

C-184  Pamela Oettel 7/18/2011 

C-185  Donna P. Owen 8/12/2011 

C-186  Candice Pattee 8/16/2011 
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C-187  Linda S. Phipps and Anthony Smith undated 

C-188  Stan Pisle 8/04/2011 

C-189  Elise Proulx 8/09/2011 

C-190  Madeline Puccioni 8/13/2011 

C-191  Lesley Pulaski 7/09/2011 

C-192  Jean Rains and Steve Zimmerman 8/12/2011 

C-193  Walter Ratcliff 8/11/2011 

C-194  John Ravenscroft 7/09/2011 

C-195  John Ravenscroft 8/16/2011 

C-196  Matthew Read 7/09/2011 

C-197  Rachel Resnikoff 7/09/2011 

C-198  Carmen Rezendes 8/12/2011 

C-199  Amy Rock 7/19/2011 

C-200  Nina Rosen 7/19/2011 

C-201  Tony Rossmann 7/09/2011 

C-202  Joel Rubenzahl 8/10/2011 

C-203  Ethel Ruymaker 7/18/2011 

C-204  Ethel Ruymaker 8/01/2011 

C-205  Ethel Ruymaker 8/12/2011 

C-206  David Salniker 8/05/2011 

C-207  Robert H. Sand 8/09/2011 

C-208  Barbara Schick 8/09/2011 

C-209  Lawrence W. Schonbrun 8/11/2011 

C-210  Kelly Schultz 8/16/2011 

C-211  Peter Schwartz 7/12/2011 

C-212  Malcolm P. and Judith M. Scott 8/03/2011 

C-213  Jennifer Selby Long 8/15/2011 

C-214  Kevan Shafizadeh 8/16/2011 

C-215  Deborah Sharpe 8/12/2011 

C-216  Deborah Sharpe 8/15/2011 

C-217  Susan Shawl 8/08/2011 

C-218  Susan Shawl 8/12/2011 

C-219  Susan Shawl 8/15/2011 

C-220  Peggy Sheehan 8/01/2011 

C-221  Steven Sherman 8/13/2011 

C-222  Neal Shorstein 7/28/2011 

C-223  Neal Shorstein 8/11/2011 

C-224  Neal Shorstein and Christopher Doane 8/12/2011 

C-225  Anne E. Simon and Adrienne Cool undated 
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C-226  Daniel Slichter 8/15/2011 

C-227  Jeff Small 7/23/2011 

C-228  Jeff Small 8/15/2011 

C-229  Richard Smith 7/15/2011 

C-230  Tanya Smith 7/11/2011 

C-231  Sonia Spindt 8/12/2011 

C-232  Ronnie Spitzer 8/16/2011 

C-233  Ronnie Spitzer communication with Jason Patton 8/16/2011 

C-234  Joe Starkey undated 

C-235  Julie Steinberg 8/16/2011 

C-236  Claudia Stevens 8/07/2011 

C-237  Kathleen Stone 7/12/2011 

C-238  Judy Stonefield 7/27/2011 

C-239  Emily Stoper 8/07/2011 

C-240  Rick Talcott 7/09/2011 

C-241  E. Thatcher 8/6/2011 

C-242  Mark Thompson 8/16/2011 

C-243  Ruth Thompson 8/12/2011 

C-244  Tori Thompson 7/16/2011 

C-245  Joanne Tillemans 7/11/2011 

C-246  Lisa Tracy 8/4/2011 

C-247  Danica Truchlikova 8/10/2011 

C-248  Bob Tucker 8/13/2011 

C-249  William C. Turner 7/09/2011 

C-250  Luis Villalon 7/20/2011 

C-251  Kathy Vizas 7/13/2011 

C-252  Jaclin Wagar 8/12/2011 

C-253  Zachary Walton 8/15/2011 

C-254  Melissa Washburn 8/15/2011 

C-255  Kirk Wayland 8/12/2011 

C-256  Sherrie Wayman 8/16/2011 

C-257  Alan and Marguerite Weinstein 8/05/2011 

C-258  Michael Weiss 8/11/2011 

C-259  Amy Weitz 8/14/2011 

C-260  Elise White 8/11/2011 

C-261  Marcy Whitebrook and Carl Price 8/12/2011 

C-262  Diana Wiegel 8/15/2011 

C-263  Chris Wilcox 7/09/2011 
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C-264  Matthew Williams 7/12/2011 

C-265  Sara Williams 8/02/2011 

C-266  Sara Williams 8/09/2011 

C-267  Doug Williamson 8/13/2011 

C-268  Kristin Wilson 7/12/2011 

C-269  Sara E., Peter S., and Anthony G. Wilson 8/16/2011 

C-270  Martha Wing 7/26/2011 

C-271  Steven Winkel undated 

C-272  Sky Woodruff 8/14/2011 

C-273  Georgia Wright 8/15/2011 

C-274  Mary Yabroff 8/11/2011 

C-275  Brett Yokom 8/14/2011 

C-276  Rich Yurman 8/16/2011 

C-277  Kirk Peterson architectural drawings 7/20/2011 

 

 

3.2 Commenters at the Planning Commission Public 
Hearings 

The following persons provided spoken comments at the public hearings on the DEIR, held July 20, 2011, 

and August 3, 2011, by the City of Oakland Planning Commission. The comments are identified in 

Chapter 6 by the designations “D” and “E,” respectively, followed by specific comment number. The 

commenters are listed below alphabetically by last name. 

D. COMMENTERS AT THE JULY 20, 2011 PUBLIC HEARING  

  Transcript Page Number 

Denny Abrams ............................................................................................................................... 38 

Joseph Anderson ........................................................................................................................... 58 

Ron Bukovich ................................................................................................................................. 40 

Jerome Buttrick .............................................................................................................................. 25 

Maryann Clegg ............................................................................................................................... 34 

Laura Crotty ................................................................................................................................... 59 

Laura Dornbrand ............................................................................................................................ 42 

Solomon Ets-Hokin ........................................................................................................................ 17 

Christine Firstenberg ...................................................................................................................... 13 

Stuart Flashman ............................................................................................................................. 61 

Julie Hardgrove .............................................................................................................................. 37 

Frederick Hertz ............................................................................................................................... 48 

Graham Hill ...................................................................................................................................... 5 

Paul Junge ..................................................................................................................................... 11 

Jim Moore....................................................................................................................................... 16 

Gerald Niesar ................................................................................................................................. 44 

Kirk Peterson .................................................................................................................................. 31 
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Joe Saropochillo ............................................................................................................................. 57 

Rebecca Saltzman ......................................................................................................................... 21 

Jeff Small........................................................................................................................................ 55 

Michael Stewart .............................................................................................................................. 54 

Toby Taylor .................................................................................................................................... 56 

Zachary Walton .............................................................................................................................. 22 

Marilyn Williams ............................................................................................................................. 50 

Steven Winkel ................................................................................................................................ 52 

Planning Commissioner Madeleine Zayas-Mart ...................................................................... 19, 20 

 

E. COMMENTERS AT THE AUGUST 3, 2011, PUBLIC HEARING  

  Transcript Page Number 

David Abel ........................................................................................................................................ 97 

Nathan Abercrombie ...................................................................................................................... 106 

Denny Abrams ................................................................................................................................. 14 

Glenn Alex .......................................................................................................................................... 7 

Jonathan Bair ................................................................................................................................... 76 

Michael Barrett ............................................................................................................................... 117 

Jerome Buttrick .............................................................................................................................. 137 

John Chalik..................................................................................................................................... 146 

Ellen Cohler .................................................................................................................................... 126 

Michael Colbruno, Planning Commissioner ..................................................................................... 22 

Denise Conley .................................................................................................................................. 26 

George Davis ................................................................................................................................... 95 

Joe Decredico .................................................................................................................................. 24 

David Denton ................................................................................................................................. 112 

Diana Dorinson ................................................................................................................................ 83 

Laurie Dornbrand ........................................................................................................................... 141 

Johanna Egan .................................................................................................................................. 50 

Stuart Flashman ............................................................................................................................. 128 

Peter Fowler ................................................................................................................................... 144 

John Gatewood .................................................................................................................................. 6 

Jack Gerson ..................................................................................................................................... 93 

Cleo Goodwin, AC Transit ................................................................................................................ 80 

Peter Haberfeld ................................................................................................................................ 17 

Sanjiv Handa .................................................................................................................................. 115 

Linda Hausrath ................................................................................................................................. 43 

Nancy Hendrickson .......................................................................................................................... 54 

Morton Jensen ................................................................................................................................. 27 

Claudine Jones ................................................................................................................................ 92 

Deborah Kartiganer .......................................................................................................................... 82 

Hiroko Kurihara ................................................................................................................................ 88 

Cory LaVigne, AC Transit ................................................................................................................ 78 

Norman MacLeod ............................................................................................................................. 66 

Patricia Maloney ............................................................................................................................. 123 

Julia May ........................................................................................................................................ 133 

Jason McBriarty ............................................................................................................................... 94 

Jacquelyn McCormick ...................................................................................................................... 85 

Nancy McKay ................................................................................................................................... 40 
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Dean Metzger ................................................................................................................................. 108 

Vicente Micenos (or Patino) ........................................................................................................... 151 

Kirk Miller.......................................................................................................................................... 36 

Rosemary Muller .............................................................................................................................. 51 

Nikolas Nettecheim .......................................................................................................................... 48 

Ortun Niesar ................................................................................................................................... 100 

Chris Patillo, Planning Commissioner .............................................................................................. 60 

Kirk Peterson .................................................................................................................................. 150 

Joyce Roy......................................................................................................................................... 63 

Joel Rubenzahl .............................................................................................................................. 130 

Ann Simon ........................................................................................................................................ 70 

Mari Simon ..................................................................................................................................... 145 

Lars Skjerping .................................................................................................................................. 64 

Richard Smith ................................................................................................................................... 71 

Ronnie Spitzer .................................................................................................................................. 11 

Resa Tansey .................................................................................................................................... 31 

Vien Truong, Planning Commission Chairperson ............................................................................ 62 

Unidentified Male Speaker (any one of:  

Ken Lowry, Larry Henry, Cliff Cline, Dennis Larson, or Alan McGuire) ........................................... 99 

Jonelyn Whales, Planning Commissioner ...................................................................................... 156 

Rich Yurman .................................................................................................................................... 57 
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CHAPTER 4 

Revisions to the DEIR 
 

 

The revisions presented in this chapter are initiated by City of Oakland (Lead Agency) staff or by 

comments received on the DEIR. Changes include corrections, revisions or clarifications to information 

presented in the DEIR. Throughout this chapter, newly added text is shown in double underline format, 

and deleted text is shown in strikeout format. For revisions specifically initiated by comments received on 

the DEIR, an alpha-numeric designator for the comment is indicated in brackets. 

Revisions are listed generally in the order in which they would appear in the DEIR document, and where 

the revision was made in response to a comment, the number of the response identifying the revision is 

shown in [bold in brackets].  

 

[C-115-3]  

On page 3-12 of the DEIR, third full paragraph, third sentence has been revised to read as follows (new 

text shown as double-underlined text; deleted text shown as strike-through text): 

There would be 22 27 parking spaces on the upper level, plus maneuvering area for the trucks. 

 

[B-1-6] 

The following has been added to the first table on page 4-6 of the DEIR: 

51
st
 and Broadway Shopping 

Center Project  

Increase the size of the shopping center from 

185,500 square feet to 212,310 square feet of retail 

and office space. 

 

[C-115-20]  

The title/caption of Figure 4.2-8, Page 4.2-9 of the DEIR, has been revised to read as follows: 

Views at Intersection of Claremont Avenue Streetscape College and Alcatraz Avenues 
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[C-214-23]  

The first non-bulletted paragraph on page 4.3-10 of the DEIR has been changed to the following: 

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 routes along 

Woolsey and Colby Streets and a Class 3B bike boulevard along Hillegass Avenue.  

 

The second bullet on page 4.3-65 of the DEIR has been revised to: 

 Convert signal control equipment from pre-timed to actuated operations and provide 

protected/permissive 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. 

 

[M-3] 

Page 4.3-112 the following edits have been made to Improvement Measure TRANS-2: 

Improvement Measure TRANS-2: Although not required to address an adverse environmental 

impact, the City could consider the following strategies to reduce the expected parking deficit and 

potential for intrusion in the adjacent residential neighborhoods: 

 Consider limiting parking in the majority of spaces in the ground-level garage to two hours. 

 Per Standard Condition of Approval TRANS-1, 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 to 

discourage all-day parking and have parking available for customers of the project 

and the College Avenue commercial district.  

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. Currently, 
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residential areas with RPP have lower on-street parking occupancies than streets 

without RPP. 

 

[M-5] 

Page 4.3-117 the following edits have been made to Improvement Measure TRANS-3: 

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.  

 62
nd

 and 63
rd

 Street between College Avenue and Colby Street  

 Hillegass Avenue and Colby Street 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  

 Woolsey Street between Benvenue and Eton Avenues 

 Eton Avenue betwwn Woolsey Street and Claremont Avenue 

 Benvenue Avenue between Woolsey Street and Alcatraz Avenue 

 

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.  
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CHAPTER 5 

Responses to Written Comments Received on the 
DEIR 
 

 

This chapter includes copies of the written comments received by mail and electronic mail during the 

public review period on the Draft EIR. Many of the comment letters received touched on similar issues, 

and major issues raised by commenters are discussed in detail in Master Responses M-1 through M-9, in 

Section 5.1 of this chapter.  

Section 5.2 of this chapter comprises specific responses to the individual comments in each 

correspondence, following each correspondence. Consistent with the list of commenters presented in 

Chapter 3 (Commenters on the DEIR), correspondence received from public agencies is presented first, 

designated by letter prefix “A;” followed by correspondence from organizations, designated by letter 

prefix “B;” followed by correspondence from individuals, designated by letter prefix “C.” Within each of 

these groups, each correspondence is organized alphabetically as indicated in Chapter 3 (Commenters on 

the DEIR), and denoted numerically. 

Therefore, each correspondence is identified by an alphanumeric designator (i.e., “Comment Letter A-1” 

to “Comment Letter C-276”). Specific comments within each correspondence are identified by the 

alphanumeric designator for the correspondence and the numeric sequence of the specific comment 

within the correspondence (e.g., “A-1-1” for the first comment in Letter A-1, and “C-276-2” for the last 

comment in Letter C-276). 

The set of responses immediately follows each correspondence. Responses specifically focus on 

comments that pertain to the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR or other aspects pertinent to the 

environmental analysis of the proposed project pursuant to CEQA. Comments that address topics beyond 

the purview of the DEIR or CEQA are noted for the public record; although no response is required in 

these cases, an acknowledging or substantive response is provided. Where comments and/or responses 

have warranted revisions to the text of the DEIR, these changes appear as part of the specific response to 

comment and are repeated in Chapter 4 (Revisions and Updates to the DEIR). 

Where comments apply to both the DEIR project and the revised project described in Chapter 2, the 

responses refer generically to the “proposed project.” Where there is discussion of the differences 

between the DEIR project and the revised project, a distinction is made (e.g., the revised vehicular access 

configuration under the revised project versus the DEIR project). 
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5.1  Master Responses 

Many comments received by the City on the DEIR were the same or similar regarding physical 

environmental issues about the proposed project. This section contains ten master responses that discuss 

the following topics: trip generation, Saturday peak hour, parking, safety and hazards, traffic diversion 

and intrusion in residential streets, economic impacts (urban decay), air quality, greenhouse gases, land 

use/zoning/neighborhood compatibility, and piecemeal analysis of environmental impacts. 

Master Response M-1 Trip Generation 

Some commenters expressed concerns regarding the accuracy of the trip generation rates used in the 

DEIR for the Safeway store. These comments focused particularly on the availability and relevance of 

driveway counts for the existing store. The trip generation for the Safeway store presented in the DEIR is 

based on ITE rates and not driveway counts because, as noted by many of the commenters, the existing 

Safeway parking lot is also used by numerous other non-Safeway customers and visitors to the College 

Avenue commercial district who park in the parking lot and walk to other nearby destinations. Thus, 

basing the trip generation for the proposed store on current driveway volumes would substantially 

overestimate the traffic generated by the proposed project.  

It is standard practice to base trip generation rates on published ITE’s Trip Generation data. In addition, 

the project trip generation methodology presented in the DEIR overestimates the project trip generation 

and is conservative for the following reasons: 

 It does not reduce trip generation numbers to account for transit, pedestrian, and bicycle trips for 

the retail and restaurant components of the project. The trip generation rates for the retail and 

restaurant uses are based on published ITE’s Trip Generation data which are generally based on 

suburban developments where almost all customers and employees drive to the site. The project 

site is located in a pedestrian oriented commercial area, and is well served by transit. As shown in 

Tables 4.3-11 and 4.3-12, about 30 percent of the customers and employees of the current 

Safeway store use non-automobile modes to travel to and from the store. Although the proposed 

retail and restaurant uses are expected to have similar mode shares as the existing Safeway store, 

the DEIR analysis conservatively does not account for the non-automobile trips for the retail and 

restaurant uses. 

 It does not account for pass-by trips for the retail and restaurant uses. Considering that the 

proposed uses are adjacent to two arterials, College and Claremont Avenues, and that they would 

complement the existing retail and restaurant uses along the College Avenue commercial district, 

it is expected that some of the customers of the project would not be new trips to the area. 

However, the DEIR assumes that all trips generated by the retail and restaurant uses would be 

new trips to the area. Based on ITE’s Trip Generation Handbook, Second Edition, the average 

pass-by rate for retail uses is 34 percent and 26 percent for weekday PM and Saturday peak hours, 

respectively; the average pass-by rate for restaurant is 44 percent for weekday PM peak hour (ITE 

does not provide pass-by rates for restaurants for the Saturday peak hour). 

 It does not account for internalization between the various uses in the project (i.e., a customer 

would visit the Safeway store and one of the retail uses in the same trip). It is likely that some 

customers would patronize more than one of the uses in the proposed project in a single trip, 

however, the DEIR analysis assumes that there would be no internalization and does not reduce 
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the trip generation for the three project components (Safeway, retail, and restaurant) to account 

for internalization between the uses in order to present a more conservative analysis. 

 The Saturday PM peak hour trip generation is a composite of the peak hour of generation for each 

component of the project (i.e., Safeway, small retailers, and restaurant). Since trip generation for 

each component of the project would peak at different times throughout the day, the Saturday PM 

peak hour trip generation is conservative in that it assumes that the three project components 

would peak at the same time. 

 The proposed 51,510 square-foot Safeway store functions more like a smaller store and would not 

have the merchandise capacity that a typical 51,510 square-foot store would provide. Due to the 

geometric constraints of the lot, the layout of the proposed store is less efficient than many other 

Safeway stores in similar contexts. . Table 5-1 compares the services and capacity at the proposed 

College Avenue store with the recently approved store on Shattuck Avenue in north Berkeley. As 

shown in the table, the proposed College Avenue store is about 12 percent larger than the recently 

approved Berkeley store, but the total number of linear feet of shelving is only five percent larger. 

Although a few services and departments are larger in the College Avenue store, most services 

and departments are proportionally smaller. Considering that the proposed College Avenue 

Safeway store would function similar to a slightly smaller store, it would generate fewer trips 

than presented in the DEIR. 

 
Table 5-1  

Comparison of the Proposed Store with the Recently Approved Berkeley Store 

Metric 

Proposed 
College 

Avenue Store 

Recently 
Approved 

Berkeley Store 

Difference 

Absolute Percent 

Gross Building Size 
(Sq. Ft.) 

51,510 46,150 5,360 12% 

Sales Area (Sq. Ft.) 33,450 31,381 2,069 7% 

Total Sales Display 
(Linear Feet) 

2,919 2,774 145 5% 

Source: Safeway (See attachment to Comment Letter C-135)  

 ITE trip generation rates are based on gross floor area (GFA), which ITE’s Trip Generation 

Handbook, Second Edition defines as “sum (in square feet) of a each floor level, including cellars, 

basements, mezzanines, penthouses, corridors, lobbies, stores, and offices, that are within the 

principal outside faces of exterior walls, not including architectural setbacks or projections. 

Included are all areas that have floor surfaces with clear standing head room (6 feet, 6 inches 

minimum) regardless of their use.” The store size used to estimate trip generation in the DEIR 

(i.e., 51,510 square feet) is based on an earlier site plan and overestimated trip generation by 

including the second level stair and elevator shaft areas which should not be included. Based on 

ITE’s definition and the revised project, the GFA for the proposed Safeway store is 49,180 square 

feet. This would reduce the net new trips generated by 10 weekday PM peak hour and 12 

Saturday peak hour trips.  

 As described in the DEIR, if all mitigation measures proposed in the DEIR were implemented, 

then travel times and delay along College and Claremont Avenues would remain similar to 
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current conditions or improve slightly. Nevertheless, as many commenters have noted, major 

streets providing access to the proposed project would continue to operate at or above capacity 

during peak periods. In addition, the proposed on-site parking supply for the project as a whole 

would not be adequate to meet the peak project parking demand and the on-street parking 

surrounding the site would be at or near capacity during peak periods (see Master Response M-3 

for more detail on parking supply and demand). Safeway is also upgrading other nearby stores, 

including the store on Broadway at 51st Street about one mile to the south, and the store on 

Shattuck Avenue in Berkeley about three miles to the north, and several other supermarkets are in 

the area (see Figure 4.3-11 on page 4.3-46). Considering the traffic congestion and parking 

availability around the site and the proximity of other supermarkets, it is likely that some 

customers who otherwise would have accessed the site by automobile would divert to other 

supermarkets in the area. The realities of traffic and parking conditions, combined with the 

availability of other stores, means that it is likely that the trip generation presented in the DEIR 

overestimates the actual number of trips generated by the project.  

Pass-by Rates 

Some commenters questioned the pass-by rate used for the Safeway store itself, which was 36 percent. 

This is the average pass-by rate for supermarkets, as published in the ITE’s Trip Generation Handbook, 

Second Edition. This pass-by rate is appropriate because the proposed project is within the data range of 

the supermarket sites surveyed for the ITE Handbook: 

 The supermarkets surveyed in the ITE Handbook range in size between less than 25,000 square 

feet to more than 70,000 square feet. The proposed store, at 51,510 square feet is within the range 

of sites surveyed in the ITE Handbook. 

 Currently, the average daily traffic (ADT) volume on College Avenue adjacent to the site is 

14,900 vehicles per day and the ADT on Claremont Avenue is 9,200 vehicles per day. The ADT 

combined on both streets is 24,100 per day, which is within the range of 15,200 to 63,000 

vehicles per day at the sites surveyed for ITE Handbook.  

In addition, considering that the proposed Safeway store would complement the existing commercial 

district along College Avenue, it is reasonable to assume that some of the current customers of the 

existing commercial district who do not currently patronize the existing Safeway store would also 

patronize the new Safeway as part of the same trip and not generate new trips to the project area.  

Master Response M-2 Saturday Peak Hour 

Some commenters questioned the use of a Saturday peak hour of 5:15 PM to 6:15 PM, and whether the 

Saturday peak hour for traffic flow is actually earlier in the day. The Saturday traffic analysis presented in 

the DEIR was based on traffic data collected at all study intersections from 4:00 PM to 7:00 PM in March 

2010. This time period was selected because it corresponds to the peak period of activity at the existing 

store. Within the peak period, the hour from 5:15 PM to 6:15 PM had the highest traffic volume at the 

study intersections. Therefore, the 5:15 PM to 6:15 PM hour was selected as the peak hour for Saturday 

traffic operations analysis. Thus, even though these new customers would be included in the DEIR trip 

generation rate, they would not constitute new vehicle trips to the area. 

However, in order to confirm that the time period of 5:15 PM to 6:15 PM (the “Saturday PM peak hour”) 

accurately depicted the impacts of a worst-case scenario for background plus project traffic on Saturdays, 

this FEIR also analyzes traffic operations at select intersections for the “Saturday midday peak hour”, 
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which the analysis identified to be from 12:30 PM to 1:30 PM. This is the time period during which 

background traffic generally is heaviest, although project-generated traffic is lighter than it is during the 

Saturday PM peak hour. Because the DEIR project has been replaced by the revised project (see Chapter 

2 of this FEIR), this analysis evaluated the impacts of the revised project on traffic occurring during the 

Saturday PM peak hour under existing conditions, 2015 conditions, and 2035 conditions. 

The analysis found that the Saturday midday peak hour traffic volumes (both with and without the 

project) are somewhat higher than those during the Saturday PM peak hour. Notwithstanding this finding, 

however, all of the following points are true: 

1) No new significant environmental impact would result from the analysis of Saturday midday peak 

hour volumes. All impacts identified as a result of a change from a Saturday PM peak hour to a 

Saturday midday peak hour have already been identified as an impact during the weekday PM 

peak hour.
1
  

2) No new mitigation measures would be required for impacts identified as a result of the Saturday 

midday peak hour analysis. In every case, the mitigation measures proposed in the DEIR for the 

intersections in question, at the scenario in question (i.e., present day, 2015, or 2035), would (if 

implemented) mitigate the identified impact to a less-than-significant level.  

3) There would be no substantial increase in the severity of a previously-identified environmental 

impact. The DEIR identified impacts to certain intersections under certain scenarios, and in some 

cases those impacts would increase in severity as a result of analyzing Saturday midday peak 

hour conditions as opposed to Saturday PM peak hour conditions. However, in all cases and in 

every scenario studied, the only increase in traffic volumes as a result of the revised Saturday 

midday peak analysis would take place on Saturdays, and then only for a few hours at the 

maximum. There would be no change from the DEIR analysis either with respect to the traffic 

conditions for weekdays, or for that matter during most of Saturday either. The increase in the 

severity of traffic impacts only during a few hours on Saturday is not considered to be 

“substantial” when evaluated in the context of a full week of traffic conditions. 

Existing Conditions  

Intersection vehicle and bicycle turning movement and pedestrian counts were collected on Saturday, 

May 19, 2012, from 11:00 AM to 2:00 PM (Saturday midday) and from 4:00 PM to 7:00 PM (Saturday 

PM) at the following intersections: 

1. Ashby Avenue/College Avenue 

2. Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

4. Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue 

6. Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

7. 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue 

                                                      
1  Oakland’s practice, which is consistent with generally accepted CEQA methodology, is to characterize impacts by 

intersection, regardless of the time or day on which such impacts occur. Therefore, a single impact is identified for a given 

intersection under a given scenario, whether the impact occurs during a single peak hour or during multiple peak hours. For 

example, in the DEIR, the traffic impacts of the project under “Existing Plus Project Conditions” include the single Impact 

TRANS-4 at the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection, even though the impact occurs both during the weekday 

PM peak hour and the Saturday PM peak hour. 
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9. College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62
nd

 Street 

10. Forest Street/Claremont Avenue 

These intersections were selected because they operate at LOS D or worse under Existing, 2015, or 2035 

conditions during the Saturday PM peak hour as documented in the DEIR and are most likely to be 

impacted during the Saturday midday peak hour. 

These counts were conducted after the end of the regular session at UC Berkeley. Thus, the Saturday PM 

peak period was also counted and compared with counts collected in March 2010 in order to determine if 

traffic patterns in the area have changed since the original Saturday PM peak hour existing counts were 

collected. In general, the Saturday PM peak hour intersection traffic volumes were about nine percent 

higher in March 2010 than in May 2012, likely due to the fact that UC Berkeley was not in session in 

May 2012. Thus, the Saturday midday peak hour volumes were increased by nine percent to present a 

more conservative analysis. 

Appendix E provides the detailed traffic count sheets for these intersections. Based on the collected data, 

the Saturday midday peak hour is from 12:30 PM to 1:30 PM. 

As described on page 4.3-14 of the DEIR, the collected intersection counts consist of only the traffic 

volumes that travel through the study intersection, and do not include the queued vehicles that could not 

travel through the intersection during the peak hour. Thus, similar to the weekday and Saturday PM peak 

hour analyses of existing conditions presented in the DEIR, traffic volumes not served by the intersection 

during the Saturday midday peak hour were observed and added to the vehicle turning movement counts 

to determine the peak hour demand volume and better estimate delay and LOS at the study intersections. 

Saturday midday peak hour traffic operations were evaluated using the Saturday midday traffic volumes 

(adjusted as described above), pedestrian and bicycle volumes, and existing intersection configurations. 

Table 5-2 presents the intersection LOS during the Saturday midday peak hour under existing conditions. 

Appendix E provides the detailed LOS calculation sheets. 

As shown in Table 5-2, the following intersections currently operate at an unacceptable LOS during the 

Saturday midday peak hour: 

 The signalized Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection (intersection #1), located in the City 

of Berkeley, operates at LOS F. 

 The signalized Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection (intersection #5), located in the City 

of Berkeley, operates at LOS E.  

 The unsignalized 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection (intersection # 7), located in the City of 

Oakland, operates at LOS E in the eastbound approach. However, the intersection would not meet 

peak hour signal warrant. 

 The signalized College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62
nd

 Street intersection (intersection # 9), 

located in the City of Oakland, operates at LOS E.  

Similar to the analysis presented in the DEIR, the Project Saturday peak hour trips, as presented in Table 

4.3-10 on DEIR page 4.3-42, were added to the Saturday midday peak hour volumes to estimate traffic 

volumes under Existing Plus Revised Project conditions (See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description of 

the revised project). Although the Project is expected to generate fewer trips during the Saturday midday 

peak hour, this analysis conservatively uses the Saturday PM peak hour trip generation for the Saturday 

midday peak hour analysis.  
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Table 5-2: Saturday Midday Intersection Level of Service – Existing and Existing Plus Revised Project Conditions 

# Intersection 
Jurisdic-

tion 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Existing No Project  
Existing Plus Revised 

Project 
Impact? 

DEIR 
Impact? Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

1. Ashby Avenue/College Avenue Berkeley Signal 
836 

(v/c = 1.18) 
F 

93.2 
(v/c = 1.20) 

F Yes
3
 Yes 

2. Ashby Avenue/ Claremont Avenue Berkeley Signal 28.8 C 29.4 C No No 

4. Alcatraz Avenue/ Telegraph Avenue Oakland Signal 27.8 C 28.4 C No No 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue  Berkeley Signal 55.2 E 76.7 E Yes
4
 Yes 

6. Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont Avenue Berkeley SSSC 3.3 (19.3) A (C) 3.3 (20.0) A (C) No Yes 

7. 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue Oakland SSSC 5.4 (89.4) A (F) 4.6 (33.4) A (D) No No 

9. 
College Avenue/ Claremont 
Avenue/62

nd
 Street 

Oakland Signal 70.4 E 79.3 E Yes
5
 Yes 

10. Forest Street/Claremont Avenue Oakland Signal 20.5 C 21.0 C No 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 revised 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 revised 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. 

5. The revised project would cause an impact at this intersection in Oakland 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 already operating at LOS E.  

 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012 



3. Responses to Written Comment Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-8 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

Table 5-2 presents the intersection LOS during the Saturday midday peak hour under Existing Plus 

revised project conditions. The revised project would cause an impact at the following intersections: 

 Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection (Intersection #1) – The revised project would cause 

an impact at this intersection in City of Berkeley during the Saturday midday peak hour because it 

would contribute to LOS F operations and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01. This impact is 

consistent with Impact TRANS-1 identified by the DEIR at this intersection. 

 Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection (Intersection #5) – The revised project would cause 

an impact at this intersection in City of Berkeley during the Saturday midday peak hour because it 

would contribute to LOS E operations and increase the intersection average delay by more than 

three seconds. This impact is consistent with Impact TRANS-2 identified by the DEIR at this 

intersection.  

 College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (Intersection #9) – The revised project would 

cause an impact at this intersection in City of Oakland during the Saturday midday peak hour 

because it would 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. This impact is consistent with Impact TRANS-4 identified by the 

DEIR at this intersection. 

The eastbound approach at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection operates at LOS F under Existing 

conditions. However, the intersection would improve to LOS D under Existing Plus Revised Project 

conditions because the revised project would prohibit left-turns out of 63
rd

 Street.  

The DEIR identifies a significant impact at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection 

(Intersection #6), whereas there is no significant impact at this intersection for the revised project during 

the Saturday midday peak hour. 

Table 5-3 summarizes intersection LOS at the three study intersections with significant impacts as 

described above after the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the DEIR. As shown in 

the table, the mitigation measures identified in the DEIR would continue to mitigate the significant 

impacts during the Saturday midday peak hour
2
 and no new mitigation measures are required under 

Existing Plus Revised Project conditions.  

 

 

                                                      
2  Impacts at Ashby Avenue/College Avenue and Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersections are nevertheless 

conservatively identified as significant and unavoidable due to the fact that the intersections are not within Oakland’s 

jurisdiction and it is not certain that the mitigation measures could be implemented. 



3. Responses to Written Comment Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-9 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

Table 5-3: Saturday Midday Intersection Level of Service – Existing Plus Revised Project Mitigated Conditions 

# Intersection 
Jurisdict

ion 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

Existing No 
Project 

Existing Plus 
Revised Project 

Existing Plus 
Revised Project 

Mitigated 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 
(seconds)

2 LOS 

1. 
Ashby Avenue/ 
College Avenue 

Berkeley Signal 
83.6 

(v/c = 1.18) 
F 

93.2 
(v/c = 1.20) 

F 73.5 E 

Significant 

and 

unavoidable
3
 

5. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 
College Avenue  

Berkeley Signal 55.2 E 76.7 E 48.3 D 

Significant 

and 

unavoidable
3
 

9. 
College Avenue/ 
Claremont Avenue/ 
62

nd
 Street 

Oakland Signal 70.4 E 79.3 F 61.7 E 
Less than 

Significant 

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. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012 
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2015 Conditions 

The DEIR developed 2015 Saturday PM peak hour volumes by applying the ratio between the weekday 

PM peak hour existing volumes and the forecasted 2015 No Project weekday peak hour volumes to the 

existing Saturday PM peak hour volumes (See DEIR p. 4.3-70). Similarly, the 2015 No Project Saturday 

midday peak hour traffic volumes were developed by applying the ratio between the weekday PM peak 

hour existing volumes and the forecasted 2015 No Project weekday peak volumes to the existing Saturday 

midday peak hour volumes. Pedestrian and bicycle volumes were also increased in the same manner. 

Table 5-4 presents the intersection LOS during the Saturday midday peak hour under 2015 conditions.  

As shown in Table 5-4, the following intersections would operate at an unacceptable LOS during the 

Saturday midday peak hour under 2015 No Project conditions: 

 The signalized Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection (intersection #1), located in the City 

of Berkeley, would operate at LOS F. 

 The signalized Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection (intersection #5), located in the City 

of Berkeley, would operate at LOS E.  

 The unsignalized 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection (intersection # 7), located in the City of 

Oakland, would operate at LOS F in the eastbound approach. However, the intersection would 

not meet peak hour signal warrant. 

 The signalized College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62
nd

 Street intersection (intersection # 9), 

located in the City of Oakland, would operate at LOS F.  

Project generated trips were added to the 2015 No Project volumes to estimate intersection traffic 

volumes under 2015 Plus Revised Project conditions. Table 5-4 presents the intersection LOS during the 

Saturday midday peak hour under 2015 Plus Revised Project conditions. The revised project would cause 

an impact at the following intersections: 

 Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection (Intersection #1) – The revised project would cause 

an impact at this intersection in City of Berkeley during the Saturday midday peak hour because it 

would contribute to LOS F operations and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01. This impact is 

consistent with Impact TRANS-5 identified by the DEIR at this intersection. 

 Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection (Intersection #5) – The revised project would cause 

an impact at this intersection in City of Berkeley during the Saturday midday peak hour because it 

would degrade the intersection from LOS E to LOS F and increase the intersection average delay 

by more than three seconds. This impact is consistent with Impact TRANS-6 identified by the 

DEIR at this intersection. 

 College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (Intersection #9) – The revised project would 

cause an impact at this intersection in City of Oakland during the Saturday midday peak hour 

because it would contribute to LOS F operations, increase intersection average delay by more 

than two seconds, and increase delay for all critical movements by more than four seconds. This 

impact is consistent with Impact TRANS-8 identified by the DEIR at this intersection. 
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Table 5-4: Saturday Midday Intersection Level of Service – 2015 Plus Revised Project Conditions 

# Intersection 
Jurisdict

ion 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

2015 No Project  
2015 Plus Revised 

Project 
Impact? 

DEIR 
Impact? Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

1. Ashby Avenue/College Avenue Berkeley Signal 
101.2 

(v/c = 1.24) 
F 

112.4 
(v/c = 1.26) 

F Yes
3
 Yes 

2. Ashby Avenue/ Claremont Avenue Berkeley Signal 32.7 C 33.6 C No No 

4. Alcatraz Avenue/ Telegraph Avenue Oakland Signal 29.9 C 30.9 C No No 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue  Berkeley Signal 71.2 E 104.1 F Yes
4
 Yes 

6. Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont Avenue Berkeley SSSC 4.9 (27.9) A (D) 5.1 (29.4) A (D) No Yes 

7. 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue Oakland SSSC 13.6 (>120) B (F) 4.0 (33.5) A (D) No No 

9. 
College Avenue/ Claremont 
Avenue/62

nd
 Street 

Oakland Signal 94.8 F 109.2 F Yes
5
 Yes 

10
. 

Forest Street/Claremont Avenue Oakland Signal 24.9 C 25.5 C No 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 revised 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 revised project would cause an impact at this intersection because it would degrade the intersection from LOS E to LOS F and increase intersection average delay by 

more than three seconds at an intersection in Berkeley. 

5. The revised project would cause an impact at this intersection in Oakland because it would degrade intersection 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, 2012 
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The eastbound approach at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection operates at LOS E under existing 

conditions. However, the intersection would improve to LOS D under 2015 Plus Revised Project 

conditions because the revised project would prohibit left-turns out of 63
rd

 Street.  

The DEIR identifies a significant impact at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection 

(Intersection #6), whereas there is no significant impact at this intersection for the revised project during 

the Saturday midday peak hour. 

Table 5-5 summarizes intersection LOS at the three study intersections with significant impacts as 

described above after the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the DEIR. As shown in 

the table, the mitigation measures identified in the DEIR would continue to mitigate the significant 

impacts during the Saturday midday peak hour
3
 and no new mitigation measures are required under 2015 

Plus Revised Project conditions. 

 

                                                      
3  Impacts at Ashby Avenue/College Avenue and Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersections are nevertheless 

conservatively identified as significant and unavoidable due to the fact that the intersections are not within Oakland’s 

jurisdiction and it is not certain that the mitigation measures could be implemented. 
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Table 5-5: Saturday Midday Intersection Level of Service – 2015 Plus Revised Project Mitigated Conditions 

# Intersection 
Jurisdic-

tion 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

2015 No Project 
2015 Plus 

Revised Project 

2015 Plus 
Revised Project 

Mitigated 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 
(seconds)

2 LOS 

1. 
Ashby Avenue/ 
College Avenue 

Berkeley Signal 
101.2 

(v/c = 1.24) 
F 

112.4 
(v/c = 1.26) 

F 85.6 F 

Significant 

and 

unavoidable
3
 

5. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 
College Avenue  

Berkeley Signal 71.2 E 104.1 F 52.9 D 

Significant 

and 

unavoidable
3
 

9. 
College Avenue/ 
Claremont Avenue/ 
62

nd
 Street 

Oakland Signal 94.8 F 109.2 F 79.6 E 
Less than 

Significant 

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. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012 
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2035 Conditions 

The 2035 No Project Saturday midday peak hour intersection volume forecasts were developed using a 

similar procedure to that used to forecast the 2015 No Project midday peak hour traffic volumes. Table 5-

6 presents the intersection LOS during the Saturday midday peak hour under 2035 conditions. 

As shown in Table 5-6, the following intersections would operate at an unacceptable LOS during the 

Saturday midday peak hour under 2035 No Project conditions: 

 The signalized Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection (intersection #1), located in the City 

of Berkeley, would operate at LOS F. 

 The signalized Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (intersection #2), located in the 

City of Berkeley, would operate at LOS F 

 The signalized Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue intersection (intersection #4), located in the 

City of Berkeley, would operate at LOS E.  

 The signalized Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection (intersection #5), located in the City 

of Berkeley, would operate at LOS F.  

 The unsignalized Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (intersection # 6), located in 

the City of Berkeley, would operate at LOS F in the eastbound approach. However, the 

intersection would not meet peak hour signal warrant. 

 The unsignalized 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection (intersection # 7), located in the City of 

Oakland, would operate at LOS F in the eastbound approach. The intersection would not meet 

peak hour signal warrant. 

 The signalized College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62
nd

 Street intersection (intersection # 9), 

located in the City of Oakland, would operate at LOS F.  

 The signalized Claremont Avenue/Forest Street intersection (intersection # 10), located in the 

City of Oakland, would operate at LOS E.  

Project generated trips were added to the 2035 No Project volumes to estimate intersection traffic 

volumes under 2035 Plus Revised Project conditions. Table 5-6 presents the intersection LOS during the 

Saturday midday peak hour under 2035 Plus Revised Project conditions. The revised project would cause 

an impact at the following intersections: 

 Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection (Intersection #1) – The revised project would cause 

an impact at this intersection in City of Berkeley during the Saturday midday peak hour because it 

would contribute to LOS F operations and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01. This impact is 

consistent with Impact TRANS-9 identified by the DEIR at this intersection. 

 Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection (Intersection #5) – The revised project would cause 

an impact at this intersection in City of Berkeley during the Saturday midday peak hour because it 

would contribute to LOS F operations and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01. This impact is 

consistent with Impact TRANS-11 identified by the DEIR at this intersection. 

 Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue (Intersection #6) - The revised project would cause an 

impact at this intersection in City of Berkeley during the Saturday midday peak hour because the 

stop-controlled eastbound approach would operate at LOS F and the intersection would meet the 

peak hour signal warrant. This impact is consistent with Impact TRANS-12 identified by the 

DEIR at this intersection.  
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Table 5-6: Saturday Midday Intersection Level of Service – 2035 Plus Revised Project Conditions 

# Intersection 
Jurisdic

-tion 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

2035 No Project  
2035 Plus Revised 

Project 
Impact? 

DEIR 
Impact? Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

1. Ashby Avenue/College Avenue Berkeley Signal 
>120 

(v/c = 1.36) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.38) 

F Yes
3
 Yes 

2. Ashby Avenue/ Claremont Avenue Berkeley Signal 
92.1 

(v/c = 1.06) 
F 

95.2 

(v/c = 1.07) 
F No

4
 Yes 

4. Alcatraz Avenue/ Telegraph Avenue Oakland Signal 56.6 E 59.5 E No
5
 No 

5. Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue  Berkeley Signal 
>120 

(v/c = 1.28) 
F 

>120 

(v/c = 1.41) 
F Yes

3
 Yes 

6. Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont Avenue Berkeley SSSC 85.2 (>120) F (F) 89.0 (>120) F (F) Yes
6
 Yes 

7. 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue Oakland SSSC 30.8 (>120) D (F) 5.0 (51.6) B (F) No
7
 No 

9. 
College Avenue/ Claremont 
Avenue/62

nd
 Street 

Oakland Signal 
>120 

(v/c = 1.90) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 2.10) 

F Yes
8
 Yes 

10
. 

Forest Street/Claremont Avenue Oakland Signal 56.5 E 60.7 E Yes
9
 Yes 

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 revised 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 revised project would not cause an impact at this intersection because it would not increase volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) by more than 0.01 at an intersection in 

Berkeley already operating at LOS F. The revised project would only increase the intersection v/c ratio by 0.008, less than the 0.01 threshold. 

5. The revised project would not cause an impact at this intersection because it would not increase intersection average delay by more than three seconds at an intersection in 

Berkeley already operating at LOS E. 

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. 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 revised project would cause an impact at this intersection in Oakland 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 already operating at LOS E.  

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012 
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 College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (Intersection #9) – The revised project would 

cause an impact at this intersection in City of Oakland during the Saturday midday peak hour 

because it would contribute to LOS F operations and increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.03. 

This impact is consistent with Impact TRANS-14 identified by the DEIR at this intersection. 

 Forest Street/Claremont Avenue intersection (Intersection #10) – The revised project would cause 

an impact at this intersection in City of Oakland during the Saturday midday peak hour because it 

would contribute to LOS E operations, increase intersection average delay by more than four 

seconds and increase delay for the critical northbound movement by more than six seconds. This 

impact is consistent with Impact TRANS-15 identified by the DEIR at this intersection.  

The DEIR identifies a significant impact at the Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection 

(Intersection #2), whereas there is no significant impact at this intersection for the revised project during 

the Saturday midday peak hour. 

The revised project would not cause a significant impact at the following intersections, despite operating 

at an unacceptable LOS under 2035 Plus revised project conditions: 

 The signalized Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection (Intersection #2) would operate at 

LOS F during the Saturday midday peak hour, but the revised project would not increase the v/c 

ratio by more than 0.01 at this intersection in City of Berkeley. 

 The signalized Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue intersection (Intersection #4) would operate at 

LOS E during the Saturday midday peak hour, but the revised project would not increase average 

intersection delay by more than three seconds at this intersection in City of Berkeley. 

 The side-street stop-controlled westbound approach at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection 

(intersection #7) would operate at LOS F during the Saturday midday peak hour. However, the 

intersection would not meet the peak hour signal warrant. 

Table 5-7 summarizes intersection LOS at the five study intersections with significant impacts as 

described above after the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the DEIR. As shown in 

the table, the mitigation measures identified in the DEIR would continue to mitigate the significant 

impacts during the Saturday midday peak hour
4
 and no new mitigation measures are required under 2035 

Plus Revised Project Conditions. 

Conclusion 

As described above, the Saturday midday peak hour volumes (both with and without the revised project) 

are slightly higher than the Saturday PM peak hour volumes at some intersections. However, the addition 

of traffic generated by the revised project would not result in any additional significant or substantially 

more severe impacts. No new mitigation measures would be required and the mitigation measures 

identified in the DEIR would (if implemented) continue to be effective in reducing the significant impacts 

to a less-than-significant level.  

 

                                                      
4  Impacts at Ashby Avenue/College Avenue, Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue, and Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersections are nevertheless conservatively identified as significant and unavoidable due to the fact that the intersections 

are not within Oakland’s jurisdiction and it is not certain that the mitigation measures could be implemented. 
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Table 5-7: Saturday Midday Intersection Level of Service – 2035 Plus Revised Project Mitigated Conditions 

# Intersection 
Jurisdic-

tion 
Traffic 

Control
1
 

2035 No Project 
2035 Plus 

Revised Project 

2035 Plus 
Revised Project 

Mitigated 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2 LOS 

Delay 
(seconds)

2 LOS 

1. 
Ashby Avenue/ 
College Avenue 

Berkeley Signal 
>120 

(v/c = 1.36) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 1.38) 

F 
102.2 

(v/c = 1.33) 
F 

Significant 

and 

unavoidable
3
 

5. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 
College Avenue  

Berkeley Signal 
>120 

(v/c = 1.28) 
F 

>120 

(v/c = 1.41) 
F 74.4 E 

Significant 

and 

unavoidable
3
 

6. 
Alcatraz Avenue/ 
Claremont Avenue 

Berkeley 
SSSC/ 

Signal
4
 

85.2  

(>120) 
F (F) 

89.0 

(>120) 
F (F) 12.6 B 

Significant 

and 

unavoidable
3
 

9. 
College Avenue/ 
Claremont Avenue/ 
62

nd
 Street 

Oakland Signal 
>120 

(v/c = 1.90) 
F 

>120 
(v/c = 2.10) 

F 
>120 

(v/c = 1.83) 
F 

Less than 

Significant 

10
. 

Forest Street/ 
Claremont Avenue 

Oakland Signal 56.5 E 60.7 E 58.0 E 
Less than 

Significant 

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 Revised Project conditions and signalized under 2035 

Plus Revised Project Mitigated conditions. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012 
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Master Response M-3 Parking 

Some commenters questioned the accuracy of the DEIR’s discussion of parking conditions at and around 

the project site. The City believes that the discussion in the DEIR was sufficient.  

As described on pages 4.3-56 and 4.3-57 of the DEIR, under established case law, a project’s impact on 

parking is not considered a CEQA topic. Per City of Oakland’s CEQA Guidelines, parking is considered 

a planning-related non-CEQA issue. However, the DEIR presented an analysis of project parking demand 

for informational purposes to aid the public and decision makers in evaluating and considering the project 

merits. 

This master response provides an expanded summary of existing parking conditions and additional 

analysis of the parking demand generated by the proposed project and its effects on on-street parking 

occupancy and traffic congestion on the street network surrounding the project. This analysis does not 

change the conclusions in the DEIR as to parking. 

Similar to the trip generation estimates used in the DEIR and described in Master Response M-1, this 

project parking demand estimate presented is conservative because of the following reasons.  

 It does not reduce parking generation for the retail and restaurant customers of the project to 

account for transit, pedestrian, and bicycle trips of the project. The parking demand rates for the 

retail and restaurant uses are based on published ITE’s Parking Generation data which are 

generally based on suburban developments where almost all customers and employees drive and 

park at the site. The project site is located in a pedestrian oriented commercial area, and is well 

served by transit. As shown in Tables 4.3-11 and 4.3-12 of the DEIR, about 30 percent of the 

customers and employees of the current Safeway Store use non-automobile modes to travel to and 

from the store. Although the proposed retail and restaurant uses are expected to have similar 

mode shares as the existing Safeway store, this analysis conservatively does not account for the 

non-automobile trips for the retail and restaurant uses. 

 As shown in Master Response M-1, the proposed 51,510 square-foot Safeway store would 

function more like a smaller store due to the layout of the store. Thus, the proposed Safeway store 

is expected to generate demand for fewer parking spaces than estimated in this analysis.  

 Similar to the ITE trip generation rates discussed in Master Response M-1, the ITE parking 

generation rates used in this analysis are also based on gross floor area (GFA). As discussed in 

Master Response M-1 and based on ITE’s definition, the proposed Safeway store under the 

Revised Project would provide 49,180 square feet of GFA, and not 51,510 square feet used in 

estimated parking demand. This would reduce the peak parking demand by about eight parking 

spaces.  

 It does not account for the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program that would be 

implemented as required by Standard Condition of Approval TRANS-1 to reduce employee 

automobile trips and parking demand.  

 The Bank of America parking lot, located on the west side of College Avenue between 62nd and 

63rd Streets provides 25 parking spaces which are reserved for bank use during business hours 

(9:00 AM to 6:00 PM on weekdays and 9:00 AM to 2:00 PM on Saturdays). However, these 

parking spaces are available to the general public during non-banking hours for a $1.00 fee. Since 

project parking demand on both weekdays and Saturdays would peak after banking hours, it is 
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expected that some of the project peak parking would use the Bank of America parking lot. 

However, the analysis conservatively assumes that the Bank of America parking lot would not be 

available for project employees and customers. 

Existing Parking Conditions – On Site 

Although it would have been appropriate to rely on the existing parking demand numbers in the DEIR, in 

response to commenters’ questions, a new survey of parking demand at the existing Safeway parking lot 

was conducted in October and November of 2011. Figure 5-1 summarizes the hourly parking demand for 

weekday and Saturday conditions from 10:00 AM to 9:00 PM. On weekdays, parking demand is at or 

above 85 percent occupancy starting around 2:00 PM until about 8:00 PM, with peak at 5:00 PM when all 

spaces are occupied. On Saturdays, parking demand is at or above 85 percent occupancy starting around 

noon until 7:00 PM, with peak between 2:00 PM and 4:00 PM when all spaces are occupied.  

 

 

As previously discussed in Master Response M-1 (Trip Generation), the Safeway parking lot is not just 

used by Safeway customers and employees. As noted by many of the commenters, substantial numbers of 

non-Safeway customers also park in the parking lot and walk to nearby stores, restaurants, and other 

neighborhood destinations. Because many drivers who park in the Safeway parking lot are not patrons of 

the existing store, it would be inaccurate to use current store parking occupancy as a basis for calculating 

parking demand for the existing store. Thus, data published in ITE’s Parking Generation (4th Edition, 

2010) was used to estimate the parking demand generated by Safeway. ITE provides parking demand 

rates for both urban and suburban supermarkets. Since the ITE urban supermarket rates are limited to 

weekdays only, are based only on a few data points and smaller stores than the proposed project, the ITE 

suburban rates are conservatively used for this analysis. However, based on the current mode share at the 

existing Safeway store (see DEIR page 4.3-44 and 4.3-45), the ITE-published 85
th
 percentile demand 

rates for suburban supermarkets have been reduced to account for the non-automobile trips at the existing 

project site. Although the site employees currently have a lower automobile mode share than customers, 
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the customer mode share was used to adjust the overall site parking demand to present a more 

conservative analysis. 

As shown in Table 5-8, under this conservative scenario, the existing Safeway store is estimated to have a 

peak parking demand of 83 spaces on weekdays and 87 spaces on Saturdays. This estimate is higher than 

the parking demand estimate for the current Safeway store presented in the DEIR (see DEIR page 4.3-12). 

By subtracting the parking demand associated with the Safeway store, the non-Safeway parking demand 

at the Safeway parking lot is estimated to be about 12 spaces during the weekday peak and six spaces 

during the Saturday peak. 

Table 5-8 also estimates the breakdown of parking demand between Safeway employees and customers 

based on data presented on page 4.3-45 of the DEIR. About one-quarter of the existing Safeway Store’s 

parking demand is generated by its employees. 

 

Table 5-8 Estimated Parking Demand for Existing Safeway Store 

Land Use 
Weekday Peak 

Demand 
Saturday Peak 

Demand 

Existing Observed Parking Demand at the 
Safeway Parking Lot 

1
 

95 93 

Safeway Parking Demand 
2
 83 87 

Employees 
3
 23 23 

Customers 60 64 

Non-Safeway Parking Demand 
4
 12 6 

Notes: 

1. Based on data collected in October and November 2011. 
2. Based on ITE’s Parking Generation (4

th
 Edition), 85th percentile demand rates 

for suburban supermarkets (land use 850) multiplied by the current customer 
automobile mode share as shown in Table 4.3-11 of the DEIR: 

Weekday: 5.05 * 0.68 = 3.43 spaces per KSF 

Saturday: 4.94 * 0.73 = 3.61 spaces per KSF 

3. See DEIR, page 4.3-45 
4. Estimated by subtracting Safeway parking demand from the existing observed 

parking demand. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012. 

Existing Parking Conditions – Adjacent Streets 

The DEIR analyzed on-street parking demand during the evening hours because both project parking 

demand and on-street parking on adjacent streets would peak at this time. Parking demand on residential 

streets adjacent to the College Avenue commercial corridor peaks during the evening hours on weekdays 

as local residents return home from work and at the same time, retail and restaurant customers also arrive 

at their destinations along major streets in the area. In addition, most of the parking on residential streets 

east and north of the project site is controlled by Residential Parking Permits (RPPs). Typically, RPPs 

limit parking by non-residents to two hours or less during business hours on weekdays and Saturdays. The 

residential streets immediately west of the project site (such as 62nd and 63rd Streets) do not have RPP. 

As shown on Figures 4.3-6 and 4.3-7 of the DEIR, on-street parking occupancies on these streets are 

higher than the streets with RPP. 
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An hourly parking demand survey of on-street parking on both sides of College and Claremont Avenues 

between Alcatraz Avenue and the Claremont Avenue/College Avenue intersection was completed in 

October and November of 2011. These street segments were selected for a more detailed analysis because 

they are adjacent to the project site and are most likely to be used by project employees and customers.  

These segments of College and Claremont Avenues combined provide about 80 parking spaces, 

consisting of 32 metered parking spaces on College Avenue, 10 metered spaces on Claremont Avenue 

near College Avenue, and 38 unrestricted parking spaces on Claremont Avenue.  

Figure 5-2 summarizes the hourly parking demand on both streets combined for weekday and Saturday 

conditions between 10:00 AM and 9:00 PM. Parking demand on both weekdays and Saturdays peaks at 

about 1:00 PM with about 95 percent of spaces occupied on weekdays and almost all spaces occupied on 

Saturdays. Parking occupancy decreases throughout the afternoon on both weekdays and Saturdays with 

parking occupancy at about 85 percent on weekdays and 75 percent on Saturdays after 6:00 PM. In 

general, most of the parking spaces available in the evening are the unrestricted spaces on Claremont 

Avenue. 

 

 

Project Parking Supply 

Similar to the proposed project analyzed in the DEIR, the Revised 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 
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* College Ave between Claremont and Alcatraz Aves and Claremont Ave between College and Alcatraz Aves. 
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Estimated Project Parking Demand 

This FEIR expands the parking demand analysis presented in the DEIR to estimate hourly project parking 

demand from 11:00 AM to 9:00 PM. In addition, the parking demand estimate is updated to reflect more 

recent data presented in ITE’s Parking Generation (Fourth Edition, 2010). Table 5-9 presents the peak 

weekday and Saturday parking demand for each of the project components for customers and employees 

combined. Figures 5-3 and 5-4 show the parking demand for all three components of the project 

(Safeway, retail, and restaurant) combined on weekdays and Saturdays, respectively. Parking demand for 

each project component is described below. 

Safeway – As noted earlier, consistent with the methodology used to estimate parking demand 

for the existing Safeway store, the 85th percentile parking demand rate for suburban supermarkets 

published in ITE’s Parking Generation (4th Edition, 2010), is used to estimate the peak parking 

demand for the proposed Safeway component of the project. 

Safeway provided data on time-of-day distribution of customer activity at the existing Safeway 

store for both weekdays and Saturdays. The data is applied to the ITE-based peak hour parking 

demand to estimate the hourly parking demand as shown on Figures 5-4 and 5-5. The Safeway 

component of the project is estimated to peak at 6:00 PM on weekdays and at 5:00 PM on 

Saturdays, and the peak parking demand is estimated to be 177 spaces on weekdays and 186 

spaces on Saturdays. 

 

Table 5-9: Peak Parking Demand Estimate for Project Components 

Land Use Size ITE Code 
Weekday 

Peak 

Demand 

Saturday 

Peak 

Demand 

Safeway 51.510 KSF 850
1
 177 186 

Retail 7.913 KSF 820
2
 20 23 

Restaurant 2.744 KSF 931
3
 29 45 

Notes: 

1. Based on ITE’s Parking Generation (4
th
 Edition), 85th percentile rates for suburban 

supermarkets (land use 850) multiplied by the current customer automobile mode share as 
shown in Table 4.3-11 of the DEIR: 

Weekday: 5.05 * 0.68 = 3.43 spaces per KSF 

Saturday: 4.94 * 0.73 = 3.61 spaces per KSF 

2. Based on ITE’s Parking Generation (4
th
 Edition), average rates for shopping center: 

Weekday: 2.55 spaces per KSF 

Saturday: 2.87 spaces per KSF 

3. Based on ITE’s Parking Generation (4
th
 Edition), average rate for quality restaurant: 

Weekday: 10.60 spaces per KSF 

Saturday: 16.40 spaces per KSF 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012. 
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Retail – The DEIR used average rates published in ITE’s Parking Generation (Third Edition, 

2004) to estimate parking demand rates for the retail component of the project. This FEIR updates 

the analysis based on ITE’s Parking Generation (Fourth Edition, 2010). Data on time-of-day 

distribution, published in ITE’s Parking Generation were used to estimate the hourly parking 

demand for the retail component of the project as shown on Figures 5-3 and 5-4. The retail 

component of the project is estimated to peak at around noon on both weekdays and Saturdays, 

and the peak parking demand is estimated to be 20 spaces on weekdays and 23 spaces on 

Saturdays. 

Restaurant – Similar to the treatment of the retail component, parking demand for the restaurant 

component of the project is updated based on average rates published in ITE’s Parking 

Generation (Fourth Edition, 2010). Data on time-of-day distribution, published in ITE’s Parking 

Generation and Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (Second Edition, 2005) were used to 

estimate the hourly parking demand for the restaurant component of the project as shown on 

Figures 5-3 and 5-4. Parking for the restaurant component of the project is estimated to peak at 

7:00 PM on weekdays with 29 spaces and at 8:00 PM on Saturdays with 45 spaces. 

As shown on Figures 5-3 and 5-4, the overall parking demand for the proposed project is expected to 

exceed the proposed supply of 171 spaces from 4:00 PM to 8:00 PM on weekdays, and from 11:00 AM to 

8:00 PM on Saturdays. The overall peak parking demand for the proposed project is expected to be at 

6:00 PM on both weekdays and Saturdays. As summarized in Table 5-10, the proposed project would 

have a parking deficit of 41 spaces on weekdays and 63 spaces on Saturdays. 

Table 5-10: Project Peak Parking Demand Estimate 

Land Use Size 
Weekday 

(6:00 PM) 

Saturday 

(6:00 PM) 

Safeway 51.510 KSF 177 177 

Retail 7.913 KSF 14 16 

Restaurant 2.744 KSF 21 41 

Total  212 234 

Parking Supply 171 171 

Parking Deficit -41 -63 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012. 

 

Employee Parking Demand 

The project parking demand estimate presented in the previous section includes both employee and 

customer parking demand. Table 5-11 presents the employee parking demand and supply for the project. 

It is estimated that employee parking would be about 25 to 27 percent of the parking demand generated 

by the proposed project. This estimate assumes that Safeway employees would continue to have the same 

mode share as the current Safeway employees and does not reduce the parking demand of the retail and 

restaurant employees to account for employees that would walk, bike, or take transit to the project site. 
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Table 5-11: Employee Peak Parking Demand Estimate 

Land Use Size 
Weekday 

(6:00 PM) 

Saturday 

(6:00 PM) 

Safeway
1
 51.510 KSF 44 44 

Retail
2
 7.913 KSF 6 7 

Restaurant
3
 2.744 KSF 8 8 

Total  58 59 

Parking Supply 27 27 

Parking Deficit -31 -32 

Notes: 

1. See DEIR page 4.3-111. 

2. Based on ULI Shared Parking (Second Edition, 2005), employee parking demand for 

retail is 0.7 spaces per KSF on weekdays and 0.9 spaces per KSF on Saturdays. 

3. Based on ULI Shared Parking (Second Edition, 2005), employee parking demand for 

restaurant is 2.75 spaces per KSF on weekdays and 3.0 spaces per KSF on Saturdays. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012. 

 

The proposed project would assign 27 parking spaces in the upper level garage to Safeway employees. No 

other employee parking spaces have been identified. Thus, the upper level garage would accommodate all 

but 17 of the Safeway employees plus the 14 or 15 employees of the other project components (i.e., a total 

of 31 or 32 employees cannot be accommodated). The parking supply shortage for the project employees, 

combined with the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan that would be implemented as part 

of Standard Condition of Approval TRANS-1, would encourage more employees to use other 

transportation modes to commute to and from the project site. It is expected that the remainder of the 

employee vehicles would park in the ground-level customer garage or park on the residential streets in the 

project vicinity. 

Customer Parking Demand 

Table 5-12 presents the estimated customer parking demand during the weekday and Saturday peak hours 

by subtracting the employee parking demand as shown in Table 5-11 from the total project parking 

demand shown in Table 5-10. If the 144 space ground-level garage were assigned for customer parking 

only, then the peak parking deficit for project customers would be about ten spaces on weekdays and 31 

spaces on Saturdays. 
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Table 5-12: Customer Peak Parking Demand Estimate 

Land Use Size 
Weekday 

(6:00 PM) 

Saturday 

(6:00 PM) 

Safeway 51.510 KSF 133 133 

Retail 7.913 KSF 8 9 

Restaurant 2.744 KSF 13 33 

Total  154 175 

Parking Supply 144 144 

Parking Deficit -10 -31 

Notes: 

Customer parking demand estimated by subtracting the 

employee parking demand (Table 5-11) from the total 

project peak parking demand (Table 5-10). 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012. 

Project Effects on On-Street Parking Supply  

The proposed project would result in the following changes to the on-street parking supply: 

 College Avenue: on-street parking spaces along project frontage would decrease from 11 to nine 

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 adjacent to the project by one parking 

space. 

In addition, Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection may 

result in loss of up to three parking spaces if implemented. The intersection is located in the City of 

Berkeley and the decision to reconfigure the intersection and change the parking supply is with the City 

of Berkeley. See Response to Comment A-2-6 for design features and strategies that would minimize the 

loss of on-street parking if Mitigation TRANS-2 is implemented. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-17A may have resulted in loss of up to two parking spaces on the west side 

of College Avenue at 63rd Street due to installation of pedestrian bulbouts. However, the Revised Project 

would eliminate the need for this mitigation measure. See Chapter 2 of the FEIR for a description of the 

Revised Project and reconfiguration of the 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection.  

No other mitigation measure would change the parking supply in the project vicinity. Overall, the effect 

of the Revised Project and its mitigation measures would range between increasing on-street parking 

supply by one space to decreasing on-street parking supply by two spaces. 
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Project Effects on On-Street Parking Demand 

As shown in Table 5-10, the proposed project would have an overall parking deficit of 41 spaces during 

the weekday and 63 spaces during the Saturday peak hours (6:00 PM). In addition, as shown in Table 5-8, 

there are 12 weekday and six Saturday non-Safeway customers who currently park at the Safeway 

parking lot that need to be accommodated. Thus, as summarized in Table 5-13, the total parking demand 

that cannot be accommodated on-site during the peak hours and would most likely park on-street after 

completion of the project is 53 spaces during the weekday and 69 spaces during the Saturday peak hours.  

As previously described, the proposed project and its mitigation measures would change the on-street 

parking supply, either increasing it by one space or decreasing it by two spaces depending on the approval 

and final design of Mitigation Measure TRANS-2. Overall, under this conservative scenario, the proposed 

project and its mitigation measures would result in a deficit of up to 55 parking spaces during the 

weekday peak hour and 71 parking spaces during the Saturday peak hour. 

 

Table 5-13: Project Effect on On-Street Parking on College and Claremont Avenues 

 
Weekday 

(6:00 PM) 

Saturday 

(6:00 PM) 

Additional Parking Demand   

Project Parking Deficit
1
 41 63 

Current Non-Safeway Vehicles 

Parked at Safeway
2
 

12 6 

Total 53 69 

Changes to On-Street Parking Supply   

Project
3
 +1 +1 

Mitigation Measures
4
 -3 -3 

Total -2 -2 

Net Parking Deficit (without using 

available on-street parking adjacent to the 

project site) 

55 71 

Current Available On-Street Parking 

Adjacent to the project
5
 

13 21 

Net Parking Deficit (with using available 

on-street parking adjacent to the project 

site) 

42 50 

Notes: 

1. See Table 5-10 for details. 
2. See Table 5-8 for details. 
3. The proposed project would add three parking spaces on Claremont Avenue and eliminate two 

parking spaces on College Avenue for a net increase of one on-street parking space. 
4. Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 may eliminate up to three on-street parking spaces. 
5. Currently vacant and unoccupied on-street parking spaces on College and Claremont Avenues 

as shown on Figure 5-2. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012. 
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College and Claremont Avenues adjacent to the project site currently have about 13 weekday and 21 

Saturday spaces available during the PM peak hour (6:00 PM) (see Figure 5-2). Considering that these 

spaces are most likely to be used by the project parking deficit that cannot be accommodated on-site, the 

proposed project is estimated to have an unmet demand of 42 parking spaces during the weekday peak 

hour and 50 spaces during the Saturday peak hour.  

Motorists that cannot find a parking space on-site or on College and Claremont Avenues and choose to 

travel to the project area during the peak periods would circulate and queue on College and Claremont 

Avenues or within the project parking garage, or spill into the adjacent residential neighborhoods to find 

available parking. 

Project Effects on On-Street Parking on Residential Streets 

As previously described, under worst-case conditions, the proposed project is estimated to have a peak 

deficit of 42 parking spaces on weekdays and 50 spaces on Saturdays. It is expected that as project 

customers and employees become familiar with the traffic congestion and lack of parking supply in the 

study area during peak periods, they would shift to other modes of travel (i.e. walk, bike, or transit), 

change the time of their trip to a less congested time period, and/or go to other shopping destinations in 

the larger area.  

As described in the DEIR, currently on-street parking on the residential streets adjacent to the College 

Avenue commercial corridor, such as 62nd and 63rd Streets between College and Hillegass Avenues, is at 

or near capacity. However, on-street parking occupancies on streets further away from the project site are 

lower. The on-street parking within two blocks of the project entrance on College Avenue has an overall 

occupancy of about 70 percent on both weekday and Saturday peak periods, which corresponds to about 

200 on-street parking spaces that are currently vacant.  

As shown in Tables 5-11 and 5-12, the majority of the weekday and about half of the Saturday peak 

parking deficit is expected to be site employees. Project employees would most likely park on the 

residential streets west of College Avenue in Oakland as they are the most convenient parking spaces to 

the project site and the area does not have parking restrictions (i.e., meters or RPP). Project customers 

would also most likely park on the residential streets west of College Avenue in Oakland; however, some 

customers may also park on the residential streets east of the project in Oakland and north of the project 

in Berkeley. Although parking on these streets is restricted by RPP, vehicles without a local RPP can park 

for less than two hours, which is adequate time for most shopping trips. However, it is generally accepted 

that retail customers (including supermarket customers) most likely would not park more than two blocks 

from the project entrance as the distance is longer than most people would carry their purchases. 

Although on-street parking occupancy on some streets near the project entrance would continue to be at 

or near capacity after the project opening, the project parking deficit can be accommodated within two 

blocks of the project site and would not spill into streets further away from the project site. It is estimated 

that the proposed project would increase the overall on-street parking occupancy by about eight percent 

and about 150 on-street parking spaces would continue to be vacant within two blocks of the project site 

during both weekday and Saturday peak periods. Although adequate on-street parking would continue to 

be available within two blocks of the project entrance, streets closer to College Avenue would continue to 

have on-street parking at or near capacity.  

Effects of On-Site Parking Deficit on Traffic Congestion 

The parking deficit described in previous sections represents a worst case scenario. It is expected that as 

project customers and employees become familiar with the traffic congestion and lack of parking supply 
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in the study area during peak periods, they would shift to other modes of travel, change the time of their 

trip to a less congested time period, and/or go to other shopping destinations in the larger area. 

Considering that the project is located in a dense walkable neighborhood with good transit service, any 

such shifts to other modes of travel would be in keeping with the City’s “Transit-First” policy.  

As noted above, the secondary effects of drivers searching for parking in congested urban environments 

are typically offset by a reduction in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking 

conditions in the area. (This phenomenon has been observed with respect to other projects, including the 

new Trader Joe’s store in Berkeley.) Hence, the traffic assumptions used in the transportation analysis, 

reasonably addresses potential secondary effects, which would be less than significant. Similarly, since air 

quality and noise analyses are based on the same traffic assumptions, their conclusions also would not 

change. 

As previously discussed, the majority of the weekday and half of the Saturday peak project parking 

deficits are estimated to be site employees (corresponding to 31 weekday and 32 Saturday parking spaces 

as shown in Table 5-11). If peak shift employees without on-site parking choose to drive to the project 

area, they would arrive outside of the peak congestion periods, and the amount of circulation in the 

neighborhood would be minimal as they would be familiar with the area and would directly drive to and 

park on the streets with available on-street parking. Therefore, they would have minimal effect on peak 

hour congestion in the study area.  

As previously shown, the overall net project parking deficit is estimated to be a maximum of 42 and 50 

parking spaces on weekdays and Saturdays, respectively. However, a deficit of 31 weekday and 32 

Saturday parking spaces would be due to project employees who would arrive outside of the peak 

congestion periods and would not contribute to the peak hour congestion in the study area. Thus, the 

parking deficit that would contribute to the peak hour congestion (i.e., parking deficit attributable to 

project customers and non-project parking demand) would be about 11 weekday and 18 Saturday spaces.  

It is estimated that each customer parking space is used by about 2.1 automobiles during the weekday 

peak hour and 1.8 automobiles during the Saturday peak hour.
5
 The net customer parking deficit of up to 

11 weekday and 18 Saturday parking spaces caused by the project would result in up to 23 weekday and 

32 Saturday PM peak hour automobiles circulating in the project area and looking for available parking 

spaces. It would be overly speculative to attempt to assign these cars to particular streets or intersections. 

Improvement Measure TRANS-3 would monitor traffic volumes on residential streets surrounding the 

project site, which would capture vehicles circulating in the residential streets and looking for parking. 

See Master Response M-5 for more detail on traffic intrusion in residential neighborhoods. 

Parking Analysis Conclusions 

Consistent with the DEIR analysis, the worst-case analysis presented in this section shows that the 

parking supply provided as part of the project is not adequate to meet parking demand generated by the 

proposed project. Depending on the approval of the project, the mitigation measures, and their design, the 

project and its mitigation measures would result in a parking deficit of up to 42 parking spaces on 

                                                      
5  As shown in Table 4.3-10 of the DEIR, the project would generate 325 incoming vehicles during the weekday PM peak hour 

and 325 vehicles during the Saturday PM peak hour. As shown in Table 5-12, the proposed project customers would have a 

peak parking demand of 154 and 175 spaces during the weekday and Saturday PM peak hours, respectively. Thus, it is 

estimated that each parking space is used by 2.1 vehicles (325 / 154 = 2.1) during the weekday PM peak hour and 1.8 

vehicles (321 / 175 = 1.8) during the Saturday PM peak hour, which corresponds to an average visit of 29 minutes during the 

weekday PM peak hour and 33 minutes during the Saturday PM peak hour for project customers. 
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weekdays and 50 spaces on Saturdays. Thus, project generated parking demand would spill onto adjacent 

streets when the project parking garage is at or near capacity. Both College and Claremont Avenues have 

some parking spaces available during the peak demand periods that can be used by the project customers. 

However, project parking would spill into adjacent residential streets. Although on-street parking within 

one block of the project entrance may not be available to meet the peak project parking demand, streets 

within two blocks of the project site can accommodate the project’s peak parking deficit and parking 

spillover is not expected on streets further away from the project.  

It is expected that as project customers and employees become familiar with the traffic congestion and the 

parking shortage in the study area during peak periods, they would shift to other modes of travel, change 

the time of their trip to a less congested time period, and/or go to other shopping destinations in the larger 

area. Considering that the project is located in a dense walkable neighborhood with good transit service, 

any such shifts to other modes of travel would be in keeping with the City’s “Transit-First” policy.  

The secondary effects of drivers searching for parking in congested urban environments is typically offset 

by a reduction in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in the area. 

Hence, any secondary environmental impacts which may result from a shortfall in parking in the vicinity 

of the proposed project would be minor, and the traffic assignment used in the transportation analysis, as 

well as in the associated air quality and noise analyses, reasonably addresses potential secondary effects. 

The DEIR recommended Improvement Measure TRANS-2 to reduce project parking demand and 

potential intrusion of parking on adjacent residential neighborhoods. An expanded version of the 

Improvement Measure is provided below, with additions shown in double underline. 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 suggested strategies may also be found to be infeasible. 

Improvement Measure TRANS-2: Although not required to address an adverse environmental impact, 

the City could consider the following strategies to reduce the expected parking deficit and potential for 

intrusion in the adjacent residential neighborhoods: 

 Consider limiting parking in the majority of spaces in the ground level garage to two hours. 

 Per Standard Condition of Approval TRANS-1, 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 the non-residential frontage on both sides of 

Claremont Avenue to discourage all-day parking and have parking available for 

customers of the project and the College Avenue commercial district.  



3. Responses to Written Comment Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-31 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

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. Currently, residential areas 

with RPP have lower on-street parking occupancies than streets without RPP. Parking on 

streets with RPP would not be available for long-term parking such as project employees 

and would encourage more project employees to shift to other travel modes. However, 

parking on streets with RPP would continue to be available for short-term parking such as 

project customers. 

 

Master Response M-4 Safety and Hazards 

Some commenters noted concerns regarding the safety of the DEIR Project for pedestrians, bicyclists, 

and/or motorists on the surrounding streets and sidewalks. Based on the CEQA Thresholds of 

Significance Guidelines established by City of Oakland (cited in bullet 10 on page 4.3-55 of the DEIR), a 

project would have a significant impact on pedestrian, bicyclist, or motorist safety if it substantially 

increases hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible 

uses (e.g., farm equipment).  

The Vehicle, Pedestrian, and Bicycle Safety subsection starting on page 4.3-100 of the DEIR describes 

the potential impacts of the DEIR project on pedestrian, bicyclist, and motorist safety. Impact TRANS-

17A and 17B identified significant impacts to pedestrian safety at the College Avenue/63rd 

Street/Safeway Driveway intersection due to the intersection and driveway configuration proposed as part 

of the DEIR Project. and recommended mitigation measures to reduce the impact to a less than significant 

level. However, the Revised Project would modify the intersection design by (among other changes) 

providing either a median island or bulbouts on the west side of College Avenue at the 63rd 

Street/College Avenue intersection, thus shortening the pedestrian crossing distance across College 

Avenue and eliminating Impact TRANS-17A, thus negating the need for Mitigation Measure TRANS-

17A. Further, under Revised Project conditions, the 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection would not 

meet Caltrans’s peak hour signal warrant, thus eliminating DEIR Impact TRANS-13 and the need to 

install a traffic signal (as proposed in Mitigation Measure TRANS-13). In the absence of a traffic signal, 

Impact TRANS-17B would also be eliminated, thus negating the need for Mitigation Measure TRANS-

17B (See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a more detailed description and analysis of the Revised Project). 

Furthermore, as described in the Vehicle, Pedestrian, and Bicycle Safety subsection, the project would not 

have design features that would increase hazards to pedestrian, bicyclist, or motorist safety because all 

features of the proposed project would be designed and constructed based on the latest applicable design 

standards. As described in the DEIR, the project and the proposed mitigation measures include design 

features that would improve travel safety in the project vicinity for all users, especially pedestrians. These 

design features include: 

 The project would include a new signal on Claremont Avenue at the project driveway 

opposite Mystic Street and Auburn Avenue. The new signal would provide a signal protected 

pedestrian crossing on Claremont Avenue, improving safety for pedestrians from the 

neighborhoods on the east side of Claremont Avenue. This signal is consistent with the 

Pedestrian Master Plan (PMP) Policy 1.2, which recommends use of traffic signals and their 

associated features (e.g., pedestrian signal heads) to improve pedestrian safety. 
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 The project would reduce the number of curb-cuts on College Avenue from four to one and 

on Claremont Avenue from five to three, reducing number of potential conflict points 

between automobiles entering and exiting the site and other automobiles, bicycles, and 

pedestrians along College and Claremont Avenues. 

 As noted above, the revised project would provide either a median island or bulbouts on the 

west side of the College Avenue/63rd Street/Safeway Driveway intersection which reduces 

the crossing distance for pedestrians and improves their safety. 

 Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 (if accepted by the City of Berkeley) would provide protected 

left-turn signal phasing for the north/south approaches at the Alcatraz Avenue/College 

Avenue intersection, which would improve safety by reducing potential conflicts between 

left-turning automobiles and pedestrians crossings along College Avenue.  

In addition, the proposed project uses consist of supermarket, retail and restaurant uses in a commercial 

corridor that is already occupied by many similar uses. Therefore, uses proposed by the project are 

consistent with current uses in the area. Thus, the proposed project would not introduce to the project area 

incompatible uses or design features that do not comply with design standards. As a result, while the 

potential for pedestrian, bicycle, and/or motor vehicle collisions would exist under project conditions as 

the project would introduce additional automobiles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project vicinity, the 

rate at which those collisions occur (i.e., number collisions per number of vehicles or pedestrians) is not 

be expected to increase as a result of the project. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant 

impact on pedestrian, bicycle, and motorist safety. 

Master Response M-5 Traffic Diversion and Intrusion in Residential 
Streets 

Some commenters raised concerns that the project would cause a substantial increase in traffic on 

residential streets in the surrounding neighborhood, and questioned whether the effect of project-

generated traffic on residential streets would constitute a significant impact under CEQA. Residential 

streets mentioned in the comments included many streets to the west of the project site (such as Hillegass 

Avenue, and 62nd and 63rd Streets) as well as some to the north (such as Woolsey Street and Eton 

Avenue) and east (such as Mystic and Florio Streets).  

The DEIR assigned few project generated automobile trips to the residential streets adjacent to the 

project, such as 62nd, or 63rd Streets or Hillegass Avenue as part of the impact analysis on intersection 

traffic operations. This is an overall conservative assumption, as will be discussed in more detail in this 

Master Response. The significance criteria used to determine if the project would result in significant 

impacts are based on the physical capacity of intersections (see page 4.3-54 of the DEIR). Due to the 

relatively low current traffic volumes on residential streets, such as 62nd and 63rd Streets, even if the 

majority of the project generated traffic were assigned to 62nd or 63rd Street and other residential streets 

in the area, the traffic volumes would not meet the thresholds set by City of Oakland’s Significance 

Criteria, and no significant impacts would be identified. In addition, assigning project traffic to these 

residential streets would reduce the project traffic volumes assigned to the major streets in the area and 

potentially eliminate some or all of the identified significant impacts and potential mitigation measures on 

College and Claremont Avenues. Thus, the assumptions used for traffic analysis in the DEIR are 

conservative in that they identify the most number of potential impacts and mitigation measures that 

would improve traffic operations on the major streets serving the project site. 
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In addition, as described in the Neighborhood Traffic Intrusion subsection on page 4.3-117, the DEIR 

acknowledges that traffic generated by the proposed project may use residential streets in the area as a 

cut-through route to divert from the potential congestion on College, Claremont, and Alcatraz Avenues or 

to look for available parking. However as previously described, since neighborhood traffic intrusion 

would not exceed the capacity of the residential streets, it would not result in a significant impact based 

on the City of Oakland’s significance criteria. Although not identified as a significant impact under 

CEQA, the DEIR identifies traffic intrusion on residential streets as a non-CEQA quality-of-life issue and 

recommends Improvement Measure TRANS-3 to monitor and, if necessary, implement traffic calming 

strategies on residential streets in the vicinity of the project site in consultation with local residents and in 

accordance with all legal requirements. This Master Response further explores the potential for traffic 

intrusion on the adjacent residential streets and explains why it would not constitute a significant 

environmental impact under CEQA. 

Methodology for Analysis 

In August 2011, after the project DEIR had been circulated, the City of Oakland added the following 

guidance to its CEQA Thresholds of Significance Guidelines:   

If the project is found to have a significant and unavoidable impact at a study segment or 

intersection during any of the study conditions, and there appears to be one or more alternative 

routes that may have a shorter travel time to the same destination (e.g., a freeway on-ramp), then 

the alternative route must be analyzed for diverted traffic impacts. An alternative route analysis 

may also be necessary if a segment or intersection operates at LOS F under the Existing condition 

or either of the Future Baseline conditions. The transportation consultant shall work with the City 

to estimate the percentage of project traffic that is expected to use the alternative route and to 

determine which alternative route(s) and intersection(s) will be analyzed. Generally, intersections 

along the alternative route expected to experience at least ten project trips per hour per lane (on a 

critical movement) should be studied.  

This requirement, which addresses methodology and not significance thresholds (which were not 

changed), is generally intended to identify significant impacts along other arterials and major roadways 

that would provide alternative access to the project site if the project is found to have significant and 

unavoidable impacts along the primary access routes to the project.  

Because of the time frame in which this guidance was added, the City does not require this change in 

methodology to be incorporated into this EIR. However, in the interest of full disclosure, and for 

informational purposes only, this Master Response expands the DEIR’s analysis of traffic intrusion on 

residential streets. 

Traffic in Colby Street Neighborhood 

In a process unrelated to this project, the City of Oakland analyzed existing traffic patterns on Colby 

Street and adjacent residential streets west of the proposed project site. The results were summarized in 

the Analysis of Existing Colby Street Neighborhood Traffic Patterns Draft Memorandum dated September 

13, 2007. This memorandum is provided in attachment to Comment Letter C-232. The analysis, which 

was based on extensive traffic data collected along Colby Street and adjacent residential streets, found 

that both Colby Street and Hillegass Avenue are currently used as cut-through traffic routes. Colby Street 

is primarily used as a cut-through route for vehicles traveling between points west of Alcatraz Avenue 

and points south of Claremont Avenue. The existing signal at the Forest Street/Claremont Avenue/Colby 

Street intersection facilitates the movement of vehicles across Claremont Avenue between Colby Street to 

the north and Forest Street to the south.  
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Based on the traffic volume data presented in the Colby Street memorandum
6
, the “Existing Conditions” 

column of Table 5-14 summarizes current intersection operations at the unsignalized intersections 

providing access to the residential neighborhood and within the neighborhood that were not analyzed in 

the DEIR. The “Existing Conditions” column of Table 5-15 shows the result of the traffic signal warrant 

analysis at these intersections. As shown in these tables, the seven unsignalized intersections currently 

operate at LOS B or better during the weekday PM peak hour, with the exception of the side-street stop-

controlled northbound movements on Colby Street and Hillegass Avenue at Alcatraz Avenue, which 

operate at LOS F and LOS E, respectively. However, none of the studied unsignalized intersections 

currently meet the peak hour volume signal warrant.
7
 

Analysis of Project’s Potential for Significant Impacts on Residential Streets 

Given the configuration of the residential streets surrounding the project site, (including the fact that the 

streets to the west follow a more regular grid pattern and do not provide barriers to through traffic), Colby 

Street and other residential streets west of the project site are most likely the residential streets to 

experience traffic intrusion due to additional congestion generated by the proposed project. A few streets 

in this neighborhood already experience some cut-through traffic. Therefore, these streets would 

experience the highest amount of traffic intrusion as a result of the project. An analysis of the 

intersections in this area is indicative of what would happen in other surrounding areas, which are likely 

to experience even less cut-through traffic. Based on the City of Oakland significance criteria for 

unsignalized intersections, a project would have a significant impact at an unsignalized intersection if it 

would add ten or more vehicles and after the project completion, the intersection would satisfy the 

Caltrans peak hour signal warrant.  

In order to evaluate the project’s potential impacts at the intersections studied in the Colby Street 

memorandum (which as noted above are the intersections that would most likely be affected by the 

project), the project generated traffic was added to these intersections using the trip distribution 

assumptions shown in Figures 4.3-12 through 4.3-14 of the DEIR.  

Using the same methodologies as the DEIR, 2015 and 2035 intersection traffic volume forecasts for these 

intersections were developed for this analysis for the FEIR. Considering the residential neighborhoods on 

these side streets are generally zoned for one or two units per parcel and are currently built-out, little or no 

growth is expected in the residential neighborhoods. Thus, no growth in traffic volumes is forecasted on 

the residential streets, such as Hillegass Avenue and Colby, 62nd and 63rd Streets. Consistent with the 

DEIR analysis, this analysis assigns the majority of growth in traffic to the major streets in the area, such 

as College, Claremont, and Alcatraz Avenues.  

Table 5-14 summarizes the intersection LOS under (unmitigated) Existing Plus Project, 2015 Plus 

Project, and 2035 Plus Project conditions. Appendix E provides the LOS calculation sheets. Table 5-15 

shows the results of the traffic signal warrant analysis under (unmitigated) Existing Plus Project, 2015 

Plus Project, and 2035 Plus Project conditions. 

                                                      
6  The Memorandum is based on traffic data collected in 2007. The differences in traffic volumes at intersections in common 

with the DEIR that were counted in 2010 are less than five percent, which is within the typical day-to-day fluctuation 

expected in traffic volumes. Therefore, the traffic data presented in 2007 Memorandum continues to be valid.  
7  The peak hour signal warrant is satisfied when the combination of the total traffic volume on the uncontrolled major streets 

and the traffic volume on the side-street stop-controlled approach that would benefit from a signal is above a certain 

threshold. As the traffic volume on the major street increases, the side street requires less traffic to meet the peak hour signal 

warrant. The minimum traffic volume on a side-street that would meet the signal warrant is 100 vehicles per hour. 
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Table 5-14 - Weekday PM Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service 

Intersection Control
1
 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project 2015 Plus Project 2035 Plus Project 

Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 
Delay 

(seconds)
2
 

LOS 

Alcatraz Avenue/Colby Street SSSC 12.6 (88.0) B (F) 14.3 (103.6) B (F) 
20.0 

(>120) 
C (F) 

>120 

(>120) 
F (F) 

Alcatraz Avenue/ Hillegass Avenue SSSC 4.6 (41.6) A (E) 4.7 (44.0) A (E) 7.0 (61.3) A (F) 
20.8 

(>120) 
C (F) 

63rd Street/Colby Street SSSC 0.8 (10.3) A (B) 0.8 (10.3) A (B) 0.8 (10.3) A (B) 1.3 (10.8) A (B) 

62nd Street/Colby Street SSSC 0.7 (10.5) A (B) 0.7 (10.6) A (B) 0.7 (10.6) A (B) 1.0 (11.0) A (B) 

61st Street/Colby Street AWSC 8.6 A 8.6 A 8.6 A 9.0 A 

60th Street/Colby Street SSSC 0.7 (11.6) A (B) 0.7 (11.7) A (B) 0.7 (11.7) A (B) 1.3 (12.4) A (B) 

Claremont Avenue/ Hillegass Avenue SSSC 2.5 (11.8) A (B) 2.7 (13.7) A (B) 3.0 (16.7) A (B) 2.1 (15.6) A (B) 

Note: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F. 

1. SSSC = side street stop controlled intersection, AWSC = all-way stop controlled intersection. 

2. For side-street stop-controlled intersections, delay is reported as: Intersection average (worst case approach); for all-way stop controlled intersections, the 

average intersection delay is reported. LOS based on 2000 HCM. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012, based on existing traffic volume data presented in Analysis of Existing Colby Street Neighborhood Traffic Patterns Draft 

Memorandum dated September 13, 2007. 
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Table 5-15 - Weekday Intersection Peak Hour Signal Warrant Analysis 

Intersection 
Existing 

Control
1
 

Peak Hour Warrant Met?  

Existing 

Conditions 

Existing 

Plus 

Project 

2015 Plus 

Project 

2035 Plus 

Project 

Alcatraz Avenue/Colby Street SSSC No No No No 

Alcatraz Avenue/Hillegass Avenue SSSC No No No No 

63rd Street/Colby Street SSSC No No No No 

62nd Street/Colby Street SSSC No No No No 

61st Street/Colby Street AWSC No No No No 

60th Street/Colby Street SSSC No No No No 

Claremont Avenue/ Hillegass Avenue SSSC No No No No 

Note:   

1. SSSC = side-street stop-controlled intersection, AWSC = all-way stop-controlled intersection. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012, based on existing traffic volume data presented in Analysis of Existing Colby Street 

Neighborhood Traffic Patterns Draft Memorandum dated September 13, 2007. 

 

As shown in these tables, five of the seven analyzed unsignalized intersections operate at LOS C or better 

during the weekday PM peak hour under Existing Plus Project, 2015 Plus Project, and 2035 Plus Project 

conditions. The side-street stop-controlled northbound movements on Colby Street and Hillegass Avenue 

at Alcatraz Avenue would continue to operate at a deficient LOS with increased delay because as the 

through traffic volume on Alcatraz Avenue is expected to increase, it will become more difficult for 

vehicles to find suitable gaps in the traffic flow and turn from the side-streets to Alcatraz Avenue. 

As shown in Table 5-15, none of the unsignalized intersections would meet the peak hour volume signal 

warrant under (unmitigated) Existing Plus Project, 2015 Plus Project, and 2035 Plus Project conditions 

because the combination of the traffic volumes on the uncontrolled major street and the side-street stop-

controlled approach is below the warrant threshold. Therefore, the project would not cause a significant 

impact at these unsignalized intersections. Furthermore, although the project site currently provides a 

driveway opposite 63rd Street and intersections along College Avenue are congested through peak 

periods, the majority of traffic generated by the existing Safeway store nevertheless uses College and 

Claremont Avenues, and not the residential streets, to travel to and from the site. Based on the existing 

intersection traffic volumes shown on Figure 4.3-8 of the DEIR, less than two percent of the traffic 

entering and exiting the project site (corresponding to about five weekday and seven Saturday PM peak 

hour vehicles) currently directly enters from or exits to 63rd Street, despite the current congestion along 

College Avenue. As discussed in Chapter 2, the revised project would further minimize traffic on 63
rd

 

Street because it will prohibit left turns to and from 63
rd

 Street and through movements between 63
rd

 

Street and the project driveway.  
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Analysis of Potential for Increase in Cut-Through Traffic If All Mitigation Measures Were 

Implemented 

As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18 of the DEIR, the mitigation measures proposed in the 

DEIR would mitigate the impacts caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the incremental increase in delay 

caused by the proposed project) at the study intersections; however, similar to current conditions, the 

majority of impacted intersections would continue to operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future 

after the completion of the proposed project and the mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented 

in the DEIR, if implemented, the mitigation measures would eliminate the additional delay caused by the 

proposed project at these intersections. As a result, it is expected that most intersections would continue to 

operate similar to no project conditions after the completion of the proposed project and the mitigation 

measures. Since conditions would be very similar to existing conditions, it is reasonable to assume that a 

similar percentage of project patrons would use the residential streets to and from the project site. 

Therefore, the amount of cut-through traffic on adjacent residential streets is estimated to remain similar 

to current conditions.  

Analysis of Potential for Increase in Cut-Through Traffic If One or More of the Mitigation 

Measures Within the Jurisdiction of the City of Berkeley Were Not Implemented 

If one or more of the mitigation measures proposed in the DEIR that are within the jurisdiction of the City 

of Berkeley were not implemented, then the study intersections would experience delay similar to the 

(pre-mitigated) Existing Plus Project, 2015 Plus Project, and 2035 Plus Project conditions. The additional 

congestion along the major corridors could result in traffic diverting to adjacent residential streets.  

However, various features of the existing roadway network in the project vicinity are expected to 

minimize the amount and location of cut-through traffic. These features include: 

 The roadway network in the project vicinity is an irregular grid. Very few residential streets provide 

direct connections between the major streets in the area.  

 Barriers on various streets in Berkeley, such as on Lewiston Street north of Alcatraz Avenue and on 

Webster Street just west of Claremont Avenue, limit through access on several residential streets. 

 Traffic calming devices, such as speed humps on Hillegass Avenue and Colby Street and a traffic 

circle at the Woolsey Street/Eton Avenue intersection, reduce traffic speeds and the potential for cut-

through traffic. 

 Some streets, such as Auburn Avenue, are rather narrow and require vehicles to drastically slow down 

or stop in order to pass vehicles from the opposite direction. 

 Traffic and pedestrian volumes on major streets such as College and Alcatraz Avenues provide few 

suitable gaps for motorists to turn from the unsignalized side-streets (especially left-turns), resulting 

in additional delay on the residential streets. As a result, vehicles turning from the side-streets 

experience long delays which make the residential streets less attractive cut-through routes (for 

example, as shown in Table 5-14, vehicles turning from Colby Street to Alcatraz Avenue currently 

experience about a minute and a half of delay during the weekday PM peak hour). 

Furthermore, the revised project, as described in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, would reconfigure the 63rd 

Street/Safeway Driveway/College Avenue intersection to limit access between 63rd Street and College 

Avenue to right-turns only and eliminate direct automobile access between 63rd Street and Safeway. This 

modification would reduce the potential for cut-through traffic and parking overflow on the residential 

streets west of College Avenue. Most of the traffic that currently turns left from 63rd Street to southbound 

College Avenue, turns left from northbound College Avenue to 63rd Street, or travels between Safeway 
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and 63rd Street would divert to other streets in the area. As a result, the revised project would actually 

reduce the amount of cut-through traffic, both project generated and non-project traffic, on 63rd Street. 

Despite these features, this FEIR quantitatively evaluates the potential for two types of cut-through 

traffic: project-generated traffic that would divert to other streets and non-project generated traffic that 

would divert to the residential streets due to the additional congestion caused by the proposed project.
8
 

This analysis is completed for the weekday PM peak hour because this is the worst peak hour analyzed at 

most study intersections and the weekday peak hour traffic mostly consists of daily commuters who are 

more familiar with the project area and are most likely to divert to the residential streets (because 

diversion requires familiarity with the local street network).  

This analysis was completed using the results of the traffic operations analysis presented in the DEIR and 

multiple peak hour travel time runs conducted in 2012 along both the congested and the potential 

diversion routes. The potential for cut-through traffic is assessed by comparing the peak hour travel time 

on both the congested and diversion routes under Existing Plus Project conditions. This analysis also 

assumes that the proposed mitigation measures located in Berkeley, which the DEIR conservatively 

identified as significant and unavoidable because they are outside the jurisdiction and control of City of 

Oakland to implement, would not be implemented. As previously described, travel times along major 

corridors, such as College Avenue, would be similar to current conditions if these mitigation measures 

were implemented and the potential for traffic to divert would be similar to current conditions. If the 

mitigation measures proposed for Berkeley intersections are not implemented, then motorists might shift 

to the cut-through route so long as it provided substantial travel time savings. Table 5-16 compares the 

travel times on congested and cut-through routes that may be used by project generated traffic (as 

opposed to motorists in general). As previously described, not many cut-through options are available to 

motorists traveling to or from the project site, especially with the reconfiguration of the 63rd 

Street/College Avenue intersection proposed by the revised project. As shown in Table 5-16, only one of 

the potential cut-through routes provides a shorter travel time, which may result in traffic diverting from 

College Avenue to Woolsey Street and Eton Avenue.  

Table 5-16 – Travel Time Comparison – Project Generated Traffic 

Congested Travel Route Diversion Travel Route 

Existing Plus Project 

Conditions Travel Time 

(Minute : Second) Likelihood 

of Diverted 

Traffic 

Congested 

Route 

Diversion 

Route 

NB on College Ave from Project 

Driveway to Woolsey St 

Project Driveway – NB 

Claremont Ave – Eton Ave – 

Woolsey St - College Ave 

1:30 1:30 
No diversion 

expected 

SB on College Ave from 

Woolsey St to Project Driveway 

SB College Ave – Woolsey St 

– Eton Ave – Claremont Ave 

– Project Driveway 

3:30 1:30 
Some diversion 

expected 

NB on College Ave from 

Harwood Ave to Project 

Driveway 

NB College Ave – Harwood 

Ave – Auburn Ave – Florio St 

– Auburn Ave – Project 

Driveway on Claremont Ave 

1:30 2:00 
No diversion 

expected 

From EB on Alcatraz Avenue to 

Project Driveway on College 

EB Alcatraz Ave – Hillegass 

Ave – 62nd St – Claremont 

Ave – Project Driveway 

2:00 2:00 
No diversion 

expected 

                                                      
8  The only difference between these two types of traffic is the destination of the drivers (i.e., Safeway or other destinations). 
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Table 5-16 – Travel Time Comparison – Project Generated Traffic 

Congested Travel Route Diversion Travel Route 

Existing Plus Project 

Conditions Travel Time 

(Minute : Second) Likelihood 

of Diverted 

Traffic 

Congested 

Route 

Diversion 

Route 

Ave 

Note:  

1. NB = Northbound; SB = southbound; EB = Eastbound; WB = Westbound 

2. Travel times rounded to nearest 30 seconds due to variability in peak hour travel times. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012. 

 

Table 5-17 compares the congested and cut-through travel times that can be used by general motorists 

(i.e., non-project generated traffic) to avoid overall congestion along the major streets in the project area, 

some of which would be due to the project in the absence of the proposed mitigation measures within the 

City of Berkeley. 

As shown in Table 5-17, many of the potential diversion routes provide longer or similar travel times as 

the congested corridors. Although there is less vehicular traffic and congestion on these residential streets, 

they are not attractive cut-through routes because they often require longer travel distances, traffic 

calming features previously described reduce travel speeds, and/or the existing congestion and queues on 

the major streets (such as College and Alcatraz Avenues) provide few gaps for vehicles to turn between 

the residential streets and the major streets. For example, as shown in Table 5-15, the stop-controlled 

northbound approaches on Hillegass Avenue and Colby Street at Alcatraz Avenue currently experience 

considerable delay mainly due to the traffic volumes on Alcatraz Avenue providing few gaps for vehicles 

to turn from the side streets. In general, diversion routes that require one or more left-turns do not provide 

noticeable travel time savings. However, diversion routes that can be completed with one or more right 

turns do provide some travel time savings.  

 

Table 5-17 – Travel Time Comparison – Congested Routes 

Congested Travel Route Diversion Travel Route 

Existing Plus Project 

Conditions Travel Time 

(Minute : Second) 
Likelihood of 

Diverted 

Traffic Congested 

Route 

Diversion 

Route 

From NB Claremont Ave at 

Colby St to NB College Ave at 

Woolsey St 

Colby Street – Alcatraz Ave – 

College Ave 

3:00 

3:30 
No diversion 

expected 

Claremont Ave – Hillegass Ave 

– Alcatraz Ave – College Ave 
3:30 

No diversion 

expected 

Colby St - Alcatraz Ave - 

Benvenue Ave - Woolsey St 
3:30 

No diversion 

expected 

From SB on College Ave at 

Woolsey St to SB Claremont 

Ave at Colby St 

College Ave - Alcatraz Ave - 

Colby St 3:00 
3:00 

No diversion 

expected 

College Ave - Alcatraz Ave - 2:30 Some diversion 
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Table 5-17 – Travel Time Comparison – Congested Routes 

Congested Travel Route Diversion Travel Route 

Existing Plus Project 

Conditions Travel Time 

(Minute : Second) 
Likelihood of 

Diverted 

Traffic Congested 

Route 

Diversion 

Route 

Hillegass Ave - Claremont Ave expected 

College Ave - 63rd St - Colby 

St 
3:00 

No diversion 

expected 

College Ave - 63rd St - 

Hillegass Ave 
3:00 

No diversion 

expected 

Woolsey St - Benvenue Ave - 

Alcatraz Ave - Colby St 
3:00 

No diversion 

expected 

Woolsey St - Benvenue Ave - 

Alcatraz Ave - Hillegass Ave - 

Claremont Ave 

2:30 
Some diversion 

expected 

NB College Ave from 

Claremont Ave to Woolsey St 

Claremont Ave - Eton Ave - 

Woolsey St 
2:30 2:30 

No diversion 

expected 

SB College Ave from Woolsey 

St to Claremont Ave 

Woolsey St - Eton Ave - 

Claremont Ave 
3:00 2:00 

Some diversion 

expected 

From NB College Ave at 

Harwood Ave to Claremont 

Ave at Auburn Ave 

NB College Ave – Harwood 

Ave – Auburn Ave – Florio St 

– Auburn Ave – Claremont 

Ave 

1:30 2:00 
No diversion 

expected 

From SB College Ave at 

Woolsey St to WB Alcatraz 

Ave at Benvenue Ave 

Woolsey St – Benvenue Ave 2:00 2:00 
No diversion 

expected 

From WB Alcatraz Ave at 

Benvenue Ave to NB College 

Ave at Woolsey St 

Benvenue Ave – Woolsey St 2:00 2:00 
No diversion 

expected 

From WB Alcatraz Ave at 

Benvenue Ave to NB College 

Ave at Webster St 

Benvenue Ave – Webster St 2:30 3:00 
No diversion 

expected 

SB College Ave from Alcatraz 

Ave to Forest Street 

Alcatraz Ave - Colby St - 

Forest Ave 
2:30 

3:30 
No diversion 

expected 

Alcatraz Ave - Hillegass Ave - 

Claremont Ave - Forest Ave 
3:00 

No diversion 

expected 

NB College Ave from Forest St 

to Alcatraz Ave 

Forest Ave - Colby St - 

Alcatraz Ave 
3:30 

5:00 
No diversion 

expected 

Forest Ave - Claremont Ave - 

Hillegass Ave - Alcatraz Ave 
4:00 

No diversion 

expected 

From EB Alcatraz Ave at 

Colby St to SB College Ave at 

Forest St 

Alcatraz Ave - Colby St - 

Forest Ave 
4:30 3:00 

Some diversion 

expected 
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Table 5-17 – Travel Time Comparison – Congested Routes 

Congested Travel Route Diversion Travel Route 

Existing Plus Project 

Conditions Travel Time 

(Minute : Second) 
Likelihood of 

Diverted 

Traffic Congested 

Route 

Diversion 

Route 

From NB College Ave at 

Forest St to WB Alcatraz Ave 

at Colby St 

Forest Ave - Colby St - 

Alcatraz Ave 
4:00 5:00 

No diversion 

expected 

From EB Alcatraz Ave at 

Colby St to SB College Ave at 

63rd St 

Colby St - 63rd Street 

2:00 

1:30 
Some diversion 

expected 

Hillegass Ave - 63rd Street 1:30 
Some diversion 

expected 

Note:  

1. NB = Northbound; SB = southbound; EB = Eastbound; WB = Westbound 

2. Travel times rounded to nearest 30 seconds due to variability in travel times during the peak hour and time 

savings of less than 30 seconds is generally not perceived by most drivers.  

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012. 

 

As shown in Table 5-17, some diversion routes do provide shorter travel times than the congested 

corridors. It is expected that some motorists would divert to these routes. Based on the analysis presented 

above, the following residential streets are likely to experience additional traffic if the proposed 

mitigation measures are not implemented within the City of Berkeley: 

 Southbound Eton Avenue 

 Eastbound Woolsey Street between College and Eton Avenues 

 Westbound Woolsey Street between College and Benvenue Avenues 

 Southbound Benvenue Avenue between Woolsey Street and Alcatraz Avenue  

 Southbound Hillegass Avenue and Colby Street between Alcatraz and Claremont Avenues 

 Southbound Forest Avenue between Claremont and College Avenues 

 Eastbound 63rd Street between Colby Street and College Avenue 

However, it is estimated that very few drivers would divert to the cut-through routes because: 

 Not all drivers are familiar with the study area to know the cut-through routes. 

 Many of these diversion routes currently provide shorter travel times than the congested route; 

however, they are only used by some drivers to avoid the congested routes. This current lack of 

diversion to secondary streets, even when some time savings would already occur, likely would 

continue in the future. 

 As shown in Table 5-17, the estimated travel time savings on most of these diversion routes is one 

minute or less which is not noticeable to most drivers. As traffic diverts to the residential streets, it 

results in increased delay along the diverted routes, while the delay along the congested routes would 

decrease due to the lower traffic volumes. This would lead to a natural “evening-out” whereby some 

of the drivers who would have diverted to other roads would be induced to stay on the main streets. 
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The diverted traffic is not expected to result in additional significant impacts for the following reasons: 

 The diversion routes identified above are residential streets with relatively low traffic volumes. 

Almost all intersections on these routes are unsignalized intersections. As described on pages 4.3-54 

and 4.3-56 of the DEIR, the significance criteria used to determine significant impacts at unsignalized 

intersections is based on the intersections meeting the peak hour signal warrant. As shown in Table 5-

15, the unsignalized intersections along Colby Street and Hillegass Avenue, which currently 

experience cut-through traffic, do not currently meet the peak hour signal warrant. Considering that 

the other residential streets have less volume than Colby Street and Hillegass Avenue, the diverted 

traffic is not expected to result in additional significant impacts. In addition, considering the through 

volumes on College, Alcatraz, and Claremont Avenues, the affected side-streets are not expected to 

meet the peak hour warrants. 

 The diverted routes include one signalized intersection, Forest Street/Claremont Avenue/Colby Street. 

The DEIR identifies Impact TRANS-15 as a significant impact at this intersection. The DEIR also 

identifies Mitigation Measures TRANS-15 to mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.  

The potential for diversion caused by the proposed project under 2015 and 2035 conditions would not 

change from the potential for diversion caused by the project under existing plus project conditions 

because the incremental increase in congested travel times caused by the project would continue to be 

similar in those future years and thus not cumulatively considerable. 

Conclusions 

As described in the DEIR and reiterated above, traffic intrusion on residential streets is not considered a 

CEQA issue unless it causes an increase in traffic that results in a significant impact based on the 

significance criteria outlined in the DEIR; because that is not the case with respect to project-generated 

traffic, no mitigation measures are necessary. Despite there being no legal requirements to formulate or 

impose Improvement Measure TRANS-3 at any time, the DEIR nevertheless conservatively suggests its 

implementation.  

The analysis above identified residential streets that may experience additional traffic because of the 

proposed project, even though such additional traffic would not result in any significant impacts under 

CEQA. In addition, as described in Master Response M-3, drivers looking for on-street parking may also 

circulate in the adjacent residential streets. As a result, even though not required under CEQA, the 

suggested Improvement Measure TRANS-3 is expanded, with additions shown in double underline:  

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.  

 62nd and 63rd Streets between College Avenue and Colby Street  

 Hillegass Avenue and Colby Street 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  

 Woolsey Street between Benvenue and Eton Avenues 
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 Eton Avenue between Woolsey Street and Claremont Avenue 

 Benvenue Avenue between Woolsey Street and Alcatraz Avenue 

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. 

 

Master Response M-6 Economic Impacts (Urban Decay) 

Certain commenters expressed concerns that the project might result in significant urban decay impacts, 

and some commenters cited court decisions related to potential urban decay effects. Urban decay refers to 

the potential for certain retail projects to lead to a downward spiral of store closures and long-term 

vacancies in existing buildings, thus contributing to adverse physical impacts on the environment.
9
 While 

there is no evidence that the proposed project would drive neighboring stores out of business and result in 

urban decay impacts, in response to these comments, the City of Oakland commissioned a comprehensive 

urban decay study of the proposed project by ALH Urban & Regional Economics (ALH Economics). A 

summary of the ALH Economics report follows; the full report is presented in Appendix A. In short, the 

ALH Economics study concludes that the project will not result in any significant urban decay impacts, 

either on an individual or cumulative basis. In addition, the facts and project at issue here are 

distinguishable from the facts and projects at issue in the court cases relied on by some commenters.  

Summary of the ALH Economics Urban Decay Study
10

 

The purpose of the ALH Economics study was to assess the economic effects, and potential for urban 

decay impacts, resulting from the proposed expansion of the College Avenue Safeway and associated 

retail development. The study estimated the potential impacts of the project on existing retailers in the 

project’s market area and other potentially affected areas, primarily in the form of diverted sales from 

existing retailers. It also estimated the extent to which the opening of the project may or may not 

contribute to urban decay as a result of potential store closures attributable to diversion of sales from 

existing retailers. In addition, the ALH Economics study examined these potential economic impacts and 

the associated potential for urban decay resulting from project operations in conjunction with other 

cumulative retail projects (including the proposed Safeway project at 51
st
 Street and Broadway/Pleasant 

Valley Avenue in Oakland). 

It is important to note that under CEQA, a project’s economic impacts on a community are only 

considered significant if they lead to adverse physical changes in the environment, specifically urban 

decay. For the purpose of the ALH Economics analysis, urban decay is defined as, among other 

characteristics, visible symptoms of physical deterioration that invite vandalism, loitering, and graffiti that 

is caused by a downward spiral of business closures and long-term vacancies. The outward manifestations 

                                                      
9  While CEQA does not normally require an evaluation of economic or social effects of a project (CEQA Guidelines Section 

15131(a)), indirect significant effects on the environment must be clearly identified and described (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.2(a)), and an EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a project through anticipated economic or social 

changes resulting from the project to physical changes in the environment caused in turn by the economic or social changes 

(CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a). Urban decay is an example of such indirect physical impacts resulting from social or 

economic changes.  
10  ALH Urban & Regional Economics, Safeway College & Claremont Store Urban Decay Analysis, June 2012. 
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of urban decay include, but are not limited to, plywood-boarded doors and windows, parked trucks and 

long-term unauthorized use of the properties and parking lots, extensive gang and other graffiti and 

offensive words painted on buildings, dumping of refuse on site, overturned dumpsters, broken parking 

barriers, broken glass littering the site, dead trees and shrubbery together with weeds, lack of building 

maintenance, homeless encampments, and unsightly and/or dilapidated fencing.  

Methodology 

To perform the analysis, ALH Economics obtained sales, market, real estate, and other relevant data from 

many sources, including but not limited to Safeway Stores; the 2010 U.S. Census; the Association of Bay 

Area Governments; the California State Board of Equalization; Claritas, a national provider of economic 

and demographic data; Neilson Trade Dimensions; and the Planning and Economic Development 

Departments in the cities of Berkeley, Emeryville, and Oakland. In addition, ALH Economics conducted 

fieldwork throughout the Berkeley and Oakland portions of the market area.  

The urban decay study focused primarily on the expected market area for the project, which was 

determined through analysis of Safeway sales data, by customer zip code, adjusted to correlate with 

census tracts, and further refined with mapping software. The defined market area encompasses portions 

of southern and central Berkeley and northern Oakland. The ALH Economics study included areas 

outside the defined market area where relevant to the analysis, such as for the cumulative impact 

analysis.
11

 

Project Impacts 

ALH Economics estimated that net new stabilized annual project sales will total $26.1 million in 2011 

dollars, 80 percent of which is expected to be generated by residents in the project’s market area, 

equivalent to $20.8 million in sales. These sales would fall into the following categories: food and 

beverages store sales ($17.0 million); other retail sales ($1.9 million); food services and drinking places, 

i.e., restaurants and bars ($1.0 million); and clothing and clothing accessories ($0.9 million). Stabilized 

sales are not expected to occur the first year of store operations, but rather the second or third year, which 

is typical of new retail operations.  

By comparison, the market area as a whole is estimated to have base sales of $650.4 million in 2011. In 

addition, there is a substantial amount of “leakage” of general retail sales (i.e., non food and beverage 

stores) outside the market area generated by residents living inside the market area. Leakage reflects 

consumer demand that cannot be met by existing retail stores within the market area. In the food and 

beverage category, the market area is estimated to achieve 12 percent sales attraction, meaning 12 percent 

more sales in this category occur than would be expected from resident spending alone. 

The proposed project is expected to recapture some existing retail leakage in categories other than food 

and beverage sales. The amount of recaptured leakage is estimated to be $2.9 million annually. While this 

recaptured sales leakage amount translates into new project and market area sales, it will come at the 

expense of existing retailers outside the market area. These outside market area retailers are assumed to 

be located over a wide area, and it is unlikely that any particular store outside the market area would lose 

sufficient sales directly attributable to the project to result in store closure, and thus would not lead to 

urban decay in this more generalized area. This is especially the case given the low amount of assumed 

recaptured sales, totaling $2.9 million. 

                                                      
11  In general, the market area used for the economic impact and urban decay analysis is consistent with the geographic area 

that generates most of the project traffic shown on Figure 4.3-12 (Project Trip Distribution Percentages) of the DEIR and 

used in the project traffic impact analysis. 
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The proposed project would also divert sales from existing market area retailers. The larger market area 

grocery stores most likely to experience these impacts would be Trader Joe’s, Whole Foods, and Berkeley 

Bowl, which are located 0.3, 1.0, and 1.7 miles, respectively, from the project site. In addition, the nearby 

niche food markets of Yasai Produce Market, Ver Brugge Meat-Fish Poultry, and Star Grocery are 

anticipated to at least initially experience some sales impacts. These stores may gain customers while the 

Safeway store is closed for construction, providing an opportunity to build new customer loyalty. These 

stores already have a strong complement of loyal customers, which is expected to enable these stores to 

survive following the opening of the proposed project. It is notable that these stores have successfully co-

existed with Safeway for many years. They therefore already offer unique products and services valued 

by customers and have a loyal customer base. Even with the greater volume of goods that will be 

available at the expanded Safeway, these niche stores will continue to provide quality of service and 

products seemingly perceived as not being available at Safeway, such as the personal customer service 

available at Star Grocery, the local farm-based market fresh produce at Yasai, and the high quality meat 

and fish products available at Ver Brugge.  

The ALH Economics study concluded that lost food and beverage sales by market area grocery stores 

would be partially offset by at least three factors. First, ALH Economics found that most of the larger 

grocery stores within the market area with which the proposed Safeway store would compete (e.g., Trader 

Joe’s, Whole Foods and Berkeley Bowl), as well as many of the stores outside the market area, are 

performing above general grocery industry standards based on average sales per square foot. This strong 

performance has been maintained despite the poor economic conditions associated with the recent 

national recession. They are thus indicative that the stores in the market area are strong performers with a 

strong customer base and could withstand the competition from the expanded Safeway store with some 

still retaining above industry or chain sales performance. 

Second, the Andronico’s grocery store on Telegraph Avenue in Berkeley (1.2 miles from the project) 

closed in mid-December 2011 and will most likely be replaced with a CVS Pharmacy. The closure of this 

conventional grocery store will result in an infusion of additional grocery shopping dollars made available 

to the remaining market area grocery stores, particularly to those closest to the closing store (Whole 

Foods and Berkeley Bowl). 

Third, total sales in the food and beverage sales category are expected to increase as a result of household 

growth. Demographic projections indicate that 1,526 new households will be created in the market area 

between 2011 and 2015 (the projected opening date of the proposed project), which would generate an 

estimated $43.3 million in additional retail demand in the market area. ALH Economics acknowledged 

that this amount of projected growth may be exaggerated due to potentially aggressive governmental 

demographic projections, but estimated that this amount of new growth could generate $7.3 million in 

new food and beverage demand, which could offset up to 43 percent of the maximum $17.0 million in the 

project’s food sales impacts.  

Any lost food and beverage sales caused by the proposed project would be spread among numerous 

stores, with the greatest impacts experienced by stores that are achieving very high sales performance. 

ALH Economics concluded that no existing stores would experience sales impacts attributable to the 

project so severe as to induce store closure. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The ALH Economics study identified 15 potential cumulative retail development projects in the market 

area and surrounding areas with the potential to be developed during the same approximate timeframe as 

the proposed Safeway project. Six of the 15 projects were excluded from consideration in the cumulative 

impact analysis due to uncertainty with respect to timing of their implementation and/or because they 
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were not deemed likely to draw from the same market area as the proposed project and thus would not 

contribute to cumulative urban decay impacts. The ALH Economics study concluded that the remaining 

nine projects could contribute to cumulative market area sales impacts and these projects were thus 

included in the cumulative analysis.  

The cumulative projects are located in Oakland, Berkeley, and Emeryville, at distances ranging from 1.2 

miles to 10.9 miles from the project site. They include the planned expansions of the Rockridge Safeway 

in Oakland, located at 51
st
 Street/Pleasant Valley Road and Broadway, and the Shattuck Safeway, located 

on Shattuck Avenue near Rose Street in Berkeley, as well as a variety of mixed-use projects in Oakland 

and Emeryville. These projects were identified because their market areas may overlap to some extent 

with the project’s market area, thus providing competition for retail expenditures by residents living in the 

project market area. Additional details on the 9 cumulative projects are provided in Exhibit 14 of the ALH 

Economics study. 

Sales figures for the 9 potential cumulative projects were estimated, based on the size and nature of the 

prospective retail space. The sales projections ranged from $251 per square foot to $800 per square foot, 

as general sales estimations. For the full amount of planned retail development among the cumulative 

projects, which totals 583,266 square feet, these estimated sales total $237.7 million, although it is 

considered unlikely that all of the potential future projects will be fully developed. 

The cumulative retail projects would compete with the proposed project only to the extent that their 

market areas overlap. The mixed-use project at 51
st
 Street and Telegraph Avenue would have the greatest 

overlap, estimated at 50 percent because this relatively small project is unlikely to have a significant 

market draw, and thus is not anticipated to draw customers from the northern portion of the project’s 

market area. The other cumulative projects were assumed to have between 5 percent to 33 percent overlap 

with the project’s market area, with the cumulative projects located outside the project’s defined market 

area assumed to be at the low end of this range.  

Of particular relevance to the cumulative analysis are the plans for the Safeway site at 51
st
 Street/Pleasant 

Valley Road and Broadway, presently undergoing environmental review. This project would relocate and 

expand the Safeway store in the space currently occupied by a CVS store and develop a shopping center 

with 212,310 square feet of retail and non-retail space. The project would result in a net increase of 

137,072 square feet of commercial space, which is estimated to generate $66.1 million in retail sales. 

ALH Economics estimated that 80 percent of the increase in retail sales, or $52.9 million, would be 

generated by that store’s market area residents. Indeed, only a portion of the market area for that project 

will be competitive with and overlap with the Claremont/College Safeway expansion project. ALH 

Economics developed an estimate of the market area for the 51
st
/Broadway Safeway store, and 

determined an estimated 28 percent of the Claremont/College Safeway store’s market area households are 

in common with the 51
st
/Broadway Safeway project. As a result, it is estimated that approximately $18.5 

million of the sales at the 51
st
/Broadway Safeway project would be generated by the market area for the 

proposed Claremont/College Safeway project.  

For all of the cumulative projects combined (i.e., excluding the Safeway), ALH Economics determined 

that $42.4 million of cumulative project estimated sales would be competitive with the proposed project 

and generated by residents within the project’s market area, taking into account the market area overlap 

assumptions referenced above. The largest portions of these cumulative project market area sales would 

occur in two retail categories: food and beverage stores, with 29 percent ($12.5 million) of the 

competitive total, and other retail, with another 31 percent ($13.0 million) Economics of the competitive 

total (both percentages rounded).  
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While the food and beverage sales impacts are presented as a share of the market area’s food and 

beverage store retail sales base, these impacts are likely to be more dispersed geographically, due to the 

wide variety of food store shopping opportunities available throughout the region and the nature of the 

projects generating the incremental cumulative food sales impacts.  

ALH Economics concluded that, as with the project impacts, some smaller grocery and food stores within 

the market area and beyond might experience some short-term changes in demand as shoppers explore the 

expanded shopping opportunities presented by the cumulative projects. However, these shoppers are 

ultimately anticipated to restore some, if not all, of their diverted shopping to these small grocery or food 

stores after an initial time period, especially if the cumulative projects do not comprise a substantially 

new food store offering, which is not anticipated. Shopping convenience and quality of service and 

products are anticipated to prevail over the long-run to the benefit of these smaller stores, especially since 

the configuration of the expanded Safeway may result in a more time intensive shopping trip for Safeway 

customers compared to the configuration of the current store. As with the project impacts, the majority of 

the cumulative impacts are expected to be experienced by the larger stores in the market area, namely 

Trader Joe’s, Whole Foods, and Berkeley Bowl. This is because the majority of the cumulative food and 

beverage sales would continue to be generated by Safeway, and stores directly competitive with Safeway 

would likely be the stores most impacted. Because of the strong performance of these market area food 

retailers, future demand pursuant to household growth, and the re-distribution of food sales dollars due to 

the closure of the Andronico’s store on Telegraph Avenue, the cumulative project food sales impacts are 

not anticipated to result in any store closures.  

Potential for Urban Decay 

As noted above, it is unlikely that the sales impacts from the proposed project or cumulative projects 

would cause any market area stores (food or other retail) to close. Furthermore, any vacated spaces would 

be backfilled by other retail tenants. 

The retail real estate markets in both the City of Berkeley and the City of Oakland have historically been 

relatively healthy, and have continued to have low vacancies during the recent national recession. As of 

third quarter 2011, Berkeley had an overall retail vacancy rate of 3.6 percent, and its vacancy rate never 

exceeded 6 percent since the second quarter of 2007. In general, retail markets are deemed most healthy 

when there is some increment of vacancy, at least 5 percent, which allows for market fluidity and growth 

of existing retailers. Thus, the current Berkeley retail vacancy rate of 3.6 percent is a low vacancy rate 

and, with a citywide inventory of approximately 6.7 million square feet of retail space, is indicative of a 

very strong and tight retail market.  

Oakland’s retail market is similarly strong, with a third-quarter 2011 vacancy rate of 3.8 percent, and a 

peak over the past 5.5 years of 4.9 percent. The retail base in Oakland, however, is much larger than 

Berkeley, estimated at almost 22.4 million square feet.  

Retail vacancies in both cities tend to be filled relatively quickly. For example, a recent vacancy near the 

College Safeway store, created when the shop A Cuppa Tea relocated a few blocks away, was backfilled 

within a matter of weeks by a Peet’s coffee shop. Between October 2010 and October 2011, 60 retail 

vacancies in Berkeley were leased by new tenants, accounting for absorption of approximately 128,000 

square feet of retail space. During the same one-year time frame, 104 retail leases were executed in the 

City of Oakland, totaling approximately 198,000 square feet of leased space. It would be expected that 

any store vacancy would be filled, and the proposed project therefore would not contribute to urban 

decay. 
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In addition to the strong retail real estate market in the project’s market area, existing regulatory controls 

in both the City of Berkeley and the City of Oakland would limit the potential for urban decay to occur as 

a result of implementation of the proposed project. Both cities have anti-blight ordinances, as well as 

ordinances controlling graffiti, weeds, dumping garbage, debris, and litter. Property owners in both cities 

are required to maintain their properties so as not to create a nuisance resulting from conditions that 

reduce property values and promote blight and neighborhood deterioration. These ordinances provide 

regulatory measures that will alleviate the potential for conditions contributing to urban decay to occur. 

During the fieldwork conducted in October 2011, ALH Economics observed only a few visible signs of 

litter, graffiti, weeds, or rubbish associated with existing commercial nodes in the project’s market area, 

most notably in Berkeley. They were mostly associated with properties engaged in the development 

planning process, or under the control of one property owner with a reputation for weak property 

maintenance.  

Based upon these findings, ALH Economics concluded that the proposed College Avenue Safeway 

expansion project and the identified cumulative projects would not cause or contribute to urban decay. 

Response to cases relied on by some commenters.  

Some commenters cite the following cases in support of their position that the project may result in 

significant urban decay impacts: Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield, 124 

Cal.App.4th 1184 (2004); Citizens Assn. for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. County of Inyo, 172 

Cal.App.3d 151 (1985); and Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mount Shasta, 198 Cal.App.3d 433 

(1988). As explained below, in none of these decisions did the court rule that the project at issue in the 

case would result in significant urban decay impacts. Instead, the court ruled that since evidence of 

potential urban decay impacts had been presented, the issue should have been studied in a CEQA 

document. Here, an expert urban decay analysis was performed (i.e., the ALH Economics study), and it 

concludes that the project will not result in any significant impacts.  

The development projects at issue in the Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield case 

involved two proposed shopping centers, located approximately 3.6 miles apart from one another, with a 

combined total of 1.1 million square feet of retail space. Each shopping center was to include a 

“Supercenter,” which is a Walmart (large big-box discount center) combined with a full-size grocery 

store. In that case, both Supercenters were to be approximately 220,000 square feet in size. Separate EIRs 

were prepared by the City of Bakersfield for both projects. The EIRs were challenged for, among other 

reasons, failing to include a discussion of urban decay impacts. The Court of Appeal ruled that when there 

is evidence that a project could result in urban decay impacts, an EIR is required to assess this indirect 

impact. In light of the evidence presented in that case (e.g., an expert report, studies, articles, etc.), the 

court concluded that both EIRs failed to evaluate whether the Supercenters, either individually or 

cumulatively, could trigger events leading to urban decay. The Court of Appeal determined that, on 

remand, the EIRs must analyze whether the Supercenters, individually and/or cumulatively, could 

indirectly trigger the downward spiral of retail closures and consequent long-term vacancies that 

ultimately result in urban decay. 

In its decision, the court reasoned that it was the size and discount nature of the Supercenters that resulted 

in their potential to drive other retail businesses (some of which were described as “in serious decline” 

and “facing extinction”) out of business. Another consideration was that an existing large Walmart store 

in the area would be vacant following completion of one of the Supercenters, and unlikely to be occupied 

by another retailer. By contrast, the proposed Safeway project would be one-quarter the size of one 

Supercenter, and it would replace an existing 24,260-square-foot Safeway store that has operated on the 
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site for more than 46 years. Thus, contrary to the facts of the Bakersfield Citizens case, there will be no 

remaining vacant commercial structure after the project is constructed and operational. Further, there is no 

evidence of urban decay impacts here as was the case in the Bakersfield Citizens case. Instead, the ALH 

Economics study concludes that the project will not result in any significant impacts in this regard.  

In Citizens Assn. for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. County of Inyo, the Court of Appeal 

overturned the approvals granted for a shopping center project based on the agency impermissibly 

segmenting environmental review of the project based on the different approvals required. In providing 

guidance to the agency on remand, the court stated that the agency should consider physical deterioration 

of the downtown Bishop area to the extent that potential is demonstrated to be an indirect environmental 

effect of the proposed project. The project at issue in that case was an 86,500 square foot shopping center 

in a rural area. While a 12,000 square foot expansion to an existing Safeway store on the site was also 

anticipated, it does not appear that Safeway was even part of the proposed project and likewise no 

indication that the proposed store expansion had the potential to result in significant urban decay impacts. 

In contrast to the facts of that case, the project here is located in an urban, developed setting and expert 

evidence concludes that it will not result in significant urban decay impacts. 

In Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mount Shasta, the Court of Appeal ruled that a city failed to 

consider the possible physical deterioration of the city’s downtown area resulting from the rezoning of a 

large tract of vacant land from residential to commercial and related uses. The EIR in that case identified 

that the proposed project may pose a significant economic problem for existing businesses in a rural area 

but offered little analysis of the issue, noting that economic impacts were outside the scope of CEQA. 

Unlike the facts of this case, the project would not be developed on vacant land zoned for residential use, 

but rather would be infill development on a parcel zoned for commercial use in an urban, developed 

setting. Further, the EIR here, unlike the EIR in that case, does not identify that the project has the 

potential to result in significant urban decay impacts. As noted above, the ALH Economics study 

concludes that the project will not result in any significant impacts in this regard.  

Conclusion 

In short, as shown by the ALH Economics study, the project will not result in significant urban decay 

impacts, either on a project or cumulative level. Similarly, the facts of this case are distinguishable from 

the facts of the cases relied on by some commenters. 

Master Response M-7 Air Quality 

Various comments were received regarding the thresholds and methodology used for the air quality 

analyses in the DEIR. Questions were also raised regarding the DEIR’s analysis of vehicle emissions, 

possible health risks due to air quality, possible environmental impacts due to hexavalent chromium, and 

cumulative air quality impacts.  

CEQA Thresholds Used 

Specific air quality comments suggested that the project may emit criteria air pollutants (NOX) in excess 

of thresholds for operational and construction emissions. The air quality analyses in the DEIR relied upon 

the thresholds of significance and methodologies recommended by the Bay Area Air Quality Maintenance 

District (BAAQMD) in its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Guidelines, which 

the BAAQMD adopted in June 2010 and updated in May 2011. Although the BAAQMD’s air quality 

thresholds were later vacated by court order due to the courts determination that BAAQMD had not 

complied with the CEQA in adopting its guidelines, the technical and scientific basis for BAAQMD’s 

guidelines were not rejected by the court. At the time of the time of the NOP and preparation of the DEIR, 
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the City of Oakland had already adopted similar thresholds based upon the BAAQMD guidelines as part 

of its August 2011 “CEQA Thresholds of Significance Guidelines. This is consistent with and authorized 

by CEQA Guidelines Section 15064. Oakland’s August 2011 thresholds of significance remain in effect, 

and have not been challenged. Thus, the DEIR’s use of the City’s guidelines and thresholds (also referred 

to respectively in this EIR as the “BAAQMD guidelines” and the “BAAQMD thresholds of 

significance”) is proper. 

The thresholds and methods used in the DEIR are based on site-specific calculations. The information on 

current air quality presented in the DEIR was part of the setting information as recommended by the 

BAAQMD, but does not represent "surrogate data" for the project site. (One commenter erroneously 

assumed that data collected from West Oakland was use to determine project air quality emissions.). 

Neither Oakland’s thresholds and methods nor the BAAQMD’s thresholds and methods are dependent on 

localized air quality data. 

The Initial Study (Appendix N in the EIR) was prepared in October 2009, well in advance of the issuance 

of the latest BAAQMD thresholds, and thus does not evaluate air quality impacts according to the 

BAAQMD thresholds. However, the air quality section of the DEIR addresses all thresholds and methods 

that were recommended by BAAQMD guidance and are now adopted by the City of Oakland. The DEIR 

thus provides a more comprehensive and up-to-date analysis than described in the Initial Study. 

California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) ™  

Comments were made regarding the air quality models used in the DEIR analyses, specifically the 

CALEEMod model and the last of information about calculations and assumptions. The CalEEMod and 

ISCST-3 models were applied to project construction in accordance with BAAQMD guidelines and, as 

noted above, adopted by the City of Oakland.
12

 Applying the model results to the BAAQMD significance 

thresholds, the DEIR found that during construction, community risks and hazard impacts would be 

significant. Mitigation measures were developed to reduce these impacts to levels below the BAAAMQD 

significance threshold. 

CalEEMod is a statewide program designed to calculate both criteria pollutants and GHG emissions for 

development projects in California. This model was developed under the auspices of the South Coast Air 

Quality Management District (SCAQMD), which received input from other California air districts, 

including BAAQMD, and is a currently accepted model by BAAQMD for use in quantifying the 

emissions associated with development projects undergoing environmental review. Assumptions and 

methods used with the CalEEMod program are discussed in detail in Chapter 4.5 of the DEIR, and the 

output of the CalEEMod is provided in Appendix L of the DEIR.  

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,
13

 CARB’s on-road and off-road equipment emission 

models, such as the EMission FACtor model (EMFAC) and the Off-road Emissions Inventory Program 

model (OFFROAD)
14

, and studies commissioned by California agencies such as the CEC and 

CalRecycle. The appropriate information to evaluate the emission calculations that were performed using 

                                                      
12  On page 4.5-49 in the DEIR it is noted that BAAQMD notified Oakland that the CalEEMod model was acceptable to use to 

quantify GHG emissions for the proposed project. 
13  The EPA 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/ 
14  OFFROAD refers to CARB’s emissions estimation model and off-road refers to equipment that operate off the road. 
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CalEEMod is provided in the supporting text, CalEEMod report output. The supporting text shown in the 

data output in Appendix L to the DEIR describes any site specific data that was used in the model when 

the CalEEMod default data was not used. Details regarding the specific calculation methodologies and 

data sources incorporated into CalEEMod are detailed in the CalEEMod User’s Guide available at 

www.caleemod.com.  

Evaluation of Project Emissions 

Several comments raised questions about the evaluation of project construction and operational 

emissions. Emissions during the construction and operational phases of the project were evaluated at 

various scales using the City’s thresholds of significance. Emissions of all traffic generated by the project 

in the regional air basin were estimated, compared to the criteria pollutant thresholds of significance and 

found to be less than significant. (See DEIR pages 4.4-16 to 21, and Appendix L.)  

At the local scale, a screening method was used to evaluate the potential for exceedances of the 

state/federal ambient air quality standards for carbon monoxide, which were found to be less than 

significant. (See DEIR p. 4.4-20.) Also at the local scale, community risks and hazards were evaluated 

(See DEIR p 4.4-20 and -21).  

The air quality analysis models included any potential increase in emissions that may be generated by 

vehicles idling around the project site such as delivery trucks, vehicles waiting to enter the garage, 

waiting to let off/pick up shoppers, or searching for parking. The emission thresholds account for all types 

of potential air quality impacts, including the “criteria air pollutants:”
15

 ozone (O3), carbon monoxide 

(CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and lead (Pb)). 

The DEIR concluded the project would not have a potentially significant impact on air quality. 

Some commenters were concerned about the effects of the proposed project on the residences directly to 

the north of the store. In fact, the proposed project would improve the dispersion of vehicle emissions 

compared to the existing conditions. Currently, there is no parking garage to contain and ventilate exhaust 

fumes. The proposed garage would ventilate exhaust fumes away from the adjacent residences. In 

addition, air quality modeling indicates that winds generally blow to the east away from the residences 

which would further disperse exhaust fumes. 

Health Risk Analysis 

Comments were made regarding the potential health risks associated with increased activity on the project 

site that would include additional traffic. The DEIR on page 4.4-18 (Impact AIR-3) estimates air quality 

health risk impacts associated with construction activity in accordance with the BAAQMD’s CEQA 

thresholds of significance. A site-specific health risk assessment was prepared to evaluate potential health 

risks from exposure to toxic air contaminants (TACs), including diesel particulate matter (DPM). The 

health risk assessment found that the highest annual DPM concentrations would be located east of the 

project site along the Claremont Avenue sidewalk. Impact AIR-3 concludes that the DPM concentrations 

at this location would be significant unless mitigated. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 thus stipulates that the 

project applicant shall develop a Diesel Emission Reduction Plan which would include, but not be 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. This program must be capable of 

achieving a project wide fleet-average of 70 percent particulate matter reduction compared to the most 

recent California Air Resources Board (CARB) fleet average. The DEIR concluded that implementation 

                                                      
15  These pollutants are called “criteria” air pollutants because standards have been established for each of them to meet specific 

public health and welfare criteria. 

http://www.caleemod.com/
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of the mitigation measure would reduce TAC, including DPM, exhaust emissions to a less-than-

significant level. (See DEIR p. 4.4-19.) 

Some commenters questioned whether the DEIR’s analysis of air quality impacts took into account 

potential air quality impacts of truck traffic on the children living in the neighborhood. To assess these 

potential impacts, the City utilizes BAAQMD guidance documents (which were not voided by court 

order), that provide a recommended methodology for assessing risks and hazards at a local, or 

community, scale from air pollutants emitted from common urban source types to nearby receptors. The 

methodology can be used to assess single-source impacts from either an individual new source or impacts 

on new receptors (such as new residents in a housing project) from existing sources of toxic emissions. 

The BAAQMD guidance document emphasizes impacts on children. The thresholds of significance and 

methodologies for assessing Community Risks and Hazards account for the increased sensitivity of 

children. The Health Risk Analysis prepared for the project accounts for the possible differences in risk 

associated with early-in-life exposures. Age Sensitivity Factors (ASFs) were used to weight exposures 

that occur early in life for prenatal, postnatal, and juvenile exposures. The Health Risk analysis utilized 

the recommended application of a 10-fold ASF when assessing the health risks.  

According to BAAQMD CEQA guidance, exposure of receptors to substantial concentrations of toxic air 

contaminants (TACs) and particulate matter (PM2.5) could occur from the following situations:  

1. Siting a new TAC and/or PM2.5 source (e.g., diesel generator, truck distribution center, freeway) 

near existing or planned receptors; and  

2. Siting a new receptor near an existing source of TAC and/or PM2.5 emissions.
16

  

Although the project does not qualify as a truck distribution center, on-site emissions from idling trucks at 

the loading dock were evaluated using BAAQMD methods and as an unpermitted (not requiring an air 

quality permit) source of diesel particulate matter (a TAC). 

The first step recommended in the BAAQMD method is to estimate screening-level impacts using trigger 

levels. On-site idling emissions at the truck loading docks were conservatively estimated and compared to 

the BAAQMD TAC Trigger Levels. Emissions of PM2.5 and diesel particulate matter were found to be 

below the trigger levels. According to BAAQMD guidance, no further particulate matter or toxics 

analysis is recommended when emissions are found to be below the trigger levels. 

California Air Resources Board’s diesel truck idling Air Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) (each ATCM is 

codified in the California Code of Regulations (CCR)) requires that heavy trucks: 

1. shall not idle the vehicle’s primary diesel engine for greater than 5.0 minutes at any location; and 

2. shall not operate a diesel-fueled auxiliary power system (APS) to power a heater, air conditioner, 

or any ancillary equipment on that vehicle during sleeping or resting in a sleeper berth for greater 

than 5.0 minutes at any location when within 100 feet of a restricted area. 

A commenter made reference to a 100-foot radius distance that would trigger consideration for a CARB 

regulation. The 100-foot restriction is applicable to vehicles where drivers would be sleeping or resting in 

                                                      
16  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011. 
16  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risk and Hazards, 

May 2010. 
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a sleeper berth and applies to auxiliary power systems, a situation not applicable to the proposed project. 

The primary diesel engine restriction is applicable at all locations. 

Hexavalent Chromium 

A commenter raised concerns that the demolition of concrete structures for the project and use of asphalt 

would release hexavalent chromium into the air which is a Class A known human carcinogen. Hexavalent 

chromium is considered a cancer-causing TAC, and its non-cancer effects include renal toxicity, 

gastrointestinal hemorrhage, intravascular hemolysis, contact dermatitis, and skin ulcers. Chrome plating, 

welding, spray painting, leather tanning, and ship/boat building are examples of activities resulting in 

hexavalent chromium emissions. The California Air Resources Board adopted an airborne toxic control 

measure in 1988 to reduce emissions of hexavalent chromium from chrome plating and chromic acid 

anodizing operations and to prohibit the use of hexavalent chromium in the circulating water of a cooling 

tower. 

Hexavalent chromium is found in concrete in trace amounts, but there are no air quality standards or 

restrictions imposed by the State of California or the BAAQMD as there are for asbestos, another toxic 

material found in construction debris. The BAAQMD methodology for addressing construction TACs – 

which has been adopted by the City of Oakland - does not identify hexavalent chromium as a TAC 

emitted in significant amounts during construction. Further, neither the BAAQMD nor the City of 

Oakland have set any CEQA thresholds for the emission of hexavalent chromium. Therefore, the presence 

of hexavalent chrominum is not considered an impact of the project under CEQA. 

Cumulative Air Quality 

Comments were received about the project’s contribution to cumulative air quality. The BAAQMD 

methodology (adopted by the City of Oakland) for evaluating projects is based on examining the 

emissions associated with an individual development, and comparing project emissions to levels 

established as representing a “cumulatively considerable” impact. The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality 

Guidelines stated: 

“The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB) is currently designated as a nonattainment 

area for state and national ozone standards and national particulate matter ambient air quality 

standards. SFBAAB’s nonattainment status is attributed to the region‘s development history. 

Past, present and future development projects contribute to the region‘s adverse air quality 

impacts on a cumulative basis. By its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. No 

single project is sufficient in size to, by itself; result in nonattainment of ambient air quality 

standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulatively significant 

adverse air quality impacts. If a project’s contribution to the cumulative impact is considerable, 

then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.  

The emission levels for which a project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively 

considerable are considered in developing thresholds of significance for air pollutants. If a project 

exceeds the identified significance thresholds, its emissions would be cumulatively considerable, 

resulting in significant adverse air quality impacts to the region’s existing air quality conditions. 

Therefore, additional analysis to assess cumulative impacts is unnecessary. The analysis to assess 

project-level air quality impacts should be as comprehensive and rigorous as possible.”
17

  

                                                      
17  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011. 
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Since the significance thresholds are also used to determine what is cumulatively considerable, the air 

quality analysis not only evaluates the cumulative impact of the project and all Bay Area Safeway 

proposals but also all “past, present and future development projects.” The cumulative analysis was based 

on regional growth. The project would not result in a significant and unavoidable impact on either a 

project or cumulative level. 

 

Master Response M-8 Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) 

Comments were submitted to the City of Oakland that called into question if the proposed project was 

going to be “green,” utilizing such energy control measures as solar panels, energy efficient refrigeration 

systems, energy efficient lighting, energy efficient HVAC, and implement customer/employee incentives 

to reduce GHGs. Comments claimed that construction-generated GHG emissions from the project were 

not properly accounted for, GHG emissions were not accurately assessed and the goals and policies of the 

Oakland Energy and Climate Action Plan would not be achieved.  

Oakland Energy and Climate Action Plan (ECAP) 

The GHG emission inventory associated with Oakland’s ECAP involves a different scope and boundary 

than inventories reported in EIRs for land use development projects and therefore direct comparisons are 

not appropriate, moreover, the plan has not been adopted by the City of Oakland and is not official policy. 

The City’s inventory of GHG emissions in particular focuses on only the emissions which occur in its 

physical geographic border. An inventory for an EIR focuses on the emissions caused by the land uses 

being studied regardless of if the emissions occur outside of the geographic boundary. For example, the 

vehicle miles traveled in the City’s inventory are only on City of Oakland streets. When a car crosses into 

the next town it would not be counted in the City of Oakland’s inventory. On the other hand, the emission 

inventory used in the EIR does continue to track the emissions associated with the car until it reaches its 

destination coming to or leaving the land uses studied in the EIR. 

The City of Oakland’s goal to reduce emissions to 36 percent below 2005 levels by 2020 would come 

through a combination of state policies for reducing GHGs, proposed climate change reduction policies, 

other city policies, and community engagement. The proposed project is consistent with the spirit of the 

city policies and desired actions as outlined in the draft ECAP. The project is making use of an infill, 

commercial, and transit oriented development which would continue to provide neighborhood serving 

retail. It would provide for energy use improvements by demolishing an old building and replacing it with 

a more energy efficient building incorporating many energy efficient and green building design features. 

The project would feature transportation benefits in that it enhances the bus stops in the area, provides 

transit incentives for employees, incorporates car-sharing, and provides bicycle parking.  

Construction-Generated GHGs 

Chapter 4 in the EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of the potential GHG emissions of the project. 

Subsection 4.5.3 on pages 4.5-44 to 4.5-55 discusses the approach and conclusions to the CEQA analysis 

of GHG emissions. Appendix L contains the outputs of the CalEEMod computer model and Air Quality 

Dispersal Map. In order to calculate the criteria and GHG emissions associated with the project, the 

California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) was used. 
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The significance criteria used to determine if the GHG emissions would result in a significant impact was 

if a project involving a land use development, produce total emissions of more than 1,100 metric tons of 

CO2e annually or more than 4.6 metric tons of CO2e per service population annually The service 

population includes both the residents and the employees of the project. The proposed project’s impact 

would be considered significant if the emissions exceed the 1,100 metric tons threshold or 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. The significance criteria for GHG emissions were provided by the 

City of Oakland. The City Guidelines explain how construction GHG emissions should be evaluated 

under CEQA which states: 

“The Project’s expected greenhouse gas emissions during construction should be annualized over 

a period of 40 years and then 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.” 

This is consistent with BAAQMD’s guidance which states that the Lead Agency should quantify and 

disclose GHG emissions that would occur during construction and make a determination of the 

significance of these construction-generated GHG emissions impacts.  

These thresholds will ensure that the project’s cumulative contribution of GHG emissions to climate 

change would be less than significant and that the project will meet the objectives of AB 32 as assessed 

by BAAQMD. As stated on page 2-1 of BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, “BAAQMD‘s approach to 

developing a Threshold of Significance for GHG emissions is to identify the emissions level for which a 

project would not be expected to substantially conflict with existing California legislation adopted to 

reduce statewide GHG emissions needed to move us towards climate stabilization.”  

In addition to AB32 there is an executive order to reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels in 

2050.
18

 At this time no specific strategies have been identified to reach the 2050 goal which would apply 

to a more macro level rather than specific individual projects. The technologies needed to reach this goal 

are unknown and speculative but would likely be a result of technologies that reduce building energy use, 

water use, improve vehicle economy and decarbonization of the fuel supply for vehicles and electricity 

generation. A recent study by Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory and Energy and Environmental 

Economics (Science November 24, 2011) concluded that technically feasible levels of energy efficiency 

and decarbonized energy supply alone are not sufficient to reach the 2050 goal. Furthermore, it is 

unknown if the proposed project would be around at this time or have been modified from the use and 

design evaluated in this EIR, as land uses may change within this time frame. Therefore, it is too 

speculative at this time to assess if the proposed project is consistent with the GHG emission goal for 

2050 identified in the executive order.  

Baseline Consumption for GHG Analyses 

Commenters questioned the use of the gas station as part of the environmental baseline for calculations. If 

a proposed project involves the removal of existing emission sources, BAAQMD recommends 

subtracting the existing emissions levels from the emissions levels estimated for the new proposed land 

use. This net calculation is permissible only if the existing emission sources were operational at the time 

                                                      
18  Executive Order S-3-05 by the Governor of the State of California, June 2005. 
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that the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the CEQA project was circulated (or in the absence of an NOP 

when environmental analysis begins). This net calculation is not permitted for emission sources that 

ceased to operate, or the land uses that were vacated and/or demolished, prior to circulation of the NOP or 

the commencement of environmental analysis. This approach is consistent with the definition of baseline 

conditions pursuant to CEQA. The gas station was in operation at the time of the NOP and therefore is 

appropriate to include in the baseline conditions pursuant to CEQA.  

Project “Green Features” 

Comments were made on the Draft EIR’s analysis of GHGs and the extent to which the proposed project 

would contain energy conservation features. The proposed project has green features which are identified 

in the Safeway web site at http://www.safewayoncollege.com/files/43644528.pdf. They include the 

following: 

Lighting 

 High Efficiency Lighting 

 LED Backlit Exterior Signs 

 Automated Lighting Controls 

 LED Lighting in Refrigerated Case 

 Motion Sensor Controls on LED Lighting in Frozen Food Cases 

Refrigeration Systems 

 Distributed Refrigeration Systems 

 Focused Refrigerant Leak Repair Program 

 Upgraded Refrigeration System Components 

 Routine Refrigeration Maintenance Including Coil Cleaning 

Display Cases 

 Energy Efficient Case Designs 

 Energy Efficient Case Fan Motors 

 High Efficiency Case Coils 

 High Efficiency Reach-in Doors 

 No Heat / No Fog Doors to Reduce Energy Consumption 

HVAC Systems 

 High Efficiency HVAC Systems 

 State of the Art Energy Management Systems to Monitor and Control Energy Consumption 

 Programmable Thermostats for Maximum Comfort & Efficiency 

 Routine HVAC Maintenance & Coil Cleaning 

 Minimize Heating and Cooling in Unoccupied Areas  

 Optimize Ambient Humidity 

http://www.safewayoncollege.com/files/43644528.pdf
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Facilities 

 Fuel Efficient Truck Design 

 APU Systems to Reduce Engine Idling 

 Fuel Efficient Delivery Schedules and Routes 

 Wireless Fleet Monitoring 

 Energy Efficient Truck Refrigeration Systems 

 Use of Alternative Fuels such as Biodiesel, and Compressed Natural Gas  

“Cool” Roofs and Photovoltaic Systems 

Commenters suggested that solar panels should be installed on the roof of the proposed project and the 

DEIR did not contain any analysis of “cool” roofs or photovoltaic arrays. No analysis of cool roofs was 

performed since reliable methods to estimate the reductions associated with this type of mitigation are not 

available as concluded in California Air Pollution Control Officers Associate (CAPCOA)’s Quantifying 

Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures Manual
19

 in the discussion of strategies to reduce urban heat-island 

effects. It should be noted that reflective roofs are covered under Title 24 Part 6 which allows for system 

tradeoffs in the built environment to achieve overall energy reductions for the built environment. Since 

reflective roofs are only one mechanism at achieving overall built environment energy reductions, it is 

difficult to determine the effect of a reflective roof without considering the rest of the built environment. 

Since the Project must comply with Title 24 Part 6, energy efficiency in the built environment is 

addressed. The methods used in the estimate are conservative and project emissions would be less than 

estimated. 

Photovoltaic panels are not proposed as a project design feature. Based on the roof space available, there 

is not enough space to off-set all of the electricity demand required by the store. Even partial installation 

would not be cost effective. In addition, photovoltaic panels do not provide electricity during times when 

the sun is not shining. Therefore, the use of photovoltaic panels to provide electricity for the proposed 

project was found to not be a practical project design feature. 

Refrigeration Leaks 

A comment on the DEIR suggested that the analysis of refrigeration leaks was inadequate as it related to 

GHG impacts. Improvement in refrigeration systems are part of the proposed project design features 

which represent a significant reduction in GHG emissions compared to the baseline refrigeration systems 

in use at the store today. The baseline data was based on actual refrigerant charges for the year at 

Safeway, which is found in Appendix C of this document. The emission calculation for the proposed 

project accounted for the total amount of refrigerant that could be in the system. The DEIR analysis 

factored in a leak rate of 15 percent which is higher than the leak rate in the CalEEMod analysis. A leak 

rate of 15 percent for new equipment is reasonable as it is in line with estimates used by regulatory 

agencies and a more conservative assumption. Thus, the EIR provides a conservative estimate of the 

project’s GHG emissions. 

The GHG Model utilizes a leak rate of 5-10 percent for refrigeration units
20

 which is based on the 

California Air Resources Board (ARB) Refrigerant Management Program rule
21

. ARB’s Refrigerant 

                                                      
19  http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/greenhouse_gases/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-Final1.pdf, accessed 

December 15, 2011. 
20  BAAQMD. 2010. BGM User’s Manual. April. Available at: 

http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/BGM%20Users%20Manual.ashx?la=en. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/greenhouse_gases/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-Final1.pdf
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/BGM%20Users%20Manual.ashx?la=en
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Management Program rule which went into effect in 2011 requires frequent inspection of enclosed 

refrigeration units or installation of automatic leak detection. The regulation requires prompt fixing of any 

detected leaks which would minimize leak rates. Therefore it is anticipated that leaks in the project would 

be minimized and utilizing a value even higher than what regulators assumed is conservative approach for 

analysis of impacts.  

Zero-Net Energy Operation 

A commenter suggested that the DEIR should consider the improvements required for the project to 

achieve a zero-net energy operation. As stated above, the proposed project would be designed to 

incorporate many energy conserving features. A zero-net energy operation would not be possible or 

practical given the constraints of operation. Moreover, it was never a stated goal of the project, and is not 

required under CEQA., i.e., CEQA requires that significant impacts be reduced to less than significant to 

the extent feasible; CEQA does not require that impacts be reduced to zero or reduced entirely. 

Transportation Emissions 

Commenters suggested that the proposed project should introduce significant mitigation measures to cap 

the traffic emissions at the 2009 values. The proposed project does plan to incorporate several means of 

reducing the GHG emissions associated with traffic and enhance the use of transit such as continuing the 

use of public transit by employees and customers and providing new bus stops. The site plan has several 

design features to promote the use of bicycles. Safeway does have an on-line ordering system that does 

provide grocery delivery service.  

 

Master Response M-9 Land Use/Zoning/Neighborhood 
Compatibility 

Comments related to the land use and planning analysis of the DEIR addressed the following issues: 

 The applicability of the CN-1 and/or C-31 zoning designations to the project, and the project’s 

consistency with those designations; 

 The project’s consistency with the General Plan land use designation for the site and adopted 

plans and policies;  

 The project’s ability to meet the required findings for approval of a Conditional Use Permit 

(CUP); 

 The adequacy of the DEIR’s analysis of the project’s land use impacts; and 

 The compatibility of the project with the existing land use character of the site vicinity, including 

the existing pedestrian-oriented development in the area. 

These general comments and related specific comments are addressed by topic below. 

                                                                                                                                                                           
21  http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/reftrack/reftrack.htm 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/reftrack/reftrack.htm


5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-59 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

Zoning Analysis 

Applicable Zoning District 

As noted in the NOC, at the time of the Notice of Preparation and during preparation of the DEIR, the 

project site was located within a C-31 Special Retail Commercial zoning district. The C-31 zoning was 

subsequently eliminated from the City’s Planning Code in April 2011, and replaced by the Neighborhood 

Commercial Zone 1 (CN-1). The project site is therefore currently within a CN-1 district. 

The ordinance authorizing the new zoning regulations, passed by resolution of the Oakland City Council 

on March 15, 2011, explicitly states that “this Ordinance shall be effective 30 days from the date of final 

passage by the City Council, but shall not apply to . . . zoning applications deemed complete by the City 

as of the date of final passage” unless the applicant elects to apply the new zoning.
22

 Although the project 

site is now within a CN-1 zoning district, the zoning district was created after the City had deemed 

Safeway’s application for the proposed project complete. Safeway has not elected to have the new zoning 

apply to the project. As a result, the new CN-1 zoning regulations do not apply to the project. The DEIR 

evaluated the project’s consistency with the former C-31 regulations.  

The DEIR did not evaluate the project’s consistency with the CN-1 zoning because in this instance the 

CN-1 regulations do not apply. It is noteworthy, however, that the zoning regulations for the two districts 

are largely the same, and the findings required under the C-31 zoning for conditional use authorization 

were largely carried over to the CN-1 zoning.  

Consistency with Zoning Regulations 

Under California land use law, the General Plan establishes a comprehensive planning framework for 

development within a city or county via a set of goals, objectives, and policies. The zoning ordinance 

translates and implements the General Plan’s broad policy statements into specific requirements 

applicable to individual properties. There is some overlap in the functions of the two planning tools, as 

evidenced by the land use classifications and zoning districts. Land use classifications are established by 

the General Plan to map out on a macro level where different land uses will be located in the city. The 

land use classifications also stipulate standards for building density. The zoning districts are more 

specific, and provide the local government with police power to enforce the General Plan and protect the 

health, safety, and welfare of the public. Zoning regulations prescribe or restrict what may be done with 

individual properties, and they usually stipulate allowed uses, bulk of development (including density, 

height, setbacks, etc.), and performance requirements and restrictions. 

As noted on DEIR page 4.1-2, conflicts with a General Plan or zoning do not inherently result in a 

significant effect on the environment within the context of CEQA. As provided by Section 15358(b) of 

the CEQA Guidelines, effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change in the 

environment. As provided in Sections 15126.2 and 15143 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR shall focus on 

the significant environmental effects of the proposed project.  

Information on the project site’s commercial zoning is provided on page 56 of the Initial Study and on 

pages 4.1-8 through 4.1-10 of the DEIR. The DEIR states that the project would conform with the zoning 

regulations pertaining to height, setback, bicycle parking, and recycling space, but would require a 

variance for the shortfall of 15 parking spaces and one loading berth. The project would also require four 

conditional use permits for 1) general food sales, 2) alcoholic beverage sales, 3) size in excess of 7,500 

square feet, and 4) driveways on College Avenue and Claremont Avenue. The need for conditional use 

                                                      
22  Oakland City Council, Ordinance No. 13064 C.M.S., March 15, 2011. 
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permits would not affect the overall project’s consistency with the City’s zoning regulations. The 

discussion also notes that the 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, 

and that the analysis of land use consistency will be further developed in the more detailed work of the 

Planning Commission during the public review process and consideration of the project approvals. Based 

on the information currently available, the DEIR concluded that the proposed project would be consistent 

with applicable zoning regulations, subject to approval of the requested Conditional Use Permits and 

variances. The analysis provided on pages 4.1-3 through 4.1-10 provide the evidence for this conclusion.  

Conformance with Size and Density Restrictions 

The development regulations for the C-31 zoning district under which the project is grandfathered were 

promulgated in the former version of Chapter 17.48 of the Planning Code. There were two limits on size 

that were applicable to the proposed project. First, Section 17.48.080 stated that the total floor area 

devoted to Commercial or Manufacturing Activities by any single establishment may only exceed 7,500 

square feet upon the granting of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). This did not state or imply an intention 

on the part of the City to limit food or retail stores in the C-31 zone to 7,500 square feet in size; it simply 

established the City’s right to review such projects and exercise its discretion in whether or not to allow a 

particular establishment over 7,500 square feet by subjecting it to CUP review.  

The second Chapter 17.48 limit on size that was applicable to the project was the maximum allowable 

height. Except where otherwise provided, Section 17.48.140 restricted the height of commercial buildings 

in the C-31 district to 35 feet. As noted on page 4.1-10 of the DEIR, the proposed project would conform 

to this height limit. The proposed 40-foot-tall elevator tower at the southwest corner of the Safeway store 

would be consistent with Planning Code Section 17.108.030, which allows elevator or stair towers 

covering less than 10 percent of the roof area to exceed the applicable height limit by up to 12 feet, and 

allowed decorative features such as bell towers to exceed the limit by up to 15 feet. 

The C-31 district did not regulate floor area ratio (FAR), the typical means of limiting size in commercial 

buildings. The Neighborhood Center Commercial General Plan land use designation applicable to the 

project site allows an FAR of 4.0. Floor area ratio is a measurement of the density of development on a 

site, and is derived by dividing the square feet of building space (floor area) by the square feet of site area. 

Thus, a 20,000-square-foot building on a 10,000-square-foot site would have an FAR of 2.0. The 

proposed project would have an FAR of 0.72, less than a quarter of the development allowed by the 

General Plan land use designation.  

General Plan Analysis 

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 Quality Act (CEQA). (City Council Resolution No. 79312 C.M.S.; adopted June 

2005)  
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Under these principles, the project is consistent with the Oakland General Plan. 

Land Use Designation 

The General Plan land use classification of the site is Neighborhood Center Mixed Use. The General Plan 

reads:  

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 (the General Plan Land Use and Transportation 

Element, p. 146 (LUTE). 

As explained on page 4.1-3 of the DEIR, the existing Safeway embodies an economically viable, small-

scale neighborhood-oriented retail development, and the proposed project would continue this use while 

adding up to eight new commercial storefronts, including a restaurant, which could maintain and enhance 

the existing mixed-use neighborhood commercial character of the project vicinity. As illustrated in the 

elevations and visual simulations presented in the DEIR and the figures in Chapter 2 of this FEIR that 

depict the revised project, the development would be pedestrian-oriented with walk-up storefronts, an 

outdoor pedestrian plaza, ground-level and elevated pedestrian walkways, and a landscaped rooftop 

terrace at the prominent apex of the site. Parking would be screened from offsite views by landscaping, a 

planted trellis, and the new shops. The net result of the project design would be pedestrian-oriented 

development that would be consistent with the intent of the Neighborhood Center Mixed Use land use 

classification, as concluded in the DEIR. 

As shown in the General Plan, the proposed project is located in an area designated “maintain and 

enhance,” which is designated in areas where the predominant established uses and densities will 

continue, and changes in use and density will be comparatively minor. As further provided in the General 

Plan, “the maintain/enhance designation is compatible with preserving the character of established 

neighborhood housing areas and neighborhood activity centers while providing for development of infill 

sites that is compatible with surroundings.” 

The proposed project would be consistent with the development strategy inherent in the “maintain and 

enhance” designation. The proposed use would maintain and enhance the existing use of the site that has 

been established and continuously operating for 46 years. The proposed change in use would be small, as 

provided by the designation, because it would continue the grocery store use in a larger and improved 

building and would add small retail stores and a restaurant that would be compatible and consistent with 

surrounding development. Also consistent with this designation, the new density of the project site (0.72 

FAR) would be less than one-fourth the maximum density allowed by the General Plan (4.0 FAR). The 

project would replace the existing suburban type of development with an urban development that would 

be more compatible with surrounding development and character on College Avenue by adding 

pedestrian-oriented commercial store fronts in place of an existing surface parking lot.  

The project would be consistent with the Neighborhood Center Mixed Use classification despite the fact 

that it does not include office space. Office use is one of several land uses cited in the General Plan 

language (quoted above). Other land uses mentioned include retail, housing, active open space, eating and 

drinking places, personal and business services, or smaller scale educational, cultural or entertainment 

uses. The intent is to create, maintain, and enhance a neighborhood of mixed uses. Every parcel does not 

have to be developed with retail, housing, office, active open space, eating and drinking places, personal 

and business services, and smaller scale educational, cultural and entertainment uses; rather, the intent of 
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the Neighborhood Center Mixed Use classification is that each neighborhood center, as a whole, include 

most or all of these elements.  

The proposed use would be consistent with the uses permitted in Neighborhood Center Mixed Use 

classification and with the intent behind the classification. 

The DEIR does evaluate the project’s consistency with the intent of the Neighborhood Center Mixed Use 

classification applicable to the project site. The General Plan’s description of the land use classification is 

quoted verbatim on page 4.1-3, and then the project’s consistency with the land use category and the 

supporting objectives and policies is discussed at the bottom of the same page and continuing on to the 

next page. As noted in the discussion, the proposed project would be focused on serving the 

neighborhood with groceries, which are typically replenished by households on a weekly or more 

frequent basis (short-term). The project would concentrate commercial opportunities in the neighborhood-

oriented retail district by introducing up to eight ground-floor retail stores along a site frontage currently 

dominated by an open parking lot, and would integrate the expanded Safeway store into the pedestrian-

oriented development by concealing parking in the interior of the site and developing pedestrian 

storefronts on College Avenue and at the entrance of the pedestrian “walk street.” Accordingly, the land 

use proposed is appropriately classified as small-scale neighborhood commercial retail, as contrasted with 

large-scale commercial.  

General Plan Policy Analysis 

The DEIR does address the land use and planning impacts of the proposed project under the City of 

Oakland’s CEQA thresholds. As described above, the DEIR includes a discussion of the existing land use 

character of the blocks surrounding the project and presents an analysis of the potential impact of the 

proposed project on existing land uses in the project vicinity. The DEIR also discusses the project site’s 

zoning and General Plan land use designations and evaluates the project’s consistency with relevant 

development standards, such as density, height, parking, and loading requirements. The DEIR identifies 

numerous General Plan objectives, policies, and actions and evaluates the project’s consistency with these 

policies.  

The intent behind the adopted General Plan policies is addressed in the Policy Framework section of the 

General Plan, which states on page 33 that, “(i)n general, the Land Use and Transportation Element 

supports growth in industry and commerce, providing the flexibility needed to accommodate evolving 

trends in retailing, entertainment, manufacturing processes and distribution techniques while also 

resolving long-standing problems relating to conflicts among different land uses.” More specifically, page 

102 of the LUTE sets forth the policy framework for neighborhoods which, among other things, 

establishes as a principal goal the following: “Encourage thriving, diverse, and attractive shopping 

districts that provide a variety of goods, services, and entertainment, and which are oriented to and well 

served by public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle facilities.” While there is no evidence provided or readily 

apparent that the General Plan policies cited in the DEIR were adopted for purposes of avoiding 

significant environmental impacts, it is nevertheless a moot point because the DEIR concluded that the 

project did not conflict with adopted General Plan policies.  

In particular, the project would not conflict with General Plan policies N1.5, which provides that 

commercial development should be designed in a manner that is sensitive to surrounding residential uses, 

and N1.8, which states that the height and bulk of commercial development in Neighborhood Mixed-Use 

Center and Community Commercial areas should be compatible. The City decision makers would 

ultimately determine whether the project complies with General Plan policies, such as N1.5 and N1.8. As 

noted above, the project is a conditionally permitted use within an established commercial district. Where 
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the project would abut existing residential development, it would create a landscaped 10-foot buffer that 

does not currently exist, and would substantially reduce, through enclosures, the amount of noise 

currently experienced at the residential receptors. The height of the project would step down where it is 

adjacent to residential properties.  

Additionally, the project would meet LUTE Objective N5, which reads: “Minimize conflicts between 

residential and non-residential activities while providing opportunities for residents to live and work at the 

same location.” Objective N5 does not require that a project provide opportunities for residents to live and 

work at the same location. Rather, Objective N5 sets a policy direction for the City to pursue in planning 

for and permitting future development. The General Plan objectives establish planning goals for the City, 

which are more specifically achieved through the supporting policies. In the case of Objective N5, there 

are three more specific policies intended to help the City achieve the planning objective. The first (Policy 

N5.1) pertains to environmental justice, and establishes the City’s commitment to encouraging 

participation by all of its communities in the development process and avoidance of environmental 

hazards adversely affecting racial, ethnic, or disadvantaged socio-economic groups. Policy N5.1 is a 

policy that must be implemented by the City. Similarly, the third policy in support of Objective N5 

(Policy N5.3) is a policy to be implemented by the City. It reads: “The city should support and encourage 

residents desiring to live and work at the same location where neither the residential use nor the work 

occupation adversely affects nearby properties or the character of the surrounding area.”  

Policy N5.2, quoted on DEIR page 4.1-5, reads: “Buffering Residential Areas. Residential areas should be 

buffered and reinforced from conflicting uses through the establishment of performance-based 

regulations, the removal of nonconforming uses and other tools.” Whereas Policies N5.1 and N5.3 are 

policies to be implemented only by the City, Policy N5.2 also establishes a performance standard against 

which proposed development can be measured, and for this reason, it was included in the DEIR in the 

discussion of General Plan policies relevant to the proposed project. The project would not conflict with 

the objective, and could reduce the potential conflict between residential and non-residential uses by 

increasing the buffer between the Safeway store and adjacent residences. 

LUTE Objective 10.1 encourages activity centers such as plazas, pocket parks, outdoor seating, etc. to be 

incorporated into a project to support social interaction and attract people to the area, and notes that 

plazas, pocket parks, etc. can facilitate such interaction. The project would include design features that 

could further the goal established in Policy N10.1 through the inclusion of pedestrian amenities, including 

the “walk street,” a rooftop plaza, and new sidewalks, bulb-outs, street furniture, bike racks, and 

landscaping along the College Avenue frontage. 

The Pedestrian Master Plan (PMP) Action 3.2.1, states that the City “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.” The policy directs the City to shape its building and zoning codes so as to promote and 

encourage a mix of uses, connections of entrances and exits to sidewalks, and elimination of blank walls. 

The project would eliminate what is indeed a blank wall along the west side of the existing Safeway store. 

As shown in the architectural renderings presented on DEIR Figures 4.2-4 (page 4.2-5), 4.2-6 (page 4.2-

7), and 4.2-8 (page 4.2-9), the project would not replace existing development with blank walls. The 

Claremont Avenue building façade would be articulated by windows with recessed surrounds, overhead 

trellis, bamboo plantings in front of open bays, with a wrought-iron fence, and street trees.  

Findings for the Required Conditional Use Permits (CUPs) 

CUPs are different from variances, in that they are specifically enumerated as uses which are allowed 

within a particular zoning district but for which a public agency wishes to retain some discretionary 

authority and for which specified findings must be made at the time of approval. For example, alcohol 
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sales are generally conditional uses, yet they do not represent inherent conflicts or inconsistency with the 

commercial districts in which they are permitted with a Conditional Use Permit. Absent a CUP 

requirement, other stipulated permitted uses are permitted by right. 

The DEIR provides information that could assist City staff with the preparation of findings for 

consideration by the Planning Commission, although the findings themselves are not part of the CEQA 

thresholds of significance. The discussion in the DEIR regarding CUPs is included for informational 

purposes. 

Relevant findings required for the CUP are those promulgated in Section 17.134.050 of the City’s 

Planning Code, which are the findings required for all CUPs.  

The required findings include the following:  

A. That the location, size, design, and operating characteristics of the proposed development will 

be compatible with and will not adversely affect the livability or appropriate development of 

abutting properties and the surrounding neighborhood, with consideration to be given to 

harmony in scale, bulk, coverage, and density; to the availability of civic facilities and 

utilities; to harmful effect, if any, upon desirable neighborhood character; to the generation of 

traffic and the capacity of surrounding streets; and to any other relevant impact of the 

development;  

B. That the location, design, and site planning of the proposed development will provide a 

convenient and functional living, working, shopping, or civic environment, and will be as 

attractive as the nature of the use and its location and setting warrant;  

C. That the proposed development will enhance the successful operation of the surrounding area 

in its basic community functions, or will provide an essential service to the community or 

region;  

D. That the proposal conforms to all applicable regular design review criteria set forth in the 

regular design review procedure at Section 17.136.050;  

E. That the proposal conforms in all significant respects with the Oakland General Plan and with 

any other applicable guidelines or criteria, district plan or development control map which 

has been adopted by the Planning Commission or City Council. 

In addition, the required C-31 zoning findings pursuant to Section 17.48.100 include: 

a. That the proposal will not detract from the character desired for the area; 

b. That the proposal will not impair a generally continuous wall of building facades; 

c. That the proposal will not weaken the concentration and continuity of retail facilities at 

ground level, and will not impair the retention or creation of an important shopping frontage; 

d. That the proposal will not interfere with the movement of people along an important 

pedestrian street; 

e. That no driveway shall connect directly with the area’s principal commercial street unless: 

a. Vehicular access cannot be reasonably be provided from a different street or other 

way, and 
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b. Every reasonable effort has been made to share means of vehicular access with 

abutting properties 

f. That the amount of off-street parking, if any, provided in excess of the requirements of this 

code will not contribute significantly to an increased orientation of the area to automobile 

movement; and 

g. That the proposal will conform in all significant respects with any applicable district plan 

which has been adopted by the City Council 

The size and massing of the project is evaluated in Section 4.2 of the DEIR. In addition, as noted on page 

4.1-5 of the DEIR, there are three or four commercial or mixed-use buildings opposite the site on College 

Avenue that are taller than the proposed project and have greater floor area ratios (FARs) (they are three-

story buildings on small lots). Furthermore, all but one of the office buildings opposite the site on 

Claremont Avenue are as tall as, or taller than, the proposed project. Additionally, they are located on 

more elevated sites, which increases their apparent height, and they have higher FARs. The single-family 

residential buildings to the north of the site range from 20 to 32 feet in height (the main roof of the project 

would range from 30 to 33 feet in height), and three of them are as tall as, or taller than, the proposed 

project. The project would be within the allowable height limit for the C-31 zoning district, demonstrating 

that the height is inherently consistent with the zoning requirements. As discussed on page 4.1-4 of the 

DEIR, the project’s FAR of 0.72 would also be well under the maximum FAR of 4.0 as set forth in the 

Neighborhood Center Mixed Use General Plan land use classification (the new CN-1 Zoning allows a 

maximum of 2.0). 

The location of the project is appropriate to the neighborhood and would not adversely affect the livability 

of neighboring properties because it would be a continuation of an existing use that has been established 

on the site for more than 46 years. The existing store provides a function that supports the livability of the 

neighborhood; and the proposed project would continue, and expand upon this function. 

On DEIR pages 4.1-11 and 4.1-12, Impact LU-2 provides an evaluation of the project’s potential to 

conflict with adjacent and nearby land uses, and concludes that the proposed new setbacks and extensive 

site landscaping would render this impact less than significant. Regarding other aspects of the project’s 

design, they are addressed by Impact AES-2 (DEIR pages 4.2-14 through 4.2-16).  

The proposed project would be pedestrian in scale, in keeping with the general character of the other 

development along College Avenue. The project would replace a gas station located at one of the most 

prominent intersections on the College Avenue corridor with a new restaurant building. The restaurant 

building will have high ceilings and glass storefronts along College and Claremont avenues that would 

integrate the restaurant interior with the adjacent sidewalk environment and contribute to the pedestrian 

scale. A rooftop terrace above the restaurant would also contribute to the pedestrian environment. The 

remainder of the project would be designed with contemporary architecture featuring a diverse mixture of 

natural building materials and substantial fenestration articulated through variations in panel size, 

configuration, and muntin design.
23

 Materials in the building façade would include wood composite 

paneling, smooth stucco, dark anodized aluminum, spandrel glass, dry-stack ledgestone, smooth metal 

panels, corrugated metal, translucent glass, and louvers. Additional building articulation would be 

provided by varying rooflines, projecting bays, angled walls, metal and glass pedestrian canopies, a wall 

trellis, varied signage, and other variations in the façade. 

The College Avenue frontage of the project would also be identified by up to four different retail outlets, 

an entry lobby for the Safeway store, an expanded opening into the pedestrian “walk street,” and the 

                                                      
23  Muntins are the glazing bars separating different panes of glass within a window assembly. 
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corner restaurant. The commercial uses of the project including the pedestrian oriented uses on College 

Avenue would contribute to the basic community functions (the third finding). 

Regarding consistency with the design review requirements set forth in Section 17.136.050 of the 

Planning Code (the fourth finding), the Planning Commission will determine if the project conforms with 

all applicable design review criteria. That is a separate process from environmental review; however, the 

criteria were reviewed during the environmental review by staff, and no conflicts were identified.  

For the required finding of consistency with the General Plan (the fifth finding), that subject is addressed 

elsewhere in this Master Response, as well as in the discussion provided in Section 4.1 of the DEIR. 

There is no district plan applicable to the project site. 

The proposed project would also be consistent with the C-31 findings, ultimately to be determined by the 

Planning Commission. As noted above, the required findings are a separate process from the 

environmental review that is the subject of this EIR. 

Land Use Compatibility 

The DEIR includes a discussion of the existing land use character of the blocks surrounding the project 

and presents an analysis of the potential impact of the proposed project on existing land uses in the project 

vicinity. The analysis of land use impacts presented in Section 4.1 of the DEIR concluded that the 

proposed project would not result in a fundamental conflict with existing land uses in the project vicinity, 

nor would it displace any existing land uses, although it would develop a former gas station site at the 

northeast corner of College and Claremont avenues. 

The approximately 62,167 square-foot project, with the highest elevation about 33 feet above grade, was 

not found to cause a significant impact because it would be under the size allowed by the General Plan 

land use designation and the zoning of the site. While it is acknowledged that the project would increase 

the bulk and scale of what is presently on the site, the existing development is a suburban type of 

development dominated by a parking lot. It is not consistent or compatible with the more dense 

development that lines neighboring blocks. The proposed project would be comparable in scale and 

massing to other development in the area, and would be smaller in height than a number of other 

buildings in the area, which include three- and four-story buildings, while the proposed project would be 

two stories. 

The proposed project would fill in a gap in what is otherwise a continuous row of storefronts lining 

College Avenue between Alcatraz Avenue and the Rockridge BART station (with the exception of the 

College/Claremont intersection, which includes the project site). It would transform a gas station, parking 

lot, and blank wall that currently take up over half of the block into a row of pedestrian-oriented retail 

shops comparable to storefronts in neighboring blocks. The gas station would be replaced by a restaurant 

filled with natural light from walls of floor-to-ceiling windows. Above it would be a landscaped patio 

with tables for eating, open to the public. The project and the east side of College Avenue would reflect 

the commercial uses, and height of the existing buildings on the west side of this block of College 

Avenue. 

Compatibility with surrounding land uses is also discussed in Impact LU-2, as well as Impact LU-1 (page 

4.1.-11). The project’s compatibility with existing development is addressed in the DEIR on pages 4.1-3 

(consistency with LUTE Objective N1 and Policy N1.1), 4.1-4 (consistency with LUTE Policies N1.1 and 

N1.4), 4.1-5 (consistency with Policy N1.8), 4.1-6 (consistency with Policy N10.1), and 4.1-8 
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(consistency with LUTE Action 3.2.3). It is also addressed in the discussion of Impact AES-2, on pages 

4.2-14 through 4.2-16.  

The project would strengthen the connection between pedestrians and neighboring stores by providing 

pedestrian-oriented destinations on the project site that are currently missing. In addition to the 

landscaped “walk street” with benches for enjoyment by the public, the proposed project includes a 

landscaped rooftop public plaza for use by the public. It would include tables and seating, which could 

reinforce the pedestrian orientation of the project. 

The pedestrian amenities provided by the project would compare to existing conditions, where the 

College Avenue and Claremont Avenue frontages are dominated by a (former) gas station, a parking lot, 

and a blank stone wall along the west side of the existing Safeway store. 

The DEIR pages 4.3-100 through 4.3-102 presents a discussion and analysis of the proposed project’s 

potential effects on pedestrian flow and safety. As noted therein, the project would include pedestrian 

improvements, pedestrian bulbouts, a pedestrian walkway, widened sidewalk segments, pedestrian 

crosswalks, upgraded ramps, tree grates and benches for trees within sidewalks, and repair of 

cracked/uneven sidewalks. The revised project described in Chapter 2 of this FEIR would reduce the 

potential conflict points between automobiles and pedestrians.  

Big Box/Suburban Mall Development 

The project design would be more in common with the existing storefronts along College Avenue than 

with suburban malls, which are dominated by “big-box” discount stores and large expanses of parking lot, 

with buildings set far back from the street to accommodate the extensive parking areas, and few if any 

accommodations for pedestrians. In contrast, the proposed project’s storefronts, including the grocery 

store entrance, would be built right to the sidewalk and would provide pedestrian-only access. The 

storefronts would be comparable in scale and style to much of the existing development along College 

Avenue.  

Typical megastores are larger than 100,000 square feet and offer a wide variety of merchandise, including 

clothing, furniture, electronic equipment, household items, and much more, within the confines of a 

single, very large building with an open floor plan. They typically sell their goods at discounted prices, 

due to the volume of sales they generate, and sometimes require a paid membership. Walmart is the 

prototypical and best known superstore; others include Costco and Sam’s Club. By contrast, the proposed 

Safeway would be a smaller, full-service grocery store dedicated to selling food and incidental household 

items. The project would not be the same as a megastore or “big-box” store. According to the Food 

Marketing Institute, the national median store size in 2006 was 48,750 square feet.
24

 This means that half 

the grocery stores in the U.S. are larger than 48,750 square feet. At 51,510 square feet, the project would 

be comparable to the median-sized grocery store, but barely half the typical size of megastores. 

 

                                                      
24  Food Marketing Institute, Supermarket Facts: Industry Overview 2006, accessed September 20, 2011 at: 

http://www.fmi.org/facts_figs/superfact.htm.  

http://www.fmi.org/facts_figs/superfact.htm
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Master Response M-10  Piecemeal Analysis of Environmental 
 Impacts 

Commenters alleged that the project sponsor was proposing many projects similar to the proposed project 

in the DEIR, and that all the proposed projects should be collectively analyzed as one large project. The 

comments suggested that the DEIR was engaged in a piecemeal review which is counter to CEQA.  

The Draft EIR is not “piecemealing” by not including other Safeway store projects in the region as part of 

the proposed project environmental analysis. As noted in the City of Oakland’s CEQA thresholds of 

significance, climate change is a global issue and dealt with cumulatively. No single project would 

individually cause climate change. It is not accurate to assume that these other Safeway projects would 

result in increases in GHG emissions. By improving and placing stores that are accessible and meet the 

needs of the community can result in lower trip lengths which translate into reduced GHG emissions. In 

the developed world, GHG increases are directly tied to population growth and an increase in vehicles-

miles-traveled (VMT). Therefore, it makes sense to consider operational emissions (including vehicular 

emissions) from new residences as growth, as residences are rarely removed from the housing supply 

once constructed There are exceptions, such as when one housing development replaces another, and, in 

those cases, the replacement residential development need not be considered growth. 

However, it is not clear that non-residential (i.e. office space, retail space, and industrial buildings) 

development should automatically be considered new growth for vehicular travel purposes. To the extent 

that non-residential development serves existing residential development, its vehicular travel may not be 

new. For instance, if the new non-residential area serves an area with a high residential/ non-residential 

balance, then this new non-residential growth could reduce shopping and work trip lengths and could 

reduce GHG emissions associated with mobile sources. If, however, the new non-residential area results 

in longer trips for its workers and shoppers than they would have previously made, then it adds GHGs 

emissions. Non-residential development that could potentially increase VMT would be facilities that draw 

trips from far away that otherwise would not be made. A theme park, for example, may be viewed as such 

a development. 

The redevelopment of other Safeway stores in the region does not constitute a single larger project or a 

proposed phased project. Each store would require a separate and wholly independent approval, and each 

would be subject to environmental review pursuant to CEQA under the jurisdiction of multiple lead 

agencies. Either project may proceed independent of the others or approval or denial of one in no way 

facilitates or otherwise affects approval or implementation of the others. Under CEQA, such independent 

projects are not treated as a single project. 

Regarding the proposed Safeway project at 51
st
 Street and Broadway, while it is within the jurisdiction of 

the City of Oakland, it is a separate, independent application being processed as such by the City. 

However, it was considered in the evaluations of cumulative impacts. 

There are CEQA legal decisions prohibiting the “piecemealing” or segmenting of a project into small 

parts if the effect is to avoid full disclosure of environmental impacts. Cases affirming this well 

established principle include Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Commission (1975) 13 Cal. 3d 263, 

Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco, Inc. v. Regents of the University of California 

(1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376 (“Laurel Heights I”), City of Santee v. County of San Diego (1989) 214 Cal. App. 

3d 1438, and Mountain Lion Coalition v. California Fish and Game Commission (1989) 263 Cal. Rptr. 

104. However, the principle applies to a Lead Agency with authority to approve “the whole of an action” 

that constitutes a project as defined in Section 15378 of the CEQA Guidelines. This distinction is further 

underlined by Section 15165 of the CEQA Guidelines, which states:  
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“Where individual projects are, or a phased project is, to be undertaken and where the total 

undertaking comprises a project with significant environmental effect, the Lead Agency shall 

prepare a single program EIR for the ultimate project as described in Section 15168. Where an 

individual project is a necessary precedent for action on a larger project, or commits the Lead 

Agency to a larger project, with significant environmental effect, an EIR must address itself to the 

scope of the larger project. Where one project is one of several similar projects of a public 

agency, but is not deemed a part of the larger undertaking or a larger project, the agency may 

prepare one EIR for all projects, or one for each project, but shall in either case comment upon 

the cumulative effect.” 

Thus, the potential environmental effects of the proposed project as a single development are fully 

addressed in the DEIR. The proposed project is a single entity that requires individual approval. The 

cumulative environmental effects of the proposed project and other potential projects in the area are 

analyzed in the DEIR. There is no segmentation of the project and the DIER complies with Sections 

15378 and 15165 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

5.2  Responses to Comment Letters 

The remainder of this chapter comprises all comment letters received from members of the public and 

agencies and organizations during the Draft EIR review period of July 1, 2011, to August 16, 2011, and 

responses prepared by the Planning Department to address the concerns contained therein. Comment 

letters are organized as laid out in Chapter 3, beginning on page 3-1. 
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Comment Letter A-1 
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Comment Letter A-1, cont’d. 
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Comment Letter A-1, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment A-1-1 

The comment identifies characteristics of the project and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and 

is therefore noted. The commenter identifies a preference for a mixed-use project at the project site, with 

housing in addition to the proposed retail. No response is warranted pursuant to CEQA; however, the City 

will consider this input on the proposed project merits prior to taking action on the EIR and the proposed 

project.  

Response to Comment A-1-2 

The comment correctly notes that the project site is located on the city line between Oakland and 

Berkeley, and that therefore the project would have impacts in Berkeley as well as Oakland. As the 

comment notes, the City of Oakland has no jurisdiction over the City of Berkeley, and would not be able 

to enforce implementation of the mitigation measures that would reduce impacts within the City of 

Berkeley to a less-than-significant level. As the commenter notes, if the City of Berkeley did not 

implement these mitigation measures, the impacts of the proposed project within Berkeley would remain 

significant. Because it cannot be ensured that the City of Berkeley will in fact implement these mitigation 

measures, they are conservatively and appropriately characterized as significant and unavoidable. No 

further response is warranted pursuant to CEQA; however, the City will consider this input on the 

proposed project merits prior to taking action on the EIR and the proposed project. 

Comment Letter A-1, cont’d. 

8 
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Response to Comment A-1-3 

The comment notes that some of the characteristics of the proposed project would be beneficial to AC 

Transit operations. No response is warranted pursuant to CEQA, however, the City will consider this 

input on the proposed project merits prior to taking action on the EIR and the proposed project. 

Response to Comment A-1-4 

Currently, a bus stop on southbound Claremont Avenue, serving Routes 49 and E, is provided just south 

of the southern Safeway Driveway. The project proposes to maintain the bus stop at this location because 

it would be adjacent to the pedestrian street connecting to College Avenue, which provides a direct 

pedestrian connection to the Safeway store, the other retail uses, and the proposed bus stop on northbound 

College Avenue adjacent to the project site. Moving the bus stop to just south of the new signal at the 

Project Driveway/Mystic Street on Claremont Avenue would encourage bus riders from the project to 

walk through the garage and would not be as convenient for bus riders walking from College Avenue. 

However, AC Transit can decide to change the location for the bus stop separate from the project 

approval process. The specific location of the bus stop on southbound Claremont Avenue adjacent to the 

project site would not affect the on-street parking supply on the west side of Claremont Avenue. 

Response to Comment A-1-5 

Alternative 3 analyzed in the DEIR includes no project driveways on College Avenue. The Revised 

Project analyzed for this Final EIR (see Chapter 2 for a description of the Revised Project and analysis of 

impacts) includes no left-turns out of the project driveway. The DEIR did not analyze a right-in/right-out 

only driveway on College Avenue because similar to the no driveway alternative (Alternative 3), it would 

result in excessive amount of traffic on the residential segment of Alcatraz Avenue between College and 

Claremont Avenues. 

Response to Comment A-1-6 

Table 4.3-19 presents the delays along College and Claremont Avenues under Existing, Existing Plus 

Project, and Existing Plus Project Mitigated Conditions.  

Currently, it is not known which mitigation measures in City of Berkeley would be implemented as these 

mitigation measures are not under the jurisdiction of City of Oakland, the lead agency for this EIR. 

Depending on which mitigation measures are approved by City of Berkeley and implemented, the travel 

time on College and Claremont Avenues would range between the Existing Plus Project and Existing Plus 

Project Mitigated Conditions. See Response to Comment A-2-6 regarding the detailed improvements at 

the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection discussed with AC Transit and City of Berkeley. 

In addition, the project proposes to move the bus stop on northbound College Avenue at Claremont 

Avenue from near side of the intersection to the far-side of the intersection and Mitigation Measure 

TRANS-2 suggests moving the bus stops on northbound and southbound College Avenue at Alcatraz 

Avenue from near-side to the far-side of the intersection. Although not reflected in the travel times 

presented in Table 4.3-19, according to AC Transit, moving a bus stop from the near-side to the far-side 

of an intersection would reduce the bus travel time by about 15 to 20 seconds per direction.  

As described on pages 4.3-105 and 4.3-106 of the DEIR, the estimated increase in bus travel time caused 

by the project would have a minor effect on transit service because it would be within the variability in 

travel times experienced by each bus. Thus, the impact is considered less than significant. 
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Response to Comment A-1-7 

As described on pages 4.3-56 and 4.3-57 of the DEIR, parking is not considered a CEQA topic. Per City 

of Oakland’s CEQA Guidelines, parking is considered a planning-related non-CEQA issue. The comment 

does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and is therefore noted. No response is warranted pursuant to 

CEQA, however, the City will consider this input on the proposed project merits prior to taking action on 

the EIR and the proposed project. See Master Response M-3 for a detailed analysis of parking supply and 

demand. 

Response to Comment A-1-8 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and is therefore noted. No response is 

warranted pursuant to CEQA, however, the City will consider this input on the proposed project merits 

prior to taking action on the EIR and the Proposed Project. However, Safeway is currently exploring if 

and how participation in AC Transit’s EasyPass can be included as part of the lease agreement for the 

other project site tenants. 
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Comment Letter A-2 
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Comment Letter A-2, cont’d. 
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Comment Letter A-2, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment A-2-1 

Regarding the noted extension of the comment period, a 46-day comment period was provided, consistent 

with the requirements of Section 15105(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. While the public review period 

occurred during summer months, the City does not suspend business during summer months, nor is there 

any requirement under CEQA to adjust a public review period based on the time of year during which it is 

held. That said, the comment notes that the City of Oakland accepted comments from the City of 

Berkeley after the end of the official comment period. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 

DEIR and is therefore noted; no further response is required. 

Response to Comment A-2-2 

A number of features have already been designed into the project to minimize traffic congestion, 

encourage pedestrian, reduce parking demand, and encourage pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access. For 

example: 

 The project would include a left-turn lane on southbound College Avenue into the project 

driveway which would remove the left-turning vehicles from the through vehicles and reduce the 

delay experienced by southbound through automobiles and buses currently blocked by left-

turning vehicles. 

 The project would include a new signal on Claremont Avenue at the project driveway opposite 

Mystic Street and Auburn Avenue. This signal would encourage more automobiles to use 

Claremont Avenue instead of the congested College Avenue to travel to and from the site. The 

new signal would also provide a signal protected pedestrian crossing on Claremont Avenue, 

further encouraging pedestrian activity from the neighborhoods on the east side of Claremont 

Avenue. 

 The project would provide more bicycle parking spaces than required by the City of Oakland 

Bicycle Parking Ordinance to further encourage bicycling to and from the site. 

Comment Letter A-2, cont’d. 
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 The project would move the existing AC Transit Route 51B bus stop on northbound College 

Avenue from south to north of Claremont Avenue which would make the bus stop more 

convenient for Safeway customers, reduce travel time for AC Transit buses, and provide more 

space for buses to pull out of the traffic flow in order to not block through traffic flow on 

northbound College Avenue.  

 The project would reduce the number of curb-cuts on College Avenue from four to one and on 

Claremont Avenue from five to three, reducing number of potential conflict points between 

automobiles entering and exiting the site and other automobiles, bicycles, and pedestrians along 

College and Claremont Avenues. 

 The project would include a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program to encourage 

more employees to walk, bike, or use transit to travel to and from the site and reduce the project 

automobile trip generation and parking demand. 

In addition, while potentially significant traffic impacts at a number of intersections could result from 

implementation of the proposed project, most impacted intersections either currently operate a deficient 

level or are forecasted to operate at a deficient level in the future, regardless of the proposed project. 

These significant impacts were identified based on the significance criteria established by both Cities of 

Oakland and Berkeley. The DEIR includes feasible mitigation measures to mitigate the all identified 

significant impacts to less-than-significant levels. However, several of these impacts have been identified 

as significant and unavoidable because they are located in Berkeley, and City of Oakland, as lead agency, 

does not have jurisdiction. These mitigation measures would need to be approved by City of Berkeley.  

The comment states, “(d)o not approve the project nor certify the EIR until the Safeway store itself is 

altered to … contribute positively to the already successful Rockridge shopping environment and 

community.” The proposed project has been substantially revised in response to community concerns 

expressed at a series of 16 community meetings of various formats dating back to June 2007. The City 

believes the current proposal is not only consistent and compatible with the existing commercial 

neighborhood, but would enhance the neighborhood, while dramatically improving the existing site. As 

discussed in detail in Master Response M-6, a comprehensive urban decay study indicates that the 

proposed project would not result in urban decay in the market area. 

Regarding evaluation of an alternative under which the parking supply would be sufficient for anticipated 

demand, as stipulated in Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “An EIR shall describe a range of 

reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of 

the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 

the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” [emphasis added.] Thus, the purpose 

of alternatives under CEQA, as also noted in DEIR Section 5.1, Criteria for Selecting Alternatives (page 

5-1), is to reduce or avoid significant impacts of the proposed project. All of the alternatives evaluated in 

the DEIR for the proposed Safeway project were developed to achieve this objective. Because the DEIR 

identifies eleven significant and unavoidable (SU) impacts of the project, all of them related to traffic 

operations, the alternatives are appropriately focused on reducing or avoiding one or more of these 

impacts. CEQA does not treat parking effects as significant impacts, and the DEIR does not identify any 

significant impacts related to parking. Therefore, pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, it would be 

inappropriate for the City to evaluate an alternative based on a balance between parking supply and 

demand. 

However, that said, the Safeway store size would need to be reduced to 39,000 square feet in order for the 

project parking demand to be satisfied by the on-site parking supply. This size store would be between 

Alternatives 2 and 2a in size, analyzed in the DEIR, both of which were rejected (see pages 5-11 and 5-12 
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of the DEIR). Although these alternatives would eliminate the project parking deficit and reduce the 

magnitude of identified significant impacts, they would not accomplish some of the project objectives as 

discussed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment A-2-3 

All truck loading and unloading for the Safeway store would occur in the upper level employee lot with 

access to and from Claremont Avenue. Safeway and vendor semi trucks would use the two loading docks 

and smaller trucks would use the employee parking lot to load and unload.  

The existing Safeway store provides one loading dock (Although the store has two loading docks, one is 

permanently used for storage). Based on truck traffic data presented in Comment Letter C-159, trucks are 

at times queued to use the existing single loading dock.  

As a result, even if the existing Safeway generated more truck traffic, and the number of truck trips to be 

generated by the proposed project was higher than estimated in the DEIR; the higher number of trucks 

would not affect the traffic impact analysis completed for the DEIR. 

During the weeklong data collection period (which included a Saturday), there was only one instance, 

lasting about 15 minutes, when the number of queued trucks exceeded one (i.e., two trucks were waiting 

to use the loading dock). Although the proposed store would be larger than the existing store, the number 

of trucks required to serve the store are not expected to increase proportionally because: 

 The current store does not have much storage area, which requires frequent truck visits. The 

proposed store would have more storage area, reducing the need for frequent truck visits. 

 Safeway currently uses one truck to serve three stores in one visit. Safeway is planning to change 

its distribution strategy to serve two stores in one truck visit. 

Thus, the two loading docks at the proposed store are expected to meet the majority of the truck demand.  

The ground-level parking garage would provide space for truck loading/unloading for the retail and 

restaurant components of the project in the south end of the garage. Thus, on-street truck loading which 

would add to traffic congestion would be minimized. 

Based on a survey of truck traffic presented in Comment Letter C-159, the highest number of trucks 

entering and/or exiting the Safeway driveways during the weekday or Saturday PM peak hours is three 

trucks. The traffic impact analysis completed for the DEIR assumes that two percent of all traffic at the 

study intersections are trucks, which corresponds to about 10 trucks entering and exiting the site during 

the weekday PM peak hour and 12 trucks entering and exiting the site during the Saturday PM peak hour. 

Thus, the traffic impact analysis presented in the DEIR conservatively assumes far more truck traffic than 

the proposed project would generate. As a result, even if the existing Safeway generated more truck 

traffic, and the number of truck trips to be generated by the proposed project were higher than estimated 

in the DEIR. The higher number of trucks would not affect the traffic impact analysis completed for the 

DEIR. 

The impact analysis related to truck traffic delivering items to the proposed store is discussed on pages 

4.4-20 and 4.4-21 in the DEIR. The projection of additional trucks is not based on the existing activity at 

the store, but rather on the program projections for the proposed project. Both the noise analysis and the 

air quality analysis note that the larger store would generate additional truck traffic, but not in proportion 

to the existing store. With the project, there would be three or four daily Safeway trucks utilizing the 
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loading dock. Small vendor truck trips would be approximately five per day, and semi-sized non-Safeway 

truck deliveries would be about two or three per week. 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 noise and truck exhausts would be similar to or reduced from existing conditions. This 

would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Response to Comment A-2-4 

As described on pages 4.3-56 and 4.3-57 of the DEIR, parking is not considered a CEQA topic. Per City 

of Oakland’s CEQA Guidelines, parking is considered a planning-related non-CEQA issue. As included 

in Improvement Measure TRANS-2, currently, Safeway is considering allowing public parking limited to 

two hours for the majority of the parking spaces in the ground-level garage (included in the DEIR as 

Improvement Measure TRANS-2). These parking spaces would be available to all Safeway and non-

Safeway customers. If this were to occur, some parking spaces in the ground-level garage may be 

reserved for project employees, including retail and restaurant employees. Safeway would adjust its 

parking policy depending on the observed parking occupancies at the site. Parking will be considered by 

decision-makers in their review of the proposed project. See Master Response M-3 for a detailed analysis 

of parking demand and supply. 

In addition, a loading space for the retail and restaurant components of the project is also provided in the 

south end of the ground-level garage near the southern driveway on Claremont Avenue. 

Response to Comment A-2-5 

Based on the significance criteria established by City of Oakland, a project would have a significant 

impact on bicyclists if it substantially increases hazards to bicycles due to a design feature or if 

fundamentally conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding bicycles (bullets 10 and 12 on 

page 4.3-55). Based on the analysis summarized in the DEIR on pages 4.3-100 through 4.3-103 and 

further described in Master Response M-4, the proposed project does not include design features that 

would increase hazards to bicyclists; nor would it conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

regarding bicycles. Therefore, the project would not cause a significant impact related to bicycles. 

The project will provide about twice as many bicycle parking spaces than required by the City of Oakland 

Bicycle Parking Ordinance (Table 4.3-20 on page 4.3-107), and Improvement Measure TRANS-1 

provides recommendations to improve safety and operations of bicycle parking. 

The City of Oakland is currently planning on installing Class 3A arterial bike routes, consisting of shared 

lane bicycle stencils, along College Avenue in 2012, and a combination of Class 2 bicycle lanes and Class 

3A arterial bike routes along Alcatraz Avenue in 2013. The 2007 Oakland Bicycle Master Plan Update 

identifies Claremont Avenue as a future Class 2 bicycle lane facility. However, there are currently no 

plans to implement this project. The proposed project would not prevent the implementation of Class 2 

bicycle lanes on Claremont Avenue in the future. 

The Berkeley Bicycle Plan Update (2005) does not identify any bicycle improvements on Claremont 

Avenue or other streets in Berkeley in the vicinity of the project. The Berkeley Bicycle Plan Draft for 

Inclusion in the General Plan (1998) acknowledges that bicycle improvements may be implemented on 

Claremont Avenue in Berkeley; however, it does not identify any specific bicycle improvements. The 

proposed project would not modify Claremont Avenue in Berkeley; thus, it would not prevent the 

implementation of future bicycle facilities on this street. 
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Considering that the project would not cause a significant impact related to bicycles, CEQA does not 

require the project to provide off-site bicycle improvements. 

Response to Comment A-2-6 

The DEIR discussions of Impacts and Mitigation Measures TRANS-2 (pages 4.3-65–4.3-66), TRANS-6 

(pages 4.3-79–4.3-80), and TRANS-11 (pages 4.3-93–4.3-94) all acknowledge that implementation of the 

mitigation measures would require approval by the City of Berkeley, and for that reason only the impacts 

are identified as significant and unavoidable. The discussion of Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 (also 

applicable to Mitigation Measures TRANS-6 and TRANS-11) notes that implementation of the mitigation 

would have secondary effects, including increased parking shortage and a beneficial effect of improved 

pedestrian safety. The discussion does not address the fact that the City of Berkeley would lose revenue 

from the displaced parking spaces because CEQA does not consider economic or social effects to be 

significant effects on the environment, unless they would lead to significant physical effects on the 

environment. However, it is acknowledged that this would be a secondary effect that would result from 

implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-2. Although not relevant to the environmental analysis in 

this EIR, the City of Oakland and the project sponsor are currently coordinating with the City of Berkeley 

in an attempt to reach an agreement regarding the implementation of mitigation measures at intersections 

located in the City of Berkeley.  

Figure 5-5 on the following page presents a potential reconfiguration of the Alcatraz Avenue/College 

Avenue intersection that would implement Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 by providing northbound and 

southbound left-turn lanes on College Avenue, moving the bus stops on northbound and southbound 

College Avenue from the near-side to the far-side of the intersection, converting the on-street parking on 

College Avenue from angled to parallel, and converting the existing AC Transit bus stop on eastbound 

Alcatraz Avenue just west of College Avenue to two parallel parking spaces. This configuration would 

result in net loss of three parking spaces, which is less than the net loss of six parking spaces estimated in 

the DEIR. The following strategies would further reduce the potential loss of parking supply and parking 

revenue: 

 Currently, four loading spaces are provided at the intersection: one space on northbound College 

Avenue just north of the intersection, two spaces on westbound Alcatraz Avenue just east of the 

intersection, and one space on westbound Alcatraz Avenue just west of the intersection. 

Converting one or two of the loading spaces to metered parking spaces either permanently or for 

part of the day would increase the parking supply and parking revenue in the area.  

 Currently, about four parking spaces on westbound Alcatraz Avenue, west of the intersection are 

designated as 24-minute parking between 9:00 AM and 6:00 PM on weekdays and Saturdays. 

These spaces are currently not metered. Installing parking meters for these parking spaces would 

increase the parking revenue in the area. 
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Response to Comment A-2-7 

See Master Response M-3 for an expanded analysis of parking supply and demand for the project. The 

expanded analysis is consistent with the conclusions of the parking analysis presented in the DEIR (page 

4.3-110 through 4.3-112). Peak project parking demand would exceed the on-site parking supply. 

Although the project parking supply would not be adequate to meet the estimated demand, and some 

vehicles are expected to park in the adjacent residential streets, the additional traffic resulting from 

cruising (i.e., vehicles driving around to find available parking) is not expected to significantly affect 

traffic conditions because the number of cruising vehicles is small in comparison to the overall traffic 

volumes in the area. 

Response to Comment A-2-8 

See Master Response M-1 regarding why the project driveway volumes were not used to estimate project 

trip generation and the appropriateness of the trip generation and pass-by rates used in the analysis.  

Response to Comment A-2-9 

See Master Response M-1 regarding why the project driveway volumes were not used to estimate project 

trip generation and the appropriateness of the trip generation rates used in the analysis 

Response to Comment A-2-10 

See Master Response M-3 regarding an updated parking demand analysis, why the parking occupancy 

surveys of the site cannot be used to estimate project parking demand and, why ITE-based parking 

demand is appropriate.  

Response to Comment A-2-11 

As stated in the comment, the 27 parking spaces in the upper level employee parking lot would not be 

adequate to meet the estimated peak demand of 44 employee parking spaces generated by the Safeway 

Store and the additional employee parking demand generated by the retail and restaurant components of 

the project. It is expected that some parking spaces in the ground level (most likely the 17 spaces in the 

dead-end aisle in the northeast corner of the ground-level garage) would be assigned to employee use.  

In addition, the TDM program (see Master Response M-3) will encourage more employees to use non-

automobile modes to travel to and from work, and the shortage of long-term on-street parking will also 

discourage some employees from driving to the site. 

Response to Comment A-2-12 

The day time employee mode split data presented in Table 4.3-12 of the DEIR is based on survey of all 

Safeway employees and represents mode share data for Safeway employees on site during the peak shift. 

The mode share data from 2000 US Census for workers in the project’s census tract shows that about 

seven percent of workers use transit to commute to work. The US Census data may not be very accurate 

because it is currently more the ten years old, it is based on a small sample size, and the census tract 

includes areas that are not very transit accessible. 

Furthermore, the specific project transit mode share based on the survey was not used to complete any 

analysis. Rather, the overall automobile mode share was used to estimate parking demand for employees. 

Based on the survey, the employee automobile mode share is about 70 percent, which is comparable to 75 
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percent for the project census tract reported by 2000 US Census, despite the fact that the 2000 US Census 

data is likely overly conservative in light of the factors discussed above. 

Response to Comment A-2-13 

The comment is generally consistent with City of Oakland Bicycle Parking Ordinance and DEIR 

Improvement Measure TRANS-1 (page 4.3-108). The location and type of bicycle parking will be 

determined as part of the final project design and approval. Specific recommendations provided in the 

comment will be considered by City staff prior to taking action. 

Response to Comment A-2-14 

The comment is consistent with the Standard Condition of Approval TRANS-1 (page 4.3-36) which 

requires an implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan. The TDM plan also 

includes annual monitoring of the plan’s effectiveness. Safeway is exploring inclusion of TDM strategies, 

such as the AC Transit EasyPass, as part of the lease agreement with the site tenants. 
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Comment Letter A-3 
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Response to Comment A-3-1 

Regarding the requested extension of the comment period, a 46-day comment period was provided, 

consistent with the requirements of Section 15105(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. While the public review 

period occurred during summer months, the City does not suspend business during summer months, nor is 

there any requirement under CEQA to adjust a public review period based on the time of year during 

which it is held. That said, the City of Oakland accepted comments from the City of Berkeley after the 

end of the official comment period. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and is 

therefore noted; no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter A-4 

1 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 
 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-92 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

  

Comment Letter A-4, cont’d. 
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Comment Letter A-4, cont’d. 
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Comment Letter A-4, cont’d. 
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Comment Letter A-4, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment A-4-1 

The comment asserts that the project will not be a green building because greenhouse gas emissions 

would increase by 46 percent. However, the project would be designed to achieve Leadership in Energy 

and Environmental Design (LEED) certification through the use of sustainable building materials, energy- 

and water-efficient systems, waste reduction and recycling, native and drought-tolerant trees and planting, 

and more. The LEED certification would be determined by a ranking based on points awarded for each 

sustainable component, with a maximum score of 110 points possible. The LEED certification would 

document the reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions attributable to building operations. The 

comment pertains to project characteristics and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 

The size of a project in and of itself would not constitute a significant impact. Rather, the size of a project 

is considered in the relevant sections of environmental analysis. In particular, Draft EIR Chapters 4.1 and 

4.2 analyzed the size and scale of the project as they relate to the environmental areas of Land Use, Plans 

and Policies and Visual Quality, respectively, and found that the proposed project’s impacts with respect 

to those areas would be less than significant. While it is acknowledged that the project would increase the 

bulk and scale of what is presently on the site, the existing development is a suburban type of 

development dominated by a parking lot. It is not consistent or compatible with the more dense 

development that lines neighboring blocks. The proposed project would be comparable in scale and 

massing to other development in the area, and would be smaller in height than a number of other 

buildings in the area, which include three- and four-story buildings, while the proposed project would be 

two stories. For additional discussion on the building’s size, scale, and pedestrian orientation, please see 

Responses to Comments D-31, E-6, E-53, E-142, and Master Response M-9. The DEIR fully discloses 

the traffic and all other potential impacts of the project, and discloses that the traffic impacts on 

intersections within the City of Berkeley would remain significant and unavoidable if the City of 

Berkeley does not implement the mitigation measures. There is therefore no reason for the City to decline 

to certify the EIR on that basis. It should be noted that the comment selectively quotes Section 15091 of 

the CEQA Guidelines, which says (in part), “No public agency shall approve or carry out a project for 

which and EIR has been certified which identifies one or more significant environmental effects of the 

project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings for each of those significant effects, 

accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding” [emphasis added.] Thus, the fact 

that the project would have significant impacts does not preclude the City of Oakland from certifying the 

EIR or approving the project. 

Response to Comment A-4-2 

The project would not develop 140,000 square feet of building area. As stated on page 3-10 of the DEIR, 

the proposed project would develop 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 occupying a total of approximately 7,913 square feet of retail floor area.  

The DEIR discusses the number of parking spaces included in project design rather than the square 

footage of the project devoted to parking, because parking and maneuvering aisles are not counted as 

floor area in the Oakland Planning Code. The number of spaces is the metric that is governed by the 

Planning Code. Likewise, the square footage of the retail space is the metric that is governed by the 

Planning Code. The square footage of retail would be well under the size allowed by the zoning of the 

site. As noted on page 3-19 of the DEIR, the project would provide 15 fewer parking spaces than required 

by the Planning Code. The parking included in project design would not represent a new use or a 

significant intensification of an existing use on the project site or the site vicinity. The architectural 

renderings of the project on pages 3-20 to 3-25 and 4.2-3 to 4.2-9of the DEIR include space devoted to 
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parking in the renderings. As noted in the previous response, DEIR Chapters 4.1 and 4.2 analyzed the size 

and scale of the entire project, which includes the space devoted to parking, as they relate to the 

environmental areas of Land Use, Plans and Policies and Visual Quality, respectively, and found that the 

proposed project’s impacts with respect to those areas would be less than significant.  

As discussed in more detail in Master Response M-9,, the project would be well under the amount of 

developed space allowed by the site’s zoning. 

Response to Comment A-4-3 

See Master Response M-3 for an expanded analysis of parking supply and demand for the project. The 

expanded analysis is consistent with the conclusions of the parking analysis presented in the DEIR (page 

4.3-110 through 4.3-112). Peak project parking demand would exceed the on-site parking supply. 

Although the project parking supply would not be adequate to meet the estimated demand, and some 

vehicles are expected to park in the adjacent residential streets, the additional traffic resulting from 

cruising (i.e., vehicles driving around to find available parking) is not expected to significantly affect 

traffic conditions because the number of cruising vehicles is small in comparison to the overall traffic 

volumes in the area. 

In general, customer parking for Safeway and other retail uses would have frequent turnover as most 

shoppers would park for less than 30 minutes. It is common practice to use regular sized parking spaces 

for supermarket or similar uses with high turnover, because maneuvering in and out of the spaces and 

loading groceries is easier, making the overall garage circulation more efficient. In addition, compact 

spaces may sometime result in one automobile parking in more than one parking space and reducing the 

effectiveness of the larger parking supply created by adding compact spaces. 

Response to Comment A-4-4 

The City will consider this input on the proposed project merits prior to taking action on the EIR and the 

proposed project. 

Response to Comment A-4-5 

The City will consider this input on the proposed project merits prior to taking action on the EIR and the 

proposed project. 

Response to Comment A-4-6 

Please see Response to Comment C-86-5 for a discussion on why the proposed Safeway is classified as 

small-scale neighborhood commercial retail rather than a regional large-scale commercial facility. What 

is more relevant to the discussion, however, is the fact that the proposed project is a conditionally 

permitted use in the C-31 zone, subject to approval of a Conditional Use Permit. Please see Master 

Response M-9 for a discussion of the project’s consistency with the findings required for a Conditional 

Use Permit. 

Regarding the request for additional mitigations or operational requirements, the Planning Commission 

can consider additional conditions of approval if adequate legal nexus exists, but there is no justification 

available under CEQA for imposing additional mitigation requirements on the applicant, such as 

installing new street lamps or underground utilities. The applicant is already proposing to develop 

numerous pedestrian and other amenities for the public benefit. Please see Response to Comment A-2-2 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 
 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-100 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

for further discussion on this point. Regarding how the project will “fit into the ecology of the district” 

without damaging the existing small businesses, please see Master Response M-6.  

The request to include the parking lot in the floor-area ratio (F.A.R.) calculations is not consistent with 

standard planning practice. As defined by Chapter 17.09, Section 17.09.040 of the Oakland Planning 

Code, and consistent with other zoning ordinances throughout the State, “‘floor-area ratio’ means the 

number resulting from division of the floor area on a lot by the lot area.” Pre-eminent land planning 

expert William Fulton notes in his book Guide to California Planning that very low F.A.R.s will typically 

result in parking and landscaping occupying more of a site than the buildings themselves.
1
 He also states 

that regional commercial centers have a maximum F.A.R. of 0.25, while the proposed project would have 

an F.A.R. of 0.72.  

Allowable lot coverage in residential districts is not relevant to the proposed project, which has a 

grandfathered zoning designation of C-31 district and is governed by the regulations applicable to that 

zoning district (see Master Response M-9). Similarly, there is no basis for evaluating a 15-foot rear-yard 

setback when the zoning regulations require a 10-foot setback; although as noted on page 4.1-9 of the 

DEIR, even this requirement may not apply because the adjacent residential property is within the 

jurisdiction of the City of Berkeley. As acknowledged in the comment, the proposed project would result 

noise and odors experienced at the adjacent residences similar to or reduced from existing conditions, and 

would create a landscaped buffer where none currently exists. As such, the noise and odor impacts of the 

proposed project would be less than significant. 

Again, the project would not develop 140,000 square feet of building area; see Response to Comment A-

4-2 to this comment letter, and Master Response M-9 The DEIR acknowledges and evaluates the impacts 

of the increased bulk of the project in the discussion of Impact-AES-2, on pages 4.2-14 through 4.2-16. 

As noted therein, the proposed project would not be out of scale with the existing pattern of development, 

as taller and bulkier (e.g., higher F.A.R.) buildings are found in close proximity to the site. 

LUTE Policy N12.4 is in support of Objective N12, which reads “Provide adequate infrastructure to meet 

the needs of Oakland’s growing community.” As is the case with many General Plan goals and policies, 

both Objective N12 and Policy N12.4 must be implemented by the City; it is not incumbent on every 

development applicant to implement all General Plan policies adopted by the City. It would not be 

feasible to require individual project applicants to underground utilities serving their projects; as a 

practical matter, undergrounding would need to occur over larger distances that would not be the 

responsibility of individual applicants. The City could consider adopting an assessment district for 

purposes of undergrounding utilities in the future, but that is beyond the scope of this EIR. The point 

about lighting was addressed above in the discussion about additional mitigation requirements. However, 

the City can consider this request during the design review process. 

The City will consider this input on the proposed project merits prior to taking action on the EIR and the 

proposed project. As included in Improvement Measure TRANS-2, currently, Safeway is considering 

allowing public parking for both Safeway and non-Safeway customers limited to two hours for the 

majority of the parking spaces in the ground-level garage.  

Response to Comment A-4-7 

As discussed on pages 4.6-10 of the DEIR, the City’s Standard Condition of Approval NOI-1 restricts 

construction activities to weekdays, although Saturday work may be allowed on Saturdays with the prior 

                                                           
1
  William Fulton, Guide to California Planning, page 128, 1999. 
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written authorization of the Building Services Division for special activities such as concrete pouring. As 

discussed on pages 4.6-9 through 4.6-13, construction of the project will be required to comply with the 

noise limits and other restrictions established in Standard Conditions of Approval NOI-1 through NOI-6. 

The standard conditions are more restrictive than the noise limits established in Section 17.120.050 of the 

Oakland Planning Code. 

Response to Comment A-4-8 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and is therefore noted.  

See Response to Comment A-2-6 for a more detailed design of Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 at the 

Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection. The updated mitigation measure would result in loss of 

three parking spaces, which is less than the loss of six parking spaces estimated in the DEIR. Note that the 

final design for the intersection will be approved by the City of Berkeley. As stated on page 4.3-41 of the 

DEIR and in Response to Comment A-4-6, as included in Improvement Measure TRANS-2, Safeway is 

considering making the underground project parking garage available to the general public for up to two 

hours. Regarding the suggestion for Safeway to underground utilities and install new street lamps, please 

see Response to Comment A-4-6. 

Response to Comment A-4-9  

The comment states that the proposed project is not a green project and that it does not comply with the 

draft Oakland Energy and Climate Action Plan (ECAP). Compliance with draft plans is not required by 

CEQA. See Master Response M-8 for an analysis of the proposed project’s greenhouse gas (GHG) 

impacts. The analysis of greenhouse gas impacts in the Draft EIR, Chapter 4.5 found that the proposed 

project would not result in a significant impact related to greenhouse gas emissions.  

Response to Comment A-4-10 

There is no basis under CEQA to require Safeway to build a zero-energy store. As noted in the comment, 

the proposed project is neither the environmentally superior alternative nor a “runner-up;” however, the 

identified alternatives would fall far short of accomplishing several of the primary objectives of the 

applicant. The environmental impacts that would result from the project have been disclosed in the DEIR, 

consistent with the requirements of CEQA, and mitigation measures have been identified to reduce 

impacts to the maximum extent feasible. As acknowledged in the DEIR, numerous mitigation measures 

for traffic impacts would be under the jurisdiction of the City of Berkeley, and if that city declines to 

implement the measures, then the associated impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Response to Comment A-5-1 

The comment requests previous comments submitted via email to be replaced with this comment letter. 

The comment is noted and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment A-5-2 

The DEIR does evaluate the project’s consistency with the comprehensive goal implicit in stated intent of 

the Neighborhood Center Mixed Use classification applicable to the project site. Please see Master 

Response M-9 for additional discussion pertaining to this comment.  

For additional discussion on the project’s compatibility with the existing pedestrian-oriented retail 

development in the site vicinity, including its aesthetic compatibility, please see Responses to Comments 

A-5-11, E-53, E-142, and Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment A-5-3 

The comment about office use appears to refer to the General Plan statement of intent (discussed in the 

previous response) behind the Neighborhood Center Mixed Use classification. Please see Master 

Response M-9 for a discussion of this issue as well as the broader issue of the project’s consistency with 

this land use classification. 

Regarding the comment on alternatives, this is addressed in response to the commenter’s more detailed 

Response to Comment A-5-12 of this letter. Please see Response to Comment A-5-12. 

Response to Comment A-5-4 

The comment says the EIR should include a market analysis of demand in the neighborhood relative to 

store size. This comment is addressed in Master Response M-6. 

Response to Comment A-5-5 

The commenter’s preference for Alternative 4 is noted. As shown in Table 5-21 of the DEIR, 

Alternative 4 would reduce the magnitude of Impact TRANS-2 at the College Avenue/Alcatraz Avenue 

intersection; however, it would not eliminate the need for Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 (See Table 5-

22). 

In addition, the DEIR identified one impact, TRANS-17, as a significant impact on pedestrian safety at 

the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection. However, the Revised Project would reconfigure the 

intersection and eliminate this significant impact (See Chapter 2 for more detail on the Revised Project 

and its impacts). Thus, the Revised Project would not cause a significant impact on pedestrians. Also, see 

Response to Comment A-2-2 for more detailed information on pedestrian features of the proposed 

project. 

Response to Comment A-5-6 

The comment is consistent with the DEIR. As shown on page 4.3-36, Standard Condition of Approval 

TRANS-1 requires implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program for the 

project, which would also reduce project parking demand. See Master Response M-3 for an updated 

parking demand analysis and a revised Improvement Measure TRANS-2, which provides strategies to 

reduce and better manage the project parking demand.  
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Response to Comment A-5-7 

A demand shuttle service will be considered as part of the TDM program for the project. However, 

considering the size of the project and that the project site is well served by AC Transit, a shuttle service 

most likely would not be very effective in reducing automobile trips. 

Response to Comment A-5-8 

College Avenue, adjacent to the project site currently has a curb-to-curb width of 40 feet which consists 

of one travel lane and one parking lane in each direction. This width is consistent with most of College 

Avenue north of the proposed project.  

The Revised Project would widen the curb-to-curb width on College Avenue by up to ten feet to provide a 

left-turn lane into the project site from southbound College Avenue. The left-turn lane would remove left-

turning vehicles from the through vehicle flow and reduce the delay for through moving automobiles and 

buses. The Revised Project would also provide a median and/or bulbouts on the south approach of the 63
rd

 

Street/College Avenue intersection to shorten the pedestrian crossing distance on College Avenue. 

Reducing the curb-to-curb width on College Avenue to 45 or 35 feet would require the elimination of the 

southbound left-turn lane and the pedestrian improvements proposed by the Revised Project and/or 

elimination of parking on one or both sides of the street. 

Response to Comment A-5-9 

The proposed project would provide the following sidewalk widths along the project frontage: 

 The sidewalk along Claremont Avenue would be six-feet wide north of the pedestrian-only street 

and eight-feet or wider south of the pedestrian-only street.  

 The sidewalk adjacent to the project along College Avenue would have a minimum width of eight 

feet and up to 18 feet just north of Claremont Avenue at the proposed bus stop.  

Also, see Response to Comment A-2-2 for more detailed information on pedestrian features of the 

proposed project. 

The travel lanes on College Avenue are currently 12 feet wide and the proposed project would maintain 

the 12-foot travel lanes. Considering that College Avenue in Oakland is designated as a future Class 3A 

arterial bike route, travel lanes should continue to be 12 feet wide to safely accommodate both bicycles 

and automobiles.  

The proposed project would not modify the lane configuration on Claremont Avenue. Travel lanes on 

Claremont Avenue would continue to be between 10 and 10.5 feet wide with the project, which is the 

minimal width to safely accommodate automobiles and buses on an arterial. 

Widening the sidewalks to 12 feet along Claremont Avenue and/or 14 feet along College Avenue would 

require eliminating on-street parking and/or reducing the size of the project as the travel lanes on both 

streets cannot be narrowed any further. 

Response to Comment A-5-10 

Neither Mitigation Measures TRANS-2 nor TRANS-9 would have secondary significant impacts on 

pedestrian circulation or safety. Both proposed improvements can be accommodated within the existing 
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curb-to-curb right-of-way and would not require additional right-of-way. Pedestrian crosswalks at both 

intersections would remain at the existing locations and would not be lengthened.  

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2, at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection, would benefit 

pedestrians by providing protected north/south left-turns so that automobiles turning left from northbound 

and southbound College Avenue would not conflict with pedestrians crossing Alcatraz Avenue. 

Response to Comment A-5-11 

The potential aesthetic impacts of the project are evaluated on pages 4.2-1 through 4.2-17 of the DEIR. 

The analysis found that 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. 

Along Claremont Avenue, the project would add a structure that would be 30 feet tall along almost three-

fourths of the Claremont Avenue frontage, and approximately 20 feet tall along the remainder of the 

Claremont Avenue frontage. No structures currently exist along this frontage. 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 

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 DEIR concluded that overall 

visual impacts of the project would be less-than-significant, and consistent with the City of Oakland 

Design Review criteria. 

Architectural and other details of the project’s design are subject to a design review process by the 

Planning Commission that is separate from the environmental review that is the subject of this EIR. As 

noted on page 4.2-12 of the DEIR, design review is focused on ensuring quality design and avoiding 

potentially adverse visual effects. In approving Design Review the Planning 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 given 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, 

(Oakland Planning Code, 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. Oakland Planning Code, (Section 

17.136.050 (B) (2)). 
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The level of detail provided in the visual impact analysis of the DEIR is sufficient to provide a 

determination that the proposed project would not result in a significant impact. As provided by Section 

15143 of the CEQA Guidelines, “The EIR shall focus on the significant effects on the environment. The 

significant effects should be discussed with emphasis in proportion to their severity and probability of 

occurrence.” In addition, Section 15128 of the Guidelines states, “An EIR shall contain a statement 

briefly indicating the reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to 

be significant and were therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR.” The DEIR has adequately 

documented the less-than-significant visual effect the project would have along College and Claremont 

Avenues, and additional documentation is provided in Response to Comment E-31. As noted in the 

comment, further refinements to the project design can occur during the design review process.  

Regarding the safety of the garage entrances, the traffic analysis identified a potential safety hazard only 

at the College Avenue entrance, which would be due to increased crossing distance (Impact TRANS-17A, 

page 4.3-101) and to the new signalization at the entrance (Impact TRANS-17B, page 4.3-102). However, 

as described in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, the Revised Project would eliminate Impacts TRANS-17A and 

TRANS-17B and Mitigation Measures TRANS-17A and TRANS-17B would not be needed. Alternative 

4 can be considered by decision makers as another way to avoid Impacts TRANS-17A and TRANS-17B. 

Response to Comment A-5-12 

The commenter requests evaluation of an alternative with a second level setback approximately 30 feet 

containing student or senior residential units or office space to improve the Claremont Avenue façade of 

the proposed project. As noted under Response to Comment Letter A-2-2, regarding evaluation of an 

alternative to improve the visual quality impacts of the proposed project, as stipulated in Section 

15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the 

project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 

project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate 

the comparative merits of the alternatives.” [emphasis added.] Thus, the purpose of alternatives under 

CEQA, as also noted in DEIR Section 5.1, Criteria for Selecting Alternatives (page 5-1), is to reduce or 

avoid significant impacts of the proposed project. All of the alternatives evaluated in the DEIR for the 

proposed Safeway project were developed to achieve this objective. Because the DEIR identifies eleven 

significant and unavoidable (SU) impacts of the project, all of them related to traffic operations, the 

alternatives are appropriately focused on reducing or avoiding one or more of these impacts. 

It is not feasible, nor is it required under CEQA, to study every possible alternative. Consistent with the 

requirements of CEQA, the DEIR evaluated a range of reasonable alternatives to the project that would 

feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or reduce one or more of the 

significant impacts identified for the proposed project. Although provision of housing is not one of the 

objectives of the project, the DEIR evaluated two alternatives that included a housing component in an 

attempt to maximize the trip reduction benefits of an integrated mixed-use project. The intent behind 

these alternatives (Alternative 1a and Alternative 1b) was that a different mix of land uses, with a reduced 

amount of commercial development, would reduce one or more of the project’s significant traffic impacts. 

However, once the impact analysis of the alternatives was performed, the results revealed that while there 

would be some reduction of traffic trips generated, it would not be a significant reduction, and all of the 

SU impacts identified for the project would still occur under Alternative 1a. Alternative 1b (with senior 

housing) would result in a reduction in the number of vehicle trips in comparison with the proposed 

project, with the result that it would eliminate one of the project’s SU impacts (Impact TRANS-13) and 

would reduce the magnitude of the other traffic impacts of the project, but not to a level of insignificance. 

However, as discussed on page 5-9 of the DEIR, Alternative 1b would not meet certain key project 

objectives; primarily because of the reduced store size. 
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Analyzing an alternative with a slightly different mix of uses than Alternatives 1a and 1b (e.g., fewer 

residential units, or office instead of retail), as identified by the commenter, would not reduce the 

significant impacts of the proposed project beyond those identified for Alternatives 1a or 1b. 

As noted in the comment, the DEIR also evaluated an alternative, Alternative 3, that would have no 

vehicular access to and from College Avenue; it would also be the same as the proposed project in other 

respects. 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. Alternative 3 is described on DEIR page 5-15 and evaluated on pages 5-

26 through 5-43. This alternative was selected to improve pedestrian safety along College Avenue. As 

explained above, it is not feasible nor required under CEQA to study every possible alternative, and 

consistent with the requirements of CEQA, the DEIR evaluated a range of reasonable alternatives to the 

project that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or reduce one 

or more of the significant impacts identified for the proposed project.  

While a combination of the alternatives analyzed could eliminate more significant and unavoidable 

impacts, this would not change the identification of the Alternative 2b as the Environmentally Superior 

Alternative, and would still fail to meet many of Safeway’s basic objectives. 

Response to Comment A-5-13 

Consistent with the provisions of Sections 15088, 15089, and 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final 

EIR contains all of the written comment letters on the DEIR submitted by BART, AC Transit, Public 

Works, the City of Berkeley, and other public agencies, and provides written responses to all of the 

comments submitted, including recommendations. Pursuant to Section 15090 of the CEQA Guidelines, 

the City’s decision makers will need to certify that they have reviewed and considered all of the 

comments and responses prior to approving the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment A-6-1 

The comment acknowledges receipt of the DEIR at the State Clearinghouse, in compliance with CEQA 

procedural requirements. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is 

necessary.  

Comment Letter A-6, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment B-1-1 

Regarding the potential effects of the project on neighborhood character, please see Response to 

Comment E-142 and Master Response M-9. Regarding the suitability of the project objectives, please see 

Responses to Comments B-4-12 and C-10-7. Regarding the range of alternatives, please see Responses to 

Comments C-10-8 through C-10-11 and E-132. Regarding the discussion on consistency with zoning, 

please see Master Response M-9. Regarding evidence in support of the conclusion that the project’s 

greenhouse gas emissions would not exceed the relevant thresholds of significance, please see Master 

Response M-8. 

Regarding the secondary effects of traffic and parking impacts, these are considered in the DEIR. Master 

Responses M-3 and M-5 provide additional information on parking and traffic intrusion in residential 

streets. As far as the assertion that the analysis ignores the eight small retail stores, this is addressed in 

Master Responses M-1 and M-3. Regarding the other points raised in the comment, please see Response 

to Comment C-10-2. 

Response to Comment B-1-2 

Please see Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment B-1-3 

The commenter states that the DEIR provides no evidence that the proposed project would not exceed the 

City’s threshold of significance for greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Chapter 4 in the EIR provides a 

comprehensive analysis of the potential GHG emissions of the project. Subsection 4.5.3 on pages 4.5-44 

to 4.5-55 discusses the approach and conclusions to the CEQA analysis of GHG emissions. Moreover, 

Comment Letter B-1, cont’d. 
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Appendix L in the DEIR contains the outputs of the CalEEMod computer model and Air Quality 

Dispersal Maps. Data related to energy consumption is found in Appendix D in this FEIR. 

Also see Master Response M-8 regarding the 2005 Governor’s Executive Order and the City of Oakland’s 

GHG emissions policy. 

Response to Comment B-1-4 

See Master ResponseM-3 for a more detailed analysis of parking conditions and potential secondary 

impacts of parking shortage. 

The traffic impact and parking demand analyses presented in the DEIR include the traffic and parking 

generated by the retail and restaurant components of the project as shown in Table 4.3-10 (Project 

Automobile Trip Generation Estimate) and Table 4.3-22 (Automobile Parking Demand Estimate). 

Response to Comment B-1-5  

The Broadway/Pleasant Valley Avenue intersection was not analyzed for the DEIR because the proposed 

project is not expected to add noticeable additional traffic at this intersection. As described on page 4.3-3, 

study intersections were generally 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. Considering that the Broadway/Pleasant Valley Avenue 

intersection is adjacent to the 51
st
 and Broadway Shopping Center and a Safeway Store, it is not expected 

that vehicles would travel through the Broadway/Pleasant Valley intersection to the College Avenue 

Safeway project. 

Response to Comment B-1-6  

The future 2015 and 2035 analyses presented in the DEIR account for the traffic generated by the 

proposed expansion of the 51
st
 and Broadway Shopping Center Project. Appendix G of the DEIR 

(Safeway on College Avenue and 51
st
 and Broadway Center – ACCMA Travel Model Land Use 

Assumptions Memorandum) describes the methodology and assumptions used to future land uses 

estimates used to develop future traffic volume forecasts for both Safeway projects. The traffic volume 

forecasts for both projects were developed at the same time in order to present consistent future 

conditions for environmental analyses for both projects. 

Appendix B of the memorandum lists the land use assumptions for the area surrounding the project site. 

As shown in this table, the proposed 51
st
 and Broadway Shopping Center Project is included in TAZ 

(Traffic Analysis Zone) 332.  

The following has been added to the first table on page 4-6 of the DEIR in order to clarify that the 

51
st
 and Broadway Shopping Center Project was considered as part of the land use assumptions: 

51
st
 and Broadway Shopping 

Center Project  

Increase the size of the shopping center from 

185,500 square feet to 212,310 square feet of retail 

and office space. 
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Response to Comment B-1-7 

Consistent with CEQA guidelines, the DEIR only assumes infrastructure projects that have full funding 

and all approvals to be completed and included in the analysis of future conditions. Page 4.3-31 of the 

DEIR describes the potential improvements to be funded by the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project 

Settlement Agreement in Oakland. The cost of proposed improvements currently exceeds the available 

funding; thus not all proposed improvements can be funded at this time. The list of improvements 

provided on page 4.3-31 of the DEIR indicate if each improvement has full funding and if it is included in 

the analysis of future conditions. Improvements that have full funding are very likely to be implemented. 

Therefore, consistent with CEQA guidelines, the DEIR analysis properly included them in the cumulative 

conditions analysis. 

In addition, as correctly stated in the comment, some of the proposed improvement are primarily safety 

improvements, specifically for pedestrians and bicyclists, and would not affect traffic flow and 

intersection operations. 

Response to Comment B-1-8  

Page 4.3-32 of the DEIR describes the potential improvements to be funded by the Caldecott Tunnel 

Improvement Project Settlement Agreement in Berkeley. As described in the DEIR, the improvements in 

Berkeley are not known at this time and they do not have full approval from City of Berkeley. Consistent 

with CEQA guidelines, these improvements were not included in the analysis of future conditions. 

However, the DEIR discusses these potential improvements in the context of potential project mitigation 

measures TRANS-1 at the Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection and TRANS-10 at the Ashby 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection. The City of Berkeley is responsible for approving mitigation 

measures at intersections in the City of Berkeley. 

Response to Comment B-1-9  

The thirteen intersections listed in the comment were not analyzed in the DEIR for the following reasons: 

 The proposed project would increase traffic volumes by less than 10 peak hour vehicles at the 

Ashby Avenue/Domingo Avenue and Ashby Avenue/Telegraph Avenue intersections as shown 

on Figures 4.3-13A and 4.3-13B in the DEIR. Therefore, these intersections do not meet the 

general criteria used in the DEIR to select study intersections. 

 The other intersections listed in the comment are controlled by stop-signs on the side-street 

approaches. Based on significance criteria for both Cities of Oakland and Berkeley described on 

pages 4.3-54 and 4.3-56 of the DEIR, an impact at a side-street stop-controlled intersection is 

significant if the intersection meets Caltrans peak hour warrant for signalization. Considering that 

these side-street stop controlled intersections along College and Claremont Avenues generally 

serve the adjacent residential neighborhoods, and that barriers on several of these streets, such as 

Domingo Avenue and Webster and Prince Streets, limit through traffic on these residential 

streets, it is unlikely that these intersections would meet Caltrans peak hour warrant for 

signalization. Thus, these intersections were not analyzed in the DEIR and the proposed project is 

not expected to result in a significant impact at these intersections. 
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Response to Comment B-1-10  

It is unlikely that the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in cut-through traffic using 

Domingo Avenue and Hazel Road to bypass the Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection for the 

following reasons: 

 Fewer than ten peak hour project-generated trips are expected to use Ashby Avenue east of 

Claremont Avenue. Left-turns from Ashby Avenue to Domingo Avenue are prohibited from 7:00 

AM to 9:00 AM and from 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM on weekdays. 

 In order for vehicles to use Domingo Avenue and Hazel Road as a short-cut from westbound 

Ashby Avenue to southbound Claremont Avenue, they must turn left twice from Ashby Avenue 

to Domingo Avenue and from Hazel Road to Claremont Avenue. Although the Ashby 

Avenue/Domingo Avenue intersection is signalized, the left-turns do not have a protected phase 

and must wait for opposing eastbound traffic to clear. The Hazel Road/Claremont Avenue 

intersection is controlled by a stop sign on Hazel Road; thus, vehicle turning left from westbound 

Hazel Road to southbound Claremont Avenue must wait for an acceptable gap for traffic in both 

northbound and southbound Claremont Avenue. Considering the additional delay on this cut-

through route, the increase in delay at the Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection caused 

by the proposed project is not expected to result in a substantial increase in cut-through traffic on 

Domingo Avenue and Hazel Road. 

Response to Comment B-1-11  

The comment is consistent with the DEIR. In the description of Ashby Avenue (SR 13) on page 4.3-4, the 

DEIR acknowledges that only parts of Ashby Avenue provide a second travel lane during the peak 

commute periods.  

Furthermore, the availability of travel lanes on Ashby Avenue does not affect the lane configuration of 

Ashby Avenue at the study intersections. Thus, the intersection operations analysis presented in the DEIR 

remains valid. In addition, the analysis conducted for the Alameda County Congestion Management 

Program (CMP), described on page 4.3-104 of the DEIR and the detailed analysis presented in Appendix 

J of the DEIR, conservatively assumes one travel lane in each direction of Ashby Avenue. 

Response to Comment B-1-12  

As stated in the comment, Table 4.3-6 documents Levels of Service (LOS) under Existing Conditions 

(without the proposed project) at all 15 study intersections and Table 4.3-13 compared the LOS under 

Existing Plus Project conditions with Existing No Project conditions to determine if the proposed project 

would result in a significant impact. As indicated by the “Impact” column of the table, the proposed 

project would result in significant impacts to three intersections in Berkeley under Existing Conditions: 

 Ashby Avenue/College Avenue (#1) 

 College Avenue/Alcatraz Avenue (#5) 

 Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont Avenue (#6) 

Mitigation Measures TRANS-1 through TRANS-3 include improvements to mitigate these impacts to a 

less-than-significant levels. Table 4.3-14 presents the intersection LOS after implementation of these 

mitigation measures. Table 4.3-14 also indicates if the impact at these intersections would continue to be 

significant and unavoidable after the implementation of the mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-

14, these mitigation measures would reduce the intersection delay and LOS to less than under Existing No 
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Project conditions and would therefore mitigate the impact caused by the Project to a less than significant 

level. However, as indicated in footnote 3 of Table 4.3-14, these impacts are identified as significant and 

unavoidable because the intersections are not within Oakland’s jurisdiction, and thus the City of Oakland 

cannot enforce implementation of these mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment B-1-13  

See Master Response M-2 for why the DEIR selected the Saturday PM peak hour for analysis and for 

analysis of traffic conditions during the Saturday midday peak hour. The project would not cause 

additional impacts during the Saturday midday peak hour. 

Response to Comment B-1-14  

See Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of parking conditions and potential secondary 

impacts of parking shortage. 

The DEIR did not analyze conditions on a Saturday with football games at UC Berkeley’s California 

Memorial Stadium because football games occur about five or six times a year and do not represent 

typical operating conditions. However, considering that most intersections currently operate at or near 

capacity on non-game Saturdays, additional traffic generated by football games is not expected to change 

the results of the analysis. 

Response to Comment B-1-15  

The analysis presented in the DEIR accounts for the parking generated by the retail and restaurant 

components of the project. See Table 4.3-21 on page 4.3-109 for required parking supply based on City of 

Oakland Zoning Ordinance and see Table 4.3-22 on page 4.3-110 for estimated peak parking demand 

generated by the project. 

Response to Comment B-1-16  

As noted in the comment and described on page 4.3-95 of the DEIR, Mitigation Measures TRANS-13, 

which would signalize the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection, would result in negative effects on 

traffic circulation and quality of life issues. Since the mitigation measure may not be implemented 

because of these secondary impacts, the DEIR conservatively identifies the impact as significant and 

unavoidable. In addition, the Revised Project, as described in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, would reconfigure 

the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate Impact TRANS-13 and the need for Mitigation 

Measure TRANS-13. 

The project proposes to move the existing bus stop on northbound College Avenue from south to north of 

Claremont Avenue in order to improve bus operations and provide a bus stop closer to the project site. 

Considering that the proposed project would widen College Avenue at the proposed bus stop location so 

that stopped buses would not block northbound through traffic, the relocation of the bus stop would not 

affect traffic operations at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection. 

Response to Comment B-1-17  

The comments summarizes the specific comments made above. Please see Responses to Comments B-1-1 

through B-1-16. 
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Comment Letter B-2, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment B-2-1 

The comment expresses support for the project and concurrence with some of the findings in the DEIR, 

and no response is necessary.  

Response to Comment B-2-2 

The comment cites anticipated economic and social benefits of the project, but does not address the 

adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment B-2-3 

The comment cites proposed improvements that will foster use of alternative transportation modes, but 

does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment B-2-4 

The comment expresses concurrence with the findings in the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment B-2-5 

The comment expresses support for the project and concurrence with some of the findings in the DEIR, 

and no response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment B-3-1 

The comment supporting the project is noted, and will be considered by decision makers during their 

deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. The comment 

does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment B-3-2 

The comment expresses support for the project and concurrence with some of the findings in the DEIR, 

and no response is necessary. 

Comment Letter B-3, cont’d. 

4 
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Response to Comment B-3-3 

The comment cites anticipated economic and social benefits of the project, but does not address the 

adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment B-3-4 

The comment provides recommendations to City decision makers to facilitate and expedite approval of 

the proposed project. No response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter B-4, cont’d. 

2 

3 

4 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 
 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-132 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

  

  

Comment Letter B-4, cont’d. 
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Comment Letter B-4, cont’d. 
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Comment Letter B-4, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment B-4-1  

The comment provides an overview of the comment letter and a summary statement asserting that the 

DEIR appears to have understated or omitted numerous significant environmental impacts. This comment 

does not go into specifics elaborating on this assertion or providing evidence to support it. More details 

are provided in the subsequent comments in the letter, and detailed responses are provided below in 

response to those comments. 

Response to Comment B-4-2  

The comment asserts generally that the DEIR’s discussion of land use impacts is deficient and lacks 

substantial evidence to support its conclusions, and more specifically that is inconsistent with zoning 

requirements and General Plan goals and policies which, it is asserted, were put in place to be protective 

of the environment. The comment also states that the required findings for a conditional use permit were 

adopted in recognition of limited available infrastructure to support development in the area. Please see 

Master Response M-9, where all of these issues are addressed.  

Regarding the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts, as required under CEQA, the DEIR 

identifies and discloses the project’s significant impacts, including the significant and unavoidable 

impacts, for consideration by the public and the decision makers. As provided by Section 15093 of the 

CEQA Guidelines, prior to approving the proposed project, the City will be required to make findings that 

economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental 

effects of the project, and thus the adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable.” 

Response to Comment B-4-3  

On pages 4.3-1 through 4.3-118 the DEIR provides a thorough evaluation of the proposed project’s 

potential impacts on traffic under six different existing and future development scenarios. With 118 pages 

of discussion and analysis, the comment incorrectly asserts that the DEIR fails to discuss parking and 

traffic effects on College Avenue. In fact, the DEIR identifies 15 transportation impacts, including 11 

impacts on College Avenue traffic and 11 significant and unavoidable impacts. As noted on page 4.3-106 

of the DEIR, although CEQA does not require an evaluation of effects on parking, which are considered 

social effects, not physical effects on the environment, the DEIR nonetheless provides an evaluation of 

the project’s parking demand; identification of the City’s parking requirements for the proposed mix of 

food, retail, and restaurant uses; comparison of the proposed parking supply relative to demand; and a 

summary of strategies to reduce parking demand and/or increase parking supply.  

Furthermore, Master Response M-3 provides a more detailed discussion of project parking demand, 

which reaches the same conclusion as the DEIR. The analysis identifies a parking deficit of up to 63 

spaces; the project would provide 171 parking spaces but would generate peak demand for 234 spaces. In 

addition, the proposed parking would be 15 spaces short of the parking required by the City’s Municipal 

Code, which would require approval of a variance, as noted on DEIR page 3-26. Both the DEIR and FEIR 

acknowledge that project customers and employees would seek on-street parking when project parking 

facilities operate at or near capacity, which would result in higher on-street parking occupancies. The 

discussion also notes that parking demand may spill to residential streets west of College Avenue since 

on-street parking spaces on these streets have no restrictions and no charge. 

Regarding use of the Safeway parking lot for customers of other retail businesses in the project vicinity, 

while it is acknowledged that the proposed project may increase demand for on-street parking in the area, 

as noted above, CEQA does not treat parking effects as environmental impacts. However, the DEIR 

encourages the City to consider strategies to reduce the project’s parking deficit and the potential for 
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intrusion into the adjacent residential neighborhoods, including limiting parking duration in the 

underground parking garage; implementing tandem parking, lift parking, and/or attendant parking; 

implementing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan; implementing Residential Parking 

Permit (RPP) on the residential streets west of College Avenue; and others.  

Please refer to the following response for a response to the footnote statement that the project would serve 

more than the local Rockridge-Elmwood-Temescal neighborhoods. 

Response to Comment B-4-4  

The DEIR acknowledges in numerous ways and many locations throughout the document that the 

proposed project would result in the generation of new vehicle trips in comparison to the existing 

Safeway store. As noted in Response to Comment B-4-3 immediately above, the DEIR devotes 118 pages 

to the analysis of the project’s traffic and transportation impacts, and identifies numerous mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts. However, the proposed store has been designed at a pedestrian scale, 

with an orientation around pedestrian access and pedestrian amenities, including, as previously noted, 

walk-up storefronts, an outdoor pedestrian plaza, ground-level and elevated pedestrian walkways, and a 

landscaped rooftop terrace at the prominent apex of the site. While the project necessarily includes 

parking, it would be well screened from offsite views by landscaping, a planted trellis, and the new shops. 

The net result of the project design would clearly be pedestrian-oriented development, as portrayed in the 

elevations and architectural renderings presented in Chapter 3 of the DEIR.  

By its very nature, a full-service grocery store will of necessity be auto-oriented. A large segment of the 

population is physically incapable of transporting a significant amount of groceries on foot or by bicycle. 

However, as illustrated on the peak-hour trip assignments shown on DEIR Figures 4.3-13A and 4.3-13B, 

that the majority of project-generated automobile trips would originate from 0.7 miles away or less.
2
 

The comment states that the EIR needs to address how the project will be able to satisfy the findings 

required for approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). Please see Master Response M-9 for a response 

to this comment.  

Response to Comment B-4-5  

The comment references flaws and deficiencies of the traffic analysis presented in the DEIR, as identified 

in a separate report, but does not identify any specific flaws or deficiencies. Therefore, a more detailed 

response to this comment is not possible, but the report referenced in the comment is presented in this 

FEIR as Comment Letter C-214; responses immediately follow that letter. 

Response to Comment B-4-6  

As noted in Comment A-1-3 by AC Transit, the proposed relocation of the bus stop on northbound 

College Avenue from just south to just north of Claremont Avenue would improve operations for both 

buses and automobiles. Currently, buses stopped at the bus stop may block the through traffic lane and 

prevent vehicles from proceeding through the intersection, despite the green signal. The project would 

widen northbound College Avenue at the relocated stop north of Claremont Avenue to 21 feet wide, 

adequate space for buses to stop and load/unload passengers without blocking and disrupting through 

traffic flow on northbound College Avenue. In addition, the project would widen the sidewalk to provide 

a bus shelter without interfering with the pedestrian flow along College Avenue. Although conservatively 

                                                           
2
  The longest road segment that would experience an increase of 31 or more peak-hour trips (on Saturdays) would be between 

the proposed Safeway and the intersection of College Avenue at Stuart Street, a distance of less than 0.7 miles. 
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not reflected in the intersection operations analysis, relocating the bus stop is expected to improve traffic 

operations at the Claremont Avenue/College Avenue intersection. 

Response to Comment B-4-7  

The comment refers to inaccurate information on the status of Oakland’s bicycle projects but does not 

provide any details. Regarding the consultation required by Public Resources Code §§21092.4 and 21153, 

the former section requires consultation with transportation planning agencies and public agencies that 

have transportation facilities within their jurisdictions that could be affected by the project. Section 

21092.4 requires consultation “concerning the project’s effect on major local arterials, public transit, 

freeways, highways, overpasses, on-ramps, off-ramps, and rail transit service within the jurisdiction of a 

transportation planning agency or public agency consulted by the lead agency,” but does not specify 

bicycle facilities. Nonetheless, the City’s Transportation Department, including the Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Program Manager, received all notices pertaining to the environmental review of the proposed 

project, and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Manager participated in a number of early internal City 

meetings on the project. A list of recipients of public notice is available at the City of Oakland Planning 

Department. 

Response to Comment B-4-8  

The Initial Study, published on October 30, 2009, and circulated for 30 days of public review, addressed 

the potential impacts related to hazardous materials and other hazards. The Initial Study provided a 

summary of the results of a Phase I and Screening Level Phase II Environmental Assessment Report that 

was prepared on the Safeway store parcel and that found no evidence of environmentally hazardous 

conditions on that parcel. A separate asbestos survey determined that asbestos-containing materials 

(ACM) were present in the floor tiles, drywall and joint tape compounds, exterior stucco, roof cements, 

transite wall panels, and thermal insulation of the existing Safeway store. The ACMs will be removed 

using regulatory abatement practices for asbestos as part of the standard conditions of approval. 

As noted in the Initial Study, a Phase I and Screening Level Phase II Environmental Assessment Report 

was also prepared on the Union 76 gas station parcel that included five soil borings, with collected soil 

samples submitted for laboratory analysis by a State-certified laboratory. The Initial Study disclosed that 

one or more leaking underground storage tanks (LUST) had been identified on the site in the past, and 

remediation efforts were underway. Groundwater monitoring wells were installed on the site and methyl 

tert-butyl ether (MTBE) was detected in one of the wells. The Initial Study listed four pages of additional 

measures that the applicant would be required to implement as standard conditions of approval to ensure 

that the proposed project does not expose construction workers, the public, or the environment to 

significant hazards. The Initial Study concluded that, with implementation of these measures, the project’s 

hazards-related impacts would be less than significant. Consistent with the provisions of CEQA (e.g., 

Section 15063(c)(3)(A) of the CEQA Guidelines), the Initial Study was used to focus effects determined 

to not be significant out from further, more detailed analysis in the EIR. The topic of hazards was among 

the effects focused out of the EIR pursuant to this provision. 

Since publication of the DEIR, the Alameda County Health Care Services Agency, Department of Public 

Health, issued a closure letter indicating that the project sponsor had completed remedial action for the 

LUST(s) formerly at the project site, and no further action related to petroleum releases is required.
3
 

                                                           
3
  Ariu Levi, Director, Alameda County Health Care Services Agency, Department of Environmental Health, Remedial Action 

Completion Certification, February 28, 2012. 
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Response to Comment B-4-9 

As noted in the preceding response (B-4-8), in accordance with standard CEQA practice, the Initial Study 

was used to focus out effects determined to not be significant from further, more detailed analysis in the 

EIR. The Initial Study lists five pages of standard conditions of approval intended to ensure that the 

proposed project’s potential construction and operational impacts on water quality would be less than 

significant. Among other obligations, the applicant will be required to prepare and implement a 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan during 

construction and a Post-Construction Stormwater Pollution Management Plan for the life of the project’s 

operations. The applicant will also be required to provide ongoing maintenance of the required on-site 

stormwater treatment measures. The discussion of water quality impacts was provided in the Initial Study.  

The comment also states that the air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) analyses are deficient but does 

not provides details about how it is deficient. Therefore, no further response to the comment is feasible or 

required. 

Response to Comment B-4-10 

The redevelopment of other Safeway stores in the region does not constitute a single larger project or a 

phased project. Each store would require a separate and wholly independent approval, and each would be 

subject to environmental review pursuant to CEQA under the jurisdiction of multiple lead agencies. 

Under CEQA, such independent projects are not treated as a single project. Also see Master Response M-

10 for a discussion of “piecemealing” or segmenting of a project into small parts if the effect is to avoid 

full disclosure of environmental impacts. 

Regarding the Safeway project at the Rockridge Shopping Center, while it is within the jurisdiction of the 

City of Oakland, it is a separate, independent application being processed as such by the City. However, it 

was considered in the evaluations of cumulative impacts (see Response to Comment B-4-11 below and 

Master Response M-6).  

The BAAQMD methodology for evaluating projects is based on examining the emissions associated with 

an individual development but comparing project emissions to levels established as representing a 

“cumulatively considerable” impact. See Master Response MR-7.  

Response to Comment B-4-11 

The comment notes that the East Bay area drains to the San Francisco Bay. As noted in Response to 

Comment B-4-9 to this comment letter, the applicant will be required to prepare and implement a 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan during 

construction and a Post-Construction Stormwater Pollution Management Plan for the life of the project’s 

operations as well as other requirements listed on pages 50 through 54 of the Initial Study. 

Implementation of these standard conditions of approval will ensure that the project does not adversely 

affect water quality in San Francisco Bay, either individually or in combination with other new 

development in the watershed.  

The comment notes that the East Bay is located in a single air basin that is currently non-attainment for 

air pollutants. The regional air basin, which encompasses nine Bay Area counties, is described on page 

4.4-1 of the DEIR. Also, see Master Response M-7. The 13 Safeway projects identified by the commenter 
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are included in the cumulative greenhouse gas (GHG) and air quality impact analyses. See Master 

Responses M-6, M-7 and M-8.. For cumulative traffic impacts, Fehr & Peers utilized the ACCMA travel 

demand model, which factors in projected regional growth. The cumulative analysis was therefore based 

on a conservative regional growth estimate, not individual projects. In addition Fehr & Peers manually 

adjusted the traffic model to include both Oakland Safeway projects in the model. Every planned project 

included in the City’s list of major development projects, was considered in the cumulative analysis for 

all topics summarized in the DEIR. Cumulative noise impacts are addressed on pages 4.6-19 through 4.6-

20 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment B-4-12 

The project sponsor may define the objectives of a proposed project in an EIR. The project objectives (set 

forth on DEIR pages 3-9 and 3-10) are consistent with the policy direction established by the Oakland 

City General Plan and Zoning Ordinance,  CEQA allows a lead agency to reject alternatives that fail to 

meet most of the basic project objectives, as stipulated in Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

The City is not ignoring the infrastructure limitations of the College Avenue area. The primary 

infrastructure constraint is the traffic capacity of the local streets serving the project site. The DEIR 

identifies the existing constraints in the street network and evaluates the effects the proposed project 

would have on the network. As required by CEQA, the DEIR evaluates the project’s traffic impacts, 

identifies all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to the extent feasible, and identifies 

impacts that would remain significant following implementation of all feasible mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment B-4-13 

Regarding the objectives of the project, please see the preceding Response to Comment B-4-12. The 

issues raised in the comment are not environmental issues germane to the adequacy of the DEIR. They 

relate to economic and social effects, and are outside the scope of CEQA. As stipulated in Section 

15126.2(a) of the CEQA Guidelines.  

Response to Comment B-4-14 

The comment represents a summary statement asserting that the DEIR is inadequate, but provides no 

details or evidence to support the statement. Where more specific comments were presented in the 

preceding comments in this comment letter, more specific responses have been provided. It is the City’s 

contention that the DEIR as published provides an adequate disclosure to the public of the proposed 

project’s potential environmental impacts, and recirculation of the DEIR is neither required nor 

warranted. 

Response to Comment B-4-15 

The comment provides introductory paragraphs summarizing more detailed assertions presented later in 

the comment letter. Those comments are addressed in the responses below. Regarding cumulative impacts 

on air and water resources, please see Response to Comment B-4-11 to this comment letter and Master 

Response MR-7. 

Response to Comment B-4-16 

As discussed in Response to Comment B-4-8 to this comment letter, the issue of hazards, including soil 

and groundwater contamination, was not addressed in the DEIR because it was focused out of the EIR, 
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consistent with the provisions of CEQA (e.g., Section 15063(c)(3)(A) of the CEQA Guidelines). The 

Initial Study determined that, with implementation of the protective measures contained in the standard 

conditions of approval listed on pages 44 through 48 of the Initial Study, the project’s hazards-related 

impacts would be less than significant. Although the Initial Study did not explicitly state that there had 

been releases of hazardous materials in so many words, this was implicit in the statement on page 43 that 

groundwater monitoring wells were installed on the site and MTBE was detected in one of the wells. The 

Initial Study also disclosed on page 43 that one or more leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs) had 

been identified on the site in the past, and remediation efforts were underway. By definition, a LUST 

entails a release of hazardous materials to soil and/or groundwater. While the quantified results of the 

groundwater sampling were not provided in the Initial Study, it was sufficient to note that, based on the 

results of soil and groundwater sampling, evidence of Recognized Environmental Conditions was found 

on the site, necessitating the implementation of the ten conditions of approval listed on pages 44 through 

48 of the Initial Study. The Initial Study concluded that, with implementation of these measures, the 

project’s hazards-related impacts would be less than significant.  

As noted in Response to Comment B-4-8 to this comment letter, contamination from any LUSTs at the 

site of the former gas station have since been remediated, and no further action is required. 

Response to Comment B-4-17 

As noted in the immediately preceding Response to Comment B-4-16, the Initial Study revealed on page 

43 that remediation efforts have been initiated at the site, which indicates that they are still underway, and 

have not been completed. Standard Condition HAZ-1, set forth on page 44 of the Initial Study, requires 

implementation of appropriate measures to protect human health and the environment and the 

authorization of the appropriate regulatory agency, including the Alameda County Department of 

Environmental Health (ACDEH) and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 

prior to performing construction work. The City’s Fire Prevention Bureau Hazardous Materials Unit must 

also sign off before a demolition, grading, or building permit will be issued, as required by Standard 

Condition HAZ-2. As noted in the immediately preceding Response 16, the Initial Study did disclose that 

there was groundwater contamination at the site. 

As noted in Response to Comment B-4-8 to this comment letter, contamination from any LUSTs at the 

site of the former gas station have since been remediated, and no further action is required. 

Response to Comment B-4-18 

As noted in immediately preceding Response to Comment B-4-17, the Initial Study did disclose that 

groundwater remediation is currently occurring at the site. The Initial Study also identifies measures 

necessary to obtain regulatory closure, indicating (in Standard Condition HAZ-1) that work cannot 

proceed until authorized by the appropriate regulatory agency. The standard conditions require review and 

oversight by the City’s Fire Prevention Bureau Hazardous Materials Unit (Standard Condition HAZ-2), 

RWQCB, and ACDEH (Standard Condition HAZ-8), and explicitly require that the agencies “have 

granted all required clearances and confirmed that the all applicable standards, regulations and conditions 

for all previous contamination at the site” have been complied with. The commenter has failed to 

demonstrate that the DEIR is inadequate; therefore, a revised DEIR is not required. 

As noted in Response to Comment B-4-8 to this comment letter, contamination from any LUSTs at the 

site of the former gas station have since been remediated, and no further action is required. 
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Response to Comment B-4-19 

As noted in the preceding responses, the Initial Study did disclose that there was groundwater 

contamination at the site, and also noted that, based on soil sampling from five soil borings, evidence of 

Recognized Environmental Conditions was present on the site. Standard Condition HAZ-1 required the 

applicant to take all appropriate measures to protect human health (including worker health) and the 

environment, subject to regulatory oversight. Standard Condition HAZ-8 required soil sampling and 

profiling to identify specific handling and transport procedures in order to safeguard work health and 

safety, again, subject to regulatory oversight. Standard Condition HAZ-10 required implementation of 

remedial action identified by the environmental site assessment reports to ensure minimization of risk to 

human health and the environment, 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. Before being issued a demolition, grading, or 

building permit, the applicant must provide documentation of the completion of all permits, 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 required by local, State, 

and federal environmental regulatory agencies. These requirements will encompass potential 

contaminants in soil, dust, groundwater, or vapors that could adversely affect worker health or safety. 

Response to Comment B-4-20 

Regarding the disclosure of releases of contaminants to soil and groundwater and the protection of 

construction workers, please see Responses to Comments B-4-6 through B-4-19 to this comment letter. 

Response to Comment B-4-21 

The Initial Study disclosed that there were two extant USTs present on the Union 76 gas station site. 

These larger tanks, of 12,000- and 15,000-gallon capacity, respectively, replaced previous tanks in the 

same location. The comment references 2008, 2009, and 2010 reports, but does not specify what the 

reports were or who the authors were, making reference to the reports infeasible. However, the general 

gist of the comment is that there may be USTs still present on the site, which the Initial Study 

acknowledged. The comment goes on to state that USTs at the site could pose potential risks to 

construction workers involved in site grading and excavation. Please see Response 19 to this comment 

letter regarding protection of worker health and safety. As noted in Standard Condition HAZ-9, the 

applicant would be required to implement any recommendations for remedial action presented in the 

Phase I and/or Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA). The Phase I/II ESA recommended 

removal of the existing USTs under permit with Alameda County and/or the Oakland Fire Department. 

Thus, removal of existing USTs were required prior to project construction. As noted in Response to 

Comment B-4-8 to this comment letter, contamination from any LUSTs at the site of the former gas 

station has since been remediated, and no further action is required. 

Response to Comment B-4-22 

Standard Condition HAZ-9 requires the applicant to submit documentation to determine whether radon or 

vapor intrusion from the groundwater and soil is located on the project site, and recommend remedial 

action, if appropriate. The recommendations will be subject to review and approval by the City’s Fire 

Prevention Bureau Hazardous Materials Unit. Because the conditions of approval establish performance 

standards requiring implementation of any required remedial actions to the satisfaction and approval of 

the relevant local, State, or federal environmental regulatory agency, presentation of the results of the 

vapor intrusion investigation in the DEIR is not required. As provided in Section 15126.4 of the CEQA 

Guidelines, “(f)ormulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time. 
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However, measures may specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the 

project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way.” 

Response to Comment B-4-23 

The Phase I/II ESA prepared for the Union 76 gas station site, summarized in the Initial Study, noted that, 

due to the history of the site, there were likely to be some areas of soil impact that were not addressed in 

the Phase II soil sampling. According to the report, the 76 gas station on the site dates to 1920, but the 

Safeway site was previously occupied by an automotive sales business and auto repair shops from about 

1939 to 1963. The Phase I/II ESA recommended removal of the USTs and hydraulic hoists from the site 

under permit with Alameda County and/or the Oakland Fire Department, and indicated that the County 

should determine whether additional soil sampling is required. As noted in Response to Comment B-4-21 

to this comment letter, Standard Condition HAZ-9 requires the applicant to implement any 

recommendations for remedial action presented in the Phase I and/or Phase II ESA. Additional safeguards 

to worker safety, public health, and the environment would be provided through implementation of the 

ten standard conditions of approval set forth on pages 44 through 48 of the Initial Study. Among other 

requirements, the conditions require construction to be halted when any suspected contamination is 

encountered, with notification of regulatory agencies, evaluation of the potential contamination, and 

implementation of additional measures to protect human health and the environment. Soil sampling, with 

laboratory testing, is required beneath all USTs, elevator shafts, clarifiers, and subsurface hydraulic lifts 

when on-site demolition, or construction activities would potentially affect a particular development or 

building.  

The applicant will be required to 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. The applicant will be required to obtain and submit to the City written evidence of 

approval for any remedial action, if required by a local, State, or federal environmental regulatory agency, 

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. Implementation of the required conditions will ensure that 

any risks of toxics at the project site are identified and remediated prior to project construction.  

Response to Comment B-4-24 

The renovation or reconstruction of 13 stores spread across four counties, multiple cities, and separated 

by a distance of more than 50 miles does not constitute a single project under CEQA. Please see Response 

to Comment B-4-10 of this letter and Master Responses M-6, M-7, and M-8 for additional discussion on 

this point.  

Response to Comment B-4-25 

Please see Response to B-4-9 to this comment letter for a discussion on the proposed project’s potential 

construction and operational impacts on water quality. The project would result in an incremental 

reduction in the stormwater runoff from the site, and would be required to pre-treat all stormwater runoff 

from the site prior to discharge to the storm sewer. Because the project would not adversely affect water 

quality, it would not result in significant cumulative water quality impacts. 
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Response to Comment B-4-26 

The comment consists of a newspaper article submitted with Comment Letter B-4. It does not raise any 

issues regarding the adequacy of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. Please see Response to 

Comment B-4-10 of this letter and Master Responses M-6, M-7 and M-8. None of the material cited in 

the comment letter discusses the stores identified as part of, or dependent upon, a larger project. 

Response to Comment B-4-27 

The comment consists of a Notice of Preparation for a separate project submitted with Comment Letter B-

4. It does not raise any issues regarding the adequacy of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Please see Response to Comment B-4-10 of this letter and Master Responses M-6, M-7 and M-8. None of 

the material cited in the comment letter discuss the stores identified as part of, or dependent upon, a larger 

project. 

Response to Comment B-4-28 

The comment consists of a planning staff report for a separate project in another city submitted with 

Comment Letter B-4. It does not raise any issues regarding the adequacy of the DEIR, and no further 

response is necessary. Please see Response to Comment B-4-10 of this letter and Master Responses M-6, 

M-7 and M-8. None of the material cited in the comment letter discuss the stores identified as part of, or 

dependent upon,, a larger project. 

Response to Comment B-4-29 

The comment consists of a planning staff report for a separate project in another city submitted with 

Comment Letter B-4. It does not raise any issues regarding the adequacy of the DEIR, and no further 

response is necessary. Please see Response to Comment B-4-10 of this letter and Master Responses M-6, 

M-7 and M-8. None of the material cited in the comment letter discuss the stores identified as part of, or 

dependent upon, a larger project. 

Response to Comment B-4-30 

The comment consists of a planning staff report for a separate project in another city submitted with 

Comment Letter B-4. It does not raise any issues regarding the adequacy of the DEIR, and no further 

response is necessary. Please see Response to Comment B-4-10 of this letter and Master Responses M-6, 

M-7 and M-8. None of the material cited in the comment letter discuss the stores identified as part of, or 

dependent upon, a larger project. 
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Response to Comment B-5-1 

The comment requests the redesign of the project to eliminate all automobile access on College Avenue. 

Alternative 3 of the DEIR, pages 5-26 through 5-43 of the DEIR, analyzes the impacts of the full project 

with no curb-cuts on College Avenue. As described in the DEIR, eliminating automobile access for the 

project on College Avenue would worsen some of the identified impacts on intersection operations and 

would result in additional traffic on the segment of Alcatraz Avenue between College and Claremont 

Avenues. Also see Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description of the Revised Project which would 

reconfigure the project driveway on College Avenue to prohibit left-turns and through movements out of 

the project driveway. 

Response to Comment B-5-2 

Currently, left-turns from southbound College Avenue into the Safeway driveways are allowed. Since no 

dedicated left-turn lanes are provided, the left-turning vehicles block the southbound through traffic while 

they wait for gaps in the northbound traffic that would allow them to complete the left-turn lane. The 

proposed project would provide a dedicated left-turn lane into the Safeway driveway and improve safety 

and traffic operations by separating the through- and left-turn movements on southbound College Avenue. 

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

number of driveways from four to one, which reduces the number of conflict points between automobiles 

turning in and out of the project site and bicyclists and pedestrians along College Avenue. 

Response to Comment B-5-3 

The project proposes to move the existing bus stop on northbound College Avenue from south to north of 

Claremont Avenue (near side of the intersection to far side of the intersection) in order to provide a bus 

stop closer to the project site, improve bus rider amenities such as shelter and bench in a larger right-of-

way, accommodate stopped buses in a wider right-of-way without blocking northbound through traffic, 

and improve bus operations. Comment A-1-3 by AC Transit also reiterates the benefits of moving the bus 

stop. 

In general, AC Transit prefers bus stops on the far side of an intersection, rather than the near side for the 

following reasons: 

 Reduced conflicts between buses and right-turning vehicles at an intersection 

 Pedestrians would cross the street behind the bus, rather than in front 

 More efficient use of traffic signal as buses are less likely to be delayed by vehicles queued at a 

traffic signal. 

 Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 also includes moving the existing bus stop on northbound College 

Avenue from south to north of Alcatraz Avenue. Ultimately, the location of bus stops is decided 

by AC Transit, in conjunction with Cities of Berkeley and Oakland. See Response to Comment 

A-2-6 for more detail on the improvements on the College Avenue/Alcatraz Avenue intersection.  
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Response to Comment B-6-1 

The comment summarizes specific points delineated in the rest of the letter. Please see Responses to 

Comments B-6-2 through B-6-19, below. 

Response to Comment B-6-2 

 See Master Response M-4 regarding project impacts on bicycle safety. As described in Master Response 

M-4, the proposed project would not cause significant impact on bicycles and the DEIR’s treatment of 

bicycles is consistent with CEQA. 

As stated in the comment, City of Oakland Bicycle Master Plan identifies College Avenue within City of 

Oakland as a future Class 3A arterial bike route facility. City of Oakland is currently planning on 

implementing this improvement in the next few years (source: 

http://www2.oaklandnet.com/oakca1/groups/pwa/documents/report/oak026930.pdf). 

As stated in the comment, City of Oakland Bicycle Master Plan identifies Claremont Avenue within City 

of Oakland as a future Class 2 bicycle lane facility. Currently, there are no plans to implement this 

Comment Letter B-6, cont’d. 
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project. Since this bicycle improvement project is for the entire length of the Claremont Avenue corridor, 

it is beyond the scope of the proposed project to study and implement. 

Response to Comment B-6-3 

 See Master Response M-4 regarding project impacts on pedestrian safety. As described in Master 

Response M-4, the proposed project would not cause significant impact on pedestrians and the DEIR’s 

treatment of pedestrians is consistent with CEQA. 

As stated in the comment and described on page 4.3-8 of the DEIR, the City of Oakland Pedestrian 

Master Plan identifies both College and Claremont Avenues as District Routes. However, the Pedestrian 

Master Plan does not specify minimum sidewalk widths for District Routes. The proposed project would 

either maintain or widen the sidewalks along the project frontage.  

The proposed project would also improve pedestrian circulation by reducing the number of driveways on 

both College and Claremont Avenues, and providing lighting and street furniture along the project 

frontage. 

Response to Comment B-6-4 

The proposed project and the Mitigation Measures included in the DEIR include pedestrian bulbouts at 

the following locations:  

 At the north corner of the Claremont Avenue/College Avenue intersection 

 At the east side of College Avenue north and south of the Project Driveway 

In addition, the Revised Project, as described in Chapter 2, would include either bulbouts on the west side 

of College Avenue at the Project Driveway or a median to reduce the pedestrian crossing distance across 

College Avenue 

The feasibility of pedestrian bulbouts at other locations along the project frontage or as part of proposed 

mitigation measures can be considered as part of the final design for the project and the mitigation 

measures. In addition to improving pedestrian circulation, other factors, such as drainage and ability of 

trucks to turn, will also be considered. 

Response to Comment B-6-5 

The City will consider this input on the proposed project merits prior to taking action on the EIR and the 

Proposed Project. Note that the project would provide the following sidewalk widths along the project 

frontage: 

 The sidewalk along Claremont Avenue would continue to be six-feet wide north of the 

pedestrian-only street and eight-feet or more south of the pedestrian only street.  

 The sidewalk adjacent to the project along College Avenue would have a minimum width of eight 

feet. 
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Response to Comment B-6-6 

Standard Condition of Approval TRANS-1, item c, as described on page 4.3-37 of the DEIR, includes 

consideration of crosswalk treatments. The specific crosswalk treatment will be determined as part of the 

final project design and review and the treatment suggested in the comment will be considered. 

Response to Comment B-6-7 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-17B does not recommend signalization of the 63
rd

 Street/project 

Driveway/College Avenue intersection. Rather, Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 includes signalization of 

the intersection because it meets the peak hour signal warrant for signalization. Mitigation Measure 

TRANS-17B is provided to improve pedestrian environment if Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 is 

implemented in order to avoid the conditions at the Kaiser Medical Center described in the comment. In 

addition, as stated on page 4.3-95, Impact TRANS-13 is identified as a significant and unavoidable 

impact because intersection signalization may not be implemented due to the negative effects on the 

pedestrian environment as noted in the comment. 

Furthermore, the Revised Project, as described in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, would reconfigure the 63
rd

 

Street/College Avenue intersection to prohibit left-turns and through movements from the Project 

Driveway and limit access to 63
rd

 Street to right-ins/right-outs only. The Revised Project would eliminate 

Impacts TRANS-13, TRANS-17A and TRANS-17B and the need for Mitigation Measures TRANS-13, 

TRANS-17A, and TRANS-17B, which included installing a signal at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue 

intersection.  

Response to Comment B-6-8 

Standard Condition of Approval TRANS-1, item d, as described on page 4.3-37 of the DEIR, includes 

provisions for lighting. The specific lighting treatment will be determined as part of the final project 

design and review. 

Response to Comment B-6-9 

 See Master Response M-5 for a more detailed analysis of potential for traffic intrusion on residential 

streets. Improvement Measure TRANS-3 includes monitoring of traffic volumes and speeds on the streets 

listed in the comment and potential implementation of appropriate traffic calming measures if and when 

excessive traffic volumes are observed and in consultation with local residents and in accordance with all 

legal requirements. 

Response to Comment B-6-10 

College Avenue would continue to provide 12-foot travel lanes adjacent to the project site. This lane 

width is consistent with lane widths along other segments of College Avenue and would provide a 

consistent experience for both bicyclists and motor vehicles along College Avenue. 

Response to Comment B-6-11 

The Draft EIR concluded that the design of the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant 

effect on pedestrian safety. The request to relocate the pedestrian walkway is not a CEQA issue. 

Relocating the pedestrian walkway at this time would be infeasible as it would require completely 

redesigning the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment B-6-12 

Providing transit signal priority at the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection would be 

considered as part of Mitigation Measure TRANS-4, which includes traffic signal improvements at the 

intersection. In addition, transit signal priority at College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection along 

with other traffic signals along College Avenue is currently under consideration by City of Oakland and 

AC Transit (See page 4.3-32 of the DEIR). 

Response to Comment B-6-13 

See Responses to Comments B-6-2 and B-6-3. 

Response to Comment B-6-14 

As described in Response to Comment B-6-1, the project would not cause a significant impact on 

bicyclists at the Claremont Avenue/Mystic Street/Project Driveway intersection, therefore no bicycle 

mitigation measures are required at this intersection. Installation of pedestrian bulbout as part of the 

signalization of the Claremont Avenue/Mystic Street/Project Driveway intersection will be considered as 

part of the final project design. 

Response to Comment B-6-15 

Alternative 3 in the DEIR analyzed conditions with no project driveway on College Avenue. The Revised 

Project, as described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR, eliminates left-turn access from northbound College 

Avenue to westbound 63
rd

 Street. The Revised Project would also prohibit left-turns and through 

movements from 63
rd

 Street, reducing the traffic volumes on 63
rd

 Street. 

Response to Comment B-6-16 

As described in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, the Revised Project would include the installation of either 

bulbouts on the west side of College Avenue or a median at the intersection with 63
rd

 Street in order to 

reduce the pedestrian crossing distance across College Avenue 

Response to Comment B-6-17 

Installation of an additional pedestrian bulbout as part of Mitigation Measure TRANS-4 at the College 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection will be considered as part of the final project design. Additional 

bulbouts at this intersection are also under consideration as part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement 

Project Settlement Agreement (See page 4.3-31 of DEIR). 

Response to Comment B-6-18 

See Response to Comment B-6-17, immediately above. 

Response to Comment B-6-19 

See Response to Comment B-6-11. 
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Response to Comment C-1-1 

With respect to traffic impacts, please see Response to Comment C-1-2. 

With respect to noise impacts, as documented in Section 4.6 of the DEIR, the project’s operational noise 

impacts would not be significant, and consequently there is no requirement pursuant to CEQA for the 

DEIR to identify required noise mitigation. The DEIR determined that, with compliance with Standard 

Conditions NOI-1, NOI-2, NOI-3, and NOI-5, the project’s noise impacts during construction would not 

be significant. With respect to toxics/hazardous materials impacts, the Initial Study identified numerous 

standard conditions that the applicant will be required to implement that will ensure that potential releases 

of hazardous materials to environment will be adequately addressed and will not result in any significant 

impacts to human health or the environment. For additional information, please see Responses to 

Comments B-4-8, B-4-16 through B-4-19, and B-4-23. 
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Response to Comment C-1-2 

The existing traffic congestion on College Avenue referenced in the comment is consistent with Table 

4.3-6 of the DEIR which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at 

unacceptable LOS E or LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the 

proposed mitigation measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the 

incremental increase in delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted 

intersections would continue to operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion 

of the proposed project and the mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if 

implemented, these mitigation measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay 

caused by the proposed project at these intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed 

project and therefore reduce the potential for cut-through traffic on nearby residential streets. 

See Master Response M-5 regarding traffic intrusion on residential streets. 

See Response to Comment C-159-5 regarding truck traffic generated by the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-1-3 

The air quality analyses models and screening procedures account for idling vehicles including any 

potential increase in emissions that may be generated by vehicles idling around the project site. Emissions 

from idling vehicles are accounted for in both the regional analysis of emissions and the localized CO 

analysis. The localized CO analysis examined traffic conditions at intersections affected by project traffic. 

These intersections are the location of maximum vehicle idling (both from project and existing traffic) 

and would be expected to the location of the highest CO concentrations. The EIR concluded the project 

would not have a potentially significant impact on air quality, noise and traffic safety. See Master 

Response M-7. 

Response to Comment C-1-4 

See Master Response M-4 in regards to impacts on pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Response to Comment C-1-5 

Regarding the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1. Regarding the size and scale 

of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-4-1, D-31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. The 

City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-2-1 

The City provided six weeks (46 days) to review the EIR, consistent with the requirements of CEQA, as 

discussed in Responses to Comments E-3 and E-39. 

Response to Comment C-2-2 

As stated in the comment and shown in Table 4.3-19 of the DEIR, the additional traffic generated by the 

proposed project would increase travel times along both College and Claremont Avenues. Emergency 

vehicles would continue to operate similar to current conditions and other urban areas as they would 

continue to be allowed to travel through red signals, drive on the opposite side of the street, and other 

vehicles are required to pull to the side of the street to allow emergency vehicles to proceed. 
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Response to Comment C-2-3 

Regarding project effects on on-street parking on side streets, please see Master Response M-3. 

Regarding traffic intrusion on side streets, please see Master Response M-5.  

Response to Comment C-2-4 

The existing traffic congestion referenced in the comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR 

which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at unacceptable LOS E or 

LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the proposed mitigation 

measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the incremental increase in 

delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted intersections would continue to 

operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion of the proposed project and the 

mitigation measures. Based on the analyses presented in the DEIR and Chapter 2 of this FEIR, if 

implemented, these mitigation measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay 

caused by the proposed project at these intersections (the only exception would be the impact at 63
rd

 

Street/College Avenue intersection which would be eliminated by the revised project) as compared to 

conditions without the proposed project, which are congested, as referenced by the comment. 

Response to Comment C-2-5 

The comment expresses concern that the proposed project would adversely affect existing businesses in 

the vicinity. This comment is addressed in Master Response M-6.  

Response to Comment C-2-6 

With implementation of required mitigation measures and standard conditions identified in the DEIR, the 

project would not result in any significant air quality or noise impacts, as discussed in detail in DEIR 

Sections 4.4 and 4.6, respectively. As documented in Section 4.2, the project’s visual impacts would be 

less than significant. Please see Response to Comment E-86 for additional discussion on the project’s 

effects on views of the East Bay hills. Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to 

Comments A-4-1, D-31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. Regarding potential traffic impacts and 

feasible mitigation for the impacts, please see Response to Comment C-80-1. 

Response to Comment C-2-7 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-4-1, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. 
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Response to Comment C-3-1 

See Neighborhood Traffic Intrusion subsection on page 4.3-117 of the DEIR, and Responses to 

Comments C-1-2 and C-162-1 regarding cut-through traffic on residential streets.  

Response t to Comment C-3-2 

As stated in the comment, the DEIR did not analyze the Bank of America driveways on College Avenue 

and 62
nd

 Street, because the proposed project would not modify either driveway and both driveways 

would continue to provide access to and from Bank of America similar to current conditions.  

Response to Comment C-3-3 

See Response to Comment C-3-1 regarding cut-through traffic on residential streets. 

Response to Comment C-3-4 

Based on the significance criteria established by City of Oakland, a project would have a significant 

impact on motor vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian safety if it substantially increases hazards to motor 

vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians due to a design feature or incompatible uses (bullet 10 on page 4.3-55). 

The proposed project does not include any design features on Colby Street, Hillegass Avenue or at the 

Forest Street/Claremont Avenue/Colby Street intersection and the uses proposed by the project are 

consistent with current uses in the area. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a significant 

impact on safety at this intersection and the DEIR’s treatment of this issue is consistent with CEQA.  

As shown on Figure 4.3-4 of the DEIR, Hillegass Avenue is not a designated bicycle route in the vicinity 

of the project in Oakland. 

Response to Comment C-3-5 

See Response to Comment C-3-1 regarding cut-through traffic on residential streets. 

As stated on page 4.3-96 of the DEIR, the proposed project will have a significant impact at the Forest 

Street/Claremont Avenue/Colby Street intersection. Mitigation Measure TRANS-15 includes upgrading 

the traffic signal at the intersection, which would include measures that would improve circulation and 

safety for pedestrians and bicycles. 

Response to Comment C-3-6 

See Response to Comment C-3-1 regarding cut-through traffic on residential streets. 

Response to Comment C-3-7 

See Response to Comment C-3-1 regarding cut-through traffic on residential streets. 

Comment Letter C-3, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment C-3-8 

See Responses to Comments C-3-1 through C-3-7. 

Response to Comment C-3-9 

The comment is noted and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. It should be noted that multiple 

site visits were conducted in the preparation of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-3-10 

Please see Responses to Comments C-3-1 through C-3-9. Commenters on the DEIR who provided contact 

information receive notification of the publication of this document.  
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Response to Comment C-4-1 

The comment expresses concerns about the economic impacts of the proposed project and the lack of 

analysis of these effects in the DEIR. This comment is addressed in Master Response M-6. Regarding the 

inclusion of the proposed Safeway project at Broadway and Pleasant Valley Avenue, please see 

Responses to Comments B-4-1. 

The comment that the DEIR “completely failed to analyze an alternative plan that would deliver a smaller 

market” is incorrect: five of the seven alternatives evaluated in the DEIR (not including the No Project 

Alternative) involved smaller grocery stores ranging from 25,000 square feet to 45,000 square feet. The 

analysis presented in DEIR Chapter 5 includes quantified evaluations of the traffic impacts of the 

alternatives in comparison with the proposed project. The alternatives analyses do not include 

consideration of their economic effects because it is not required under CEQA unless such effects would 

result in a significant adverse physical impact on the environment. As documented in Master Response 

M-6, an economic analysis of the proposed project determined that there was no potential for the project 

to cause blight in the neighborhood or otherwise result in a significant adverse physical impact on the 

environment; that conclusion would apply to the smaller alternatives as well. 

Response to Comment C-4-2 

The comment consists of a report submitted to the Planning Commission at the public hearing for the 

project on August 3, 2011 (see Response to Comment E-13).  
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Response to Comment C-5-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as Letter C-162. For responses to the comments 

raised, please see the responses to Letter C-162. 
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Response to Comment C-6-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-7-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-4-1, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. Regarding the traffic that would be generated by the project, please see Response 

to Comment C-80-1. Regarding the project’s potential impact on existing businesses, as discussed in 

detail in Master Response M-6, there is no evidence that the proposed project would adversely affect 

existing businesses in the vicinity. Furthermore, the store could have a beneficial effect on the nearby 

businesses. As discussed in Response to Comment C-137-3, when the College Avenue Albertson’s 

grocery store (located about 1,500 feet south of the project site) closed, other retail stores in the 

neighborhood observed a decline in both foot traffic and sales. When the vacant site was reoccupied by a 

Trader Joe’s and Pharmaca, business immediately picked up. Similar beneficial effects on neighboring 

businesses have been observed in San Francisco and Lafayette following the introduction of new Whole 

Foods grocery stores to established retail neighborhoods. 

It should be noted that Safeway has met with residents about the project numerous times over the past 

four years to try to listen to and respond to their concerns. The applicant redesigned the project in 

response to a number of neighborhood concerns. While it is impossible to please everyone, the company 

has attempted to develop a project tailored to the site and the context of existing development in the 

vicinity. Regarding the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1. The commenter 

correctly notes that another Safeway store has been proposed at the intersection of 51
st
 Street and 

Broadway. No further response is required. 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-197  July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

 

 

Response to Comment C-8-1 

It should be noted that Safeway has met with residents about the project numerous times over the past 

four years to try to listen to and respond to their concerns. The applicant redesigned the project in 

response to a number of neighborhood concerns. While it is impossible to please everyone, the company 

has attempted to develop a project tailored to the site and the context of existing development in the 

vicinity. Please see Response to Comment C-217-11 for more discussion of the community involvement 

process. 

Response to Comment C-8-2 

The existing traffic congestion referenced in the comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR 

which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at unacceptable LOS E or 

LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the proposed mitigation 

measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the incremental increase in 

delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted intersections would continue to 

operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion of the proposed project and the 

mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if implemented, these mitigation 

measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay caused by the proposed project at 

these intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed project, which are congested, as 

referenced by the comment. 
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Also see Master Response M-7. 

Response to Comment C-8-3 

Please see Master Response M-3 regarding parking conditions with and without the project. 

Response to Comment C-8-4 

Regarding the project’s impact on views of the East Bay hills, please see Response E-86. 

Response to Comment C-8-5 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-4-1, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. Regarding the potential impact on neighborhood businesses, that comment is 

addressed in Master Response M-6. 

Response to Letter C-8-6 

Please see Responses to Comments C-8-2 through C-8-4. 

Response to Comment C-8-7 

The comment states that the project will economically impact existing stores in the area, forcing them out 

of business. This comment is addressed in Master Response M-6.  

Response to Comment C-8-8 

Please see Responses to Comment C-8-2 through C-8-7 above. 
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Response to Comment C-9-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-4-1, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. 
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Response to Comment C-10-1 

Regarding the proposed project’s potential effects on neighborhood character, please see Master 

Response M-9. Also note that a detailed discussion and analysis of the project’s effects on the aesthetic 

character of the neighborhood are provided in Section 4.2 of the DEIR. Regarding project objectives, 

please see Response to Comment B-4-12. The comment states that the DEIR avoids meaningful 

alternatives, but does not provide any details or clarification of this statement or provide any evidence in 

its support. Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, the alternatives were developed specifically to 

avoid or reduce significant impacts of the project. Absent a more detailed comment, further response on 

this point is not feasible or warranted. 

The comment states that the DEIR lacks evidence supporting its discussion of consistency with the zoning 

without providing specifics. This comment is addressed in Master Response M-9.  

The comment states that the DEIR does not support its conclusion that greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 

will not exceed the relevant threshold of significance. However, on page 4.5-44 the DEIR clearly sets 

forth the thresholds of significance for GHG emissions and climate change. The methodology of the 

analysis is explained on pages 4.5-44 through 4.5-46. See Master Response M-8. from energy use, solid 

waste disposal, vegetation planting and/or removal, and water use. The detailed output from the 

CalEEMod model is presented in Appendix L of the DEIR, while the results are summarized on pages 

4.5-46 through 4.5-53. The quantified results were compared to the thresholds of significance and 

provided a clear basis for the determination that the proposed project’s impact from GHG emissions 

would be less than significant. 

Regarding the comment that the DEIR “ducks the secondary, physical effects of parking problems,” 

please see Response to Comment B-4-3. Finally, the comment states that the DEIR ignores the potential 

impacts from the proposed eight or fewer retail establishments. However, these project components were 

factored into the analysis throughout the DEIR, both implicitly and explicitly. For example, the discussion 

of consistency with General Plan policies on page 4.1-3 explicitly addresses the eight or fewer new 

commercial storefronts in discussing the increased concentration of commercial development that would 

result from the project. Similarly, the new retail businesses are included in the policy consistency 

discussion on page 4.1-8 and the zoning consistency discussion on pages 4.1-9 and 4.1-10. The new 

storefronts are explicitly addressed in Impacts LU-1 and AES-2, and they were implicitly considered in 

the analysis of all impacts. In the case of the traffic analysis, as shown in Table 4.3-10 and discussed on 

page 4.3-43, the proposed retail shops and restaurant were included in the trip generation estimates that 

Comment Letter C-10 cont’d. 
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formed the basis of all project-related traffic impacts identified in the DEIR. The trip generation data 

provided the basis for the analysis of operational noise impacts, and, therefore, all project noise impacts 

factored in the eight or fewer storefront uses. The retail uses were also included in the inputs to the 

CalEEMod model that was used to estimate the project’s emissions of criteria air pollutants and GHG, as 

revealed in Appendix L; they are therefore included in all of the project’s air quality and GHG impacts 

discussed in Sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the DEIR. Finally, the project defined in the Initial Study included 

the eight or fewer storefront uses, which were accordingly factored in to all of the analysis presented in 

the Initial Study. Therefore, the effects of the proposed eight or fewer new retail establishments were not 

ignored in the analysis at any point. 

Response to Comment C-10-2 

The comment states that the DElR suffers from legal and factual deficiencies, preventing proper review of 

the environmental effects of the proposed project. Where specific examples of this are cited in this and 

other comments, such examples are addressed throughout this Responses to Comments document. It is 

the City’s position that the collective responses presented in this document demonstrate the DEIR’s 

adequacy. The comment states that the DEIR does not evaluate the change in neighborhood and 

community character that would result from implementation of the project. This issue is addressed in 

Master Response M-9. Regarding project objectives, please see Response to Comment B-4-12. Because 

the project objectives are legitimate, the conclusions regarding the alternatives are valid and consistent 

with the provisions of CEQA. 

Response to Comment C-10-3 

The comment states that the DEIR concludes the project is consistent with the C-31 zoning of the site 

without an evaluation and absent substantial evidence. This comment is addressed in Master Response M-

9. 

Response to Comment C-10-4 

The commenter states that the DEIR provides no evidence that the proposed project would not exceed the 

City’s threshold of significance for GHG emission. Chapter 4 in the EIR provides a comprehensive 

analysis of the potential GHG emissions of the project. Subsection 4.5.3 on pages 4.5-44 to 4.5-55 

discusses the approach and conclusions to the CEQA analysis of GHG emissions. Moreover, Appendix L 

contains the outputs of the CalEEMod computer model and Air Quality Dispersal Map. 

Also see Response to Comment A-4-10 regarding the 2005 Governor’s Executive Order and the City of 

Oakland’s GHG emissions policy; and Response to Comment B-1-3 

Response to Comment C-10-5 

Regarding the effects of the project resulting from the parking supply shortfall, please see Response to 

Comment B-4-3. Regarding the statement that the DEIR does not address the environmental effects of the 

proposed eight or fewer new retail stores, please see Response to Comment C-10-1. 

Response to Comment C-10-6 

The comment summarizes the purposes of CEQA and some of the primary requirements of EIRs. The 

comment does not raise any issues regarding the adequacy of the DEIR or specifically address the 

environmental analysis presented in the DEIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment C-10-7 

The City has not abdicated its obligations under CEQA. The DEIR was prepared under the direction of 

the City as Lead Agency, and following internal review and revisions prior to publication. As part of the 

certification of the EIR, the City’s decision makers will need to certify that the EIR represents the City’s 

independent judgment and analysis, pursuant to Section 15090 of the CEQA Guidelines. As such, the 

project objectives presented on DEIR pages 3-9 and 3-10 represent the objectives independently 

determined by the Lead Agency to be appropriate for the project. CEQA does not distinguish between 

objectives of a project proponent and objectives of the lead agency. However, the objectives required by 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 referenced in the comment are identified as a “statement of objectives 

sought by the proposed project.” The objectives are inherently a function of the goals of a project 

proponent, in this case Safeway, because there would be no project to evaluate in an EIR without a project 

sponsor. The project objectives identified in the DEIR were collaboratively defined by City staff and the 

project sponsor, and contrary to the statement in the comment, they provide a basis for a meaningful 

evaluation of the alternatives. Please see Response to Comment B-4-12 for additional discussion on the 

project objectives.  

Response to Comment C-10-8 

As noted above in Response to Comment C-10-7, the City was involved in identifying the project 

objectives, and the determination on the feasibility of the alternatives presented in the DEIR represents 

the Lead Agency’s independent judgment. The alternatives were not rejected on the basis of additional 

costs or lost profits, so the referenced court rulings in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors 

and King’s County are not relevant to the current DEIR.  

The comment states that none of the alternatives presents a real alternative to the project. However, the 

alternative analysis complies with CEQA, including Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines:  

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the 

project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 

substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative 

merits of the alternatives. 

The purpose of alternatives under CEQA, as also noted in DEIR Section 5.1, Criteria for Selecting 

Alternatives (page 5-1), is to reduce or avoid significant impacts of the proposed project. All of the 

alternatives evaluated in the DEIR for the proposed Safeway project were developed to achieve this 

objective. Because the DEIR identifies eleven significant and unavoidable (significant and unavoidable) 

impacts of the project, all of them related to traffic operations, the alternatives are focused on reducing or 

avoiding one or more of these impacts.  

The expectation behind Alternative 1a was that a different mix of land uses, with a reduced amount of 

commercial development, would reduce one or more of the project’s significant traffic impacts. This was 

a legitimate reason for including the alternative in the DEIR. The amount of commercial development 

was reduced approximately 10 percent under this alternative. While it is true that provision of housing is 

not one of the objectives of the project, this component was included to maximize the trip reduction 

benefits of an integrated mixed-use project. However, once the impact analysis of the alternatives was 

performed, the results revealed that while there would be some reduction of traffic trips generated, it 

would not be a significant reduction, and all of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the 

project would still occur.  
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Alternative 1b entailed a more aggressive reduction in the proposed grocery store, which would be 40 

percent smaller (30,000 square feet) than the proposed store (51,510 square feet), but included about an 

11-percent increase in “other retail” space. It included more residential units than Alternative 1a (for the 

same reason noted above), but the senior housing units included in this alternative generate fewer traffic 

trips than the general multi-family units included in Alternative 1a. This alternative would result in 

reduction in the number of vehicle trips in comparison with the proposed project. Accordingly, it would 

reduce one of the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts (Impact TRANS-13) to a less-than-

significant level and would reduce the magnitude of the other traffic impacts of the project, but not to a 

level of insignificance. 

As noted on page 5-11 of the DEIR, Alternative 2 was specifically developed to reduce significant and 

unavoidable Impact TRANS-10, at the Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection, which was judged 

to be the impact most likely to be reduced to a less-than-significant level by reducing the size of the 

project. As noted on DEIR page 5-20, the analysis determined that Impact TRANS-10 would be reduced 

to a less-than-significant level by this alternative, successfully achieving the objective of the alternative. 

Alternative 2a also reduced the store size, while preserving some of the other retail space and adding 

5,000 square feet of office space, again with the intention of achieving the trip reduction benefits of an 

integrated mixed-use project. As noted on DEIR page 5-22, the alternative would reduce five of the 

proposed project’s significant and unavoidable impacts (Impacts TRANS-3, TRANS-7, TRANS-10, 

TRANS-12, and TRANS-13) to a less-than-significant level and would reduce the magnitude of all 

others, which would remain significant. Alternative 2b provided a variation on Alternative 2a, slightly 

increasing the store size and preserving a café/deli in a 750-square-foot building. The alternative would 

reduce the same impacts to a less-than-significant level identified for Alternative 2a and would result in a 

greater reduction of the other impacts, which would remain significant under this alternative.  

Alternatives 3 and 4 were developed to reduce the project’s impacts on traffic along College Avenue by 

eliminating (Alt. 3) or restricting (Alt. 4) vehicle access to the project site from College Avenue. With 

seven of the eleven significant and unavoidable impacts of the project related to traffic operations on 

College Avenue, alternatives to reduce those impacts are very much consistent with the entire purpose of 

the evaluation of alternatives under CEQA.  

For the reasons discussed above, the alternatives evaluated in the DEIR were developed to reduce or 

avoid significant impacts of the project, and were fully consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 

Response to Comment C-10-9 

As discussed in the preceding response, Alternative 2 would eliminate a significant and unavoidable 

impact of the project. The DEIR does not reject any of the alternatives evaluated in the document; it will 

be up to decision makers to review and weigh the evidence presented in the EIR and make a decision on 

whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives to the project. However, the 

DEIR does discuss the degree to which each of the alternatives considered would achieve the objectives 

of the project. As noted in Response to Comment C-10-8, attaining most of the basic objectives of the 

project is a fundamental purpose of the alternatives, and thus is legitimate information to present in the 

DEIR for consideration by decision makers. 

Regarding the objectives defined in the DEIR and used as one of the bases for evaluating the alternatives, 

please see Responses to Comments B-4-12 and C-10-7. As noted in more detail therein (along with other 

points), the project sponsor is inherently entitled to define the objectives of a proposed project, because 

without the project sponsor, there is no project. If the primary objective is to provide a larger store with 
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more amenities for customers, a “sham analysis” such as that alleged by the comment would result from 

evaluation of alternatives that would not satisfy this fundamental objective. 

Response to Comment C-10-10 

The comment does not identify a specific alternative that the City avoided considering during preparation 

of the DEIR, so a more detailed response is difficult. However, as established in Section 15126.6(a) of the 

CEQA Guidelines, “An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must 

consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making 

and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. There is no 

ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of 

reason.” Note that this section of the Guidelines cites both of the court cases referenced in the comment. 

As set forth in Response to Comment C-10-8, the City evaluated a number of viable alternatives that are 

consistent with the requirements of CEQA. The comment provides no evidence that the City avoided 

consideration of an alternative because “the applicant may have made substantial investments hoping for 

approval of its preferred project.” 

Response to Comment C-10-11 

As noted in the preceding response, the City is not required to consider an alternative that is infeasible. 

The alternative suggested in the comment would not be a feasible alternative to the proposed project 

because the City cannot require some unknown, theoretical “market owner” to acquire the property and 

propose a new grocery store, nor could the City compel Safeway to sell the property. As discussed in 

Responses to Comments B-4-12, C-10-7, and C-10-9, the project proponent is entitled to define the basic 

objectives of the project, and the City, as Lead Agency, has independently determined that the objectives 

defined in the DEIR are appropriate for the project and are consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 

The comment reiterates a point made in previous comments by the same commenter that the DEIR does 

not present any evidence of severe additional costs or lost profits. However, as previously noted, the 

DEIR does not cite costs or lost profits as a reason for rejecting any alternatives from consideration. 

Because one of the primary objectives of the project sponsor is to “revitalize the College 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue” where there is an existing Safeway store, an alternative at another location 

would be infeasible. When considering whether an analysis of alternative sites is necessary or appropriate, 

a key question for the lead agency is be whether the project would in fact be implemented at the 

alternative site. If disapproval of the project in favor of an alternative site would result in no project at all, 

no purpose would be served by considering that alternative: The environmental consequences of rejecting 

the project are fully explained by the no-project alternative. 

Response to Comment C-10-12 

The comment cites one of the required findings for approval of a Major Conditional Use Permit. This 

comment is addressed in Master Response M-9. Also note that, as quoted in the finding required for a 

Major Conditional Use Permit, the City is required to give consideration of the harmful effect upon the 

generation of traffic and the capacity of surrounding streets. This does not mean that the City must reject 

any proposal that would have adverse effects on traffic. The DEIR gives full consideration of the potential 

traffic impacts of the proposed project and the alternatives. These effects must be considered by decision 

makers as part of the decision on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the 

alternatives. Also note that the conditional use authorization is a separate process from the CEQA process 

that is the subject of this EIR. 
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Response to Comment C-10-13 

Please see Responses to Comments B-4-2 and B-4-4. Also note that, as quoted in the finding required for 

a Major Conditional Use permit, the City is required to give consideration of the harmful effect upon the 

generation of traffic and the capacity of surrounding streets. This does not mean that the City must reject 

any proposal that would have adverse effects on traffic. The DEIR gives full consideration of the potential 

traffic impacts of the proposed project and the alternatives. These effects must be considered by decision 

makers as part of the decision on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the 

alternatives. Also note that the conditional use authorization is a separate process from the CEQA process 

that is the subject of this EIR. 

Response to Comment C-10-14 

The comment states that the DEIR provides no evidence that the project would be consistent with the C-

31 zoning. It is not clear if the comment pertains to the zoning or the General Plan, because the pages 

cited in the comment pertain to the DEIR’s General Plan consistency. Nonetheless, the DEIR makes the 

case that the proposed project would be consistent with both the General Plan and the applicable zoning 

regulations. Please see Master Response M-9 for additional response to this comment. 

Response to Comment C-10-15 

The comment states that land use impacts form the central issue for consideration in the DEIR for the 

proposed project. It states that the larger store and new retail stores will “almost certainly alter the 

character of the neighborhood,” but provides no evidence is support of this position. This comment is 

addressed in Master Response M-9.  

Response to Comment C-10-16 

The comment states that the proposed project would adversely affect existing businesses in the area 

through competition, and may cause some businesses to go bankrupt, potentially leading to physical 

decay and blight. The comment cites previous CEQA lawsuit decisions affirming that these effects need 

to be addressed in the EIR. This comment is addressed in Master Response M-6.  

Response to Comment C-10-17 

The DEIR does not disregard the potential aesthetic impact the proposed project would have on the 

neighborhood; the DEIR devotes an entire section to the consideration of such potential effects (Section 

4.2). The visual simulations of the project presented on DEIR pages 4.2-3 through 4.2-9, as well as the 

project plans and elevations presented in Chapter 3, reveal that the project is pedestrian-oriented and 

aesthetically compatible with surrounding development. The DEIR includes consideration of the project’s 

bulk, height, and massing in this evaluation (see pages 4.2-14 through 4.2-16), and finds that taller and 

bulkier buildings are present in the area, and the project would therefore not be out of scale with the 

existing pattern of development. Further, the project was compared to the City of Oakland design review 

criteria and found consistent. Finally, as noted on DEIR page 4.2-12, the project will be subject to an 

independent design review process focused on ensuring quality design and avoiding potentially adverse 

visual effects. The Planning Commission will also be required to make independent findings that the 

project complies with the City’s design review criteria. 
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Response to Comment C-10-18 

Regarding the comments on zoning requirements and the Conditional Use Permit, please see Master 

Response M-9. The comment that the project will alter the nature of the land use and the neighborhood is 

addressed in Master Response M-9. Regarding the potential economic impact on the community and 

businesses, and possible resulting physical decay, deterioration, or blight, please see Master Response M-

6. Regarding the effect of the proposed project on the architectural style of the area, please see the 

preceding response (C-10-17). Regarding increased traffic, a thorough traffic study of the proposed 

project under six different existing and future development scenarios was performed by a qualified 

independent traffic consultant, the results of which are summarized in pages 4.3-1 through 4.3-118 of the 

DEIR. The DEIR acknowledges and fully discloses the impacts on traffic that would result from the 

proposed project. Among other findings, the DEIR recommends installation of a traffic signal at the 

intersection of Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue and, as noted on DEIR page 4.3-41, a traffic signal 

would be constructed at Mystic Street/Auburn Avenue/ Claremont Avenue as part of the proposed 

project. As documented in the responses referenced above, the DEIR did include consideration of all 

impacts identified in the comment. 

Response to Comment C-10-19 

See Master Response M-8 regarding greenhouse gases. in  

Response to Comment C-10-20 

See Response to Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of parking conditions and potential 

secondary impacts of parking shortage. 

Response to Comment C-10-21 

See Master Response M-3 regarding a more detailed estimate of parking demand generated by the project 

by time of day. 

Response to Comment C-10-22 

See Response to Comment B-1-4 and B-1-15. 

Response to Comment C-10-23 

See Chapter 2 regarding a description of the revised project, which would eliminate the need for 

signalizing the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection. 

See Master Response M-4 regarding project impacts on pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

See Comment A-1-3 and Response to Comments B-4-6 and B-5-3 regarding the benefits of moving the 

AC Transit bus stop on College Avenue from south to north of Claremont Avenue. 

Response to Comment C-10-24 

The comment summarizes the more detailed comments previously identified, and responded to in the 

above responses. 
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Response to Comment C-11-1 

The comment provides introductory remarks and points of clarification that do not specifically address the 

adequacy of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. The referenced declaration is included as 

Comment Letter C-87 of this document. Regarding the general statement that the DEIR ignores the 

proposed project’s potential economic effects and resulting physical deterioration, please see Master 

Response M-6. 

Response to Comment C-11-2 

The comment states that the proposed project is not consistent with the zoning of the site and that the 

DEIR fails to adequately evaluate the conflicts with zoning. The comment also says the project would 

change the character of the neighborhood. These comments are addressed in Master Response M-9. 

Regarding the general statement that the DEIR ignores the proposed project’s potential economic effects 

and resulting physical deterioration, please see Master Response M-6. 

Response to Comment C-11-3 

An independent economic impact and urban decay study for the proposed project was conducted by ALH 

Economics. As discussed in more detail in Master Response M-6, the proposed project is not expected to 

result in the closure of any existing stores in the neighborhood, including the shops listed in the comment. 

If a store were to close, retail leasing data and other information collected by ALH indicate that any 

vacancy in the project area would be likely filled by a new tenant. For example, the report notes that the 

tea shop A Cuppa Tea recently relocated from a site near the project site and it was backfilled within 

weeks by a new Peet’s coffee shop.  

Comment Letter C-11, cont’d. 
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The cities of Berkeley and Oakland both have adopted regulatory controls that limit the potential for 

blight to occur in the unlikely event the proposed project resulted in retail vacancies. Both cities have 

anti-blight ordinances, as well as ordinances controlling graffiti, weeds, dumping garbage, debris, and 

litter. Property owners in both cities are required to maintain their properties so as not to create a nuisance 

by creating a condition that reduces property values and promotes blight and neighborhood deterioration. 

There is no evidence that the project would cause the failure of area businesses that could, in turn, lead to 

a physical deterioration of the environment. Please see Master Response M-6 for a detailed summary of 

the ALH study and its conclusions. 

Regarding the potential for chain stores to occupy the project and adversely affect the neighborhood 

character, the DEIR contains discussion, supplemented in this Responses to Comments document, about 

the potential effects the project would have on the neighborhood character. These effects are primarily 

related to the physical changes that would be caused, including the aesthetic effects of the project’s size 

and architectural design. For additional discussion on these effects, please see Master Response M-9.  

Regarding whether Safeway leases the retail spaces to independent businesses or chain stores, the 

comment does not address an environmental issue subject to review under CEQA or address the adequacy 

of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. The opposition to certain types of stores is noted, and 

the City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed 

project. 

Response to Comment C-11-4 

The comment implies the project is a “big-box” outlet, or a large-scale retail outlet banned by Oakland 

ordinance from the C-31 and other zoning districts. This comment is addressed in Master Response M-9.  

The comment also describes the project as 65,000 square feet in size. The proposed grocery store would 

not be 65,000 square feet in size, rather the proposed store would be 51,510 square feet, with an 

additional 10,657 square feet occupied by up to eight separate small retail stores, including a 2,744-

square-foot restaurant, as described in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. The proposed grocery store would need to 

be nearly twice as large as currently proposed in order to be subject to the ordinance referenced in the 

comment.  

Please see Master Response M-9 regarding the project’s consistency with zoning. 

Response to Comment C-11-5 

The inaccuracy of equating the proposed project to “big-box” development is addressed above in the 

preceding Response to Comment C-11-4 and Master Response M-9. Therefore, citing a study about the 

negative effects of “big-box” projects that is not comparable in size to the proposed project, is not 

relevant to consideration of the environmental effects of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-11-6 

This comment does not raise an environmental issue and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. To 

the extent that the comment relates to the project’s economic impacts under CEQA, see Master Response 

M-6. 
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Response to Comment C-11-7 

This comment does not raise an environmental issue and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. To 

the extent that the comment relates to the project’s economic impacts under CEQA, see Master Response 

M-6. 

Response to Comment C-11-8 

This comment does not raise an environmental issue and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. To 

the extent that the comment relates to the project’s economic impacts under CEQA, see Master Response 

M-6. 

Response to Comment C-11-9 

The comment is identical to Comment C-10-1. Please see Response to Comment C-10-1. 
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Response to Comment C-12-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as Comment Letter C-162. For responses to the 

comments raised, please see the responses to Letter C-162. 

Comment Letter C-12 
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Response to Comment C-13-1 

The comment states that the current fence around the former Union 76 Gas Station at the south end of the 

project site limits the sight distance for automobiles on westbound Claremont Avenue that turn right on 

College Avenue. The proposed project design, as shown on Figure 3-8 of the DEIR, would provide 

adequate sight distance by widening the sidewalk and providing a bulbout at the intersection which would 

make pedestrians crossing College Avenue more visible to drivers on westbound Claremont Avenue. 

 

 

Response to Comment C-14-1 

The existing traffic congestion referenced in the comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR 

which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at unacceptable LOS E or 

LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the proposed mitigation 

measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the incremental increase in 

overall delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted intersections would 

continue to operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion of the proposed 

project and the mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if implemented, these 

Comment Letter C-14 
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mitigation measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay caused by the 

proposed project at these intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed project, which are 

congested, as referenced by the comment.  

Response to Comment C-14-2 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, at two stories it would be comparable to much of the existing 

development in the area, and shorter than the three- and four-story buildings in proximity to the site. For 

additional discussion on the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-

31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-15-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as Letter C-162. For responses to the comments 

raised, please see the responses to Letter C-162. 

Comment Letter C-15 
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Response to Comment C-16-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

The size of the project was factored in to all of the impact analysis presented in the DEIR, and Chapter 5 

evaluates five alternatives that represent varying degrees of a scaled-down project. 

Response to Comment C-16-2 

As stated in the comment, Improvement Measure TRANS-3, which would monitor traffic volumes and 

speeds on residential streets in the vicinity of the project, only includes residential streets south of 

Alcatraz Avenue because they are most likely to be affected by the proposed project. Other residential 

streets were not included in Improvement Measure TRANS-3 because they are further away from the 

project site and less likely to experience additional traffic. See Master Response M-5 for a more detailed 

analysis of potential for traffic intrusion in the residential areas, reasons why traffic intrusion in the 

residential streets is not considered a CEQA issue, and an expanded Improvement Measure TRANS-3  

The intersections mentioned in the comment were not analyzed in the DEIR because they are controlled 

by stop-signs on the side-street approaches. Based on significance criteria for both Cities of Oakland and 

Berkeley described on pages 4.3-54 and 4.3-56 of the DEIR, an impact at a side-street stop-controlled 

intersection is significant if the intersection meets Caltrans peak hour warrant for signalization. 

Considering that these side-street stop controlled intersections along College and Claremont Avenues 

generally serve the adjacent residential neighborhoods, and that barriers on several of these streets limit 

through traffic, it is expected that these intersections would meet Caltrans peak hour warrant for 

signalization. Thus, these intersections were not analyzed in the DEIR and the proposed project is not 

expected to result in a significant impact at these intersections.  

Comment Letter C-16, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment C-16-3 

The year 2015 and 2035 analyses presented in the DEIR are based on the results of the Countywide 

Travel Demand Model developed by the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA, 

now Alameda County Transportation Commission [ACTC]). The ACCMA Model uses growth in land 

use as one of the inputs to forecast future traffic volumes. The future land use database in the ACCMA 

Model includes the expected growth on UC Berkeley and Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 

campuses. As a result, the 2035 No Project traffic volumes presented in the DEIR (Figure 4.3-19) are 

about 25 percent higher on College Avenue and about 60 percent higher on Claremont Avenue in 

comparison to the existing 2010 traffic volumes (Figure 4.3-8). 

Response to Comment C-16-4 

The proposed project would improve the dispersion of vehicle emissions compared to the existing 

conditions. See Master Response M-7.  
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Response to Comment C-17-1 

See Master Response M-5, Traffic Intrusion on Residential Streets, for more detail. 

Response to Comment C-17-2 

As described in the DEIR and Master Response M-5, traffic intrusion on residential streets is not 

considered a CEQA issue; therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary. Despite there being no legal 

requirements to formulate or impose Improvement Measure TRANS-3 at any time, the DEIR nevertheless 

conservatively suggests its implementation. Furthermore, since the extent and location of traffic intrusion 

on residential streets cannot be accurately estimated at this time, appropriate type and location of traffic 

management strategies or traffic calming devices cannot be determined at this time. Thus, Improvement 

Measure TRANS-3 recommends collection of appropriate traffic data after the completion of the project 

to determine the potential extent of traffic intrusion on the residential streets and recommend appropriate 

improvements. 

Response to Comment C-17-3 

See Master Response M-5 regarding current traffic operations at intersections along Colby Street and 

Hillegass Avenue. As described in Master Response M-5, potential traffic diverted to these streets is not 

expected to result in significant impacts at the intersections on these streets. 

Response to Comment C-17-4 

The comment is correct in stating that the DEIR analysis did not assume any project-generated traffic 

would use Colby Street as a cut through route to access the project site. Based on current traffic volumes, 

there is very little traffic that cuts through the residential streets west of College Avenue to directly access 

the existing Safeway store. 

Although the project site currently provides a driveway opposite 63
rd

 Street and College Avenue is 

congested through peak periods, the majority of traffic generated by the existing Safeway store use 

College and Claremont Avenues to travel to and from the site. Based on the existing intersection traffic 

volumes shown on Figure 4.3-8 of the DEIR, less than two percent of the traffic entering and exiting the 

project site (corresponding to about five weekday and seven Saturday PM peak hour vehicles) currently 

directly uses 63
rd

 Street.  

Comment Letter C-17, cont’d. 
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Despite the current congestion along College Avenue, very few project customers currently choose to use 

the residential streets west of College Avenue as a cut-through route to directly access the project site. 

Considering that the level of congestion on College Avenue would remain similar to current conditions 

after the implementation of the mitigation measures, it is reasonable to expect that the proposed project 

would generate minimal traffic on these residential streets. However, if one or more of the mitigation 

measures along College Avenue are not implemented, it is likely that additional traffic may divert to 

Colby Street. See Master Response M-5 for more detail. 

Furthermore, the revised project, as described in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, would reconfigure the 63
rd

 

Street/Safeway Driveway/College Avenue intersection to limit access between 63
rd

 Street and College 

Avenue to right-turns only and eliminate direct automobile access between 63
rd

 Street and Safeway. This 

modification would reduce the potential for cut-through traffic on 63
rd

 Street and other residential streets 

west of College Avenue.  

Also, see Master Response M-5 for more detail.  

Response to Comment C-17-5 

As stated in the comment, there are currently about 200 more vehicles on eastbound Alcatraz Avenue just 

east of Telegraph Avenue than just west of College Avenue during the weekday PM peak hour. In other 

words, those 200 vehicles drive off of eastbound Alcatraz Avenue somewhere between Telegraph and 

College Avenues. Dana, Colby, and Regent Streets, and Hillegass and Benvenue Streets intersect Alcatraz 

Avenue between Telegraph and College Avenue. Considering the residential neighborhoods north and 

south of Alcatraz Avenue, it is reasonable to assume that most of the 200 vehicles mentioned above 

would be locally generated traffic that use the five streets mentioned above. The City of Oakland’s 2007 

Colby Street Neighborhood Traffic Patterns study acknowledges that some non-local traffic currently cuts 

through Colby Street. However, based on the current traffic volumes presented on Figure 4.3-8 of the 

DEIR, It is unlikely that a majority of these 200 vehicles would use Colby Street as a cut through route 

because: 

 As stated in the comment, there are currently about 200 vehicles on southbound Colby Street at 

the intersection with Claremont Avenue. About one-third of these vehicles turn right on 

westbound Claremont Avenue. It is very unlikely that vehicles on eastbound Alcatraz Avenue 

turn right on Colby Street to then turn right again on Claremont Avenue to return to the same 

general direction that they came from.  

 About two-thirds of the traffic volume on southbound Colby Street at the intersection with 

Claremont Avenue proceeds through to Forest Street in a southeasterly direction. Therefore, some 

of the vehicles currently turning right from eastbound Alcatraz Avenue to Colby Street may 

continue on to Forest Street. The Colby Street-Forest Street route provides a shorter route than 

Alcatraz Avenue-College Avenue. Considering that the existing traffic signal at the Claremont 

Avenue/Colby Street/Forest Street intersection provides protected access across Claremont 

Avenue between Colby and Forest Streets, these vehicles most likely use the Colby Street-Forest 

Street route regardless of the congestion on College Avenue. Thus, the proposed project is not 

expected to contribute or change this cut-through route. 

Also, see Master Response M-5 for more detail.  
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Response to Comment C-17-6 

As described in Master Response M-4, based on the significance criteria established by City of Oakland, a 

project would have a significant impact on motor vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian safety if it substantially 

increases hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians due to a design feature or incompatible uses 

(bullet 10 on page 4.3-55). The proposed project does not include any design features on Colby Street, 

Hillegass Avenue or at the Forest Street/Claremont Avenue/Colby Street intersection and the uses 

proposed by the project are consistent with current uses in the area. Therefore, the proposed project would 

not cause a significant impact on safety at this intersection and the DEIR’s treatment of this issue is 

consistent with CEQA.  

As stated in the comment, Colby Street currently is signed as a bicycle route. In addition, City of Oakland 

expects to install sharrows on Colby Street and designate the route as a bicycle boulevard in the near 

future. The proposed improvements would let both motorists and bicyclists know that Colby Street is a 

bicycle priority route. The proposed project would not prevent the installation of the planned bicycle 

improvements on Colby Street. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a significant impact on 

bicyclists on Colby Streets.  

In addition, Improvement Measure TRANS-3 provides for monitoring of traffic volumes on Colby Street 

after the completion of the project and implementation of appropriate traffic calming measures if 

excessive traffic volumes or speeds are observed. 

Response to Comment C-17-7 

See preceding Response to Comment C-17-6 and Master Response M-4.  

Comment states that motorists currently do not obey stop signs and other driving regulations on Colby 

Street and other surrounding streets. As described in Response to Comment C-17-6, the proposed project 

would not alter or include design features on Colby Street or other streets not adjacent to the project site. 

The proposed may increase the number of pedestrians or motorists (as described in Master Response M-

5) on Colby Street or other residential streets. However, as described in Master Response M-4, while the 

potential for pedestrian, bicycle, and/or motor vehicle collisions may continue to exist under project 

conditions, the rate at which those collisions occur (i.e., collisions per number of vehicles or pedestrians) 

would not be expected to increase as a result of the project. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-

significant impact on pedestrian, bicycle, and motorist safety. 

Response to Comment C-17-8 

As stated on page 4.3-96 of the DEIR, the proposed project will have a significant impact at the Forest 

Street/Claremont Avenue/Colby Street intersection. Mitigation Measure TRANS-15 includes upgrading 

the traffic signal at the intersection, which would include measures that would improve circulation and 

safety for pedestrians and bicycles compared to existing conditions at this intersection. 

Response to Comment C-17-9 

The comment summarizes the more detailed comments previously identified, and responded to in the 

above responses. 
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Response to Comment C-18-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Comment Letter C-18 
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Response to Comment C-19-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as Letter C-162. For responses to the comments 

raised, please see the responses to Letter C-162. 

Comment Letter C-19 
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Response to Comment C-20-1 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. The project would be within the maximum floor-area ratio (F.A.R.) allowed by the 

General Plan and is conditionally permitted by the zoning ordinance, as discussed in more detail in 

Master Response M-9. For additional discussion on the project’s consistency with zoning, please see 

Master Response M-9. Regarding the potential impact on neighborhood character, please see Response to 

Comment E-142 and Master Response M-9. As explained in more detail in Master Response M-9, the 

proposed Safeway store would not be a “megastore.” 

Comment Letter C-20 
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Response to Comment C-21-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.

Comment Letter C-21 
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Response to Comment C-22-1 

The timing for pedestrian crossings at the Claremont Avenue/College Avenue intersection will be 

determined as part of the final design for improvements at this intersection, based on applicable standards 

and best practices in place at the time. 

The California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD) recommends that pedestrian 

crossings at traffic signals be timed at 3.5 feet per second. Note that this is guidance, and not a mandatory 

standard.  

Response to Comment C-22-2 

The DEIR did not consider the type of striping for the pedestrian crossings at the College 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection because it is considered a detailed design issue that will be 

considered as part of the final design for improvements at the intersection. The City will consider this 

input prior to finalizing the intersection design.  

Comment Letter C-22, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment C-22-3 

A scramble signal phase, where all vehicular approaches are stopped and pedestrians can cross the 

intersection in any direction, was studied at the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection. The 

analysis determined that a scramble phase is not feasible because the large size of the intersection requires 

a long time for pedestrians to cross and would result in unacceptable delays for vehicles and pedestrians.  

Response to Comment C-22-4 

Currently, vehicles on northbound and southbound College Avenue at the intersection with Claremont 

Avenue are prohibited from turning right during the red signal phase. The DEIR analysis assumes that 

this strategy will continue in the future after Mitigation Measure TRANS-4 at this intersection is 

implemented. 

Response to Comment C-22-5 

The proposed project includes bulbouts at the north corner (between College and Claremont Avenues) of 

the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection. As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Settlement 

Agreement, City of Oakland is planning to install bulbouts at the northwest (between College Avenue and 

62
nd

 Street), southwest (between 62
nd

 Street and Claremont Avenue), and east (between Claremont 

Avenue and Florio Street) corners of the intersection in order to reduce the pedestrian crossing distances 

and increase pedestrian visibility. As stated on page 4.3-31 of the DEIR, this improvement is currently not 

funded. 

Response to Comment C-22-6 

The comment considers the project building planned for the north corner of College Avenue/Claremont 

Avenue intersection an improvement to the pedestrian environment and is noted. 

Response to Comment C-22-7 

The proposed project will signalize the driveway on Claremont Avenue opposite Mystic Street and 

Auburn Avenue. As shown on Figure 3-9 in the DEIR, a crosswalk is proposed on the south approach of 

the intersection across Claremont Avenue. The type of crosswalk has not been determined as it is 

considered a detailed design issue that will be considered as part of the final design for improvements at 

the intersection. The City will consider this input prior to finalizing the intersection design.  

Response to Comment C-22-8 

The comment considers the reduction in number of driveways, widened sidewalks, and relocated bus stop 

as improvements to the pedestrian improvement and is noted.  

Response to Comment C-22-9 

The comment refers to the 63
rd

 Street/Claremont Avenue intersection. However, no such intersection 

exists. This response assumes that the comment refers to the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection.  

The revised project, as described in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, would reconfigure the intersection and 

eliminate the need for signalization that was included in Mitigation Measure TRANS-13. Thus, a 

scramble signal phase would not be applicable at this intersection. Based on a preliminary analysis, all-

way stop controls would not be effective at the intersection primarily due to the high volume of 
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pedestrians. Since pedestrians would have the right-of-way at all times, it would cause delays for 

automobiles and buses. 

As shown on the revised project site plan on Figure 2-3, the project currently proposes high-visibility 

crosswalks, as suggested in the comment, on both north and side crossings of College Avenue at 

63
rd

 Street. The type of crosswalk and other detailed design features will be considered as part of the final 

improvements designs at the intersection. The City will consider this input prior to finalizing the 

intersection design.  

Response to Comment C-22-10 

The revised project, as described in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, would reconfigure the intersection and 

eliminate Impacts TRANS-13, TRANS-17A, and TRANS-17B, and the need for Mitigation Measures 

TRANS-13, TRANS-17A, and TRANS-17B. Mitigation Measures TRANS-13 consisted of signalizing 

the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and Mitigation Measure TRANS-17B included pedestrian 

improvements if the intersection was signalized. Neither mitigation measure is necessary under the 

revised project. Thus, comment is not applicable to the revised project.  

Response to Comment C-22-11 

The proposed project would cause impacts on the transportation and circulation system in the vicinity of 

the project site based on the significance criteria established by Cities of Oakland and Berkeley and 

described on pages 4.3-54 through 4.3-46. The DEIR identifies the significant impacts and proposes 

mitigation measures to mitigate the impacts caused by the project, as required by CEQA. 

Response to Comment C-22-12 

The commenter considers the parking supply provided as part of the project to be more than needed. The 

comment is noted. See Master Response M-3 for a more detail analysis of parking demand at the project 

site. 

Response to Comment C-22-13 

 The project proposal and Initial Study were submitted to the Transportation Services Division (TSD) in 

2009; subsequent meetings included TSD for overview of traffic and capital improvements; the Public 

Works Administration regarding sidewalk improvements; and meetings with the Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Program. Please see Responses to Comments B-4-7 and C-156-3 for additional information regarding the 

public notification process for this project, as well as other Oakland projects. 
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Response to Comment C-23-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.

Comment Letter C-23 
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Response to Comment C-24-1 

The grocery use on the project site would increase from approximately 25,000 square feet to 51,500 

square feet under the proposed project, not 62,000 square feet as cited by the comment. Other retail and 

restaurant uses would comprise the remaining 10,500 square feet. The DEIR evaluates the changes likely 

to result from project implementation, including the potential adverse impacts on traffic. With 

implementation of all identified mitigation measures, the potential changes could be construed as 

“neutral” but, as noted in the DEIR, implementation of ten mitigation measures would require approval 

by the City of Berkeley, which the City of Oakland cannot guarantee. For that reason, those impacts (plus 

Impact TRANS-13) were identified as significant and unavoidable, though it is possible that they could 

be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. The City’s decision makers will need to determine if the 

public benefits of the proposed project would outweigh the potentially adverse environmental 

consequences of its implementation. 

Response to Comment C-24-2 

The comment provides personal experiences of traffic and congestion on College and Claremont 

Avenues. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and is therefore noted. The City will 

consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. As 

shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, if implemented, mitigation measures recommended in the 

DEIR would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay caused by the proposed project at 

intersections along College and Claremont Avenues as compared to conditions without the proposed 

project. 

Response to Comment C-24-3 

The DEIR proposes mitigation measures to mitigate the significant impacts caused by the proposed 

project. If implemented, these mitigation measures would benefit all motorists in the project area. The 

City’s decision makers will need to determine if the public benefits of the proposed project would 

outweigh the potentially adverse environmental consequences of its implementation. 

Response to Comment C-24-4 

As described in the Neighborhood Traffic Intrusion subsection on page 4.3-117 and Master Response M-

5, the EIR acknowledges that traffic generated by the proposed project may use residential streets in the 

vicinity of the project as a cut-through route to divert from potential congestion. However, as described in 

Master Response M-5, traffic intrusion on residential streets is not considered a CEQA issue; therefore, 

no mitigation measures are necessary. Despite there being no legal requirements to formulate or impose 

improvements, The DEIR includes Improvement Measure TRANS-3 to monitor and, if necessary, 

implement traffic calming strategies on residential streets in the vicinity of the project site, in consultation 

with local residents and in accordance with all legal requirements.  

Response to Comment C-24-5 

As described in Master Response M-4, based on the significance criteria established by City of Oakland, a 

project would have a significant impact on motor vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian safety if it substantially 

increases hazards to pedestrians due to a design feature or incompatible uses (bullet 10 on page 4.3-55). 

The proposed project does not include any design features at the Forrest Street/Claremont Avenue/Colby 

Street intersection and the uses proposed by the project are consistent with current uses in the area. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a significant impact on safety at this intersection and the 

DEIR’s treatment of this issue is consistent with CEQA. 
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In addition, as stated on page 4.3-96 of the DEIR, the project would cause a significant impact at the 

Forrest Street/Claremont Avenue/Colby Street intersection. The mitigation proposed in the DEIR includes 

improvements, such as accessible pedestrian signals, which would benefit pedestrians at the intersection. 

Response to Comment C-24-6 

See Master Response M-4 for a discussion of potential project impacts on pedestrian, bicyclists, and 

automobile safety and project features that would improve pedestrian safety compared to current 

conditions. 

Regarding the needs of Safeway in proposing the project, please see Responses to Comments B-4-12, C-

10-7, and C-158-1. Also note that, as mentioned on page 3-10 of the DEIR, the applicant will be 

constructing the project to achieve LEED certification as a green building. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-25-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. As discussed in detail in Master Response M-6, the project is not expected to 

adversely affect existing businesses in the neighborhood. 
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Response to Comment C-26-1 

The comment provides an overview of the attached letter, stating generally that there are errors and 

omissions in the DEIR. The specific examples are addressed in the following responses. 

Response to Comment C-26-2 

Regarding the noise from former recycling operations, please see Response to Comment E-101. 

Regarding the noise from the entrance ramp, as discussed on page 4.6-18 of the DEIR, traffic on the ramp 

would generate noise levels well below 60 dBA at 5 to 10 feet, which would be reduced to 45 dBA or less 

by the shielding effect of the retaining structure and sound wall. There is no reason to expect extensive 

queuing on the ramp because there are three parking aisles that could be entered immediately from the 

bottom of the ramp, and there are four circulation aisles in the garage, each wide enough to allow vehicles 

to drive around a car that might be stopped, waiting for a parked car to pull out of an occupied space. Any 

queuing that might occur would be infrequent and of short duration, and would undoubtedly be limited to 

peak daytime hours, not the more noise-sensitive evening and nighttime hours. 

Appendix K of the DEIR summarizes queues at various study intersections. As shown in the appendix, 

the peak hour 95
th
 percentile queue at the outbound project driveway on Claremont Avenue opposite 

Mystic Street would be four to five automobiles. Similar queues would also occur on both northbound 

and southbound approaches of Claremont Avenue at the intersection. All queues would last less than one 

minute as they would clear at the end of each green signal cycle. 

It takes a doubling of a noise source to produce a 3-dBA increase in the sound level. Thus, if just a single 

car was assumed in the discussion on DEIR page 4.6-18, then two cars would produce less than 48 dBA 

(accounting for the attenuation from the wall), four cars would produce less than 51 dBA, and eight cars 

Comment Letter C-26, cont’d. 
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would produce less than 54 dBA. This sound level would be well below daytime noise limits established 

in Oakland’s General Plan and Noise Ordinance of 60 – 80 dBA (the range is dependent on the duration 

of the noise). With attenuation from distance, the maximum noise level at the nearest residence, more 

than 40 feet away, would be between 45 and 48 dBA. Therefore, noise from queuing vehicles would be 

less than significant. Nevertheless, as noted on DEIR page 4.6-18, decision makers could consider as a 

condition of approval under CEQA the added noise control measure of applying sound-absorptive 

material 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 3) 

Response to Comment C-26-3 

The 100 foot restriction is applicable to vehicles where drivers would be sleeping or resting in a sleeper 

berth and applies to auxiliary power systems, a situation not applicable to the proposed project. The 

primary diesel engine restriction is applicable at all locations. 

CEQA analyses may assume compliance with the law. Anyone witnessing a violation of the 5.0 minute 

idling limit can report the violation by: 

 Calling the Air Resources Board at 1-800-363-7664. 

 Submitting a complaint online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/enf/complaints/complaints.htm 

See Master Response M-7 regarding air quality and the effects of truck loading and queuing. See 

responses to Comment Letter C-159 regarding the number of truck deliveries.  

Response to Comment C-26-4 

As stated in the comment, the proposed project includes signalization of the project driveway on 

Claremont Avenue opposite Mystic Street and Auburn Avenue, as part of the proposed project. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 includes signalization of the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection because the project would cause a significant impact at this intersection based on the 

intersection meeting Caltrans peak hour signal warrant regardless of the proposed project as stated in the 

significance criteria used in the DEIR (page 4.3-54).  

The analysis of mitigated conditions presented in the DEIR includes provision of three signals on 

Claremont Avenue at College Avenue, project driveway, and Alcatraz Avenue within less than 1,000 feet 

of each other. Table 4.3-19 shows travel times along Claremont Avenue. As shown in the “Existing Plus 

Project Mitigated” column, the proposed mitigation measure would increase travel times along Claremont 

Avenue by less than ten seconds. 

Appendix K of the DEIR shows queues at the three intersections along Claremont Avenue under all 

scenarios with and without the project analyzed in the DEIR. The signals on Claremont Avenue at the 

project driveway and at Alcatraz Avenue would result in queues along Claremont Avenue. Thus, the 

DEIR has analyzed the issue raised in the comment. 

The decision to implement this mitigation measure is made by the City of Berkeley. Since City of 

Oakland, as lead agency for this EIR, does not have jurisdiction over the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont 

Avenue intersection, the DEIR identifies Impact TRANS-3 as significant and unavoidable. Therefore, the 

City of Berkeley can decide to not implement this mitigation measure. If City of Berkeley decides to not 

implement Mitigation Measure TRANS-3, then the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection 

would operate similar to the “Plus Project” conditions summarized in the DEIR. 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-261  July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

Response to Comment C-26-5 

The DEIR, in the Neighborhood Traffic Intrusion subsection on page 4.3-117, acknowledges that the 

segment of Alcatraz Avenue, between College and Claremont Avenues, is a primarily residential street 

that may be used as a potential cut-through route to divert from other congested routes. 

As described in Master Response M-5, since neighborhood traffic intrusion would not exceed the capacity 

of the residential streets, it would not result in a significant impact based on significance criteria 

established by Cities of Berkeley and Oakland, and used in the DEIR. Although not identified as a 

significant impact under CEQA, the DEIR identifies traffic intrusion on residential streets as a non-CEQA 

quality-of-life issue and recommends Improvement Measure TRANS-3 to monitor and, if necessary, 

implement traffic calming strategies on residential streets in the vicinity of the project site, including 

Alcatraz Avenue between College and Claremont Avenues, in consultation with local residents and in 

accordance with all legal requirements.  

As described in Master Response M-4, based on the significance criteria established by City of Oakland, a 

project would have a significant impact on motor vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian safety if it substantially 

increases hazards to pedestrians due to a design feature or incompatible uses (bullet 10 on page 4.3-55). 

The proposed project does not include any design features on this segment of Alcatraz Avenue and the 

uses proposed by the project are consistent with current uses in the area. Therefore, the proposed project 

would not cause a significant impact on safety at this intersection and the DEIR’s treatment of this issue is 

consistent with CEQA. 

Response to Comment C-26-6 

The comment is consistent with the DEIR in acknowledging that the parking demand generated by the 

proposed project would exceed on-site parking supply and parking may spill into adjacent streets. See 

Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of parking demand and supply. 

Response to Comment C-26-7 

In general, public safety is considered a social issue and not an environmental issue under CEQA. 

Nevertheless, public safety features are included as part of the project description. Please see Responses 

to Comments C-156-5 and E-128 regarding the proposed public safety features and the discretionary 

authority the City has to request additional measures as deemed necessary. 

The DEIR states on page 4.1-12: “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.”  

At the time of the hearing for project approval the City could modify the landscape plans for the buffer 

zone. The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the 

proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-26-8 

As referenced in the comment, the northern project driveway on Claremont Avenue is located at the north 

edge of the project site. The proposed driveway is located at the site of an existing driveway. Considering 

that the project proposes to signalize the driveway, the location opposite Mystic Street and Auburn 

Avenue provides the best location as it would provide the most convenient location for pedestrian 

crossings, reduce mid-block turning movements and the potential for mid-block queues.  

The DEIR did not analyze an alternative without a driveway on Claremont Avenue opposite Mystic Street 

because it would not eliminate or reduce the magnitude of the identified significant impacts and would 

further contribute to the identified significant impacts along College Avenue. 

Response to Comment C-26-9 

Table 5-21 in the DEIR compares significant transportation impacts and other non-CEQA impacts under 

the proposed project with Alternative 3 (No driveway on College Avenue) and Alternative 4 (Inbound 

only access on College Avenue). As shown in the table, eliminating all project driveways on College 

Avenue would increase weekday PM peak hour traffic on the segment of Alcatraz Avenue between 

College and Claremont Avenues by about 42 percent. 

The DEIR, consistent with other recent environmental documents completed in Oakland and Berkeley, 

determines if a project has a significant impact at an intersection based on the physical capacity of the 

intersection. However, this DEIR acknowledges that the segment of Alcatraz Avenue between College 

and Claremont Avenues is a primary residential street and that increased traffic may result in non-CEQA 

quality-of-life issues for the local residents (See Response to Comment C-26-5.) . 

Response to Comment C-26-10 

As stated in the comment, one of the traffic calming strategies that City of Berkeley may implement 

would be to close Alcatraz Avenue between College and Claremont Avenues to through traffic. The 

DEIR provides an analysis of this strategy on page 5-39 as part of the analysis for Alternative 3 (No 

driveway on College Avenue) and Alternative 4 (Inbound only access on College Avenue). 

The DEIR provides mitigation measures for the significant impacts that the project would cause at study 

intersections located in Berkeley. These mitigation measures would reduce the impacts to less-than-

significant levels. However, the DEIR identifies all the impacts in Berkeley as significant and 

unavoidable in case the mitigation measures are not implemented for any reason. 

Response to Comment C-26-11 

Regarding the alternatives evaluated in the DEIR, please see Responses to Comments C-10-8, C-10-9, C-

10-10, C-10-11, and E-132. Regarding Safeway’s objectives, which formed the basis of an important 

component of the alternatives evaluations, please see Responses to Comments B-4-12 and C-10-7. 

Response to Comment C-26-12 

As stated in the comment, City of Berkeley may not approve or implement any of the mitigation measures 

proposed in the DEIR in the City of Berkeley. The DEIR acknowledges that City of Oakland, as lead 

agency for this EIR, does not have jurisdiction at these locations and therefore, identifies the impacts as 

significant and unavoidable.  
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If none of the mitigation measures located in City of Berkeley is implemented, then the traffic conditions 

would be as described under Existing Plus Project, 2015 Plus Project, and 2035 Plus Project conditions 

presented in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-26-13 

Please see Responses to Comments E-3, E-39, and E-91. 
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Response to Comment C-27-1 

The comment expresses opposition to the project, but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment C-27-2 

The comment is generally consistent with the DEIR in that the proposed project would generate 

additional traffic in the project vicinity. Consistent with the comment, the traffic operations analysis 

presented in the DEIR identifies deficient intersections and significant impacts caused by the proposed 

project at intersections along College and Claremont Avenues. The DEIR also includes potential 

mitigation measures to mitigate these project impacts. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if 

implemented, these mitigation measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay 

caused by the proposed project at most study intersections as compared to conditions without the 

proposed project, which are congested, as referenced by the comment. 

The comment incorrectly states that Claremont Avenue is a residential street. Although segments of 

Claremont Avenue have residential frontage, City of Oakland General Plan identifies Claremont Avenue 

as an arterial and City of Berkeley General Plan identifies Claremont Avenue as a collector street. 

See Master Response M-4 regarding project impacts on safety and Master Response M-5 regarding 

potential for traffic intrusion in residential streets. 

The comment also states traffic volumes would increase due to additional regional traffic diverted from 

freeways, such as SR 24. As described in the Trip Distribution and Assignment subsection of the DEIR 

starting on page 4.3-45, the proposed project, similar to other supermarkets, would attract customers from 

local neighborhoods and very few customers would divert from the freeways.  

Response to Comment C-27-3 

See Master Response MR-7 regarding evaluation of vehicular emissions. 

Response to Comment C-27-4 

The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed 

project. Consistent with the comment, the noise analysis presented in the DEIR identifies additional 

project-generated noise. The DEIR concludes that the project would result in less-than-significant noise 

impacts. 

Response to Comment C-27-5 

Please see the preceding two responses (C-27-3 and C-27-4). The DEIR identified no significant and 

unavoidable noise or air quality impacts. Therefore, the store’s less-than-significant noise and air quality 

effects would be expected to have a less-than-significant impact on pedestrian health and enjoyment in 

the site vicinity, and would not be expected to reduce pedestrian traffic in the site vicinity. 

Response to Comment C-27-6 

There is no evidence that the project would have a significant adverse economic impact on the 

neighborhood, as discussed in detail in Master Response M-6. In any event, economic effects are not 

treated as environmental impacts under CEQA unless they would lead to adverse physical changes in the 
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environment, such as blight. As discussed in Master Response M-6, the project is not expected to cause 

economic effects that could cause blight or lead to other adverse physical changes. There is no reason to 

expect a decline in residential property values effected by the proposed project. The comment predicting a 

decline in residential property values does not offer any evidence to support its conclusion. The proposed 

project is not introducing a new grocery use to the property site, nor is the expansion of the Safeway store 

introducing a new retail chain to the site vicinity. 

Response to Comment C-27-7 

As discussed in Master Response M-6, the project is expected to have a limited economic impact on 

neighboring businesses, and is not expected to lead to the closure of these businesses or others located 

further away. Also see the preceding Response to Comment C-27-6. The City will consider the comment 

opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-28-1 

The comment in support of the project is noted; no response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment C-29-1 

Regarding the scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and Master 

Response M-9. As discussed in Master Response M-9, the project would be within the maximum F.A.R. 

allowed by the General Plan and is conditionally permitted by the zoning ordinance. Regarding the 

potential impact on neighborhood character, please see Response to Comment E-142 and Master 

Response M-9. For discussion on the project’s compatibility with the existing pedestrian-oriented retail 

development in the site vicinity, including its aesthetic compatibility, please see Responses to Comments 

A-5-3, A-5-4, A-5-11, E-53, E-73, E-142, and Master Response M-9. 
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Response to Comment C-29-2 

As acknowledged in the discussion of Impact NOI-1 (DEIR pages 4.6-14 through 4.6-16), construction of 

the project would result in increased noise levels in close proximity to the project site. Equipment noise 

levels in close vicinity to the construction site would range from 80 dBA up to 88 dBA without noise 

abatement. This is a reality of any construction project. The City threshold of significance for long-term 

weekday construction activities is 65 dBA, and for short-term weekday construction noise is 80 dBA, as 

identified in Table 4.6-3 of the DEIR.  

It is standard CEQA practice throughout the State to find construction noise to be a less-than-significant 

impact if the project is constructed in accordance with noise controls established in the relevant 

jurisdictions’ General Plan and Noise Ordinance. In the case of the College Avenue Safeway project, 

construction would also need to comply with more rigorous controls established in Standard Conditions 

NOI-1, NOI-2, NOI-3, and NOI-5. The detailed requirements of these standard conditions are listed on 

pages 4.6-10 through 4.6-13 of the DEIR. Among other requirements, construction activities are limited 

to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, with especially noisy activities (those 

generating greater than 90 dBA) limited to between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. The 

DEIR determined that, with compliance with Standard Conditions NOI-1, NOI-2, NOI-3, and NOI-5, the 

project’s noise impacts during construction would not be significant. 

Regarding operational traffic noise following completion of construction, the negligible increase in 

ambient noise from traffic generated by the project would not be perceptible. The project would increase 

traffic noise in the site vicinity by up to 10 percent. It has been empirically demonstrated, and is a 

commonly accepted fact by noise experts, that approximately a doubling of vehicle traffic is required 

before a perceptible increase in noise (3 dBA) occurs. As discussed on page 4.6-16 of the DEIR, traffic 

from the project would increase ambient noise by approximately 0.4 dBA, which is below the threshold of 

human hearing, and well below the 5-dBA threshold of significance for permanent project noise 

increases. 

Response to Comment C-29-3 

This Final EIR is not the appropriate forum for a debate on whether or not the community wants the 

proposed project. (Certainly the comment letters presented herein demonstrate that there are both 

supporters and opponents.) The Planning Commission will conduct one or more separate hearings to 

conduct design review of the project and consider the required Conditional Use Permit and variance 

applications. The City will provide notice of the hearing(s) by posting an enlarged notice on the premises 

of the subject property involved in the application, and by mailing notices to Oakland property owners 

within 300 feet of the project site and to any other citizens requesting such notice. All such notices must 

be provided a minimum of 17 days prior to the date set for the hearing. These hearings are the appropriate 

venue for citizens to present comments on the merits or demerits of the project or to express opposition or 

support for the project, which can also be made in writing. Nonetheless, the Planning Commissioners will 

read and consider the transcripts of all oral comments made during the public hearings on the DEIR as 

well as all written comments submitted during the public review period for the DEIR, including a large 

number of comments that express support or opposition of the project or features of the project. 
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Response to Comment C-30-1 

The comment expresses concerned that the proposed project would increase automobile traffic in the 

project area and that the mitigation measures proposed in the DEIR are not adequate to mitigate the 

impact caused by the additional traffic generated by the proposed project. The transportation analysis 

presented in the DEIR was completed using standard transportation engineering best-practices and City of 

Oakland’s guidelines and requirements. The assumptions and methodology used in the analysis are 

consistent with other recent environmental documents prepared in Oakland. Based on the analysis 

presented in the DEIR, if implemented, mitigation measures recommended in the DEIR would reduce 
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1 

2 

3 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-271  July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

overall delay and eliminate the additional delay caused by the proposed project at most intersections as 

compared to conditions without the proposed project, which are congested, as referenced by the comment. 

The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed 

project. 

Response to Comment C-30-2 

As stated in the comment and shown on Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the signals at Alcatraz 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue and 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection, as proposed by Mitigation 

Measures TRANS 3 and TRANS-13, would increase delay experienced by motorists along Claremont 

Avenue and College Avenue respectively. These movements currently experience little or no delay as 

they are not controlled by a signal or stop-sign. However, the proposed mitigation measures would reduce 

the delay experienced by the side-street stop-controlled movements on Alcatraz Avenue and 63
rd

 Street. 

However, the signalization of Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection is proposed as Mitigation 

Measures TRANS-3. The decision to implement this mitigation measures is by City of Berkeley. Since 

City of Oakland, as lead agency for this EIR, does not have jurisdiction over the Alcatraz 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection, the DEIR identifies Impact TRANS-3 as significant and 

unavoidable. Since Mitigation Measures TRANS-3 may not be implemented, the DEIR conservatively 

identifies both impacts as significant and unavoidable. Thus, the EIR presents a valid worst-case scenario 

that contemplates if City of Berkeley decides to not signalize the intersection. 

In regards to Mitigation TRANS-13 which would have signalized the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue 

intersection, the revised project, as described in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, would reconfigure the intersection 

and eliminate Impact TRANS-13, and the need for Mitigation Measures TRANS-13, which would have 

signalized the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection. Thus, the comment is no longer applicable to the 

63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection.  

In addition, as described in the Neighborhood Traffic Intrusion subsection on page 4.3-117 and Master 

Response M-5, the DEIR acknowledges that traffic generated by the proposed project may use residential 

streets as a cut-through route to divert from potential congestion. The DEIR recommends Improvement 

Measure TRANS-3 to monitor and, if necessary, implement traffic calming strategies on residential 

streets in the vicinity of the project site.  

Response to Comment C-30-3 

Regarding the adequacy of the impact analysis and the recommended mitigation, the specific examples 

raised in Comment C-30-1 and C-30-2 are addressed above in the preceding responses. The comment 

does not introduce any additional specific examples. The DEIR accurately describes the adverse 

environmental effects that would result from implementation of the proposed project, and that the DEIR 

identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to less-than-significant levels. In the case of 

the mitigation measures for traffic impacts, the DEIR acknowledges that it may not be possible to 

implement the identified mitigation measures (in cases because they are outside the City’s jurisdiction), in 

which case the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Response to Comment C-31-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.
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Response to Comment C-32-1 

The amount of shade cast by the proposed project onto adjoining sidewalks would be limited to the 

morning hours, and would be comparable to that cast by other development along College Avenue. At 

two stories, the proposed project would not be unduly tall; College Avenue is lined with many two- to 

four-story buildings in the blocks in proximity to the project. Any building, and even landscaping, creates 

shadow when the sun is shining, but the proposed project would not cast a particularly large shadow, or 

one that would be larger than that cast by much of the other development along College Avenue. The 

project would not be expected to cast shadow onto the buildings along the west side of College Avenue. 

This would not be a significant, adverse impact. 

The project would not create a “tunneling effect” to College Avenue any more than other existing 

development does. To the contrary, a number of the letters received indicate that there is appreciation for 

the aesthetic pedestrian experience on College Avenue. The proposed project would not adversely affect 

that experience, and in fact would improve upon the experience along the project’s street frontage. 

The project design has much more in common with the existing storefronts along College Avenue than it 

does with suburban malls, which are dominated by big-box discount stores and large expanses of parking 

lot, with buildings set far back from the street to accommodate the extensive parking areas, and few if any 

accommodations for pedestrians. In contrast, the proposed project’s storefronts, including the grocery 

store entrance, would be built right to the sidewalk and would provide pedestrian-only access. The 

storefronts would be comparable in scale and style to much of the existing development along College 

Avenue.  

For additional discussion on the project’s compatibility with the existing pedestrian-oriented retail 

development in the site vicinity, including its aesthetic compatibility, please see Responses to Comments 

A-5-3, A-5-4, A-5-11, E-53, E-73, E-142, and Master Response M-9. The size and scale of the building 

would be within the maximum F.A.R. allowed by the General Plan and is conditionally permitted by the 

zoning ordinance, as discussed in more detail in Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment C-32-2 

The comment expresses concerned about the increase in automobile traffic caused by the proposed 

project. The existing traffic congestion referenced in the comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of the 

DEIR which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at unacceptable LOS 

E or LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the proposed mitigation 

measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the incremental increase in 

delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted intersections would continue to 

operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion of the proposed project and the 

mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if implemented, these mitigation 

measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay caused by the proposed project at 

these intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed project, which are congested, as 

referenced by the comment. , The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to 

taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the increase in noise that would result from project-generated traffic, the increase would be 

imperceptible because an increase in ambient sound levels of 3 decibels is required before the average 

person can perceive an increase in sound, and a doubling of traffic volumes is required before sound 

levels will increase by this increment. As noted above in Response to Comment C-29-2, the project would 

not cause a doubling of existing traffic. The air quality analysis presented in Section 4.4 (pages 4.4-1 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-275  July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

through 4.4-21) of the DEIR documents that the proposed project’s operational impacts on air quality 

would not be significant and, with implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1, the project’s 

construction impacts on air quality would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-33-1 

The size of the project would be comparable to existing development in the area. For additional 

discussion on the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, 

and Master Response M-9. As discussed in Response to Master Response M-9, the project would be 

within the maximum F.A.R. allowed by the General Plan and is conditionally permitted by the zoning 

ordinance. The project has been designed to be very pedestrian-friendly, as discussed in more detail in 

Responses to Comments A-2-2, A-5-3, A-5-4, A-5-11, E-53, E-73, and Master Response M-9. 
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Response to Comment C-34-1 

The transportation and circulation analysis for the DEIR were completed using standard transportation 

engineering practices and City of Oakland’s guidelines and requirements. The assumptions and 

methodology used in the analysis are consistent with other recent environmental documents prepared in 

Oakland. The comment is correct in that the project trip generation likely overestimates the automobile 

trips generated by the proposed project in order to present a worst-case analysis. Also Master Response 

M-1 for more detail. 

Response to Comment C-34-2 

The comment is correct in that the DEIR analysis does not account for traffic generated by other 

supermarkets in the area decreasing as a result of the proposed project. The DEIR did not assume that the 

proposed project may reduce traffic in the vicinity of other grocery stores in order to present a worst-case 

analysis. Also see Response to Comment C-34-1. 

Response to Comment C-34-3 

See Response to Comment C-34-1. 

Response to Comment C-34-4 

See Responses to Comments C-34-1 and C-34-2. 

Response to Comment C-34-5 

See Response to Comment C-34-1. 
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Response to Comment C-35-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as letter C-162. For responses to the comments 

raised, please see the responses to comment letter C-162. 

Comment Letter C-35 
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Response to Comment C-36-1 

The comment opposing the proposed project is noted. There is no evidence that the project will destroy 

the beauty of the area. A detailed analysis of the project’s potential aesthetic impacts is provided in 

Section 4.2 of the DEIR. The analysis determined that the project would not adversely affect a scenic 

vista, would not substantially degrade the existing visual quality of the site and its surroundings, and 

would be consistent with the City of Oakland design review criteria for non-residential projects.  

Regarding the scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, E-142, and Master 

Response M-9. As discussed in Response to Master Response M-9, the project would be within the 

maximum F.A.R. allowed by the General Plan and is conditionally permitted by the zoning ordinance. 

The project has been designed to be very pedestrian-friendly, as discussed in more detail in Responses to 

Comments A-2-2, A-5-3, A-5-4, A-5-11, E-53, E-73, and Master Response M-9. 

Regarding the parking impact of the project, please see Response Master Response M-3. 

 

Comment Letter C-36 

1 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-280 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

Comment Letter C-37 

1 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-281  July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

  

Comment Letter C-37, cont’d. 

1 

2 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-282 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

Response to Comment C-37-1 

The Oakland Whole Foods Market is a 50,000-square-foot supermarket and provides 204 parking spaces. 

City of Oakland zoning code requires different number of parking spaces for the same use located in 

different zones throughout the City based on a variety of factors including proximity to transit and other 

retail uses, or residential areas.  

As shown in Table 4.3-21 of the DEIR, the parking supply provided as part of the proposed project is not 

adequate to meet the City’s zoning code requirements for this project. However, as described on page 4.3-

56 of the DEIR, parking is not considered an impact under CEQA. See Response to Master Response M-3 

for a more detailed analysis of parking conditions and potential secondary impacts of parking shortage. 

Regarding the review of the DEIR, consistent with Section 15140 of the CEQA Guidelines, the DEIR was 

written in plain language to be comprehensible to the average literate citizen. While much of the analysis 

is indeed technical, methodologies are explained, technical terms are defined, and the results are 

summarized in non-technical terms or in terms that have been clearly defined in the text. Consistent with 

Section 15147 of the CEQA Guidelines, technical and specialized analysis and data have been placed in 

appendices to the main document.  

Response to Comment C-37-2 

Please see Responses to Comments E-3 and E-91. Also, as demonstrated by this response, the 

commenter’s letter submitted on August 16, 2011, was accepted by the City for comment on the DEIR. 

The comment regarding the attentiveness of Planning Commissioners during the public hearings is noted. 

The Commissioners will review this and all other comments, including transcripts of the oral comments 

made during the public hearings, as part of their deliberations on whether or not to certify the EIR.  

Regarding “cancelled hill views,” please see Response to Comment E-86. Regarding tiny parking lots, see 

below. Regarding “megastores,” please see Responses to Comments C-11-4 and E-62. Regarding “out-of-

town corporations and a too-attractive neighborhood collide,” please see Master Responses M-6 and M-9. 

Regarding the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection, see Chapter 2 for a description of the revised 

project and proposed reconfiguration of the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection. The revised project 

would reconfigure the intersection to limit automobile traffic to right-in/right-out only between 63
rd

 Street 

and College Avenue. The proposed reconfiguration would reduce the amount of traffic and the delay 

experienced by motorists on 63
rd

 Street. Regarding the adequacy of the proposed parking, please see 

Master Response M-3. 
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Response to Comment C-38-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as letter C-162. For responses to the comments 

raised, please see the responses to comment letter C-162. 
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Response to Comment C-39-1 

The project objectives required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 and set forth on DEIR pages 3-9 and 

3-10 are identified as a “statement of objectives sought by the proposed project.” The objectives are 

inherently a function of the goals of a project proponent, in this case Safeway, because there would be no 

project to evaluate in an EIR without a project sponsor. While the project objectives identified in the 

DEIR were identified by Safeway as the key objectives of the project, the City is supportive of the project 

objectives, which are consistent with the policy direction established by the General Plan and Zoning 

Ordinance, and are both implicitly and explicitly intended to minimize the project’s environmental 

impacts and maximize the quality and neighborhood compatibility of the site and building design.  

Employment was only one of several base for eliminating alternatives from consideration. However, the 

discussion of Alternatives 1b, 2, 2a, and 2b notes that they would provide a lower level of employment 

than the proposed project. 

Pinch points are narrow locations on the sales floor that impede customer circulation and/or create a 

bottleneck. Pinch points lead to overall customer dissatisfaction, frustration, and shopping delays. The 

existing store has multiple locations around the store where shopping carts cannot pass one another or 

cannot maneuver comfortably around merchandise displays. In particular, pinch points occur in the frozen 

goods aisle when doors are opened to take out frozen goods, and within the customer checkout area 

located between the checkout stands and the shopping aisles. The perimeter of the store (where the 

produce, deli, and floral departments are located) also has very narrow aisles that become congested and 

lead to customer and shopping cart gridlock. 

A key objective of the project is to provide a full range of departments that do not currently exist at the 

store, as well as improve on the offerings of each of the existing departments. The departments added 

Comment Letter C-39, cont’d. 
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would include a full “from scratch” bakery, a pharmacy, full-service meat and seafood, and a coffee bar. 

The existing deli, floral, and produce departments will be expanded to add more products such as organic 

produce, prepared home meals, and a better selection of flowers and plants. In the project sponsor’s 

experience with over a thousand stores in North America, the store must be at least the size currently 

proposed in order to accommodate additional departments, permit the expansion and improvement of 

existing departments, and eliminate pinch points in customer circulation.  

To clarify the objective pertaining to pedestrian activity, the objective does not pertain to the amount of 

passing pedestrians but rather to the number of pedestrians drawn to the site. Currently, the Safeway store 

draws a certain amount of pedestrian activity, but the amount is small in relation to other nearby blocks of 

College Avenue. The objective is to draw more pedestrians to the site with the new pedestrian-oriented 

retail development on the site. 

Please see Responses to Comments B-4-12 and C-10-7 for more discussion of project objectives. 

It is true that Alternative 3 would meet nearly all of the project objectives. However, four of the five of 

the affected roadway intersections surrounding the project site would operate at worse conditions in 

comparison to project conditions under all operating scenarios studied because of the traffic diverting 

from College Avenue to Claremont Avenue. Under 2015 and 2035 conditions, traffic operations at the 

63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection would improve due to the elimination of the project driveway. 

More importantly, however, Impacts TRANS-4, TRANS-8, and TRANS-14 at the College 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection, which can be mitigated under the proposed project, would be 

significant and unavoidable under Alternative 3. Alternative 3 would therefore have more significant and 

unavoidable impacts than the proposed project, and it is for this reason that it is not a viable alternative to 

the project. 

Regarding alternative site locations, Safeway is already pursuing expansion of the existing Safeway store 

located at Broadway and Pleasant Valley Avenue as a separate project. Because grocery stores serve local 

neighborhoods, that store serves a different market area than the College Avenue Safeway. In order to 

serve the market area currently served by the College Avenue Safeway, an alternative site would need to 

be located in close proximity to the existing site, and no suitable sites are available. As already noted in 

DEIR and repeated in the comment, development of an alternative site would have the undesirable 

consequence of leaving the current large site vacant. 

For additional discussion on the range of alternatives analyzed in the DEIR, please see Responses to 

Comments C-10-8 through C-10-11 and E-132. 

Response to Comment C-39-2 

See Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of project parking demand that accounts for the 

existing non-Safeway vehicles that currently park in the Safeway parking lot.  

Response to Comment C-39-3 

The comment is consistent with the DEIR in that the proposed project would not provide adequate 

parking to meet the estimated demand it would generate. See master Response M-3 for an expanded 

analysis of parking supply and demand. Note that the 105 spaces in the existing Safeway parking lot are 

currently used by Safeway customers and employees, as well as visitors to the area who are not Safeway 

customers. 
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Response to Comment C-39-4 

As shown in the LOS calculation worksheets presented in the Appendix, the intersection operations 

analysis conducted for the DEIR accounts for automobiles maneuvering into and out of the on-street 

parking spaces on the intersection approaches.  

Also, see Master Response M-3 for a discussion of effects of project parking deficit on traffic congestion. 

Response to Comment C-39-5 

This EIR, similar to other recent EIRs completed in the City of Oakland, analyzes bus ridership as a non-

CEQA issue because bus service including bus size, routes and frequency of service can easily be 

modified. Thus, it is not considered part of the built environment. However, the DEIR analyzes impacts 

on bus travel times as a CEQA issue.  

The transit ridership impact analysis starting on page 4.3-112 of the DEIR is based on the existing (2009) 

peak ridership on Route 51 and the estimated number of bus riders the proposed project would generate 

during the peak hour of activity at the proposed project based on current mode share of store customers 

shown in Table 4.3-11 of the DEIR. The mode share of the Safeway customers presented in Table 4.3-11 

of the DEIR is based on survey conducted at the store during the peak commute times and accounts for 

UC Berkeley students who use Route 51B to access the store. Based on the analysis, although Route 51B 

buses currently operate above seating capacity, and the proposed project would increase ridership, the 

impact is not considered significant based on the significance criteria used in the DEIR. 

Starting on page 4.3-105, the DEIR presents an analysis of project impact on bus travel times. The 

additional traffic generated by the proposed project would increase bus travel times for Route 51B along 

College Avenue. However, the mitigation measures proposed in the DEIR would also improve bus travel 

times. The project also includes moving the Route 51B bus stop on northbound College Avenue from 

south to north of Claremont Avenue, and Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 suggests moving both bus stops 

on northbound and southbound College Avenue at Alcatraz Avenue from near-side to far-side of the 

intersection. Both bus relocations would reduce the delay experienced by buses at signalized intersections 

by 15 to 20 seconds per direction.  

Response to Comment C-39-6 

Please see Response to Comment B-6-2 regarding analysis of project impacts on bicyclists.  

Response to Comment C-39-7 

The responses to the preceding comments provide clarification on the issues raised in the comments. The 

comments do not raise evidence of deficiency of the DEIR. Therefore, there is no need or requirement to 

recirculate a revised DEIR. 
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Response to Comment C-40-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as letter C-162. For responses to the comments 

raised, please see the responses to comments raised in letter C-162. 

 

Comment Letter C-40 
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Response to Comment C-41-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Comment Letter C-41 
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Response to Comment C-42-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as letter C-162. For responses to the comments 

raised, please see the responses to comments raised in letter C-162. 
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Response to Comment C-43-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.

Comment Letter C-43 
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Response to Comment C-44-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as letter C-162. For responses to the comments 

raised, please see the responses to comments raised in letter C-162. 

Comment Letter C-44 
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Response to Comment C-45-1 

The comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR which shows that the Ashby Avenue/College 

Avenue intersection currently operates at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F during weekday and Saturday 

peak hours. 

Response to Comment C-45-2 

See Chapter 2 for a description of the revised project and reconfiguration of the 63
rd

 Street/College 

Avenue intersection which would eliminate the need for mitigation measure which would signalize the 

intersection. 
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Response to Comment C-46-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-4-1, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. 

The renderings do show cars, both parked and in the roadways. However, congested traffic conditions 

were not depicted because the purpose of these renderings is to show what the project would look like, 

and showing additional cars would obscure the project and interfere with the whole purpose of the 

renderings. The DEIR does not obscure traffic conditions in the project area, and the traffic analysis 

presented in Section 4.3 makes clear that traffic congestion is experienced during peak periods at 

numerous study intersections. 

There is no evidence that the “up to the curb” design will increase congestion, but it will improve the 

pedestrian orientation of the site, in keeping with the desires of many residents (as expressed in the 

comment letters on the DEIR) and in keeping with the existing neighboring development. This pedestrian 

focus is in keeping with the policy direction established by the General Plan and zoning ordinance, and 

will help reduce traffic trips in comparison with the current auto-centric development on the site. 

Response to Comment C-46-2 

Regarding the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1. The comment expressing 

preference for Alternative 5, with Alternatives 2a and 2b as alternates, is noted, and will be considered by 

the City prior to taking action on the proposed project. Regarding the traffic that would be generated by 

the project, please see Response to Comment C-80-1. 
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Response to Comment C-47-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-48-1 

The proposed project would not change access for automobiles and trucks for the project. Automobiles 

would continue to access the project site from both College and Claremont Avenue, and all major truck 

deliveries would continue from Claremont Avenue. Also, the proposed project would not change access 

for Lewiston Avenue residents and their need to use Eton Avenue.  

Safeway’s delivery trucks are instructed to not use Eton Avenue or other residential streets in the area. 

Safeway does not have control over vendors’ trucks or other commercial delivery trucks in the area. 

As described in Master Response M-5, the proposed project may result in an increase of traffic on Eton 

Avenue if the mitigation measures recommended in the DEIR are not implemented.  

Comment Letter C-48 
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As described in the DEIR and Master Response M-5, traffic intrusion on residential streets is not 

considered a CEQA issue; therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary. Despite there being no legal 

requirements to formulate or impose Improvement Measure TRANS-3 at any time, the DEIR nevertheless 

conservatively suggests its implementation. Furthermore, since the extent and location of traffic intrusion 

on residential streets cannot be accurately estimated at this time, appropriate type and location of traffic 

management strategies or traffic calming devices cannot be determined at this time. Thus, Improvement 

Measure TRANS-3 recommends collection of appropriate traffic data after the completion of the project 

to determine the potential extent of traffic intrusion on the residential streets and recommend appropriate 

improvements. 

 

 

Response to Comment C-49-1 

The comment states that the DEIR does not adequately address the impacts caused by the proposed 

project. The comment does not raise any specific concerns with the analysis presented in the DEIR. Note 
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that the transportation analysis presented in the DEIR was completed using standard transportation 

engineering best-practices and City of Oakland’s guidelines and requirements. The assumptions and 

methodology used in the analysis are consistent with other recent environmental documents prepared in 

Oakland. The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the 

proposed project.  

The existing traffic congestion at the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection referenced in the 

comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR which shows that this intersection currently operates 

at unacceptable LOS E during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the proposed 

mitigation measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the incremental 

increase in delay caused by the proposed project) at this and other impacted intersections; however the 

majority of impacted intersections would continue to operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future 

after the completion of the proposed project and the mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented 

in the DEIR, if implemented, these mitigation measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the 

additional delay caused by the proposed project at these intersections as compared to conditions without 

the proposed project, which are congested, as referenced by the comment. 

Response to Comment C-49-2 

The comment states that the mitigation measures proposed in the DEIR are not adequate to mitigate 

project impacts. However, it does not raise any specific concerns with any of the mitigation measures. 

Since it does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, the comment is noted. The City will consider this 

input on the project merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. In addition, the proposed project 

would provide 171 parking spaces, 66 more spaces than the existing store. 

The comment also compares conditions at the project site with the existing shopping center at the51
st
-

Broadway Shopping Center. However, the two sites are not comparable as they are located in different 

settings. The proposed Safeway on College Avenue is along a pedestrian oriented commercial corridor, 

whereas the Safeway in the 51
st
-Broadway Shopping Center is part of a larger shopping center that is 

generally auto-oriented and adjacent to wider streets (i.e., Broadway and Pleasant Valley Avenue) with 

higher traffic volumes. 
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Response to Comment C-50-1 

As described in Master Response M-4, based on the significance criteria established by City of Oakland, a 

project would have a significant impact on pedestrians if it substantially increases hazards to pedestrians 

due to a design feature or if fundamentally conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 

pedestrians (bullets 10 and 12 on page 4.3-55). Based on the analysis summarized in the DEIR on pages 

4.3-100 through 4.3-103, the proposed project does not include design features that would increase 

hazards to pedestrians; nor would it conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 

pedestrians. In fact, the project would include many features that would improve the pedestrian 

experience. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause significant impact on pedestrians and the 

DEIR’s treatment of pedestrians is consistent with CEQA. 

Response to Comment C-50-2 

As stated in the comment, pedestrians from the residential areas east of Claremont Avenue can currently 

cross Claremont Avenue at Auburn Avenue and walk across the existing Safeway parking lot to Safeway 

and other destinations on College Avenue. The proposed project would eliminate the existing Safeway 

parking lot and direct pedestrians to the pedestrian street about 400 feet south of crosswalk at Auburn 

Avenue. Although the new pedestrian route would be longer than the existing route for Safeway 

customers, the proposed project would improve access and safety for pedestrians from east of Claremont 

Avenue by signalizing the crosswalk on Claremont Avenue at Auburn Avenue. In addition, the proposed 

project would eliminate the existing parking lot where pedestrians walking across it would no longer 

conflict with automobiles circulating through the parking lot. 

The project may increase the distance that pedestrians from the east side of Claremont Avenue would 

need to walk to access College Avenue, depending on their final destination. As described in the 

preceding Response to Comment C-50-1, this is not considered a significant impact. 

Response to Comment C-50-3 

The sidewalk along project frontage on Claremont Avenue north of the pedestrian-only street would be 

six-feet wide. Figure 4.3-10 of the DEIR shows current pedestrian volumes around the project site. Also, 

see Response to Comment A-2-2 for a summary of project features and strategies that encourage 

pedestrian activity. 

Response to Comment C-50-4 

As explained in Master Response M-9, the proposed project is quite different from what is typically 

known as big-box development. The project would be within the maximum F.A.R. allowed by the 

General Plan and is conditionally permitted by the zoning ordinance, as explained in Master Response M-

9. For additional discussion on the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-4-

1, D-31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. The comments do not raise evidence of deficiency of the 

DEIR. Therefore, there is no need or requirement to recirculate a revised DEIR. 
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Response to Comment C-51-1 

For a detailed discussion on the proposed project’s potential impact on surrounding businesses, including 

the potential for urban decay, please see Master Response M-6. That response addresses the points raised 

in the comment. 

The project would require two variances for parking and loading requirements, but the project would not 

contravene the site’s zoning. For additional discussion on the project’s consistency with the applicable 

zoning regulations, please see Master Response M-9. 

The commenter is correct that the project could result in numerous significant impacts that could be 

mitigated to less-than-significant levels, but would remain significant and unavoidable if the City of 

Berkeley elected not to implement the measures. The DEIR discloses these impacts, consistent with the 

requirements of CEQA. It will be up to the City’s decision makers to determine if the public benefits of 

the project would outweigh the adverse environmental consequences associated with the project. 

Comment Letter C-51, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment C-51-2 

As discussed in more detail in Response to Comment C-86-5, the proposed project would be expected to 

serve the local neighborhood and, by its nature, would not be a regional commercial facility. The other 

issues raised in the comment are addressed by the economic impact study summarized in Master 

Response M-6. Regarding whether the eight small retail businesses were included in the analysis 

presented in the DEIR, please see Response C-10-1. 

Response to Comment C-51-3 

The project would not cause urban blight, or decay, as discussed in detail in Master Response M-6. The 

effects of the proposed project on parking shortages are discussed in detail in Master Response M-3. 

Generally speaking, lack of parking is generally not considered a driver of economic blight. 

Response to Comment C-51-4 

Please see Responses to Comments B-4-12 and C-10-7. The project sponsor may define the objectives of 

a proposed project in an EIR. The project sponsor has determined the proposed store size, as is consistent 

with the policy direction established by the Oakland City General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. In addition 

to project objectives relating to the proposed size of the project, the project objectives listed on pages 3.9 

and 3.10 of the DEIR include objectives not related to project size, such as encouraging additional 

pedestrian activity along the College Avenue façade. 

The identification of the size of the proposed project as one of the project objectives does not 

predetermine the outcome of the subsequent environmental analysis in the DEIR. CEQA allows a lead 

agency to reject alternatives that fail to meet most of the basic project objectives, as stipulated in Section 

15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Response to Comment C-51-5 

Please see Responses to Comments B-4-12, C-10-7, and Master Response M-6. Regarding demolition of 

a building that might one day be designated an historical resource, as noted on page 35 of the Initial 

Study, 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. The 

proposed project would not adversely affect historic resources. 

Given the adequacy and appropriateness of the project objectives, as discussed in Responses to 

Comments B-4-12 and C-10-7, the conclusions that the alternatives would not achieve key project 

objectives or would not achieve them to the same degree as the project are valid. And while it is true that 

the project is not an economic development project, one of the stated objectives of the project is to add 

approximately 77 full-time new union jobs at the Safeway store. Therefore, noting that an alternative 

would not generate as many jobs as the proposed project is a legitimate point to make in discussing the 

degree to which an alternative would meet the project objectives. As discussed in detail in Master 

Response M-6, the project is not expected to adversely affect neighboring businesses, and therefore would 

not cause employment at other businesses to decline. 

Regarding whether store redesign and expansion are necessary to promote pedestrian activity and 

comparison shopping, it is not the role of CEQA to evaluate a need for a project. Rather, the role of 

CEQA is to evaluate the potential environmental effects that would result if a proposed project were 

implemented. The DEIR fulfills this role. 
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Regarding the analysis of cumulative impacts, please see Responses to Comments B-4-11, E-14, and C-

156-4, and Master Responses M-7 and M-8. 

The other concerns raised in the comment about the potential for the project to cause urban decay are 

addressed in the economic impact analysis presented in Appendix A of this document, the results of 

which are summarized in Master Response M-6.  
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Response to Comment C-52-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding traffic impacts, please see Response to Comment C-80-1. 
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Response to Comment C-53-1 

The comment expresses support for the project and concurrence with some of the findings in the DEIR. 

The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed 

project. 
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Response to Comment C-54-1 

See Response to Comment C-1-2 and C-48-1 regarding current congestion on College Avenue and project 

effects on Eton Avenue, respectively. See response to Comment C-180-4 for traffic conditions on 

Saturdays with a football game at the California Memorial Stadium. 
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Response to Comment C-54-2 

See Master Responses M-4 and M-5 regarding pedestrian safety and potential for traffic intrusion on 

residential streets. 

Response to Comment C-54-3 

See Response to Comment C-1-2 regarding increased congestion caused by the proposed project in the 

study area. Also see Master Response M-6 regarding the likely effects of the project with respect to the 

retail environment along College Avenue. 

Response to Comment C-54-4 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

The potential effects of the project on the neighborhood have been evaluated throughout the DEIR, and 

will also be considered by the City. 
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Response to Comment C-55-1 

It has been common practice that the City has placed items that are expected to have a large number of 

speakers at the end of the agenda. This is so that members of the public that are at the hearing for projects 

that are projected to take less time may proceed through the hearing process more expeditiously rather 

than sitting through a long item as the Safeway DEIR was expected to be (and in fact, was). This 

scheduling also allowed the City to observe a “not to be heard before 8 pm” restriction that was designed 

to be a time-saving benefit for interested parties on the Safeway item. Regarding the idea of having a one-

item agenda, that was not feasible due to the large backlog in Planning Commission items. While the City 

Comment Letter C-55, cont’d. 
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was unable to delay the public hearing beyond the scheduled July 20
th
 date, a second hearing was held on 

August 3, 2011, providing concerned residents a second opportunity to speak before the Planning 

Commission. 

With regard to the request to extend the comment period to 75 days, the City has not extended Draft EIR 

comment periods beyond those required under the State CEQA Guidelines, even for much larger and 

more complex EIRs. The DEIR comment period extended beyond the July 20
th
 hearing date, and lasted 

for 45 days (plus a one-day extension for a furlough), which is the longer of the required public comment 

periods compared to the regular 30-day comment period. All members of the public, whether they spoke 

at the public hearings or not, had the opportunity to submit written comments on the DEIR any time 

during the 46-day public review period for consideration by the Planning Commissioners.  
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Response to Comment C-56-1 

The existing store has been determined by the Safeway architects to be approximately 24,260 square feet, 

according to industry standard measurements. As shown in Figure 5-6, the salesroom is about 15,238 

square feet, the stockroom is about 7,256 square feet, the loading dock is about 143 square feet,  

Comment Letter C-56, cont’d. 
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Figure 5-6  Existing Store Floor Area 
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and the mezzanine is approximately 1,621 square feet, for a total of 24,258 square feet, rounded 24,260 

square feet. The analyses of the net-change in the size of the store is based on this number through-out the 

entire DEIR. The potential environmental effects for land use, visual quality, transportation, air quality, 

greenhouse gases and noise all included the baseline number of 24,260 square feet. Under CEQA, the 

baseline for comparison of impacts must be consistent for the entire environmental analyses. 

It is unclear where the Oakland Tribune obtained its calculation of the square footage of the existing store 

for the article published in 1964. Possibly the mezzanine was not included; however, the City does count 

mezzanines in floor area calculations. 

Response to Comment C-56-2 

As stated in the comment and on page 4.3-108 of the DEIR, the project would result in the net increase of 

one parking space along project frontage on College and Claremont Avenues. Also as stated in the 

comment, the DEIR also identifies two mitigation measures described below, that may also result in loss 

of on-street parking spaces.  

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 may result in elimination of up to six parking meters on College Avenue 

near the intersection with Alcatraz Avenue. The decision to implement this mitigation measure is with 

City of Berkeley. However, as described in Response to Comment A-2-6, the improvements at this 

intersection have been redesigned to reduce the net parking loss to three spaces. 

The DEIR also identified Mitigation Measure TRANS-17A as potentially eliminating two parking spaces 

on College Avenue at 63
rd

 Street. However, the revised project, as described in Chapter 2 this FEIR, 

proposes to reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection to not eliminate any parking spaces. 

The parking spaces that may be eliminated because of the mitigation measures were not included in the 

effects of proposed project on on-street parking supply because they are not proposed by the project and 

the mitigation measures may not be implemented. In addition, as described above, the net loss of on-street 

parking due to the proposed mitigation measures is less than the DEIR estimates for the mitigation 

measures. 

Also, see Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of project parking demand and on-street 

parking supply. 

Response to Comment C-56-3 

The comment is generally consistent with the findings of the DEIR. However, it incorrectly identifies the 

deficit of 17 employee parking spaces in addition to the customer parking deficit. The DEIR identifies the 

overall parking deficit and the employee parking deficit as a subset of the overall parking deficit.  

The current project parking supply is not used to determine the parking supply for the proposed project 

because it is also used by non-Safeway customers and would not accurately reflect the parking demand 

generated by the proposed project. 

Also, see Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of project parking demand and supply.  

Response to Comment C-56-4 

The comment is consistent with the DEIR. The project, as described in the DEIR, does not propose to 

signalize the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection. Rather, Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 in the 
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DEIR proposed to signalize the intersection to mitigate the significant impact caused by the DEIR project 

at this intersection. However, the DEIR acknowledged that signalizing this intersection would result in 

negative effects and considering the negative effects on traffic circulation and quality-of-life issues, the 

DEIR also acknowledged that implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 might not be desirable. 

Since Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 may not be implemented, the DEIR conservatively identified the 

impact as significant and unavoidable. 

In any event, however, Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 is no longer necessary, because the revised 

project, as described in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, would reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue 

intersection and eliminate Impact TRANS-13, and the need for Mitigation Measures TRANS-13, which 

consisted of signalizing the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection. Thus there would be no significant 

unavoidable impact at this intersection. 

Response to Comment C-56-5 

The comment is generally consistent with the DEIR. However, it incorrectly states that “pedestrian traffic 

from the Claremont side will be forced to circle around the perimeter of the project to access the project 

itself or the merchants on the west side of College Avenue.” The project includes a pedestrian only street 

between College and Claremont Avenues about 150 feet north of the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection.  

The proposed project’s compliance with underlying zoning is discussed in detail in Response to Comment 

A-4-6. The revised project’s compliance with underlying zoning will be considered by the City prior to 

taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-56-6 

As discussed in more detail in Responses to Comments B-4-10 and B-4-11, the proposed Rockridge 

Center Safeway was factored into the cumulative analysis presented throughout DEIR and the Initial 

Study, and was manually added into the traffic model, such that it is reflected in all of the 2015 and 2035 

traffic scenarios.  

Regarding the comment that the project is “too big,” as discussed in Master Response M-9, the project 

would be within the maximum floor area ratio allowed by the General Plan and is conditionally permitted 

by the zoning ordinance. It would also be smaller than a number of other buildings in the vicinity, and 

would be comparable in height to many buildings in the area. 
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Response to Comment C-57-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-57-2 

The pedestrian wait times at the Claremont Avenue/College Avenue are long because the intersection has 

six approaches that the traffic signal needs to accommodate for automobiles to drive through and for 

pedestrians to cross. Mitigation Measure TRANS-4 consists of updating traffic signal timing at the 

intersection. In addition, the proposed project includes a bulbout at the north corner (between College and 

Claremont Avenues) of the intersection, which would reduce pedestrian crossing times and increase 

pedestrian visibility. As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Settlement Agreement, City of Oakland is also 

planning to install bulbouts at the northwest (between College Avenue and 62
nd

 Street), southwest 

(between 62
nd

 Street and Claremont Avenue), and east (between Claremont Avenue and Florio Street) 

corners of the intersection. These bulbouts would reduce the pedestrian crossing distances on the 

sidewalks on these approaches and increase pedestrian visibility. 
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Response to Comment C-58-1 

The DEIR does identify potentially significant impacts on traffic at numerous intersections, and identifies 

feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to less-than-significant levels. However, as noted in 

the discussions of the impacts, implementation of identified mitigation for ten of the eleven traffic 

impacts would require approval by the City of Berkeley, which is outside the control of the City of 

Oakland. For this reason, the impacts were designated significant and unavoidable, but it would still be 

feasible to mitigate them to acceptable levels and avoid “gridlock.” 

Regarding the size of the project and its compatibility with the existing commercial neighborhood, please 

see Responses to Comments A-4-1, A-5-11, D-31, E-53, E-142, and Master Response M-9. The potential 

air quality and noise impacts are evaluated in Sections 4.4 and 4.6, respectively, of the DEIR. 

Regarding the “need” for the project, the applicant has determined that there is sufficient demand to 

support two upgraded Safeway stores serving two different neighborhoods. The EIR is not required to 

verify or document the need for a project. The applicant has a right to submit a development proposal for 

consideration by the City, and the purpose of the EIR is to identify and evaluate the potential adverse 

effects on the environment that would result from project approval and implementation. 

Response to Comment C-58-2 

The size of the proposed project was addressed in the preceding response. As a point of clarification, the 

proposed store would not be three times larger than the existing store; it would be a bit more than twice 

the size (51,510 square feet versus 24,260 square feet). The medical building on Claremont would not be 

a suitable building for a full-scale grocery store, and Safeway does not own or control the site. It does 

own the proposed project site, and has operated a grocery store there for 46 years, and plans to redevelop 

the site, continuing and expanding on the existing use of the site. The project is not required to provide 

market studies in support of its proposal. As noted above, CEQA does not require an applicant to provide 

proof of a need for a project. Regarding the potential for the project to adversely affect other businesses, 

please see Master Response M-6. 

Regarding the increase in traffic and parking demand, please see Master Responses M-1 and M-3, 

respectively. 

Regarding the suggestion to develop a small satellite store and numerous small support stores in lieu of 

the proposed project, such a store would not meet the primary objectives of the project, which include, 

among other things, developing a larger urban two-story building with 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. To develop these sections in 

separate stores would require more space and would be logistically much more difficult to operate out of 

numerous separate storefronts. It would also not fill the need for a one-stop full-service grocery store that 

Safeway perceives to exist in the neighborhood. 

Response to Comment C-58-3 

Regarding the public safety of the proposed project, please see Responses to Comments C-180-7 and C-

156-5. 
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Regarding the building façade along Claremont Avenue, please see Responses to Comments C-137-17, 

D-31, and E-142. The comments for design modifications should be submitted for consideration during 

the design review of the project, but do not address environmental issues. Lighting and glare are regulated 

by Standard Condition of Approval (SCA) AES-1, as noted on pages 4.2-11 4.2-12 of the DEIR. As 

documented in Section 4.2 of the DEIR, the proposed project would not have any significant adverse 

aesthetic impacts, and therefore no mitigation is required. 

Response to Comment C-58-4 

The proposed signage on both Claremont and College avenues would be low-profile, wall-mounted 

signage consistent with signage used on Safeway stores throughout the Bay Area. It would be required to 

comply with the limitations on signs established in Chapter 17.104 of the Planning Code, which limits the 

maximum aggregate area of display surface of all development signs to 75 square feet, unless a larger 

amount is authorized by a Conditional Use Permit. The signage for the small retail stores would also be 

subject to regulation by Chapter 17.104. Regarding the statement that the Claremont Avenue sign would 

be “confrontational to homes,” there are no residences located on the opposite side of Claremont Avenue 

from the project. As documented in Section 4.2 of the DEIR, the proposed project would not have any 

significant adverse aesthetic impacts. 

Response to Comment C-58-5 

Regarding the size of the building, this comment was previously addressed in Response to Comment C-

58-1. Regarding “visual blight,” the proposed project would alter the aesthetics of a site currently 

dominated by a parking lot, gas station, and 1960s-era suburban-style grocery store, and although 

aesthetics are subjective in nature, it can be argued that the proposed project would be an aesthetic 

improvement over existing conditions. The comment regarding the parking garage wall was previously 

addressed in Response to Comment C-58-3. As noted in Response to Comment C-11-3, the cities of 

Berkeley and Oakland both have adopted regulatory controls that limit the potential for blight to occur in 

the unlikely event the proposed project resulted in retail vacancies. Both cities have anti-blight 

ordinances, as well as ordinances controlling graffiti, weeds, dumping garbage, debris, and litter. Property 

owners in both cities are required to maintain their properties so as not to create a nuisance by creating a 

condition that reduces property values and promotes blight and neighborhood deterioration. 

As discussed in Responses to Comments C-159-2 and C-183-2, due to operation efficiencies, the 

proposed project is not expected to generate an increase in truck activity proportionate to the increase of 

the size of the store, and certainly not three times as much truck traffic. 

Pollution: the project’s air quality impacts are addressed in Section 4.4 (pages 4.4-1 through 4.4-21) of 

the DEIR. As documented therein, the project’s operational impacts would not be significant and, with 

implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1, the project’s construction impacts on air quality would be 

reduced to a less-than-significant level. Master Response M-7 discusses the secondary effects of increased 

traffic, or operational, air quality effects. 

Regarding the proposed project’s anticipated noise impacts, see Response to Comment E-101. 
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Response to Comment C-59-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-59-2 

The comment consists of a forwarded email included with Comment C-59-1. It does not raise any 

environmental issues specific to the project or address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is 

necessary. Please see comment letter C-164. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-60-1 

The comment expresses concern about increased automobile traffic on 63
rd

 Street and Hillegass Avenue. 

See Master Responses M-4 and M-5 regarding bicycle safety and potential traffic intrusion on residential 

streets, respectively. The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking 

action on the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment C-61-1 

The points raised in this comment letter are included in the following comment letter (C-62); please refer 

to the responses to that comment letter.  
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Response to Comment C-62-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

The comment is also concerned about the amount of traffic added by the project on Alcatraz Avenue 

between College and Claremont Avenues (i.e., the last two blocks of Alcatraz Avenue). As shown on 

Figure 4.3-13 of the DEIR, no project generated traffic is assigned to this segment of Alcatraz Avenue. 

Considering the location of the project driveways and the direction of approach to the project site, it is not 

expected that drivers would use the segment of Alcatraz Avenue between College and Claremont 

Avenues to access the project site. See Master Response M-5 for a discussion of traffic intrusion on 

residential streets, including the segment of Alcatraz Avenue referenced in the comment. Also see Master 

Response M-3 regarding potential traffic circulating for available parking space. 

Response to Comment C-62-2 

As stated in the comment, the DEIR did not study residential streets, such as Presley Way, and Rockwell 

and Florio Streets. See Master Response M-5 regarding traffic intrusion on residential streets. In addition, 

the diversion route referenced in the comment would most likely be used by project trips to and from east 

on SR 24 freeway. Considering that the project would consist of a supermarket and uses that primarily 

serve the local area, most of the project trips would be locally generated. The project trip distribution, as 

shown on Figure 4.3-12 of the DEIR, assigns about four percent of project trips to SR 24 east. This 

corresponds to eight weekday PM peak hour trips and 10 Saturday peak hour trips. Even if all these trips 

were diverted to the local streets, the increase in traffic would be within the typical daily fluctuation of 

traffic, would not be noticeable to most residents, and would not result in significant impacts. 

Response to Comment C-62-3 

See Response to Comment C-180-5 for traffic conditions on Saturdays with a football game at the 

California Memorial Stadium. 

Response to Comment C-62-4 

See Master Response M-2 regarding potential project impacts during the Saturday midday peak hour. 

Response to Comment C-62-5 

The comment states that the existing intersection delays presented in the DEIR are not realistic. The delay 

and congestion calculations presented in the DEIR were completed based on traffic volume data collected 

at the study intersections, and using standard transportation engineering practices and City of Oakland’s 

guidelines and requirements. The assumptions and methodology used in the analysis are consistent with 

other recent environmental documents prepared in Oakland.  

Response to Comment C-62-6 

As indicated on page 4.3-14 of the DEIR, the parking and traffic counts used in the transportation analysis 

of the DEIR were collected in March and April 2010 on days when UC Berkeley and local schools was in 

full session.  
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Response to Comment C-62-7 

See Master Response M-1 for an explanation of why project vehicle trip generation presented in the DEIR 

is conservative. 

Response to Comment C-62-8 

Please see Master Response M-6 for a detailed discussion on the potential for the proposed project to 

result in blight in the neighborhood. 
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Response to Comment C-63-1 

The traffic congestion along College and Claremont Avenues as stated in the comment is consistent with 

the DEIR’s findings of deficient LOS E or LOS F at major intersections along both corridors under 

existing and future conditions. The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to 

taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-64-1 

Please see Responses to Comments E-3 and E-39. 
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Response to Comment C-65-1 

See Table 4.3-10 of the DEIR which presents the automobile trip generation estimated for all three 

components of the proposed project: Safeway, retail, and restaurant. The DEIR used this trip generation to 

analyze the project impacts on traffic operations. 

Response to Comment C-65-2 

Of the eleven significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the DEIR, ten of them were deemed 

significant and unavoidable only because implementation of mitigation measures sufficient to render the 

impacts less than significant would require approval by the City of Berkeley, so the City of Oakland does 

not have the authority to require implementation of the measures to ensure that the impacts would not be 

significant. However, the two cities will coordinate regarding the appropriate treatment at the affected 

intersections, and it is feasible to mitigate the ten impacts to an acceptable level if the City of Berkeley 

agrees to them. The eleventh significant and unavoidable impact, at the intersection of 63
rd

 Street and 

College Avenue, is eliminated by the revised project. As described in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, the revised 

project would reconfigure the intersection and eliminate this impact and the need for mitigation measures. 

Comment Letter C-65 
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It is possible, however, that all of the remaining significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the 

DEIR would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Alternatively, impacts at some of the affected 

intersections might be mitigated, while others would remain significant and unavoidable. In any event, the 

City will consider this input on the project's merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

It is not clear why comparing the proposed project to existing development in the area “minimizes the 

disproportionately large structure.” It is reasonable, and standard practice under CEQA, to evaluate the 

suitability of a project’s size by comparing it to existing development in the area (as well as to the 

applicable General Plan and zoning regulations governing size). Certainly most reviewers would consider 

it relevant to note that a proposed ten-story building would be surrounded by one- and two-story 

buildings. Similarly, it is relevant to note that there are buildings present in the project vicinity that are 

taller and bulkier than the proposed project. 

According to the Walmart website, the average size of its stores is 108,000 square feet, while its 

Supercenters average 185,000 square feet. The proposed project would be a 51,510-square-foot 

neighborhood-serving grocery store. Additional discussion pertaining to the characterization of the project 

as a “big-box development” is provided in Master Response M-9. Regarding the implication that the 

proposed project would adversely affect other businesses in the neighborhood, please see Master 

Response M-6. 
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Response to Comment C-66-1 

The commenter states that the transportation analysis indicated that the project would have significant 

traffic impacts and does not believe that the air quality impacts would be less than significant or could be 

mitigated. As noted in other responses, the DEIR found that the project would have significant 

transportation impacts, and that the project would not have significant air quality impacts. The commenter 

does not present any evidence to refute these conclusions.  

The DEIR on page 4.4-18 (Impact AIR-3) estimates air quality health risk impacts associated with 

construction activity in accordance with the BAAQMD’s CEQA Thresholds of Significance. A site-

specific health risk assessment was prepared. The health risk assessment found that highest annual diesel 

particulate matter (DPM) concentrations would be located east of the project site along the Claremont 

Avenue sidewalk. The DPM concentrations at this location would be significant unless mitigated. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1 stipulates that the project applicant shall develop a Diesel Emission Reduction 

Plan which would include, 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. The DEIR concluded that implementation of the mitigation measure would reduce 

TAC, including DPM, exhaust emissions to a less-than-significant level. 

Response to Comment C-66-2 

See Response to Comment C-30-2 regarding the traffic signals proposed by the DEIR mitigation 

measures, and potential for traffic intrusion on residential streets. 

Response to Comment C-66-3 

See Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of project parking demand and its effect on 

parking occupancies in the area. Currently, Safeway is considering allowing non-Safeway customers to 

park in the garage for two-hours or less. Also see Master Response M-5 regarding potential traffic 

intrusion on residential streets. 

Response to Comment C-66-4 

As discussed in detail in Master Response M-6, there is no evidence that the proposed project would 

adversely affect existing businesses in the vicinity. Furthermore, the store could have a beneficial effect 

Comment Letter C-66, cont’d. 
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on the nearby businesses. As discussed in Response to Comment C-137-3, when the College Avenue 

Albertson’s grocery store (located about 1,500 feet south of the project site) closed, other retail stores in 

the neighborhood observed a decline in both foot traffic and sales. When the vacant site was reoccupied 

by a Trader Joe’s and Pharmaca, business immediately picked up. Similar beneficial effects on 

neighboring businesses have been observed in San Francisco and Lafayette following the introduction of 

new Whole Foods grocery stores to established retail neighborhoods. 

Response to Comment C-66-5 

See Master Response M-4 regarding potential project impacts on pedestrian safety. 

Response to Comment C-66-6 

The DEIR cover photo was intended to provide a conceptual illustration of the proposed project evaluated 

in the body of the document. The photo does not provide a basis for the impact analysis presented in the 

DEIR, and there are no references to the photo in any of the analytical discussions. As demonstrated on 

DEIR Figure 4.3-8A and all other traffic figures showing traffic volumes at the intersection of College 

Avenue and Florio Street, the traffic consultant understands that Florio Street is a one-way eastbound 

street, and all traffic volumes illustrated in the traffic figures are shown in an eastbound direction only. 

Response to Comment C-66-7 

The size of the DEIR is not a relevant issue for evaluating the merits of the proposed project. The DEIR 

provides a thorough documentation of the potential environmental impacts of the project and, in the case 

of noise and air quality, finds that all operational impacts would be less than significant. A potentially 

significant impact on air quality during construction can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level 

through implementation of identified mitigation. As discussed in Response to Comment C-80-1, the 

DEIR acknowledges that significant traffic impacts could result from implementation of the project; it 

also identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to less-than-significant levels if the City 

of Berkeley approves the measures. In addition, as discussed in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, the revised project 

would reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate Impact TRANS-13, which 

was identified as significant and unavoidable in the DEIR. 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-67-1 

See Response to Comment C-1-2 regarding current congestion along College Avenue. 

Response to Comment C-67-2 

See Response to Comment C-180-5 for traffic conditions on Saturdays with a football game at the 

California Memorial Stadium. 

Response to Comment C-67-3 

See Master Response M-5 for more detail regarding traffic intrusion in residential streets. Also see 

Response to Comment 62-2 regarding traffic intrusion on streets referenced in the comment.  
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Response to Comment C-68-1 

Please see Response to Comment C-195-1. 

Response to Comment C-68-2 

Please see Response to Comment C-194-3. 

Response to Comment C-68-3 

Please see Response to Comment C-195-3. 

Response to Comment C-68-4 

Please see Response to Comment C-195-4 

Response to Comment C-68-5 

Please see Response to Comment 195-5. 

Response to Comment C-68-6 

Please see Response to Comment 195-6. 
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Response to Comment C-69-1 

The comment consists of general introductory remarks, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment C-69-2 

It is understandable that there might be some confusion around the zoning of the site. However, the DEIR 

does not mention or discuss the CN-1 zoning. Of the places cited in the comment where the CN-1 zoning 

is discussed, the only place where it is in fact discussed is in the “cover letter,” which is the Notice of 

Availability (NOA), identified as the “Combined Notice of Release and Availability of the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public Hearings on the College Avenue Safeway.” As noted 

in the NOA, at the time of the Notice of Preparation and during preparation of the DEIR, the project site 

was in a C-31 Special Retail Commercial zoning district. The C-31 zoning was subsequently eliminated 

Comment Letter C-69, cont’d. 
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from the City’s Planning Code in April 2011, replaced by the Neighborhood Commercial Zone 1 (CN-1). 

However, as explained in more detail in Master Response M-9, the C-31 zoning regulations were 

grandfathered in for the proposed Safeway project because the application for the project was accepted as 

complete prior to adoption of the new CN-1 zoning. In any event, the zoning regulations for the two 

districts are largely the same, and the findings required under the C-31 zoning for conditional use 

authorization were largely carried over to the CN-1 zoning. The project will be required to satisfy the 

findings for the C-31 zoning. 

Regarding the relationship between land use classifications and zoning, this comment is addressed in 

Master Response M-9.  

The applicable rear-yard setback requirement is not an environmental issues under CEQA, and will be 

addressed during the planning and approvals process for the project, not as part of environmental analysis. 

There is some ambiguity regarding the appropriate rear yard regulation to apply to the project. The City’s 

Zoning Manager will determine the required setback during development review. Regardless of the 

determination on the required setback, the applicant is proposing to develop a landscaped rear yard buffer; 

it is not misleading to report this in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-69-3 

See Master Response M-1 regarding the appropriateness of using a pass-by rate in the trip generation 

estimate for the project. In addition, as shown on Figure 4.3-15 of the DEIR, the pass-by vehicles are 

included in the intersection volumes at the project driveways. 

The DEIR compares the trip generation for each alternative with the project trip generation in the Impacts 

of Alternatives section starting on page 5-16 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-69-4 

The increases in emission levels of PM2.5 and PM10 were noted in the DEIR and accordingly addressed. 

The increases are within the regional air basin and the impacts were assessed against the BAAQMD 

thresholds of significance. The project’s impacts were found to be less than significant. 

Response to Comment C-69-5 

Based on City of Oakland guideline and consistent with recent environmental documents, an LOS 

analysis for transit service was not performed. However, the DEIR includes an analysis of project impacts 

on travel times starting on page 4.3-105 and on transit ridership starting on page 4.3-112. 

As described on page 4.3-57 of the DEIR, transit ridership is not considered an environmental impact; 

however, the City of Oakland would identify an impact on transit ridership as a non-CEQA impact if the 

proposed project would increase bus ridership by more than three percent on bus routes where the load 

factor is more than 125 percent. As shown in Table 4.3-23, bus routes currently serving the project site 

would not meet this criterion. 

Response to Comment C-69-6 

The significance criteria used to determine if the proposed project would have a significant impact on 

intersections are listed on page 4.3-54 for intersections in Oakland and on page 4.3-56 for intersections in 

Berkeley. In addition, intersection LOS summary tables (Tables 4.3-13, 4.3-15, and 4.3-17) show if the 

project would cause an impact at an intersection and also reference the specific significance criterion that 
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triggers that impact. Although some study intersections operate at a deficient level (i.e., LOS E or LOS F) 

regardless of the proposed project, the proposed project would not cause an impact at these intersections 

because the incremental traffic added by the proposed project would not meet any of the applicable 

significance criteria. 

Response to Comment C-69-7 

Table 4.3-19 in the DEIR presents peak hour travel times on College and Claremont Avenues under 

Existing, Existing Plus Project, and Existing Plus Project Mitigated conditions. The travel times under 

Existing Plus Project Mitigated conditions reflects the implementation of the mitigation measures 

proposed in the DEIR. As described on page 4.3-106 of the DEIR, the increase in travel times would have 

a minor effect on transit service because the estimated increase is within the variability in travel times 

experienced by each bus on these corridors. Therefore, the project would have a less–than-significant 

impact on bus travel times. 

Table 4.3-23 in the DEIR shows bus ridership under Existing and Existing Plus Project conditions. The 

additional bus ridership generated by the proposed project would not impact transit ridership. 

Response to Comment C-69-8 

As stated in Response to Comment A-1-6, moving a bus stop from the near-side to the far-side of an 

intersection would reduce the bus travel times by about 15 to 20 seconds per direction. 

Although, transit signal priority has been identified as a future planned improvement along College 

Avenue, AC Transit and City of Oakland have no current plans to implement this improvement.  

The proposed project would not have a significant impact on transit travel times. Therefore, it is not 

responsible for funding transit signal priority on College Avenue. 

Response to Comment C-69-9 

As stated in the comment and in the DEIR, the City of Oakland, as the lead agency for this EIR, does not 

have jurisdiction in City of Berkeley. City of Oakland cannot ensure that these mitigation measures would 

occur because it cannot approve or implement the mitigation measures located in City of Berkeley. 

Therefore, the DEIR conservatively identifies the impacts in the City of Berkeley as significant and 

unavoidable. 

Response to Comment C-69-10 

As described on pages 4.3-64 and 4.3-65 of the DEIR, the Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection 

would operate at LOS E after the implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1. However, the 

mitigation measure would reduce the average intersection delay to be less than under Existing Conditions. 

Therefore, the mitigation measure is adequate to mitigate the identified significant impact. However, the 

intersection is located in the City of Berkeley; therefore, City of Oakland as lead agency for this EIR, 

cannot approve or implement this mitigation measure. In order to present a conservative analysis, the 

DEIR identifies the impact as significant and unavoidable. If Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 is 

implemented, then the impact would be less than significant. 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-362 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

Response to Comment C-69-11 

As described in Response to Comment A-2-6, the updated design for Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 may 

result in elimination of three metered parking spaces on College Avenue, which is less than the six spaces 

estimated in the DEIR. See Response to Comment A-2-6 for more details. 

Response to Comment C-69-12 

The comment is consistent with the DEIR’s discussion of Mitigation Measure TRANS-13, which 

describes how signalizing the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection would increase delay experienced 

by pedestrians crossing College Avenue. Furthermore, as described in Chapter 2, the revised project is 

reconfiguring this intersection and eliminating Impact TRANS-13 and the need for Mitigation Measure 

TRANS-13. 

The comment regarding “extended green cycle” is not clear as the phrase is not used in the DEIR. The 

mitigation measures provided in the DEIR include optimization of traffic signal timings within the 

existing signal cycle length which consists of adjusting the amount of green time for different approaches 

at an intersection but would not increase the overall signal cycle length. See page 4.3-68 of the DEIR for 

a discussion of signal timing optimization and its effects on automobiles and pedestrians. 
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Response to Comment C-70-1 

The commenter forwarded a comment letter submitted separately (C-61). Please see responses to that 

letter for discussion of specific points contained therein. The City will consider the comment opposing the 

project prior to taking action on the proposed project.  

Comment Letter C-70 
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Response to Comment C-71-1 

The comment expresses support for the project and concurrence with some of the findings in the DEIR, 

and no response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment C-72-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

The comment expresses general concern about the environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR including 

traffic and congestion. However, no specific concerns are raised in the comment. The transportation 

analysis presented in the DEIR was completed using standard transportation engineering best-practices 

and City of Oakland’s guidelines and requirements. The assumptions and methodology used in the 

analysis are consistent with other recent environmental documents prepared in Oakland. in the areas of 

traffic congestion, pollution, and potential blight. The comment also expresses general concern about the 

air quality and the compatibility of the project with the neighborhood. Please see Master Response M-7 

for issues related to air quality. Please see Master Responses M-6 and M-9 for issues related to economic 

impacts and neighborhood compatibility.  

Response to Comment C-72-2 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-73-1 

The alternatives were evaluated both in terms of the potential environmental impacts in comparison with 

the proposed project and in relation to the degree to which they would achieve the objectives of the 

project sponsor. A primary objective of the project is to replace the existing grocery store with a larger 

urban two-story building that would 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, while at the same time eliminating existing 

“pinch points” in customers’ path of travel.  

Pinch points are narrow locations on the sales floor that impede customer circulation and/or create a 

bottleneck. Pinch points lead to overall customer dissatisfaction, frustration, and shopping delays. The 

existing store has multiple locations around the store where shopping carts cannot pass one another or 

cannot maneuver comfortably around merchandise displays. In particular, pinch points occur in the frozen 

goods aisle when doors are opened to take out frozen goods, and within the customer checkout area 

located between the checkout stands and the shopping aisles. The perimeter of the store (where the 

produce, deli, and floral departments are located) also has very narrow aisles that become congested and 

lead to customer and shopping cart gridlock. 

A key objective of the project is to provide a full range of departments that do not currently exist at the 

store, as well as improve on the offerings of each of the existing departments. The departments added 

would include a full “from scratch” bakery, a pharmacy, full-service meat and seafood, and a coffee bar. 

The existing deli, floral, and produce departments will be expanded to add more products such as organic 

produce, prepared home meals, and a better selection of flowers and plants. In the project sponsor’s 

experience with over a thousand stores in North America, the store must be at least the size currently 

proposed in order to accommodate additional departments, permit the expansion and improvement of 

existing departments, and eliminate pinch points in customer circulation. 

Achieving these objectives clearly requires a greater floor area than exists in the current store. As 

discussed in more detail in Responses to Comments B-4-12 and C-10-7, as the applicant who will pay for 

the project, Safeway is entitled to determine the objectives of the project, subject to concurrence by the 

City. It is consistent with the provisions of CEQA to consider the degree to which alternatives would 

achieve most of the basic objectives of the project. In this regard, therefore, the conclusion that the 

reduced-size alternatives (Alternatives 2, 2a, and 2b) would fall short of accomplishing several of the 

primary objectives of the applicant was a legitimate conclusion to put forth in the DEIR. 

Comment Letter C-73, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment C-73-2 

As stated on page 4.3-14 of the DEIR, the weekday intersection traffic volume data was collected from 

4:00 PM to 7:00 PM. Within this peak period, the hour between 5:15 PM and 6:15 PM had the highest 

traffic volume observed in the study area. In addition, the proposed project would have the highest trip 

generation during this peak hour. Therefore, the 5:15 PM to 6:15 PM hour was selected as the peak hour 

for traffic operations analysis.  

Response to Comment C-73-3 

As shown on Figure 4.3-13, which shows project trip assignment, the analysis assigned trips to both 

Ashby and Alcatraz Avenues and other arterials in the surrounding areas based on where project-

generated trips would originate. This is a conservative assumption because the significance criteria used 

to determine if the project would result in a significant impact are based on the physical capacity of 

intersections (see page 4.3-54 of the DEIR). The DEIR identifies significant impacts at intersection along 

both Alcatraz and Ashby Avenues at College and Claremont Avenues. Assigning additional traffic to 

Alcatraz Avenue and reducing the project traffic volumes assigned to Ashby Avenue as suggested in the 

comment would potentially eliminate the identified significant impacts and potential mitigation measures 

at the intersections along Ashby Avenue. Thus, the assumptions used for traffic analysis in the DEIR are 

conservative in that they identify the most number of potential impacts and mitigation measures that 

would improve traffic operations on the major streets serving the project site. 

In addition, as described in the Neighborhood Traffic Intrusion subsection on page 4.3-117 of the DEIR 

and in Master Response M-5, the DEIR acknowledges that traffic generated by the proposed project may 

use residential streets, such as the segment of Alcatraz Avenue between College and Claremont Avenues, 

as a cut-through route to divert from potential congestion. Since neighborhood traffic intrusion would not 

exceed the capacity of the residential streets, it would not result in a significant impact based on 

significance criteria used in the DEIR. Although not identified as a significant impact under CEQA, the 

DEIR identifies traffic intrusion on residential streets as a non-CEQA quality-of-life issue and 

recommends Improvement Measure TRANS-3 to monitor and, if necessary, implement traffic calming 

strategies on residential streets in the vicinity of the project site, including Alcatraz Avenue between 

College and Claremont Avenues, in consultation with local residents and in accordance with all legal 

requirements. 

Response to Comment C-73-4 

The comment is consistent with the DEIR. As stated in the comment and shown on Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, 

and 4.3-18, the signal at Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection, as proposed by Mitigation 

Measures TRANS-3, would increase delay experienced by motorists along Claremont Avenue. These 

movements currently experience little or no delay as they are not controlled by a signal or stop-sign. 

However, the proposed mitigation measures would reduce the delay experienced by the side-street stop-

controlled movements on Alcatraz Avenue. Note that City of Berkeley is responsible for approving and 

implementing Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 and can decide to not approve the proposed mitigation 

measure. 

Response to Comment C-73-5 

The comment is consistent with the DEIR. As stated in the comment and shown on Table 4.3-21, the 

parking supply provided in the project would not meet City of Oakland’s Zoning Ordinance requirements. 
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Response to Comment C-73-6 

The comment is consistent with the DEIR. As stated in the comment and shown on Table 4.3-21, the City 

of Oakland’s Zoning Ordinance allows the automobile parking to be reduced if bicycle parking in excess 

of the minimum requirements is provided. However, the project parking demand calculation 

methodology, shown on Figure 4.3-22, does not reduce the project parking demand based on the provided 

bicycle parking. 

Response to Comment C-73-7 

The comment is consistent with the DEIR. As stated on page 4.3-108, the proposed project would reduce 

the on-street parking supply on College Avenue by two spaces. See Master Response M-3 for a more 

detailed analysis of project parking demand and its affect on on-street parking. 

Response to Comment C-73-8 

The comment is consistent with the DEIR. As stated on pages 4.3-112 and 4.3-117, traffic and parking 

generated by the proposed project may spill into the adjacent residential streets. The DEIR provides 

Improvement Measures TRANS-2 and TRANS-3 to reduce the potential for intrusion in the adjacent 

residential neighborhoods. See Master Response M-3 regarding a more detailed analysis of parking 

demand and Master Response M-5 regarding traffic intrusion in residential streets. 

Response to Comment C-73-9 

As stated in the comment, the ground-level parking garage would provide columns spaced at between 

three parking spaces. Although columns would make maneuverability in and out of the spaces adjacent to 

the columns more difficult, all parking spaces would meet applicable design standards and provide the 

minimum width required by City code to ensure that all passenger vehicles can use the parking spaces in 

the garage. Since project design would be consistent with design standards, this is not considered a 

significant impact. 

Response to Comment C-73-10 

As stated in the comment, some of the drive aisles in the ground level garage would be narrower than in 

the existing surface lot. However, consistent with applicable design standards used in the City of Oakland, 

all drive aisles will be 24 feet or wider to ensure two-way circulation and that vehicles traveling in 

opposite direction can safely pass each other. Since project design would be consistent with design 

standards, this is not considered a significant impact. 

Response to Comment C-73-11 

As stated in the comment, reducing the number of project driveways may make accessing the site by 

automobile more difficult. However, the project proposes to reduce the number of driveways on College 

and Claremont Avenues to improve pedestrian circulation and safety. In addition, the project proposes to 

signalize the driveway on Claremont Avenue in order to improve entering and exiting, especially for left-

turning vehicles, on Claremont Avenue. Air quality effects from idling are addressed in Master Response 

M-7. The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the EIR 

and the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-73-12 

Please see Response to Comment C-156-5. 

Response to Comment C-73-13 

As stated in the comment and consistent with the DEIR, all Safeway customers, those who park in the 

garage and those who park on-street, must use elevators and/or stairs to access the Safeway store. The 

City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the EIR and the 

proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-74-1 

The comment expresses support for the proposed project and the belief that it will enhance the 

environment. The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on 

the proposed project. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-75-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.  

Comment Letter C-75 
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Response to Comment C-76-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.  

Comment Letter C-76 
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Response to Comment C-77-1 

The comment expresses concern about increased automobile traffic in the project area. The existing 

traffic congestion referenced in the comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR which shows that 

major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F during peak 

hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the proposed mitigation measures would mitigate 

the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the incremental increase in delay caused by the proposed 

project); however the majority of impacted intersections would continue to operate at a deficient LOS E 

or LOS F in the future after the completion of the proposed project and the mitigation measures. Based on 

the analysis presented in the DEIR, if implemented, these mitigation measures would reduce overall delay 

and eliminate the additional delay caused by the proposed project at these intersections as compared to 

conditions without the proposed project, which are congested, as referenced by the comment. 

Regarding the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1. Regarding the size and scale 

of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-4-1, D-31, and E-142. Regarding the economic 

impact of the proposed project, please see Master Response M-9. 
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Response to Comment C-78-1 

Regarding the size of the structure and its compatibility with the neighborhood, please see responses to 

Comments A-4-1, D-31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. Regarding the pedestrian orientation of the 

project, please see Response to Comment E-53 and Master Response M-9. Regarding the shadow from 
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the project, please see Response to Comment C-32-1. Regarding the effect of the project on hillside 

views, please see Response to Comment E-86. 

Response to Comment C-78-2 

The existing traffic congestion on College Avenue referenced in the comment is consistent with Table 

4.3-6 of the DEIR which shows that major intersections along College and Alcatraz Avenues currently 

operate at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-

18, the proposed mitigation measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the 

incremental increase in delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted 

intersections would continue to operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion 

of the proposed project and the mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if 

implemented, these mitigation measures would generally reduce delay and eliminate the additional delay 

caused by the proposed project at these intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed 

project  

Response to Comment C-78-3 

The project analyzed in the DEIR provides one driveway with both inbound and outbound access on 

College Avenue. The project would reduce the number of curb cuts on College Avenue from four to one 

compared to conditions prior to closing of the Union 76 Gas Station. 

The DEIR also analyzed the impacts of Alternative 3 which has no driveways on College Avenue and 

Alternative 4 which has one driveway with inbound only access on College Avenue. As described in the 

DEIR, eliminating automobile access for the project on College Avenue would worsen some of the 

identified impacts on intersection operations and would result in additional traffic on the segment of 

Alcatraz Avenue between College and Claremont Avenues. The revised project, described and analyzed 

in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, would reconfigure the project driveway on College Avenue to provide one 

outbound lane (compared to two lanes for the project analyzed in the DEIR) and restrict the outbound 

movement to right-turns only. 

Response to Comment C-78-4 

See response to Comment C-17-4 regarding project traffic using 63
rd

 Street. Also see Master Response 

M-5 regarding traffic intrusion on residential streets. 

Response to Comment C-78-5 

The purpose of the renderings is to depict the facades of the building to aid decision makers in their 

determination whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of its alternatives. It is not feasible to 

create renderings of a proposed project from every possible vantage point. However, architectural 

rendering Figures 3-15, 3-17, and 3-19, on pages 3-21, -25, and -23, do depict driveways onto the project 

site. Additionally, Figures 3-8, 3-9, and 3-10, pages 3-13 through 3-15 depict driveways as part of project 

plans. Moreover, the driveways are described in the text of the DEIR. The representation of driveways in 

the DEIR is adequate.  

Response to Comment C-78-6 

The design of other stores is not relevant to consideration of the potential environmental effects of the 

currently proposed project. The design of the proposed project has been modified from the original 

proposal in response to concerns expressed by the community, and the currently proposed design was 
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designed to integrate with the surrounding community, and very much reflects the constraints and 

opportunities specific to the unusual project site; it is in no way “cookie cutter” or mass-produced 

architecture. The analysis presented in Section 4.2 of the DEIR documents that the project would not have 

any adverse visual impacts, and the comment provides no evidence to the contrary. The commenter may 

express concerns about the project’s design to City officials when they conduct design review of the 

project, which will include a public hearing for input from the public. 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment C-79-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment C-79-2 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Please see Master Response M-6 for a detailed discussion on the project’s potential impact on existing 

businesses in the area. 

Response to Comment C-79-3 

The existing traffic congestion at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection referenced in the 

comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR which shows that the intersection currently operates 

at unacceptable LOS F during the weekday PM peak hour.  

See Response to Comment C-30-2 regarding the signals proposed by the project and mitigation measures. 

Please see Master Response M-7 regarding the air quality effects of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-79-4 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. Please see Master Response M-6 for a detailed discussion on the project’s 

potential impact on existing businesses in the area. See Response to Comment B-1-6 regarding the 

inclusion of the proposed expansion of the 51
st
 and Broadway Shopping Center Project in the cumulative 

traffic analysis. 
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Response to Comment C-80-1 

The size of the project would be comparable to existing development in the area. For additional 

discussion on the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, 

and Master Response M-9. As discussed in Master Response M-9, the project would be within the 

maximum floor-area ratio(FAR) allowed by the General Plan and is conditionally permitted by the zoning 

district. The project has been designed to be very pedestrian-friendly, as discussed in more detail in 

Responses to Comments A-2-2, A-5-11, and Master Response M-9. 

The DEIR acknowledges that significant traffic impacts could result from implementation of the project; 

it also identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to less-than-significant levels if the 

City of Berkeley approves the measures. As noted in the DEIR, if the City of Berkeley does not approve 

the mitigation measures (and/or if the City of Oakland does not approve Mitigation Measure TRANS-13), 

these impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. Of the eleven significant and unavoidable 

impacts identified in the DEIR, ten of them were deemed significant and unavoidable only because 

implementation of mitigation measures sufficient to render the impacts less than significant would require 

approval by the City of Berkeley. The City of Oakland does not have the authority to require 

implementation of the measures to ensure that the impacts would not be significant. However, the two 

cities will coordinate regarding the appropriate treatment at the affected intersections, and it is feasible 

that the ten impacts will be mitigated to an acceptable level.  

The eleventh significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the intersection of 63
rd

 Street and College 

Avenue under 2035 conditions (the impact would not be significant under near-term conditions). 

However, the revised project, as described in Chapter 2, would reconfigure this intersection and eliminate 

the impact and the need for a mitigation measure.  

There is no reason to expect that the proposed project would cause property values to drop. For additional 

discussion on the project’s potential economic effects, please see Master Response M-6. 
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Response to Comment C-81-1 

The project has been designed to be very pedestrian-friendly, as discussed in more detail in Responses to 

Comments A-2-2, A-5-11, E-53, and Master Response M-9. Regarding the project’s traffic effects, please 

see Response C-80-1. 

Regarding the pedestrian crossing of Alcatraz Avenue, Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 proposes to 

upgrade the signal equipment and provide left-turn lanes on College Avenue at the intersection with 

Alcatraz Avenue. This mitigation measure would provide the north/south automobile approaches with 

protected left-turns which improves pedestrian safety by removing the potential conflict between 

pedestrians crossing Alcatraz Avenue and automobiles turning left from College Avenue simultaneously. 
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Response to Comment C-82-1 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, at two stories it would be comparable to much of the existing 

development in the area, and shorter than the three- and four-story buildings in proximity to the site. For 

additional discussion on the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-

31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. Regarding the project’s potential impact on neighborhood 

character, please see Response to Comment E-142 and Master Response M-9. Regarding the potential for 

the proposed project to adversely affect the economic vitality of the neighborhood, please see Master 

Response M-6. 

The proposed project’s impacts on traffic, parking, and air quality are thoroughly evaluated and disclosed 

in Sections 4.3 and 4.4 of the DEIR. The transportation analysis presented in the DEIR was completed 

using standard transportation engineering best-practices and City of Oakland’s guidelines and 

requirements. The assumptions and methodology used in the analysis are consistent with other recent 

environmental documents prepared in Oakland. Please see Master Responses M-1, M-3, M-4, M-5, and 

M-7 for more discussion of the proposed project’s trip generation, parking, traffic safety and hazards, 

traffic intrusion onto residential streets, and air quality effects, respectively. As a statement of opposition 

to the project, the City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on 

the EIR and the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-83-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-83-2 

Currently, Safeway is considering allowing non-Safeway customers to park in the garage for two hours or 

less. 

Response to Comment C-83-3 

Alternative 3 in the DEIR analyses the impacts of the full project with no curb cuts on College Avenue 

and all automobile access from Claremont Avenue. See DEIR starting on page 5-15 for more detail. The 

revised project, described and analyzed in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, would reconfigure the project driveway 
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on College Avenue to provide one outbound lane (compared to two lanes for the project analyzed in the 

DEIR) and restrict the outbound movement to right-turns only. 

Response to Comment C-83-4 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-84-1 

The traffic congestion and parking deficits stated in the comment are consistent with the conclusions of 

the DEIR. However, Safeway is considering allowing customers of other uses in the area to park in the 

project garage for two hours or less.  
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See Master Responses M-3 and M-4 for a more detailed analysis of project parking demand, and project 

impacts on pedestrian safety, respectively.  

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-84-2 

Regarding whether store redesign and expansion are necessary for the project sponsor, it is not the role of 

CEQA to evaluate a need for a project. Rather, the role of CEQA is to evaluate the potential 

environmental effects that would result if a proposed project were implemented. The DEIR fulfills this 

role. 

Response to Comment C-84-3 

The comment requests the rejection of the DEIR. As a statement opposing the project as proposed it is 

noted, and the City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the 

proposed project. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-83-4 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-86-1 

The comment states that the DEIR has understated or omitted significant environmental and land use 

impacts. It does not cite any specific examples, so a detailed response to this comment is not feasible. 

Specific examples given later in the letter are responded to below. 

Response to Comment C-86-2 

Please see Responses to Comments B-4-8 and B-4-16 through B-4-19. 

Response to Comment C-86-3 

Please see Responses to Comments B-4-8, B-4-16 through B-4-19, B-4-21, and B-4-23. The precautions 

referenced therein would identify and remediate any hazards posed by prior use of the site for auto repair, 

light manufacturing, and paint sales. 

Response to Comment C-86-4 

The intersections of Birch and Armanino Courts with College Avenue were not analyzed in the DEIR 

because both intersections are relatively short cul-de-sacs serving local residential uses and are controlled 

by stop-signs on the side-street approach. Based on significance criteria established by City of Oakland 

and described on page 4.3-54 of the DEIR, an impact at a side-street stop-controlled intersection would be 

significant if the intersection meets Caltrans peak hour warrant for signalization. Considering that these 

side-street stop controlled intersections along College Avenue generally serve the adjacent residential 

neighborhoods, these intersections would not meet Caltrans peak hour warrant for signalization. Thus, 

these intersections were not analyzed in the DEIR and the proposed project would not result in a 

significant impact at these intersections. 

6 

Comment Letter C-86, cont’d. 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-402 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

The wait time of up to five minutes for turning from Birch or Armanino Courts to College Avenue is not 

inconsistent with the DEIR’s observations of current traffic congestion along College Avenue. As stated 

in the comment and consistent with the DEIR, the additional traffic generated by the proposed project 

would increase congestion along College Avenue. Emergency vehicles would continue to operate similar 

to current conditions and other urban areas as they would continue to be allowed to travel through red 

signals, drive on the opposite side of the street, and other vehicles are required to pull to the side of the 

street to allow emergency vehicles to proceed. 

Response to Comment C-86-5 

Regarding the required findings for the CUP, please see Master Response M-9. The project size is not ten 

times the adopted standard; please see Master Response M-9 for a discussion on the project’s consistency 

with the applicable size limit on development. 

The comment states that the DEIR statement that the proposed grocery store would not be focused on a 

regional market is a fallacy, and cites its size and car-oriented nature as evidence, and the fact that it 

would stock non-grocery items and “business services.” Grocery stores are by their nature neighborhood-

serving. There are few urban areas that do not include at least one full-size grocery store within a few 

miles of most residents. DEIR Figure 4.3-11 (page 4.3-46) illustrates this point. The figure shows that 

within about 2 miles of the proposed project there are 17 other full-size supermarkets. As stated on page 

4.1.-4 of the DEIR, the proposed store would continue to primarily stock groceries, which are typically 

replenished by households on a weekly or more frequent basis (short-term). As with any grocery store 

anywhere, as well as small convenience stores, the grocery store would sell paper products, cleaning 

products, and other common household goods in addition to groceries, but the sale of groceries would 

continue to be the primary function of the proposed Safeway. By and large, people make these weekly or 

more frequent grocery shopping trips close to home; they do not need to travel great distances because 

there are shopping options within or in proximity to their neighborhood. Regional stores are either 

megastores (“big-box” outlets) typically larger than 100,000 square feet in size, or specialty stores that 

need a larger service area to succeed, such as an Apple store. Large shopping malls are also regional in 

nature. Regional commercial centers or shopping malls have a maximum floor-area ratio (FAR) of 0.25, 

while the proposed project would have an FAR of 0.72.
16

 

As far as the “car-oriented nature” of the project, by its very nature, a full-service grocery store will of 

necessity be auto-oriented. It is not practical or feasible for some shoppers to carry a week’s worth of 

groceries on public transit, bicycle, or on foot. Factors such as age, infirmities, adverse weather, distance 

from home, etc. may lead some shoppers to drive, while others will choose alternative transportation 

modes, including walking. However, it should be noted that the design of the proposed project is more 

pedestrian-friendly than the existing store. Additionally, as illustrated on the peak-hour trip assignments 

shown on DEIR Figures 4.3-13A and 4.3-13B, that the majority of project-generated automobile trips 

would originate from 0.7 miles away or less.
17,18

 

The comment cites numerous functions that are not part of the proposed project, including a café, photo 

department, large card and gift wrap department, pizzeria, dry cleaners, Jamba Juice, and bank branch. 

The liquor department would consist of two aisles, and would not be as extensive as that depicted in the 

photograph accompanying the comment. 

                                                           
16  William Fulton, Guide to California Planning, page 129, 1999. 
17  The longest road segment that would experience an increase of 31 or more peak-hour trips (on Saturdays) would be between 

the proposed Safeway and the intersection of College Avenue at Stuart Street, a distance of less than 0.7 miles. 
18  For the purposes of the greenhouse gas and air quality analyses, a longer trip length was conservatively assumed. 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-403 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

The project is considered a shopping center in conjunction with the eight proposed small retail stores; the 

grocery store by itself would not constitute a shopping center. The size of the proposed Safeway would be 

consistent with modern supermarkets. For example, the relatively new Lucky store on East 18th Street 

near Lake Merritt has 55,000 square feet of floor area, and the new Whole Foods store near downtown 

Oakland at Harrison Street and Bay Place has 58,600 square feet of floor area.
19

 The new Safeway store 

in El Cerrito is over 65,000 square feet.
20

 

The EIR does not avoid “regulatory CUP and community input requirements.” The DEIR discloses that a 

full-service restaurant would be developed at the corner of College and Claremont Avenues. There would 

be no other sit-down dining developed by the project. 

Regarding the project trip generation characteristics, the project trip generation is based on data published 

by ITE in Trip Generation, which is based on data collected at numerous supermarkets of various sizes 

providing assortment of services. Thus, the trip generation used in the DEIR accounts for the variety of 

services at the proposed store and providing a break-down of square footage devoted to different product 

groups is not necessary to allow a full consideration of the project’s environmental effects, including its 

trip generation and related traffic impacts. Also, see Master Response M-1 for more detail on project trip 

generation. 

The comment regarding a “Natural Cultural District” is noted, but it is not germane to the environmental 

review of the proposed project. The project would be consistent with the applicable General Plan and 

zoning requirements, including adopted policies (which can be presumed to establish the City’s “policy 

intent”), as discussed in Section 4.1 of the DEIR. Please see Master Response M-9 for additional 

discussions on these topics. Also see Master Response M-6 for additional discussion on the potential 

effect the project would have on the neighborhood shopping district. 

Finally, please see Responses to Comments B-4-12 and C-10-7 regarding the objectives of the project. 

Response to Comment C-86-6 

The comment notes delivery of the comment letter included above, along with printed versions of the 

Sanborn maps, also included. No response is necessary. 

  

                                                           
19  Hausrath Economics Group, Assessment of Potential Competitive Effects of an Expanded Safeway at College and Claremont 

in Oakland, August 2011. Included in this document as Comment Letter C-113. 
20  El Cerrito Patch, “New Safeway Getting Ready: Grand Opening Thursday,” August 10, 2011, accessed December 12, 2011 

at: http://elcerrito.patch.com/articles/new-safeway-getting-ready-grand-opening-thursday. 

http://elcerrito.patch.com/articles/new-safeway-getting-ready-grand-opening-thursday
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Response to Comment C-87-1 

The comment relates conversations between the commenter and the Planning Department; those 

comments are noted and included herein for the record. Regarding the proposed project’s potential to 

cause neighborhood blight; please see Master Response M-9. No other comments included in the letter 
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raise specific points about the adequacy of the DEIR. The City will consider the comment opposing the 

project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

  



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-407 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

 

 

Comment Letter C-88 

1 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-408 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

Response to Comment C-88-1 

The project has been revised from the design depicted in the photo accompanying the comment, and the 

design elements discussed in the comment are no longer included in the proposal. Please also see the 

description of the revised project in Chapter 2, and Responses to Comments A-5-11, E-4, E-53, and 

Master Response M-9. 
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Response to Comment C-89-1 

The comment suggests that the tower at the College Avenue façade of the project should be redesigned. 

This comment addresses design details, and not the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment will be 
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considered by decision makers during deliberations on whether or not to certify the EIR, but the 

commenter is encouraged to present comments on the project’s design to the Planning Commission 

during the separate hearing on the design review of the project. The potential aesthetic effects of the 

project are considered in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR, which includes numerous accurate 

architectural renderings illustrating “before” and “after” views of the proposed project. While the 

commenter may not like the design of the project (again, this view can be expressed during the public 

hearing on the project’s design review). The DEIR concluded that the project’s aesthetic impacts would 

be less than significant. 

Response to Comment C-89-2 

The comment does not raise any environmental issues subject to review under CEQA or address the 

adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment C-90-1 

The comment expresses concern about traffic congestion at the project driveways and at the Alcatraz 

Avenue/College Avenue intersection. Vehicular access to the project site would continue to be provided 

from both College and Claremont Avenues. The traffic congestion at Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue 

intersection stated in the comment is consistent with the DEIR’s findings of deficient LOS F at this 

intersection under existing and future conditions. The DEIR also proposes Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 

to improve congestion at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection. See Response to Comment 

A-2-6 for more detail on improvements at this intersection. The Revised project, as described and 

analyzed in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, would reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and 

improve pedestrian crossing across College Avenue by either providing a median or bulbouts at the west 

side of the intersection to reduce the pedestrian crossing distance. 

Noise impacts would be confined to the immediate site vicinity, and compliance with the City’s Standard 

Conditions NOI-1, NOI-2, NOI-3, and NOI-5 would ensure that impacts would be less than significant, as 

discussed on pages 4.6-14 through 4.6-16 of the DEIR. Please see Master Response M-7 regarding air 

quality impacts. 

The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed 

project. 

  



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-413 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

 

Response to Comment C-91-1 

The City conducted a second public hearing on the DEIR on August 3, 2011. In addition, written 

comments were accepted until August 16, 2011. As discussed in Response to Comment A-3-1, the City 

provided six weeks (46 days) to review and comment on the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment C-92-1 

The City conducted a second public hearing on the DEIR on August 3, 2011. In addition, written 

comments were accepted until August 16, 2011. As discussed in Response to Comment A-3-1, the City 

provided six weeks (46 days) to review and comment on the DEIR. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-93-1 

The DEIR provides a thorough analysis of the potential adverse environmental effects that could result 

from implementation of the project. From a land use and aesthetic standpoint, the project would not have 

significant adverse effects. Traffic conditions would be worsened by the project; however, mitigation 

measures have been identified that, if implemented, would reduce the impacts to less-than-significant 

levels. As acknowledged in the DEIR, most of the traffic mitigation measures require approval by the 

City of Berkeley, which cannot be assured by the City of Oakland. The City will consider this input on 

the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-94-1 

The comment expresses concern about the increased automobile traffic and parking in the project area. 

The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed 

project. 

Please see Master Responses M-1, M-4, and M-5 regarding traffic congestion and hazards. The traffic 

congestion noted in the comment is generally consistent with the DEIR’s findings. Traffic conditions 

would be worsened by the project; however, mitigation measures have been identified that, if 

implemented, would reduce the impacts to less-than-significant levels. As acknowledged in the DEIR, 

most of the traffic mitigation measures require approval by the City of Berkeley, which cannot be assured 

by the City of Oakland. 

Please see Master Response M-9 regarding the project’s potential land use and planning impacts. 
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Response to Comment C-95-1 

The comment expresses support for the proposed project. The City will consider this input on the 

proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-96-1 

The comment expresses support of the proposed project. The City will consider this input on the proposed 

project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-97-1 

The comment expresses support for the project and concurrence with the findings in the DEIR.  

Regarding whether Safeway leases the retail spaces to independent businesses or chain stores, the 

comment does not address an environmental issue subject to review under CEQA or address the adequacy 

of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. The opposition to certain types of stores is noted, and 

the City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed 

project. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-98-1 

The comment expresses support for the proposed project. The City will consider this input on the 

proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-99-1 

The comment expresses support of the proposed project. The City will consider this input on the proposed 

project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project or one of its alternatives, which include a 

range of store sizes. 

Response to Comment C-99-2 

As stated in the comment, trucks belonging to Safeway’s vendors currently use the segment of Alcatraz 

Avenue between College and Claremont Avenues located in the City of Berkeley. Since this segment of 

Alcatraz Avenue is a public street and trucks can physically navigate the street, City of Berkeley cannot 

prohibit trucks from using the street. However, Safeway’s delivery trucks are instructed to not use this 

segment of Alcatraz Avenue. Neither the City of Oakland, nor Safeway has control over vendors’ trucks 

or other commercial delivery trucks in the area. 
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Project-generated traffic is not expected to use Lewiston Avenue because a barrier prohibits travel 

between Lewiston and Alcatraz Avenues. In addition, parking on Lewiston Avenue is limited by 

residential parking permit which would discourage project employees from parking and the street is 

located away from the store entrance discouraging customers who need to carry groceries from parking 

on the street. 

As described on page 4.3-117 of the DEIR and Master Response M-5, traffic intrusion on residential 

streets, such as Eton and Woolsey Avenues, is not considered a CEQA issue because the additional traffic 

is not expected to exceed the physical capacity of the streets. However, the DEIR identifies traffic 

intrusion on residential streets as a non-CEQA quality-of-life issue and recommends Improvement 

Measure TRANS-3 to monitor, and if necessary, implement traffic calming strategies on residential 

streets in the vicinity of the project site, including the segment of Alcatraz Avenue between College and 

Claremont Avenues, in consultation with local residents and in accordance with all legal requirements. 

Master Response M-5 modifies Improvement Measure TRANS-3 to include Eton and Woolsey Avenues. 

Also see Response to Comment C-48-1.  

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-100-1 

The comment suggests that the Claremont Avenue façade of the project should be redesigned. This 

comment addresses design details (which will be considered separately by the Planning Commission in 

Comment Letter C-100 

1 

2 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-421 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

the context of design review), and not the adequacy of the DEIR. The City will consider this input on the 

proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. Since publication of the DEIR, 

the project has been revised, including project design details, in response to comments received at the 

October 12, 2011 Design Review Committee meeting (see Chapter 2 of this FEIR). The potential 

aesthetic effects of the project are considered in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR, which includes 

numerous accurate architectural renderings illustrating “before” and “after” views of the proposed project. 

The commenter may express his opinion about the design of the project during the public hearing on the 

project’s design review. The DEIR concluded that the project’s aesthetic impacts would be less than 

significant. 

See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and depictions of the revised project. 

Response to Comment C-100-2 

The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed 

project. Note that Alternative 4 in the DEIR summarizes analysis of an alternative with no project 

driveways on College Avenue, as described in the comment. Also, see Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a 

description and analysis of the revised project, which would reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue 

intersection and limit automobile access between 63
rd

 Street and College Avenue to right turns only. 
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Response to Comment C-101-1 

The existing weekend traffic congestion on College Avenue noted in the comment is consistent with 

Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at 

unacceptable LOS E or LOS F during the Saturday peak hour.  

As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the proposed mitigation measures would mitigate the 

impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the incremental increase in delay caused by the proposed 

project). While major intersections would continue to operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future 

after the completion of the proposed project, the proposed mitigation measures would reduce the amount 

of delay at these intersections. 

The comment also states a preference for Alternatives 2A and 2B, which is noted. 

Response to Comment C-101-2 

Regarding the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1. The statement regarding 

traffic congestion along College Avenue is consistent with the findings of the DEIR. The City will 

consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-102-1 

Regarding the effect of the project on hillside views, please see Responses to Comments C-115-20 and E-

86. This comment addresses design details, and not the adequacy of the DEIR. The potential aesthetic 

effects of the project are considered in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR, which includes numerous 

accurate architectural renderings illustrating “before” and “after” views of the proposed project. Please 

see Chapter 2 of this FEIR for architectural renderings of the revised project. While the commenter may 

not like the design of the project (this view may be expressed during the public hearing on the project’s 

design review), it would be difficult to reasonably argue that the proposed project would represent a 

substantial adverse change in the existing visual quality of the site. For this reason, the DEIR concluded 

that the project’s aesthetic impacts would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment C-102-2 

Please see Response to Comment C-102-1. 
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Response to Comment C-103-1 

The comment describes current vehicular traffic on College Avenue. It does not conflict with the 

assumptions and analysis presented in the DEIR. No further response required. 
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Response to Comment C-103-2 

The comment describes current bus service and bus riders on College Avenue. It does not conflict with 

the assumptions and analysis presented in the DEIR. No further response required. 

Response to Comment C-103-3 

The comment describes current bicycling on College Avenue. It does not conflict with the assumptions 

and analysis presented in the DEIR. No further response required. 

Response to Comment C-103-4 

The comment describes current pedestrian activity on College Avenue. It does not conflict with the 

assumptions and analysis presented in the DEIR. No further response required. 

Response to Comment C-103-5 

The comment states that College Avenue is a primary emergency access route. It does not conflict with 

the assumptions and analysis presented in the DEIR. No further response required. 

Response to Comment C-103-6 

The comment describes current parking activity at the project site and surrounding streets. It does not 

conflict with the assumptions and analysis presented in the DEIR. No further response required. 

Response to Comment C-103-7 

See Transit Travel Time subsection on page 4.3-105 of the DEIR for more information on bus travel 

times. 

Response to Comment C-103-8 

See Master Response M-5 regarding traffic intrusion on residential streets. 

Response to Comment C-103-9 

As stated in the comment and shown in Table 4.3-19 of the DEIR, the additional traffic generated by the 

proposed project would increase the travel times along College Avenue. Emergency vehicles would 

continue to operate similar to current conditions and other urban areas as they would continue to be 

allowed to travel through red signals, drive on the opposite side of the street, and other vehicles are 

required to pull to the side of the street to allow emergency vehicles to proceed. 

Response to Comment C-103-10 

See Master Response M-4 regarding project impacts on safety. 

Response to Comment C-103-11 

The DEIR analyzed potential air quality impacts generated by the proposed project in accordance with the 

City and BAAQMD guidelines. The DEIR concluded that the air quality in the neighborhoods 
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surrounding the project would not be significantly affected by the project. The analyses included 

particulate matter (PM) from construction and operation of the proposed project. 

The air quality analysis models included any potential increase in emissions that may be generated by 

vehicles idling around the project site. The DEIR concluded the project would not have a potentially 

significant impact on air quality. 

Also see Master Response M-7. 

Response to Comment C-103-12 

Please see Response to Comment C-86-5. 

Response to Comment C-103-13 

The DEIR does not attempt to characterize project opponents or proponents one way or another. This is 

not an environmental issue, and the EIR is not the appropriate venue for a debate on this topic. The 

comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the DEIR. 

The proposed project is not at odds with smart growth, and would do much to rehabilitate the site from a 

suburban, auto-centric model of development to a higher-density, pedestrian-oriented in-fill development, 

with ready access to public transit, located in a well-established neighborhood commercial district—very 

much in keeping with smart growth principles. The modified project block would have eight walkable 

street-level storefronts (plus two pedestrian storefront entries to Safeway) where none exist now. 

Safeway has attempted to respond to residents’ concerns by redesigning the proposed project to better 

integrate with surrounding development, with an aesthetic design tailored to the site. With the exception 

of variances to parking and loading requirements, the project is fully consistent with the zoning and 

General Plan.  

Safeway’s proposed project would be designed and built to achieve LEED Silver certification, which 

would signify that the building has been designed as a “green” building for improved performance in 

metrics such as energy savings, water efficiency, CO2 emissions reduction, improved indoor 

environmental quality, and stewardship of resources and sensitivity to their impacts. It would also include 

numerous pedestrian and other improvements for the benefit of the public, including a rooftop plaza with 

tables where employees could eat their lunches. The DEIR recommends that the applicant develop and 

implement a Transportation Demand Management Plan, which would help increase patronage of AC 

Transit and benefit the agency. As noted on page 59 of the Initial Study, the majority of jobs generated by 

the project are expected to be taken by workers living in the area. 

Response to Comment C-103-14 

There is no evidence that the project would result in greater driving distances. Indeed, as explained in 

greater detail in Master Response M-6 , area residents currently driving to more distant grocery stores 

because the existing Safeway does not meet their needs (known as “leakage,” which accounts for a 

significant portion of resident expenditures) are expected to shorten their shopping trips by shopping at 

the proposed expanded Safeway (known as “recaptured leakage”). Please also see Response to Comment 

C-86-5 for additional discussion on this subject. 
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Response to Comment C-103-15 

The comment does not directly address the proposed project or the adequacy of the DEIR. However, the 

City’s long-term vision is set forth in the General Plan. The proposed project would be consistent with the 

General Plan, as discussed in detail in Section 4.1 of the DEIR and throughout this Final EIR, particularly 

in Master Response M-9.  

Response to Comment C-103-16 

Please see Response to Comment C-103-13.  
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Response to Comment C-104-1 

 The existing traffic congestion referenced in the comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR 

which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at unacceptable LOS E or 

LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the proposed mitigation 

measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the incremental increase in 

delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted intersections would continue to 

operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion of the proposed project and the 

mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if implemented, these mitigation 

measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay caused by the proposed project at 

these intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed project, which are congested, as 

referenced by the comment. 

See Master Response M-4 regarding project impacts on pedestrian safety. Regarding the size and scale of 

the proposed project, see Response to Comment A-4-1. 
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Response to Comment C-105-1 

The comment states that the proposed project would be many times the size allowed by current zoning. 

However, as discussed in detail in Master Response M-9, the project would be within the maximum 

allowable FAR and is conditionally permitted in the C-31 zone.  

Response to Comment C-105-2 

The proposed parking would be primarily a single level of ground-level parking located underneath the 

Safeway store, with a small employee parking lot adjacent to the store providing a partial second level of 

parking. Regarding the other points raised in the comment, please see Response to Comment C-200-1. 

Response to Comment C-105-3 

The DEIR analyzes the environmental effects of the proposed project under CEQA, not the social effects, 

such as the extent of the proposed project’s contribution to the neighborhood. The following discussion is 

provided for information purposes. 

As discussed on page 59 of the Initial Study, the project is expected to create 100 to 120 new jobs that are 

likely to be taken by workers living in the area. Safeway would also be contributing significant sales tax 

revenue to the City and State. Safeway would also pay for or develop numerous improvements that would 

benefit the community, including improvements within the public right-of-way (improved sidewalks, 

sidewalk planters, specialty pavement, street trees, benches, bike racks, bulbouts, improved crosswalks, 

improved intersections) and improvements on the property that would be available to the public 

(landscaped pedestrian “walk street” with specialty paving and wooden benches, landscaped public 

rooftop plaza). The project would also improve the streetscape, replacing a parking lot and gas station 

with an attractively designed pedestrian-oriented retail development compatible with surrounding 

development. 

It should be noted that Safeway has met with residents about the project numerous times over the past 

four years to try to listen to and respond to their concerns. The applicant redesigned the project in 

response to a number of neighborhood concerns. While it is impossible to please everyone, the company 

has attempted to develop a project tailored to the site and the context of existing development in the 

vicinity. 

Response to Comment C-105-4 

Regarding the size of the project and its compatibility with the pedestrian-oriented shopping district in 

which it is located, please see Responses to Comments A-4-1, A-5-11, D-31, E-53, and Master Response 

M-9. 

Response to Comment C-105-5 

See Response to Comment M-6 regarding the economic impacts of the proposed project. Responses to 

Comments A-2-2 and A-5-11 address the pedestrian orientation of the proposed porject. 

Construction impacts would be temporary, limited in scope, and would not be significant. Noise impacts 

would be confined to the immediate site vicinity, and compliance with the City’s Standard Conditions 

NOI-1, NOI-2, NOI-3, and NOI-5 would ensure that impacts would be less than significant, as discussed 

on pages 4.6-14 through 4.6-16 of the DEIR. 
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There is no evidence the project would cause a lack of light in the area. The project would be comparable 

in height to many nearby buildings, and would be shorter than a number of neighboring buildings. 

Regarding the general comment about traffic, please see Response to Comment C-200-1. 

Response to Comment C-105-6 

As discussed in detail in Master Response M-9, the project would be consistent with the site zoning. 

Master Response M-9 explains that the proposed project is not a “big-box” store. Also see Response to 

Comment C-11-4 regarding this comment. 

Regarding the number of project opponents versus the number of supporters, this is not relevant to an 

objective consideration of the environmental effects of the project, and no response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment C-106-1 

As discussed in Response to Comment C-80-1, the DEIR acknowledges that significant traffic impacts 

could result from implementation of the project; it also identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce 

the impacts to less-than-significant levels if the City of Berkeley approves the measures. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project as well as the potential impact on neighborhood character, 

please see Responses to Comments A-4-1, D-31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. Regarding the need 

for the project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1.  
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Response to Comment C-107-1 

As stated in the comment, the project would generate additional traffic in the study area that would result 

in significant impacts at various intersections. The DEIR also identifies mitigation measures that if 

implemented would mitigate the identified impacts, reduce overall delay, and eliminate the additional 

delay caused by the proposed project at these intersections as compared to conditions without the 

proposed project, which are congested, as referenced by the comment. See Master Response M-3 for a 

detailed discussion of parking. Regarding the potential for the project to adversely affect existing 

businesses in the neighborhood, please see Master Response M-6. 
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Response to Comment C-108-1 

As identified by Impacts TRANS-3, TRANS-7, and TRANS-12 in the DEIR, the proposed project will 

add more than ten vehicles to the Alcatraz Avenue Claremont Avenue intersection and the intersection 

currently meets the peak hour signal warrant. Therefore, the project causes a significant impact at this 

intersection based on the significance criteria used in the DEIR. The DEIR proposes to mitigate the 

impact by signalizing the intersection. The proposed signal would reduce the delay and queues 

experienced by automobiles on the eastbound Alcatraz Avenue approach. However, as shown in Tables 

5.3-12, 4.3-14, and 4.3-16, the proposed signal would increase the delay experienced by automobiles 

along Claremont Avenue. The City of Berkeley is responsible for determining if a signal is installed at the 

Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection. 
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Response to Comment C-109-1 

The comment opposing the proposed project is noted, and will be considered by decision makers during 

their deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 

Response to Comment C-109-2 

See Response to Comment C-1-2 regarding current congestion along College Avenue, and Master 

Response M-5 regarding traffic intrusion on residential streets. 

Response to Comment C-109-3 

See responses to Comment Letter C-159 regarding truck traffic generated by the project and see Response 

to Comment C-99-2 regarding truck traffic on Alcatraz Avenue. See Response to Comment C-105-5 

regarding noise impacts. 
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Response to Comment C-110-1 

The comment opposing the proposed project is noted, and will be considered by decision makers during 

their deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. Regarding 

the size and scale of the project and the compatibility of the project with the existing character of the 

neighborhood, please see Responses to Comments D-31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. Regarding 

the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1. 
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Response to Comment C-111-1 

The comment opposing the project as proposed is noted, and the City will consider this input on the 

proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-111-2 

Regarding the potential economic effects of the proposed project, please see Master Response M-6. 

Response to Comment C-111-3 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. As a statement of opposition to the proposed 

project, the City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the 

proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-112-1 

The comment opposing the project is noted, and will be considered by decision makers during their 

deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. Regarding the 

potential impact on neighborhood character, please see Response to Comment E-142 and Master 

Response M-9. Regarding the need for project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1. 
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Response to Comment C-113-1 

The comment notes that the included report found that the proposed project would cause no adverse 

economic effects on existing businesses in the neighborhood, and would provide a symbiotic benefit to 

those businesses. The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 

DEIR, and no response is necessary. Since publication of this report, a second comprehensive economic 

analysis was prepared for the proposed project on behalf of the City, included as Appendix A of this 

document, and summarized in Master Response M-6. 
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Response to Comment C-114-1 

The comment expresses support for the project. The City will consider this input on the proposed 

project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-114-2 

The comment expresses support for the pedestrian and bicycle facilities that are part of the proposed 

project. The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the 

proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-114-3 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments D-31, E-142, and Master 

Response M-9. 

Response to Comment C-114-4 

Regarding the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-158-1. As discussed in Response 

to Comment C-80-1, the DEIR acknowledges that significant traffic impacts could result from 

implementation of the project; it also identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce ten of these 

impacts (at four separate intersections) to less-than-significant levels if the City of Berkeley approves the 

measures. 

Response to Comment C-114-5 

In addition to the landscaped “walk street” with benches for public use, the proposed project includes a 

landscaped rooftop public plaza. It would include tables and seating. The suggested community room is 

not proposed by the project sponsor. Regarding the potential for the retail storefronts to be developed with 

franchise or chain stores, please see Response to Comment C-97-1. 
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Response to Comment C-115-1 

The comment notes the environmental issues that are addressed in the following comments, but does not 

provide any specific comments. Responses are provided to the following comments as they occur. 

Response to Comment C-115-2 

Consistent with the DEIR, the comment reiterates that the project parking supply would not meet the 

City’s zoning code requirements. 

Response to Comment C-115-3 

The commenter is correct in noting that the number of parking spaces in the upper level employ lot is 

inconsistent. There would be 27 spaces, not 22. Figure 3-9 shows 27 parking spaces in this lot which is 

consistent with page 3-19. As noted on page 4-1 of this document, on page 3-12 of the DEIR, third full 

paragraph, the third sentence has been revised to read as follows (new text shown as double-underlined 

text; deleted text shown as strike-through text): 

There would be 22 27 parking spaces on the upper level, plus maneuvering area for the trucks. 

Response to Comment C-115-4 

The comment correctly states that there would be a total of approximately 169 jobs at the Safeway store. 

Additional jobs would be accommodated by the proposed other retail uses on the project site.  

Response to Comment C-115-5 

The comment correctly states that the number of employees stated on page 4.3-45 of the DEIR is the 

number of employees at the existing store.  

Comment Letter C-115, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment C-115-6 

The Employee Parking subsection on page 4.3-111 of the DEIR estimates the employee parking demand 

and determines that the 27 spaces in the upper level parking lot would not provide adequate number of 

parking spaces to meet the Safeway employee parking demand. Also, see Master Response M-3 for a 

more detailed analysis of employee parking. 

Response to Comment C-115-7 

The comment correctly states the estimated Saturday peak hour trip generation for the proposed project. 

However, the comment incorrectly assumes that each vehicle entering the parking garage would park for 

the entire peak hour. It is expected that each parking spaces would turnover a few times during the peak 

hour as a typical supermarket visit is about 30 minutes.  

Furthermore, the 15 space parking deficit referenced in the comment is based on the City’s zoning code 

requirements, and not the estimated actual demand. See Master Response M-3 for an expanded discussion 

of project parking demand. 

Response to Comment C-115-8 

Page 4.3-14 of the DEIR reports that the overall parking occupancy of the study area, defined as 

approximately within two blocks of the project site, is at around 70 percent. However, as described on 

page 4.3-14 of the DEIR and shown on Figures 4.3-6 and 4.3-7, parking occupancy on specific streets 

varies and is at or near capacity on some street segments such as Hillegass Avenue and 62
nd

 and 63
rd

 

Streets. See Master Response M-3 for an expanded discussion of on-street parking and project effects on 

on-street parking. 

Response to Comment C-115-9 

See Master Response M-2 regarding project impacts during the midday peak hour on Saturdays. 

Response to Comment C-115-10 

See Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of parking conditions and a discussion of potential 

secondary impacts of parking deficit on traffic congestion. Also see Master Responses M-7 and M-8 for 

discussions of secondary impacts related to air quality and greenhouse gases, respectively. The models 

used in the environmental analysis accounts for the contingency of parking deficit on noise, air quality, 

and greenhouse gases. 

Response to Comment C-115-11 

See Response to Comment B-1-6 regarding the inclusion of the proposed expansion of the 51
st
 

andBroadway Shopping Center project in the cumulative traffic analysis. 

Response to Comment C-115-12 

See Master Response M-2 regarding project impacts during the midday peak hour on Saturdays. 
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Response to Comment C-115-13 

See Neighborhood Traffic Intrusion subsection on page 4.3-117 of the DEIR and Master Response M-5 

regarding cut-through traffic on residential streets. 

Response to Comment C-115-14 

The DEIR did not analyze the Bank of America driveways on College Avenue and 62
nd

 Street, because 

the proposed project would not modify either driveway and both driveways would continue to provide 

access to and from Bank of America similar to current conditions.  

Response to Comment C-115-15 

See Response to Comment C-178-5 regarding the existing carpool loading spaces on Claremont Avenue. 

Response to Comment C-115-16 

The existing traffic congestion on College Avenue noted in the comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of 

the DEIR which shows that Claremont Avenue/College Avenue intersection currently operates at LOS E 

during weekday and Saturday peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, Mitigation Measure TRANS-4 

would mitigate the project impact at this intersection and the intersection would continue to operate at 

LOS E. The intersection would degrade to LOS F in the future regardless of the proposed project and the 

mitigation measures. However, the mitigation measure would continue to mitigate the project impact to a 

less-than-significant level at this intersection. 

As stated on page 4.3-28 of the DEIR, College Avenue has the highest bicycle collision per mile rate in 

City of Oakland. Also see Master Response M-5 regarding cut-through traffic on residential streets. 

Response to Comment C-115-17 

The DEIR included traffic operations analysis of with project conditions with and without the proposed 

mitigation measures. If the mitigation measures in Berkeley are not implemented and the ones in Oakland 

are implemented, then the study intersections in Oakland are expected to operate similar to the conditions 

with the mitigation measures presented in the DEIR (because the mitigation measures in Oakland would 

be implemented). The study intersections in Berkeley are expected to operate similar to the conditions 

without the mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment C-115-18 

As noted in the comment, the DEIR Project included a left-turn lane from the northbound lane on College 

Avenue into 63
rd

 Street. The DEIR found that there would be no significant unavoidable impact at this 

intersection under Existing Plus Project, or 2015 Plus Project Conditions. The DEIR found that there 

would be a significant unavoidable impact at this intersection under 2035 Plus Project Conditions (page 

4.3-94). See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which would 

reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection by prohibiting left-turns to and from 63
rd

 Street 

and limiting the outbound project driveway to right-turns only. 

Response to Comment C-115-19 

As explained in more detail in Master Response M-9, the proposed project would develop eight new 

small-scale neighborhood-oriented retail storefronts, including a restaurant. Thus, the project would 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-483 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

directly provide opportunities for small-scale neighborhood-oriented retail uses. As explained in more 

detail in Master Response M-6, the project is not expected to adversely affect the existing businesses in 

the area. 

Regarding the statement that the project would constitute a large-scale commercial activity, please see 

Responses to Comments C-11-4 and C-86-5. 

Response to Comment C-115-20 

As noted in Response to Comment C-46-1, the architectural renderings are intended to show what the 

project would look like, and additional cars would obscure the project and interfere with the purpose of 

the renderings. The architectural renderings presented on Figures 4.2-1 through 4.2-8 are presented as 

such and are not intended to be photographic documentation of existing or future traffic conditions. 

However, they are accurate in scale and the building massing that they portray, and they also accurately 

portray the proposed architectural treatments. They are therefore an effective tool facilitating and 

illustrating the analysis of the visual changes to the site that would occur upon project implementation.  

The presence or absence of cars parked across from the project site in Figure 4.2-2 does not alter the 

analysis or the conclusions presented in DEIR Section 4.2. The parked cars on the College Avenue 

frontage of the site were removed in the architectural rendering so that the project would be less obscured.  

Similarly, the trees in the rendering on Figure 4.2-7 were rendered with less full canopies so that the 

effect of the proposed buildings could be better seen from that vantage point. In that regard, the rendering 

could be viewed as a “worst-case” portrayal because the actual appearance of the project would be more 

softened by the surrounding street trees. 

It is true that the tops of the East Bay hills would be less visible from some locations, including the 

vantage points represented in Figures 4.2-2 and 4.2-4. While it is acknowledged that this would be an 

adverse visual effect of the proposed project, it would not be a significant adverse impact requiring 

mitigation. The visual context of the project is an existing urbanized commercial district, where many 

existing buildings block view of the hillsides. The hills themselves are densely developed with residential 

neighborhoods in most locations. As it is, the hills are already largely obscured from view from public 

vantage points adjacent to the project site. The proposed project would incrementally decrease the amount 

of visible hillside, but the existing views do not comprise a significant scenic vista, and the marginal 

change would neither be a adverse change, nor would the change occur to a valuable scenic view. For 

these reasons, the impact was determined to be less than significant. 

The commenter is correct in noting that Figure 4.2-8 is incorrectly labeled. The title/caption of Figure 4.2-

8, Page 4.2-9 of the DEIR, has been revised to read as follows (new text shown as double-underlined text; 

deleted text shown as strike-through text): 

 Views at Intersection of Claremont Avenue Streetscape College and Alcatraz Avenues 

Response to Comment C-115-21 

The comment summarizes the preceding comments, which are responded to in detail in the preceding 

responses. Regarding the summary comment on parking, traffic, land use, and visual impacts, please see 

preceding responses to Comments C-115-2 through C-115-20. Regarding the other Safeway project at 

Broadway and Pleasant Valley Avenue, please also see Responses to Comments B-4-10 and B-4-11. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please also see Responses to Comments D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9.  
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Response to Comment C-116-1 

Please see the email comprising Comment C-164. As a statement of opposition to the proposed project, 

the City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed 

project. 
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Comment Letter C-117 

1 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-486 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

  

Comment Letter C-117, cont’d. 

1 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-487 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

  

Comment Letter C-117, cont’d. 

1 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-488 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

  

Comment Letter C-117, cont’d. 

1 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-489 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

 

Response to Comment C-117-1 

See Master Response M-7 for a discussion of potential air quality impacts and associated health risks to 

sensitive populations. 
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Response to Comment C-118-1 

Inasmuch as the comment is in support of the proposed project, the City will consider the comment 

supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. See Master Response M-3 for an 

expanded analysis of project parking demand and supply. Also, see response to Comment A-5-9 

regarding sidewalk widths on Claremont and College Avenues. 
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Response to Comment C-119-1 

The comment states that the commenter is not opposed to the project, but does not raise any 

environmental issues, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment C-119-2 

Project impacts on pedestrians are discussed starting on page 4.3-100 of the DEIR. See Response to 

Comment A-5-9 regarding project modifications on sidewalks adjacent to the project site. 
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The project parking demand and supply is discussed starting on page 4.3-108 of the DEIR. Also, see 

Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of parking demand and supply at the project site. 

Currently, there are no plans to charge customers for parking. 

Response to Comment C-119-3 

The Transportation, Circulation, and Parking chapter of the DEIR describes the location of project 

driveways, and proposed locations for traffic signals and their potential impacts on the transportation and 

circulation system in the vicinity of the project.  

The project is proposing to install a signal at the project driveway on Claremont Avenue opposite Auburn 

Avenue and Mystic Street. 

Response to Comment C-119-4 

The comment provides general comments in support of the project. The City will consider this input on 

the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-120-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as Comment Letter C-162. For responses to the 

comments raised, please see the responses to Comment Letter C-162. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-121-1 

The City conducted a second public hearing on the DEIR on August 3, 2011. In addition, written 

comments were accepted until August 16, 2011. As discussed in Response to Comment A-3-1, the City 

provided six weeks (46 days) to review and comment on the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment C-122-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as Comment Letter C-162. For responses to the 

comments raised, please see the responses to Comment Letter C-162. 
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Response to Comment C-123-1 

The comment expresses concurrence with comments submitted separately as Comment Letter C-187, and 

expresses opposition to the project as proposed. The comment is noted, and will be considered by 
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decision makers during their deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the 

alternatives. For responses to Comment Letter C-187, please refer to that letter. 

Response to Comment C-123-2 

There is no evidence presented that the aesthetic value of the neighborhood will be destroyed by the 

proposed project. No historic resources on the site were identified that could be adversely affected by the 

project. The comment presents no evidence to contradict the findings of the Initial Study and DEIR. The 

comment expresses opposition to the project as proposed. The comment is noted, and will be considered 

by decision makers during their deliberations on whether to approve the proposed project or one of the 

alternatives.  

Response to Comment C-123-3 

The comment expresses concern about the increase in automobile traffic in residential streets caused by 

the proposed project. See Master Response M-5 for a detailed discussion of traffic intrusion on residential 

streets. 

Response to Comment C-123-4 

The comment opposing the project is noted, and will be considered by decision makers during their 

deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 
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Response to Comment C-124-1 

The existing traffic congestion referenced in the comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR 

which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at unacceptable LOS E or 

LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the proposed mitigation 

measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the incremental increase in 

delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted intersections would continue to 

operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion of the proposed project and the 

mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if implemented, these mitigation 

measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay caused by the proposed project at 

these intersections to conditions without the proposed, which are congested, as referenced by the 

comment. 

Detailed information about the air quality analysis of the DEIR is located in Master Response M-7. The 

DEIR found that air quality and noise impacts would be less than significant. It should be noted that the 

proposed project would include an enclosed garage and site truck loading further from adjacent residences 

Comment Letter C-124 
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than under existing conditions, which would reduce noise and air quality impacts. For additional 

discussion on the project’s compatibility with the existing pedestrian-oriented retail development in the 

site vicinity, including its aesthetic compatibility, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, E-53, E-

142 and Master Response M-9. 

The comment inquiring about a freeway bypass would involve parcels of land in addition to the project 

site, and is beyond the scope of this DEIR. However, the comment is herein transmitted to decision 

makers. 
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Response to Comment C-125-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as Comment Letter C-162. For responses to the 

comments raised, please see the responses to Comment Letter C-162. 

  

Comment Letter C-125  

 

1 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-500 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

 

Response to Comment C-126-1 

Please see Responses to Comments C-56-1. The attachment referred to in the letter is included as part of 

Comment Letter C-56. 
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Response to Comment C-127-1 

The DEIR accounts for the parking demand generated by the retail and restaurant components of the 

project as shown in Table 4.3-21 which shows the parking supply as required by the City’s zoning code 

and Table 4.3-22 which shows the parking demand generated by the project. 

As shown on the project site plan on Figure 3-8, the ground-level parking garage would provide space for 

truck loading/unloading for the retail and restaurant components of the project in the south end of the 

garage just west of the south driveway on Claremont Avenue. 

Response to Comment C-127-2 

As stated in the comment, Oakland Zoning Ordinance requires one parking space per 300 square feet of 

general food sales (i.e., supermarket) use in the C-31 zone (Neighborhood Center Mixed Use). Other 

zoning designations in the City have different parking requirements. For example, the C-30 zone (District 

Commercial Thoroughfare), where the Safeway in the 51
st
 and Broadway Shopping Center is located, 

requires one parking space per 200 square feet of the same use. The C-31 zone requires fewer parking 

spaces because it is located in a pedestrian oriented commercial district and is better served by transit, and 

would, therefore, generate fewer automobile trips. Also, see Master Response M-3 for a more detailed 

analysis of project parking demand. 

Response to Comment C-127-3 

Table 4.3-10 of the DEIR shows the estimated automobile trips the proposed project would generate. 

Table 4.3-21 shows the project parking supply as required by the City’s zoning code and Table 4.3-22 

shows the estimated parking demand the proposed project would generate. All these tables include the 

retail and restaurant components of the project in addition to the proposed expanded Safeway 

supermarket. 

Response to Comment C-127-4 

As shown on Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR, the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection currently operates at 

an overall LOS A during both weekday and Saturday PM peak hours. The stop-controlled eastbound 

63
rd

 Street approach operates at LOS E during the weekday PM peak hour and LOS D during the 

Saturday PM peak hour. 

The Neighborhood Traffic Intrusion subsection, on page 4.3-117 of the DEIR addresses the potential for 

increase in cut-through traffic on residential streets surrounding the project site. Also see Master 

Response M-5 for a more detailed analysis of traffic intrusion on residential streets. 

See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which would reconfigure 

the 63
rd

 Street/ College Avenue intersection and limit automobile access between 63
rd

 Street and College 

Avenue to right turns only. 
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Response to Comment C-128-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as Letter C-162. For responses to the comments 

raised, please see the responses to Letter C-162. 
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Response to Comment C-129-1 

See Master Response M-4 for a detailed discussion of project impacts on bicycle safety. 

Response to Comment C-129-2 

The comment expresses concern that the proposed project would not provide adequate parking supply. 

See Master Response M-3 for more detail on project parking demand. The City will consider this input on 

the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-129-3 

Regarding the types of stores to potentially occupy the project site, the issue is not an environmental 

effect subject to review under CEQA. For more discussion please see Response to Comment C-11-3. As a 

statement of opposition to the proposed project, the City will consider this input on the proposed project’s 

merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-130-1 

There would not be an appreciable difference between the time needed to construct the proposed project 

and that needed to construct a smaller alternative. For example, construction of the proposed project 

would require approximately 13 months to complete. Construction of Alternative 2a, with 25,000 square 

feet, or about half the size of the proposed project, would take approximately the same length of time to 

build. While there are acknowledged differences between the operational impacts of Alternatives 2a and 

2b, the smallest alternatives, and the proposed project, the construction impacts would be roughly the 

same. Impacts such as noise, air quality, and traffic are all evaluated in the alternatives chapter of the 

DEIR. 

It is unclear what is meant about ‘donut’ or ‘fill-in’ neighborhood areas necessitating larger square 

footage. Please see Response to Comment C-58-1 regarding the “need” for the proposed project. 

For the most part the demographics of the project area were not identified as a factor in any of the 

potential environmental impacts of the project. The potential traffic safety impacts identified in DEIR 

Section 4.3 as Impacts TRANS-17A and TRANS-17B are not age-specific; the revised project, as 

described and analyzed in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, would eliminate Impacts TRANS-17A and TRANS-

17B. However, the air quality analysis does identify a potentially significant construction impact (Impact 

AIR-3) in which “sensitive receptors” would be exposed 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. From an air quality standpoint, the elderly and 

the young are considered sensitive receptors, while the general adult population is considered less 

sensitive to respiratory distress and other air quality-related health problems. Therefore, in the case where 

age as a demographic was relevant, it was factored into the impact analysis presented in the DEIR. With 

the exception of Impact AIR-3, the potential impacts of the project were independent of the demographic 

of age. 
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Response to Comment C-131-1 

The proposed project includes signalization of the project driveway on Claremont Avenue opposite 

Mystic Street and Auburn Avenue, as part of the proposed project. Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 

includes signalization of the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection and Mitigation TRANS-13 

includes signalization of the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection because the project would cause a 

significant impact at both intersections based on the intersection meeting Caltrans peak hour signal 

warrant as stated in the significance criteria used in the DEIR (page 4.3-54).  

The traffic impact analysis completed for the DEIR and summarized in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18 

for Existing Plus Project Mitigated, 2015 Plus Project Mitigated, and 2035 Plus Project Mitigated 

conditions, respectively, account for implementation of all three signals described above. The signals at 

Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue and 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection, as proposed by 

Mitigation Measures TRANS-3 and TRANS-13, would increase delay experienced by motorists along 

Claremont Avenue and College Avenue respectively. These movements currently experience little or no 

delay as they are not controlled by a signal or stop-sign. However, the proposed mitigation measures 

would reduce the delay experienced by the side-street stop-controlled movements on Alcatraz Avenue 

and 63
rd

 Streets. 

The decision to implement Mitigation Measures TRANS-3 is by City of Berkeley Since City of Oakland, 

as lead agency for this EIR, does not have jurisdiction over the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection, the DEIR identifies Impact TRANS-3 as significant and unavoidable.  

The revised project, as described in Chapter 2, would reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue 

intersection and eliminate Impact TRANS-13.  

In addition, as described in the Neighborhood Traffic Intrusion subsection on page 4.3-117 and elaborated 

in Master Response M-5, the DEIR acknowledges that traffic generated by the proposed project may use 

residential streets as a cut-through route to divert from potential congestion. The DEIR recommends 

Improvement Measure TRANS-3 to monitor and, if necessary, implement traffic calming strategies on 

residential streets in the vicinity of the project site. 

Response to Comment C-131-2 

The proposed project would reduce the number of curb cuts on College Avenue from four to one and on 

Claremont Avenue from five to three as compared to conditions prior to closing of the Union 76 station. 

The reduction in number of curb cuts would improve pedestrian circulation by eliminating potential 

conflict points between vehicles entering and exiting the project site and pedestrians walking along the 

sidewalks. Furthermore, the traffic impact analysis presented in the DEIR and Chapter 2 of this FEIR 

analyzes traffic operations at the main project driveways on College and Claremont Avenues and does not 

identify negative traffic issues related to the closure of the driveways. 

Similar to the current Safeway parking lot, the ground-level garage would continue to provide two 

driveways on Claremont Avenue. In addition, the employee parking lot, which includes the Safeway 

loading docks, would have an additional driveway on Claremont Avenue. By separating the loading dock 

access from the customer parking access, the project reduces potential conflicts between delivery trucks 

and customers circulating and walking in the parking garage.  

Also, see Responses to Comments C-159-1 and C-159-5 regarding the number of trucks accessing the 

project site. 
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Response to Comment C-132-1 

The comment in support of the proposed project is noted. The City will consider this input on the 

proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-133-1 

Regarding the traffic impacts associated with a remodel of the current store rather than the proposed 

project, the DEIR analyzed the traffic impacts of several alternatives designed to reduce traffic impacts to 

a less-than-significant level. Please see Table 5-22 on pages 5-64 to 5-68 of the DEIR. 

Regarding the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1. As explained in more detail 

in Master Response M-9, the proposed Safeway store would not be a “megastore.” As discussed in detail 

in Master Response M-6, there is no evidence that the proposed project would adversely affect existing 

businesses in the vicinity, or otherwise contribute to urban decay. 

Response to Comment C-133-2 

The traffic congestion along College Avenue and at Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection stated 

in the comment is consistent with the DEIR’s findings of deficient LOS F at this intersection and other 

intersections under existing and future conditions. The City will consider this input on the proposed 

project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

As included in Improvement Measure TRANS-2, Safeway is considering having the majority of the 

parking spaces in the ground-level garage open to all Safeway and non-Safeway customers with a two-

hour limit.  

Response to Comment C-133-3 

The comment expressing regret that the former gas station has closed does not address an issue subject to 

review under CEQA, and no response is necessary. Regarding the aesthetic effects of the project, while it 

is inherently a subjective issue, it also is inherently reasonable to conclude that replacing a gas station and 

exposed parking lot with a light-filled restaurant with a landscaped rooftop garden, landscaped pedestrian 

“walk street,” and adjacent retail shops would not constitute a significant adverse aesthetic impact. The 

City maintains the DEIR’s evaluation of this impact. 

Regarding noise from the project, as documented in Section 4.6 of the DEIR, the increase in operational 

noise caused by the project would be imperceptible. Please also see Response to Comment C-194-8. The 

concern about traffic congestion was addressed in the preceding response. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. The need for the project was addressed above in Response to Comment C-58-1. 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment C-134-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the type of stores that would potentially occupy the project site, please see Response to 

Comment C-11-3. 
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Response to Comment C-134-2 

The air quality analysis models included any potential increase in emissions that may be generated by 

vehicles idling around the project site. “”“”Please see Master Response M-7 for a more detailed 

discussion of the air quality analysis. 

Response to Comment C-134-3 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project size and scale prior to taking action on the 

proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-135-1 

The comment reiterates several reasons that the traffic impact analysis presented in the DEIR represents 

worst case conditions. Also see Master Responses M-1 and M-3 for more detail on project trip generation 

and parking demand, respectively. 

Response to Comment C-135-2 

The comment provides more detail about why the DEIR identifies some of the impacts as significant and 

unavoidable despite the identification of feasible mitigation measures. No response required. 

Response to Comment C-135-3 

The comment provides more detail about why the noise and air quality impacts of Safeway trucks are 

comparable to those of non-Safeway trucks. No response required. 

Response to Comment C-135-4 

The comment concurs with the statement in the DEIR that the number of delivery trucks for the proposed 

project would represent only a small increase in comparison with the existing store, and provides an 

operational explanation for why this is so. The comment does not raise any environmental issues or 

address the adequacy of the DEIR, other than to concur with the referenced discussions, and no response 

is necessary. 

Response to Comment C-135-5 

The comment summarizes the BAAQMD’s policy regarding the new thresholds of significance, which 

became effective in two phases, on June 2, 2010 and May 1, 2011, respectively. The comment notes that 

the City of Oakland conservatively applied the new standards to the proposed project even though, 

technically, it was not required to do so. The commenter is correct. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment C-135-6 

The comment correctly notes that mitigation imposed under CEQA is required to have a nexus with the 

impact it is associated with, and is required to be roughly proportional to the impacts of the project. A 

common practice in many California jurisdictions is to calculate a project’s proportional contribution to a 

traffic impact at a roadway intersection, and then require the applicant to pay a “fair-share” cost of 

implementing required mitigation that is linked to its proportional contribution to the impact. Decision 

makers will consider this comment as part of their deliberations on whether or not to certify the EIR. 

Response to Comment C-135-7 

The comment identifies the alternatives evaluated in the DEIR and reflects some of the conclusions 

reached in the analysis. CEQA does not require that alternatives be able to achieve all objectives of a 

project; rather it requires consideration of a range of reasonable alternatives that would feasibly attain 

most of the basic objectives of the project. As noted in the comment and set forth on pages 3-9 and 3-10 

of the DEIR, a key objective of the project is 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. It is noted that that the applicant has stated it is not feasible to fully 
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satisfy this objective with a store smaller than the proposed grocery store, particularly given the 

constraining configuration of the project site and the necessary accommodation of some site-specific and 

neighborhood-specific needs, and that an alternative that fails to satisfy this key objective is not 

considered feasible by the project applicant. The comment will be considered by decision makers as part 

of their deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 

Response to Comment C-135-8 

The comment references an economic impact study of the project that was conducted by Hausrath 

Economics Group. Subsequent to that, a new independent economic impact study has been completed by 

ALH Urban & Regional Economics (ALH Economics). While the ALH Economics study does not 

address potential beneficial economic effects of the project on existing businesses, it does conclude that 

the project would not cause a significant adverse economic effect on existing businesses such that a 

business would be forced to close. Because of this, the ALH Economics study found that the project 

would not cause a significant physical impact on the environment as a result of its economic effects. The 

ALH Economics report is summarized in Master Response M-6 and is presented in its entirety in 

Appendix A of this document. The comment correctly notes that, under CEQA, economic and social 

effects are not to be treated as significant effects on the environment unless they would lead to significant 

physical impacts on the environment. 
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Response to Comment C-136-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.  

Response to Comment C-136-2 

The comment is in general support of the project and reiterates that the mitigation measures presented in 

the DEIR would mitigate the project impact to less-than-significant levels if implemented. The City will 

consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-136-3 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment C-137-1 

The comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and support of Alternatives 2a or 2b, but does 

not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the DEIR. The City will consider this input 

on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-137-2 

The commenter establishes that she lives and shops in the vicinity of the project, but does not raise any 

environmental issues or address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment C-137-3 

There is no requirement under CEQA for an EIR to demonstrate a need for or benefit of a proposed 

project. The DEIR is required to identify objectives of the project, which it does on pages 3-9 and 3-10. 

The DEIR acknowledges that Conditional Use Permits and variances are required for the project, though a 

variance is not required for encroachment, which is a standard permit when creating, closing, or 

modifying driveways at a public street. 

The objectives identified on DEIR pages 3-9 and 3-10 are consistent with the proposed project, and the 

comment provides no evidence to the contrary. Regarding the apparent contradiction referenced in the 

comment, College Avenue is clearly a street with significant pedestrian activity. The objective referenced 

in the comment reads, “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.” 

[emphasis added.] In other words, the development currently on the site—the suburban-style, auto-

oriented Safeway and the now-closed gas station—does not provide a draw to pedestrians. Many 

pedestrians pass the site on their way to and from other destinations, and some walk to Safeway to shop. 

However, from a pedestrian standpoint, the site does not draw people in the same way that a restaurant 

and small retail shops similar to others in the neighborhood would. 

The fact that other shopping options are available does not mean that the area cannot support additional 

shopping options. The results of an independent study of the economic effects of the proposed project are 

summarized in Master Response M-6. 

The Safeway at Broadway and Pleasant Valley Avenue was included in the analysis of cumulative 

impacts, as discussed in more detail in Responses to Comments B-4-10 and B-4-11, and Master 

Responses M-6, M-7, and M-8. As discussed in those responses, the traffic, air quality, and greenhouse 
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gas analyses factored in cumulative impacts based on regional growth. Existing stores such as those 

mentioned were included in the baseline conditions that formed the basis of both project-specific and 

cumulative impacts. As discussed in Master Response M-6, grocery stores for the most part serve local 

markets. Again, an EIR is not required to evaluate benefits of a project. However, as part of their findings, 

decision makers will need to consider the benefits of the project and determine whether they outweigh the 

consequences of the significant and unavoidable impacts that have been identified in the DEIR. The 

comment opposing the project and in support of Alternative 2a or 2b, and the City will consider this input 

on the project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

An EIR is not required to evaluate the benefits of a project. 

Response to Comment C-137-4 

See Response to Comment C-1-2 regarding current and future congestion on College Avenue. 

See Response to Comment C-30-2 regarding new traffic signals proposed by the project and the 

mitigation measures. 

The comment references Impact TRANS-15 discussing the impact at 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue 

intersection. Note that the DEIR identifies Impact TRANS-13 as a significant and unavoidable impact at 

the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection. However, note that the revised project, as described and 

analyzed in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, would reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and 

eliminate Impact TRANS-13 and the need for a mitigation measure at this intersection. 

Response to Comment C-137-5 

As described on page 4.3-31 of the DEIR, the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Projects are planned 

improvements in the surrounding areas. The DEIR assumes the fully funded improvements in the analysis 

of future conditions because it is very likely that these improvements would be implemented. However, 

the unfunded improvements are not assumed in the analysis of future conditions, or considered mitigation 

measures for the proposed project. However, the DEIR discusses the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement 

Projects at locations where mitigation measures are also proposed. 

Response to Comment C-137-6 

The level of service calculation sheets presented in the DEIR appendix provide the detailed calculation 

sheets that show how the proposed mitigation measures would mitigate the identified significant impacts. 

The transportation and circulation analysis for the DEIR were completed using standard transportation 

engineering practices and City of Oakland’s guidelines and requirements. The assumptions and 

methodology used in the analysis are consistent with other recent environmental documents prepared in 

Oakland. Since the comment does not provide specific details as to why the proposed mitigation measures 

would not mitigate the impacts, no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment C-137-7 

As stated in the comment, mitigation measures at several impacted intersections include optimizing signal 

timings and coordinating signal timings with adjacent signals. However, these strategies are not the only 

mitigation measures identified at intersections along College Avenue, because they would not mitigate the 

identified significant impact by themselves. Signal timing improvements and coordination are one part of 

the mitigation measures identified at the impacted intersections along College Avenue. 
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Response to Comment C-137-8 

As described on page 4.3-41 of the DEIR, the proposed project includes relocation of the existing bus 

stop on northbound College Avenue from south to north of Claremont Avenue. Mitigation Measure 

TRANS-2 suggests moving the bus stop on northbound College Avenue from south to north of Alcatraz 

Avenue. 

See Response to Comments B-4-6 and B-5-3 regarding the benefits of moving the bus stop from near-side 

to far-side of the intersection. Also see Comment A-1-2 that shows AC Transit’s support for relocating 

bus stops from near-side to far-side of intersections. AC Transit estimates that each bus stop relocation 

would reduce bus travel times by 15 to 20 seconds. 

Response to Comment C-137-9 

As stated in the comment, the proposed project parking supply would not meet the City’s zoning code 

requirements for parking and the estimated demand would exceed the proposed parking supply. See 

Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of parking.  

Response to Comment C-137-10 

The DEIR found that the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant parking impact, and 

Alternatives 2b and 2a were originally designed to eliminate significant impacts. Alternatives 2b and 2a 

could be redesigned to include additional parking. This would not change the DEIR’s conclusion that the 

project and these alternatives would result in less-than-significant parking impacts. 

Response to Comment C-137-11 

See Response to Comment C-178-7 regarding the effects of the proposed project and mitigation measures 

on on-street parking. Mitigation Measure TRANS-9, which would provide a southbound left-turn lane at 

the Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection, would not result in loss of on-street parking. Also, see 

Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of parking. 

Response to Comment C-137-12 

As described starting on page 4.3-56 of the DEIR, parking is not considered a CEQA topic. However, the 

DEIR and Master Response M-3 include a discussion of project parking demand and supply as a non-

CEQA topic.  

As included in Improvement Measure TRANS-2, Safeway is currently considering allowing Safeway and 

non-Safeway customers to park in the ground-level parking garage for two hours or less. 

Response to Comment C-137-13 

The comment is in favor of a written agreement requiring public parking, as is the comment in favor of 

Alternative 2b or 2a. This comments will be considered by decision makers in their determination 

whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. The comment does not address 

the adequacy of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment C-137-14 

The DEIR addressed air quality impacts and on pages 4.4-16 to 4.4-21 identified eight less-than-

significant air quality impacts. That is, while the proposed project would be expected to increase 

emissions pollutants and dust over existing conditions, it would do so at a level less than the applicable 

thresholds of significance. The comment does not identify any inadequacy in the DEIR.  

Response to Comment C-137-15 

Please see Response to Comment C-156-5. In addition, the landscaped buffer strip of land along the north 

edge of the site will have a fence around it to prevent public access. Moreover, Safeway will work with 

the neighborhood regarding the appropriate landscaping on the north side so that there will be minimal 

impact from vegetation/landscaping on the backyards of the residences on Alcatraz Street that are 

adjacent to the project site. Decision makers could modify the landscape plans for the buffer zone. 

Response to Comment C-137-16 

Comparison to 2015 and 2035 conditions was done only for the traffic analysis. The comparison was 

done in addition to, not in lieu of, a comparison with existing conditions. This scenario was included in 

the six development scenarios studied in the traffic analysis. However, the project was not evaluated 

under these scenarios instead of being compared to existing conditions, but in addition to being compared 

to existing conditions. 

Response to Comment C-137-17 

The project would not disrupt the view up Claremont Avenue. It would improve the foreground of views 

up Claremont from adjacent to the project site by replacing the gas station, opaque cyclone fencing with 

wooden slats, and large open parking lot with an attractive corner restaurant with landscaped rooftop 

plaza, landscaped pedestrian “walk street,” landscaped planter boxes and decorative trellis adjacent to the 

employee parking lot, and landscaped enclosure alongside the lower-level parking lot. The frontage 

would include street trees adjacent to the buildings. Along the College Avenue frontage, the project 

would include nine street trees, and additional trees would be planted along the “walk street.” In any 

event, street trees within an urban commercial district do not comprise a scenic vista under CEQA, 

particularly in the case where the existing street trees are adjacent to a gas station, parking lot, and blank 

stone wall. For additional discussion on why the project would not adversely affect a scenic vista, 

including the distant view of the tops of the East Bay hills visible from a few locations, please see 

Response to Comment E-86. 

It will be up to decision makers to determine whether the project complies with General Plan policies, 

such as N1.5 and N1.8. However, the project does not purport to create “residential views,” nor is it 

required to. The project is a permitted use within an established commercial district. Where the project 

would abut existing residential development, it would create a landscaped 10-foot buffer that does not 

currently exist, and would reduce, through enclosures, the amount of noise currently experienced at the 

residential receptors. The project would represent an improvement over existing conditions, and would be 

attractively designed at a scale that is fully compatible with existing development. In these regards, the 

project can be seen to be consistent with Policies N1.5 and N1.8. 

PMP Action 3.2.1 reads, “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.” It is clear from the 

wording that, like many General Plan policies, implementation of the policy is the responsibility of the 

City, not individual project applicants. The policy directs the City to shape its building and zoning codes 
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so as to promote and encourage a mix of uses, connections of entrances and exits to sidewalks, and 

elimination of blank walls. Nonetheless, the commenter has not provided convincing evidence that the 

project would conflict with this implementation action. First, the project would eliminate what is indeed a 

blank wall along the west side of the existing Safeway store. As clearly shown in the accurate 

architectural renderings presented on DEIR Figures 4.2-4 (page 4.2-5), 4.2-6 (page 4.2-7), and 4.2-8 

(page 4.2-9), the project would not replace existing development with blank walls. The Claremont 

Avenue building façade would be articulated by windows with recessed surrounds, overhead trellis, 

bamboo plantings in front of open bays, with a wrought-iron fence, and street trees. It is the City’s 

position that this does not in any way constitute a blank wall. Again, it will be up to decision makers to 

make a final determination as to whether the project does or does not comply with applicable General 

Plan policies. 

Response to Comment C-137-18 

“”See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which would 

reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection. The revised project would eliminate Impact 

TRANS-17B and Mitigation Measure TRANS-17B is no longer necessary. 

  



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-535 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

 

Response to Comment C-138-1 

Please see Responses to Comments B-4-8, B-4-16 through B-4-19, B-4-21, and B-4-23. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-139-1 

The applicant is proposing an expansion of its existing but aging store, which is located on College 

Avenue. Regarding the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1.  
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Response to Comment C-140-1 

The comment opposing the proposed project is noted, and will be considered by decision makers during 

their deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. Regarding 

the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and Master 

Response M-9. The comment opposing the proposed project is noted, and will be considered by decision 

makers during their deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the 

alternatives. 
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Response to Comment C-141-1 

The comment expresses opposition to the project due to the significant impacts on traffic and parking. 

Consistent with the purpose of CEQA, the DEIR discloses and assesses the project’s impacts on traffic; it 

also addresses impacts on parking, though the latter is not considered an environmental effect under 

CEQA. Mitigation measures have been identified that, if implemented, would reduce all of the project’s 

significant traffic effects to less-than-significant levels. As disclosed in the DEIR, implementation of the 

measures is not within the City of Oakland’s jurisdictional authority; if the City of Berkeley (where the 

most of the affected intersections are located) declined to implement the measures, Impacts TRANS-1 

through TRANS-3, TRANS-5 through TRANS-7, and TRANS-9 through TRANS-12 would remain 

significant and unavoidable. In that case, it will be up to decision makers to determine whether the 

benefits of the project would outweigh the adverse environmental consequences associated with 

implementation of the project. 
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The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

’Regarding the number of project opponents versus the number of supporters, this is not relevant to an 

objective consideration of the environmental effects of the project, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment C-141-2 

The traffic congestion and parking shortages stated in the comment are consistent with the conclusions of 

the DEIR. Also see Master Response M-3 for a detailed analysis of parking. As a comment in opposition 

to the project, the City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on 

the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-141-3 

The transportation and circulation analysis for the DEIR were completed using standard transportation 

engineering practices and City of Oakland’s guidelines and requirements. The intersections studied for the 

analysis were selected based on City of Oakland’s criteria (as described on page 4.3-3 of the DEIR) and 

study intersections were generally 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 area analyzed for parking demand consists of streets 

within walking distance of the project site where project customers and employees would most likely 

park. 

Response to Comment C-141-4 

As stated on page 4.3-109 of the DEIR, the project would provide fewer parking spaces than required by 

the City’s zoning ordinance and as shown on page 4.3-100 and reiterated in Master Response M-3, it is 

conservatively estimated that the project peak parking demand would exceed the on-site parking supply. 

Also see Master Response M-5 for more detail on traffic intrusion on residential streets. 

Response to Comment C-141-5 

See Response to Comment C-141-2. Also note that the revised project, as described and analyzed in 

Chapter 2 of the FEIR, would reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate 

Impacts TRANS-13 and the need for Mitigation Measures TRANS-13, which consisted of signalizing the 

63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection. The mitigation measure is not necessary under the revised 

project. Also the revised project would limit access between 63
rd

 Street and College Avenue to right-turns 

only which would reduce the potential for cut-through traffic on 63
rd

 Street. 

Also see Master Response M-5 for more detail on traffic intrusion on residential streets. 

Response to Comment C-141-6 

Regarding the statement that the project would be a regional magnet, please see Response to Comment C-

86-5.  

The existing traffic congestion referenced in the comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR 

which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at unacceptable LOS E or 

LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the proposed mitigation 

measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the incremental increase in 

delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted intersections would continue to 
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operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion of the proposed project and the 

mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if implemented, these mitigation 

measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay caused by the proposed project at 

these intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed project, which are congested, as 

referenced by the comment.  

Response to Comment C-141-7 

Please see Master Response M-6 for a detailed discussion on the potential effect the project would have 

on the surrounding neighborhood businesses. 
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Response to Comment C-142-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as Letter C-162. For responses to the comments 

raised, please see the responses to Letter C-162. 
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Response to Comment C-143-1 

The comment opposing the project is noted, and will be considered by decision makers during their 

deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. Regarding the 

scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. 

As discussed in Master Response M-9, the project would be within the maximum F.A.R. allowed by the 

General Plan and is conditionally permitted by the zoning ordinance. Regarding the potential impact on 

neighborhood character, please see Response to Comment E-142 and Master Response M-9. Also see 

Responses to Comments A-5-11, E-53, and Master Response M-9 for discussions on the pedestrian 

orientation and walkability of the project, which are related to existing neighborhood character. 

Response to Comment C-143-2 

See Responses to Comments C-48-1 and C-99-2 regarding potential additional traffic on Eton Avenue 

and Woolsey Street as a result of the proposed project. 

Regarding noise from the project, as documented in Section 4.6 of the DEIR, the increase in operational 

noise caused by the project would be imperceptible. Regarding property values, there is no potential that 

the project would adversely affect property values. For additional discussion on the project’s potential 

economic effects, please see Master Response M-6. 
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Response to Comment C-143-3 

As documented in the DEIR, there is no evidence that the proposed project would harm the character and 

safety of the neighborhood. The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking 

action on the proposed project. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-144-1 

The comment expresses concern that the proposed project would increase automobile traffic and increase 

parking demand in the residential neighborhoods adjacent to the project. See Master Responses M-3 and 

M-5 for a discussion of parking and traffic intrusion on residential streets, respectively. Also, note that the 

revised project, as described and analyzed in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, would reconfigure the 63
rd

 

Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate Impacts TRANS-13 and the need for Mitigation 

Measures TRANS-13, which consisted of signalizing the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection. The 

mitigation measure is not necessary under the revised project. Also the revised project would limit access 

between 63
rd

 Street and College Avenue to right-turns only which would reduce the potential for cut-

through traffic on 63
rd

 Street. 
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Response to Comment C-144-2 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, at two stories it would be comparable to much of the existing 

development in the area, and shorter than the three- and four-story buildings in proximity to the site. For 

additional discussion on the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-

31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. Regarding the project’s potential economic impact on neighboring 

businesses, please see Master Response M-6. Regarding the possible influx of chain stores, please see 

Response to Comment C-97-1. As explained in Master Response M-9, the proposed project would not be 

a big-box development. 
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Response to Comment C-145-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as Letter C-162. For responses to the comments 

raised, please see the responses to Letter C-162. 
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Response to Comment C-146-1 

The commenter’s support of Alternative 1b is noted, and will be considered by decision makers during 

their deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives.  

Response to Comment C-146-2 

See Response to Comment B-1-6 regarding the inclusion of the proposed 51
st
 and Broadway Shopping 

Center project in the cumulative traffic analysis in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-146-3 

See Master Response M-5 and Response to Comment C-162-1 regarding cut-through traffic in general 

and on 62
nd

 and 63
rd

 Streets, respectively. Note that 63
rd

 Street cannot be currently closed at College 

Avenue because it provides loading spaces for the commercial uses at the west of College Avenue. 

Also, see Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which would 

reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and limit automobile access between 63
rd

 Street 

and College Avenue to right turns only.  

Response to Comment C-146-4 

See Response to Comment C-30-2 for more details regarding the proposed mitigation measures at 

Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue and 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection. 

Response to Comment C-146-5 

As stated in the comment, City of Oakland is currently planning on implementing bicycle facilities on 

College Avenue and bicycle facilities and pedestrian improvements on Alcatraz Avenue (funded through 

a Safe Routes to School grant) in the near future which would not affect the analysis presented in the 

DEIR (See Response to Comment C-214-22 for more detail). The City is planning to install Class 3A 

arterial bike routes along College Avenue. Class 3A arterial bike lanes generally consist of shared lane 

bicycle stencils and would not conflict with the proposed bus stop adjacent to the project site. 

Response to Comment C-146-6 

A road diet (i.e., narrowing the street from two lanes in each direction to one lane in each direction and a 

center turn-lane) along Claremont Avenue cannot be implemented along just the project frontage because 

it would affect traffic operations and safety along the corridor. The road diet would need to be considered 

for a longer segment or the entire length of Claremont Avenue in Oakland and Berkeley, which is beyond 

the scope of this DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-146-7 

The project proposes to add a bulbout at the north corner of the College Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection in order to reduce the pedestrian crossing times and improve pedestrian visibility. DEIR 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-4 also proposes improvements at the intersection that would reduce the 

impact to a less-than-significant level and would benefit automobiles, as well as pedestrians. In addition, 

as described on page 4.3-31 of the DEIR, City of Oakland is also planning improvements at this 
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intersection as part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement. However, these 

improvements are currently unfunded; thus they are not assumed for the analyses of future conditions. 

Response to Comment C-146-8 

See Response to Comment C-178-5 regarding the casual carpool area on Claremont Avenue. 

Response to Comment C-146-9 

See Responses to Comments C-159-1 and C-159-5 regarding truck traffic generated by the proposed 

project. 

Response to Comment C-146-10 

See Master Response M-2 for a discussion of project impacts during the midday peak hour on Saturdays. 
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Response to Comment C-147-1 

The comment opposing the project as proposed is noted, and will be considered by decision makers 

during their deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. Regarding the potential impact on neighborhood character, please see Response to 

Comment E-142 and Master Response M-9. Regarding the walkability of the project, please see 

Responses to Comments A-5-11, E-53, and Master Response M-9. 
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Response to Comment C-147-2 

The comment expresses concern that the proposed project would increase automobile traffic. See the 

DEIR starting on page 4.3-100 for a list of pedestrian improvements to be implemented by the project. 

Also, as shown in Table 4.3-20 of the DEIR, the bicycle parking proposed by the project would greatly 

exceed the City of Oakland’s requirements.  

Response to Comment C-147-3 

The comment opposing the project as proposed is noted, and will be considered by decision makers 

during their deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 

The DEIR evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, consistent with the requirements of 

CEQA. Please see Responses to Comments C-10-8 through C-10-11 and E-132 for additional discussion. 
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Response to Comment C-148-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as Letter C-162. For responses to the comments 

raised, please see the responses to Letter C-162. 
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Response to Comment C-149-1 

The comment opposing the project is noted, and will be considered by decision makers during their 

deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. Regarding the 

potential impact on neighborhood character, please see Responses to Comments B-4-4, C-10-15, and E-

142.  

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. Regarding the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1. As 

discussed in Response to Comment C-80-1, the DEIR acknowledges that significant traffic impacts could 

result from implementation of the project; it also identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 

impacts to less-than-significant levels if the City of Berkeley approves the measures. As documented in 

detail in DEIR Sections 4.4 and 4.6, respectively, the project’s impacts on air quality and noise would not 

be significant. 

As discussed in detail in Master Response M-6, there is no evidence that the proposed project would 

adversely affect existing businesses in the vicinity. Furthermore, the store could have a beneficial effect 

on the nearby businesses. As discussed in Response to Comment C-137-3, when the College Avenue 

Albertson’s grocery store (located about 1,500 feet south of the project site) closed, other retail stores in 

the neighborhood observed a decline in both foot traffic and sales. When the vacant site was reoccupied 

by a Trader Joe’s and Pharmaca, business immediately picked up. Similar beneficial effects on 

neighboring businesses have been observed in San Francisco and Lafayette following the introduction of 

new Whole Foods grocery stores to established retail neighborhoods. 
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The commenter may present comments on the project’s design to the Planning Commission during the 

separate hearing on the design review of the project. The potential aesthetic effects of the project are 

considered in Section 4.2 of the DEIR, which concluded that the project’s aesthetic impacts would be less 

than significant. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-150-1 

This comment is consistent with Figure 4.3-6 of the DEIR which shows that parking occupancy on 

63
rd

 Street near College Avenue and on College Avenue near 63
rd

 Street is currently at or near capacity on 

weekday evenings. Also see Master Response M-3 for an updated analysis of project parking demand and 

its potential effects on on-street parking. Consistent with the DEIR, the updated analysis concludes that 

the proposed project would increase on-street parking occupancy in the project vicinity. 

Response to Comment C-150-2 

The DEIR examined potential air quality impacts for the project area, and concluded that although the 

project may increase pollution, any increase would not rise to a level of significance (see the Draft EIR, 

pages 4.4-1 to 4.4-21). 

Response to Comment C-150-3 

Regarding the need for project, please see Response to Comment C-158-1. 

 

Comment Letter C-150  

 

1 

2 

3 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-554 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

 

Response to Comment C-151-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as Letter C-162. For responses to the comments 

raised, please see the responses to Letter C-162.  
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Response to Comment C-152-1 

The existing traffic congestion on College Avenue noted in the comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of 

the DEIR which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at unacceptable 

LOS E or LOS F during the weekday and Saturday peak hours.  

As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the proposed mitigation measures would mitigate the 

impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the incremental increase in delay caused by the proposed 

project). While major intersections would continue to operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future 

after the completion of the proposed project, the proposed mitigation measures would reduce the amount 

of delay at these intersections. 

Response to Comment C-152-2 

As stated in the comment and shown in Table 4.3-19 of the DEIR, additional traffic generated by the 

proposed project would increase travel times. Emergency vehicles would continue to operate similar to 

current conditions and other urban areas as they would continue to be allowed to travel through red 

signals, drive on the opposite side of the street, and other vehicles are required to pull to the side of the 

street to allow emergency vehicles to proceed. 

Response to Comment C-152-3 

The DEIR examined potential air quality impacts for the project area, and concluded that although the 

project may increase pollution, any increase would not rise to a level of significance (see the Draft EIR, 

pages 4.4-1 to 4.4-21). 

Response to Comment C-152-4 

See Master Response M-4 regarding safety impacts on pedestrians and bicycles. 

Response to Comment C-152-5 

The comment summarizes the points made above. Please refer to those comments for more detailed 

responses. 
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Response to Comment C-153-1 

The comment in support of the proposed project is noted, and will be considered by decision makers 

during their deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 
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Response to Comment C-154-1 

The current Safeway parking lot provides 105 parking spaces which is used by Safeway employees and 

customers, as well as non-Safeway customers. The proposed project would provide 171 spaces with 27 

spaces on the upper level parking lot reserved for employees and 144 spaces in the ground-level garage 

Comment Letter C-154  

 

1 

2 

3 

4 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-559 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

available to the general public. As included in Improvement Measure TRANS-2, Safeway is considering 

allowing non-Safeway customers to park in the proposed garage for two hours or less. The comment is 

consistent with Table 4.3-22 of the DEIR in that the proposed parking supply is not sufficient to meet the 

parking demand generated by the proposed project. See Master Response M-3 for a more detailed 

analysis of parking conditions. 

The parking supply for the proposed Safeway project at the 51
st
 and Broadway Shopping Center is not 

applicable to this project because the 51
st
 and Broadway Shopping Center project provides parking for a 

much larger shopping center and is located in an area where more customers drive. Also see Response to 

Comment C-127-2 regarding parking requirements under zoning code for the 51
st
 and Broadway 

Shopping Center project. 

Response to Comment C-154-2 

See Master Response M-3 for an expanded parking demand survey of the existing project site that shows 

hourly parking demand throughout the day on weekdays and Saturdays. 

Response to Comment C-154-3 

The DEIR analyzed on-street parking demand during the evening hours because both project parking 

demand and on-street parking on adjacent streets would peak at this time. Parking demand on residential 

streets adjacent to the College Avenue commercial corridor peaks during the evening hours on weekdays 

as local residents return home from work and at the same time, retail and restaurant customers also arrive 

in the area. 

Consistent with the comment, Figures 4.3-6 and 4.3-7 of the DEIR show that parking occupancy on 62
nd

 

and 63
rd

 Streets between College and Hillegass Avenues and some segments of Hillegass Avenue is near, 

at, or above capacity (i.e., occupancy is 90 percent or higher). However, parking occupancy decreases on 

blocks further away from College Avenue. 

Improvement Measure TRANS-2 recommends installing parking meters along the project frontage on 

Claremont Avenue to reduce the number of carpool or bus commuters using the on-street parking 

throughout the day and to make these parking spaces available to retail customers. However, these spaces 

would continue to remain available for casual carpool pick-ups on weekday mornings. 

Improvement Measure TRANS-2 also recommends implementing residential parking permits (RPP) on 

the residential streets that do not have RPP as residential streets that currently have RPP have lower 

parking occupancies than streets that do not have RPP. 

Also see Master Response M-3 for an updated analysis of on-street parking demand. 

Response to Comment C-154-4 

The comment is consistent with DEIR conclusion that the expected parking deficit at the project site 

would result in parking spillover on adjacent residential streets. See Master Response M-3 for an 

expanded analysis of project parking demand. However, Safeway customers are not expected to park on 

Eton Avenue or Woolsey Street as they are too far away and supermarket customers carrying numerous 

grocery bags are unlikely to walk far.   
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Response to Comment C-155-1 

The comment in support of the proposed project is noted, and will be considered by decision makers 

during their deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 
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Response to Comment C-156-1 

The writer expresses opposition to the project and makes a general comment that the DEIR is inadequate, 

but provides no examples, so a specific response is not feasible. The more detailed comments in the letter 

are addressed in turn. In response to this comment, the City believes the DEIR is adequate. 

Response to Comment C-156-2 

CEQA requires a lead agency to identify an environmentally superior alternative, pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), but does not require the agency to approve the environmentally 

superior alternative. As discussed in more detail in Response to Comment B-4-10 and Master Responses 

M-6, M-7, and M-8, both the Initial Study and the DEIR included a full evaluation of cumulative impacts 

of the project. There is no need to recirculate the DEIR because none of the conditions for recirculation 

established in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 have occurred. 

Response to Comment C-156-3 

Consistent with standard City practice, notices on the availability of the Draft EIR were mailed out to all 

property owners in the City of Oakland within 300 feet of the project. Notices were also mailed to any 

Berkeley residents who had previously submitted comments on the project to the City and/or requested to 

be included in future mailings about the project. In addition, enlarged notices were posted at the site and 

in the surrounding neighborhoods on telephone poles. The City’s adopted notification procedures are 

more rigorous than required under CEQA, which requires at least one of the following: 

1) Publication at least one time by the public agency in a newspaper of general circulation in the 

area affected by the proposed project. If more than one area is affected, the notice shall be 

published in the newspaper of largest circulation from among the newspapers of general 

circulation in the area. 

2) Posting of notice by the public agency on and off the site in the area where the project is to be 

located. 

3) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous to the parcel or parcels on 

which the project is located. Owners of such property shall be identified as shown on the latest 

equalized assessment roll. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15087(a).) 

Regarding mailed notices to Oakland residents, the City obtains information on property owners from the 

County Assessor’s Office. Therefore, tenants and others who are not the property owner of record would 

not have received a notice. As established in Section 17.134.040 of the Oakland Planning Code, failure to 

send notice to any such owner where his or her address is not shown in the last available equalized 

assessment roll as owning real property in the city within 300 feet of the property involved shall not 

invalidate the affected proceedings.  

The comment also alleges that there are “many pieces missing” from the DEIR, but does not cite any 

examples or provide any evidence in support of the statement. The DEIR provides a thorough review of 

the proposed project and contains all of the content required by Article 9, Sections 15120 through 15131, 

of the CEQA Guidelines. Absent a more specific comment, a more specific response is not feasible. 
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Response to Comment C-156-4 

The BAAQMD (Bay Area Air Quality Maintenance District) methodology for evaluating projects is 

based upon examining the emissions associated with an individual development but comparing project 

emissions to levels established as representing a “cumulatively considerable” impact. The air quality 

analysis in the EIR examines cumulative impacts. See Master Response M-7. The air quality analysis 

states the basis for all conclusions on pages 4.4-14 to 4.4-21. Appendix L of the DEIR contains the 

outputs from the CalEEMod program and the air quality dispersal maps. Master Response M-7 explains 

how to interpret outputs from the CalEEMod program. 

Response to Comment C-156-5 

Security on a project site generally is considered a social effect of the project, and not an environmental 

impact under CEQA. The following discussion is provided for informational purposes. Security on the 

project site will be improved by the additional nighttime lighting for the project. The garages and interior 

spaces will be extensively illuminated with minimal light spillage outside of the building. The entire 

project will have closed-circuit surveillance cameras providing scanning of the project on a 24-hour basis. 

The project sponsor anticipates that the retail and restaurant activity on the site, the increased lighting on 

the site and bright illumination in the garages, and the surveillance cameras will provide sufficient the 

deterrence to crime. The Oakland Police Department will have an opportunity during the City’s internal 

review of the Conditional Use Permit applications to request that the Planning Commission require any 

additional warranted security measures as conditions of project approval. 

Response to Comment C-156-6 

See Response to Comment B-6-2 and Master Response M-4 regarding analysis of project impact on 

bicycles. 

Response to Comment C-156-7 

Please see Response to Comment E-129. 

Response to Comment C-156-8 

The pharmacy will be relocated into the new Safeway store.
23

 Real estate transactions between willing 

private sellers and buyers do not constitute an environmental issue subject to review under CEQA. 

However, an economic impact study on the potential adverse effects of the project on local businesses as 

well as on businesses located outside the project area was performed by ALH Urban & Regional 

Economics. The results of the study are summarized in Master Response M-6. 

Response to Comment C-156-9 

The comment does not explain how the DEIR minimizes the size of the project or unfairly characterizes 

the neighborhood. The architectural renderings presented in Chapter 3 (Figures 3-14 through 3-19) and 

Section 4.2 (Figures 4.2-2 through 4.2-8) are accurate, to-scale renderings of the project and the existing 

surrounding development, taken from a wide variety of vantage points. They realistically depict the 

project and surroundings, including the size of the project as viewed from a variety of angles. The size of 

the project is identified on DEIR pages 3-10 and 3-11 as 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 

                                                           
23  Letter from John Gelinas, Chimes Pharmacy to customers, July 5, 2011. 
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restaurant at the corner, and up to seven small retail shops located at ground level. As discussed on DEIR 

page 3-19, the roof of the Safeway store would be at an elevation of 236 feet above sea level, 

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 40 feet high above College Avenue, at elevation 250.5 feet. The project’s size is discussed in 

the context of surrounding development in the discussion of Impact AES-2 (pages 4.2-14 through 4.2-16). 

The comment does not explain how the neighborhood is not fairly characterized, but the existing 

neighborhood is accurately described on DEIR pages 3-5 through 3-9, 4.1-1 through 4.1-2, and 4.2-1 

through 4.2-11. 

Response to Comment C-156-10 

The project would not be located in a residential area, though residential development flanks the 

commercial district lining College Avenue and Claremont Avenue in proximity to College. The site is 

zoned for commercial use, and has been developed with commercial uses for many decades, and for 

nearly five decades as a Safeway store. From a land use perspective, the project is completely in keeping 

with the existing business district. With respect to the size of the project, as discussed in more detail in 

Master Response M-9, the project would be within the maximum F.A.R. allowed by the General Plan and 

is conditionally permitted by the zoning ordinance. The project would be comparable in size to much of 

the development in the vicinity and, at two stories, would be smaller than a number of three- and four-

story buildings in the vicinity. For additional discussion on the compatibility of the project with the 

neighborhood, please see Response to Comment E-142 and Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment C-156-11 

The referenced policy is in the Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element of the General Plan, 

on page 3-52. First, it should be noted that the policies promulgated in support of Objective CO-12 (“To 

improve air quality in Oakland and the surrounding Bay Region.”) are the responsibility of the City, not 

individual project applicants. This is made explicit by the sentence preceding the policy quoted in the 

comment, which reads,” The following policies and actions direct Oakland towards meeting and 

maintaining regional air quality standards.” Secondly, the paragraph following Policy CO-12.1 identifies 

basic land use principles that can be followed to reduce pollution generated by motor vehicles. It states 

that the necessity of driving can be reduced by creating more dense development in transit-served areas, 

which the project does. It also notes that widely distributed neighborhood-oriented retail reduces lengthy 

cross-town drives. The project would continue and expand upon the neighborhood-oriented retail uses on 

the project site. Therefore, while it is not the applicant’s responsibility to implement Policy CO-12.1, the 

proposed project would be fully consistent with the policy. 

Response to Comment C-156-12 

Appendix L of the DEIR contains outputs from the CalEEMod program and the air dispersal maps, and 

Master Response M-7 explains how to interpret outputs from the CalEEMod program. The DEIR 

addresses the impacts from construction including demolition of the existing buildings on pages 4.4-16 to 

4.4-19. The DEIR concluded that there were no significant impacts. The comment does not provide any 

information to conclude otherwise. 
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Response to Comment C-156-13 

The DEIR discusses the environmental setting for land use, visual quality, transportation, air quality, 

greenhouse gases, and noise at the beginning of each chapter, in accordance with CEQA. The DEIR 

discusses the project setting on pages 3-1 through 3-9, in accordance with CEQA. 

Response to Comment C-156-14 

The comment provides no evidence to support the statement that the project would result in a fundamental 

conflict between adjacent and nearby uses. The project would continue a use that has been present on the 

site for 46 years, and would add a restaurant and seven small retail outlets of the type already lining the 

opposite side of the street and both sides of neighboring blocks of College Avenue. The project is a 

conditionally permitted use consistent with zoning and the General Plan. The conclusion of Impact LU-2 

is correct. 

Again, the comment provides no evidence to support the statement that the project would conflict with 

applicable plans and policies. Please see Master Response M-9. 

The comment provides no evidence to support the statement that the project would result in significant 

cumulative impacts. Please see Response to Comment B-4-10 and Master Responses M-6, M-7, and M-8. 

Again, the comment provides no evidence to support the statement that the project would substantially 

degrade the existing visual character of the site or surroundings. Please see Responses to Comments A-5-

11, E-53, E-90 for additional discussions on the project’s aesthetic impacts. 

Response to Comment C-156-15 

The DEIR identifies Impact TRANS-2 at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection as a 

significant and unavoidable impact because the intersection is located in Berkeley. City of Oakland, as 

lead agency for this EIR, does not have jurisdiction at this intersection. Since the mitigation measure 

would need to be approved and implemented by City of Berkeley, the DEIR identifies the impact as 

significant and unavoidable. As shown in Table 5-22 of the DEIR, Impact TRANS-2 is identified as 

significant and unavoidable under all studied alternatives, except Alternative 5 (No Project Alternative).  

As stated in the comment, the mitigation measure at this intersection would include elimination of up to 

six on-street parking spaces. However, as described in Response to Comment A-2-6, the updated 

intersection design would result in a net loss of three parking spaces. Regardless, as described on page 

4.3-56 of the DEIR, parking is not considered a CEQA issue. 

Response to Comment C-156-16 

The comment states that the conclusions in the DEIR are not credible, however, no new information is 

provided that would counter the DEIR findings.  

See Master Response M-7 regarding the evaluation of vehicular emissions in the DEIR. 

The CalEEMod and ISCST-3 models were applied to project construction following BAAQMD guidance. 

Applying the model results to the BAAQMD significance thresholds, the DEIR found that during 

construction, community risks and hazard impacts would be significant. Mitigation measures were 

developed to reduce these impacts to below the BAAAMQD significance threshold. 
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The CalEEMod was used to quantify operational emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases. 

Assumptions and methods used with the CalEEMod program are discussed in detail in Chapter 4.5 of the 

DEIR. The CalEEMod is a computer model, and there is no listing of “calculations” available beyond the 

model output. Documentation of the calculation method is included in the model user’s guide.
24

 The 

output of the CalEEMod is provided in Appendix L of the DEIR. See Master Response M-7. 

Response to Comment C-156-17 

See Master Response M-7. 

See Response to Comment C-156-16 regarding calculations of impacts. 

See Master Response M-7 regarding impacts on sensitive receptors. The DEIR examined worst-case 

health risks for the closest receptors during construction and operation. Impacts at sensitive receptors 

would be less than that at the worst-case location. 

See Master Responses M-6, M-7, and M-8 regarding cumulative impacts. 

Response to Comment C-156-18 

Please see Responses to Comments C-156-3 and E-127. 

Response to Comment C-156-19 

Regarding the potential for the project to cause blight in the neighborhood, please see Master Response 

M-6. As far as protesting the views of people who commented at the public hearing (or in any other 

forum), that is not germane to the adequacy of the DEIR, which is the focus and purpose of this 

Responses to Comments document, and no response is necessary. 

  

                                                           
24  Environ International Corp., California Emissions Estimator Model Users Guide, February 2011. 
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Response to Comment C-157-1 

The traffic impact analysis completed for the DEIR conservatively assumes that all project-generated 

traffic would use College and Claremont Avenues to access the project site. This is a conservative 

assumption because it would identify the most number of significant impacts (See Master Response M-5 

for more details). It does not assign any traffic volumes to the section of Alcatraz Avenue between 

College and Claremont Avenues, because considering the location of the project driveways and the 

direction of approach to the project site, it is not expected that drivers would use the segment of Alcatraz 

Avenue between College and Claremont Avenues to access the project site. Also see Master Response M-

3 regarding potential traffic circulating for available parking space. 

Comment Letter C-157  
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As stated in the comment, trucks belonging to Safeway’s vendors currently use the segment of Alcatraz 

Avenue between College and Claremont Avenues located in the City of Berkeley. Since this segment of 

Alcatraz Avenue is a public street and trucks can physically navigate the street, the City of Berkeley 

cannot prohibit trucks from using the street. However, Safeway’s delivery trucks are instructed to not use 

this segment of Alcatraz Avenue. Neither City of Oakland nor Safeway has control over vendors’ trucks 

or other commercial delivery trucks in the area. Also, see Comment C-135-4 and Responses to Comments 

C-159-1 and C-159-5 regarding truck traffic generated by the proposed project. 

Mitigation Measures TRANS-2 and TRANS-3, which would install left-turn lanes on northbound and 

southbound College Avenue at Alcatraz Avenue and signalize the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection, respectively, would mitigate the project impacts at Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue and 

Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersections. However, as shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-

18, even though Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 would reduce the delay at the Alcatraz Avenue/College 

Avenue intersection, the intersection would continue to operate at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F. The 

decision to install either or both of these mitigation measures is at the discretion of City of Berkeley. If 

City of Berkeley agreed to implement these mitigation measures, then the impacts would be reduced to a 

less-than-significant level. 

In addition, the DEIR identifies traffic intrusion on residential streets as a non-CEQA quality-of-life issue 

and recommends Improvement Measure TRANS-3 to monitor and, if necessary, implement traffic 

calming strategies on residential streets in the vicinity of the project site, including Alcatraz Avenue 

between College and Claremont Avenues, in consultation with local residents and in accordance with all 

legal requirements. See Master Response M-5 for a more detailed discussion of traffic intrusion on 

residential streets. 

Response to Comment C-157-2 

As stated in the comment, the proposed project parking supply would not meet City of Oakland’s zoning 

code requirements. As shown in Tables 4.3-21 and 4.3-22, parking generated by the retail and restaurant 

components of the project were considered in determining the required parking supply per City Zoning 

Ordinance and parking demand for the project. In addition, the parking analyses presented in the DEIR 

also include employee parking demand and account for loss on on-street parking. 

See Response to Comment C-178-7 regarding on-street parking on College Avenue. Also see Master 

Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of parking at the site and on surrounding streets. 

Response to Comment C-157-3 

Regarding the shade that would be created by the project, please see Response to Comment C-32-1. 

Regarding the effect on hillside views, please see Response to Comment E-86. 

There is no evidence the project would cause a lack of light in the area. The project would be comparable 

in height to many nearby buildings, and would be shorter than a number of neighboring buildings. With a 

height of two stories, comparing the project to a skyscraper is not a valid comparison. The comment about 

a tunnel effect is also addressed in Response to Comment C-32-1. 
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Response to Comment C-158-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

The applicant will be required to implement the traffic mitigation measures identified in Section 4.3 of the 

DEIR to the extent approved by the City of Berkeley. See Master Response M-5 for analysis of traffic 

intrusion in residential streets and a revised Improvement Measure TRANS-3 that includes monitoring of 

traffic conditions and potential strategies to reduce traffic volumes on residential streets if necessary. 
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Comment Letter C-159, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment C-159-1 

The comment references a survey of truck activity at the project site that the commenter conducted. See 

responses to the specific points of the letter below. In preparing responses to this comment letter, the 

survey of truck activity has not been independently verified (and in fact there appear to be some 

discrepancies). However, for the sake of analysis, the responses assume that all data is correct. 

Response to Comment C-159-2 

The comment is consistent with the Truck Access and Circulation discussion provided on page 4.3-112 of 

the DEIR. The City Municipal Code requires three loading docks for the proposed Safeway store. 

However, the proposed project would provide two loading docks which would require a zoning variance. 

Generally, truck loading in and of itself is not a CEQA impact, except where secondary impacts are 

identified. 

The existing Safeway store provides one loading dock. The truck traffic data presented in Exhibit A of the 

comment letter would indicate that trucks are at times queued to use the existing single loading dock. 

During the weeklong data collection period, there was only one instance, lasting about 15 minutes, when 

the number of queued trucks exceeded one (i.e., two trucks were waiting to use the loading dock). Thus, 

except for one 15-minute period during the weeklong data collection, two docks would have been 

sufficient to accommodate the large trucks serving the existing store. Although the proposed store would 

be larger than the existing store, the number of trucks required to serve the store are not expected to 

increase proportionally because: 

 The current store does not have much storage area, which requires frequent truck visits. The 

proposed store would have more storage area, reducing the need for frequent truck visits. 

 Safeway currently uses one truck to serve three stores in one visit. Safeway is planning to change 

its distribution strategy to serve two stores in one truck visit.  

Thus, the two loading docks at the proposed store are expected to meet the majority of the truck demand 

(See Comments C-135-3 and C-135-4 for more detail).  

Also note that smaller vendor trucks serving Safeway would use the upper level surface lot to complete 

their deliveries. In addition, the ground-level parking garage would provide space for truck loading/ 

unloading for the retail and restaurant components of the project in the south end of the garage just west 

of the south driveway on Claremont Avenue. 

Response to Comment C-159-3 

The comment correctly identifies that the proposed project would require a variance for providing two 

loading docks rather than the three required by City Municipal Code Section 17.116.140 (DEIR, page 4.3-

112).  

The survey of truck traffic presented in Exhibit A of the comment letter would indicate that the highest 

number of trucks entering and/or exiting the Safeway driveways during the weekday or Saturday peak 

hours is three trucks, which may at times exceed the existing loading space, and would exceed the 

proposed two loading spaces. However, as stated on page 4.3-106 of the DEIR, truck access and 

circulation does not relate to an environmental transportation impact under CEQA, and is discussed in the 

DEIR for informational purposes and to aid the public and decision makers in considering the merits of 
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the project. See Response to Comment C-159-5 for reasons why trucks circulating and waiting for an 

available loading dock would not result in a significant impact. 

Response to Comment C-159-4 

The comment incorrectly identifies the deficit of 17 employee parking spaces in addition to the customer 

parking deficit. The DEIR identifies the overall parking deficit and the employee parking deficit as a 

subset of the overall parking deficit. As shown in Table 4.3-21, the project site would have 15 fewer 

spaces than required by the City of Oakland Zoning Ordinance. Master Response M-3 presents a more 

detailed analysis of project parking demand than presented in the DEIR. The overall peak project parking 

demand is estimated to exceed the project parking supply by 41 spaces on weekdays and 63 spaces on 

Saturdays. As stated in the comment, the peak Safeway employee parking demand on both weekdays and 

Saturdays would exceed the 27 parking spaces provided in the upper level parking lot by 17 parking 

spaces. 

The parking deficit in the upper level parking lot would not affect truck loading docks because the 

loading docks would continue to be available for truck deliveries and the upper level surface lot would 

also be available for truck loading even if the upper level parking lot is at capacity. Based on the truck 

loading data provided in Exhibit A of the comment letter, the maximum number of trucks at the site 

during the weekday or Saturday peak hours is three, which may exceed the two loading docks provided in 

the upper level parking lot at times, but is not expected to result in any significant impacts. Also see 

Response to Comment C-159-5. 

Response to Comment C-159-5 

Even if the existing Safeway generated more truck traffic or the proposed project generated more truck 

trips than estimated in the DEIR; the higher number of trucks would not affect the traffic impact analysis 

completed for the DEIR. The traffic impact analysis completed for the DEIR assumes that two percent of 

all traffic at the study intersections are trucks, which corresponds to about 10 trucks entering and exiting 

the site during the weekday PM peak hour and 12 trucks entering and exiting the site during the Saturday 

PM peak hour. The survey of truck traffic presented in Exhibit A of the comment letter would indicate 

that the highest number of trucks entering and/or exiting the Safeway driveways during the weekday or 

Saturday peak hours is three trucks. Thus, trucks generated by project operation would need to increase 

by 300 to 400 percent in order to exceed the DEIR assumptions on which the traffic impact analysis was 

based (i.e., two percent of all traffic corresponding to 10 weekday PM peak hour trucks and 12 Saturday 

PM peak hour trucks). Considering that the number of trucks serving the proposed project is not expected 

to increase that much, truck traffic generated by the proposed project is not expected to impact traffic 

operations beyond the impacts identified in the DEIR. 

The air quality impact analysis related to truck traffic delivering items to the proposed store is discussed 

on pages 4.4-20 and 4.4-21 in the DEIR. The projection of additional trucks is not based on the existing 

activity at the store, but rather on the distribution strategy changes projected for the proposed project 

provided by the project applicant (noted above in Response to Comment C-159-2; also see Master 

Response 1). Both the noise analysis and the air quality analysis note that the larger store would generate 

additional truck traffic, but not in proportion to the existing store. With the project, there would be three 

or four daily Safeway trucks utilizing the loading dock. Small vendor truck trips would be approximately 

five per day, and semi-sized non-Safeway truck deliveries would be about two or three per week. 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 reduced from existing conditions. 

This would be a less-than-significant impact.  
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Response to Comment C-160-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

 

 

Response to Comment C-161-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

The comment raises the possibility that Safeway would close the existing store if the current proposal 

were denied. This is not currently anticipated, and as a result, was not contemplated in the evaluation of 

the No Project Alternative. 

Comment Letter C-160  
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Response to Comment C-162-1 

As stated in the comment, the DEIR assigns few project-generated automobile trips to 63
rd

 Street (about 

four percent of total new trips), and does not identify any significant impacts on 63
rd

 Street. As described 

on page 4.3-117 of the DEIR, the analysis assigns the majority of the project-generated traffic on major 

arterials serving the project site, such as College and Claremont Avenues. This is a conservative 

assumption because the significance criteria used to determine if the project would result in a significant 

impact are based on the physical capacity of intersections (see page 4.3-54 of the DEIR). Considering the 

relatively low current traffic volumes on residential streets, such as 63
rd

 Street (the traffic volume on 

63
rd

 Street is currently about 60 vehicles during the weekday PM peak hour and 70 vehicles during the 

Saturday peak hour), even if the majority of the project-generated traffic were assigned to 63
rd

 Street and 

other residential streets in the area, the traffic volumes would not meet the thresholds set by City of 

Oakland’s Significance Criteria, and no significant impacts would be identified. In addition, assigning 

project traffic to 63
rd

 Street or other residential streets would reduce the project traffic volumes assigned 

to the major streets in the area and potentially eliminate the identified significant impacts and potential 

mitigation measures on College and Claremont Avenues. Thus, the assumptions used for traffic analysis 

in the DEIR are conservative in that they identify the most number of potential impacts and mitigation 

measures that would improve traffic operations on the major streets serving the project site.  

Furthermore, although the project site currently provides a driveway opposite 63
rd

 Street and intersections 

along College Avenue are congested through peak periods, the majority of traffic generated by the 

existing Safeway store nevertheless uses College and Claremont Avenues (not 63
rd

 Street) to travel to and 

from the site. Based on the existing intersection traffic volumes shown on Figure 4.3-8 of the DEIR, less 

than two percent of the traffic entering and exiting the project site (corresponding to about five weekday 

and seven Saturday PM peak hour vehicles) currently directly enters from or exits to 63
rd

 Street, despite 

the current congestion along College Avenue. 

In addition, as described in the Neighborhood Traffic Intrusion subsection on page 4.3-117 and Master 

Response M-5, the DEIR acknowledges that traffic generated by the proposed project may use residential 

streets in the area as a cut-through route to divert from the potential congestion on College, Claremont, 

and Alcatraz Avenues. Since neighborhood traffic intrusion would not exceed the capacity of the 

residential streets, it would not result in a significant impact based on the City of Oakland’s significance 

criteria. Although not identified as a significant impact under CEQA, the DEIR identifies traffic intrusion 

on residential streets as a non-CEQA quality-of-life issue and recommends Improvement Measure 

TRANS-3 to monitor and, if necessary, implement traffic calming strategies on residential streets, 

including 63
rd

 Street, in the vicinity of the project site in consultation with local residents and in 

accordance with all legal requirements.  

Response to Comment C-162-2 

See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which would reconfigure 

the 63
rd

 Street/ College Avenue intersection and implement the modifications suggested in this comment. 
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Response to Comment C-162-3 

The comment describes the current conditions on 63
rd

 Street. Although it provides more detailed 

information than provided in the DEIR, it is consistent with the DEIR and does not contradict the 

information provided in the DEIR.  

As stated in the comment, the Synchro model assumes that the travel lanes on 63
rd

 Street are 12 feet wide. 

Synchro uses numerous factors such as automobile, bicycle, and pedestrian volumes and physical 

characteristics of the intersection to calculate intersection delay. Street width is one of the least sensitive 

inputs into the model and is generally not used.  

As shown on Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR, the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection currently operates with 

3.0 seconds of overall delay and 40.6 seconds of delay for the stop-controlled eastbound movement 

during the weekday PM peak hour and it operates with 3.1 seconds of overall delay with 30.2 seconds of 

delay for the eastbound movement during the weekday PM peak hour. Reducing the width of the travel 

lanes on 63
rd

 Street to nine feet would not change these results. 

Response to Comment C-162-4 

The comment states that most traffic turning between 63
rd

 Street and College Avenue is cut-through 

traffic based on the commenter’s experience. The revised project, as described and analyzed in Chapter 2 

of this FEIR, would modify the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate the left-turns from 

northbound College Avenue to 63
rd

 Street and from 63
rd

 Street to northbound College Avenue, which 

would reduce the potential for cut-through traffic on 63
rd

 Street.  

Response to Comment C-162-5 

College Avenue is currently congested as the major intersections on College Avenue operate at 

unacceptable LOS E or LOS F during the peak hours as shown on Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR. However, as 

stated in the comment, the majority of traffic generated by the existing Safeway store use College Avenue 

to travel to and from the site. Based on the existing intersection traffic volumes shown on Figure 4.3-8 of 

the DEIR, less than two percent of the traffic entering and exiting the project site currently uses 

63
rd

 Street. However, based on the trip distribution developed for the project, the DEIR conservatively 

assumes that four percent of the future traffic generated by the proposed project would use 63
rd

 Street. See 

response to comment C-161-1 regarding reasons for assigning minimal project-generated traffic on 

63
rd

 Street.  

The comment incorrectly states that the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection currently operates at LOS 

F. As shown in Table 4.3-6, the stop-controlled side-street movement at the intersection currently 

operates at LOS E during the weekday PM peak hour and LOS D during the Saturday PM peak hour. The 

addition of project-generated traffic would degrade the intersection to LOS F under Existing Plus Project 

Conditions pursuant to Oakland’s CEQA Thresholds of Significance; however, the proposed project 

would not cause an impact at this intersection under Existing Plus Project because the traffic volume at 

the intersection would not meet the peak hour signal warrant (see footnote 6 in Table 4.3-6). The 

intersection would meet the peak hour signal warrant under 2035 Plus Project conditions. As a result, 

Impact TRANS-13 identifies a significant impact at the intersection under 2035 Plus Project conditions 

and Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 identified installation of a signal to mitigate the impact. However, 
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note that the revised project (see Chapter 2 of this FEIR) would eliminate this impact and the need for the 

mitigations measure. 

Response to Comment C-162-6 

The DEIR (page 4.3-96) acknowledges that Mitigation Measure TRANS-13, which would signalize the 

63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection, would result in negative effects on 63
rd

 Street. Based on the 

significance criteria used by City of Oakland and described on pages 4.3-54 and 4.3-55 of the DEIR, the 

potential negative effects on 63
rd

 Street are not considered significant impacts under CEQA. Nevertheless, 

considering the negative effects on traffic circulation and quality-of-life issues on 63
rd

 Street, the DEIR 

also acknowledges that implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 may not be desirable. Since 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 may not be implemented, the DEIR conservatively identifies the impact 

as significant and unavoidable. However, the revised project would eliminate this impact and the need for 

the mitigations measure. 

Response to Comment C-162-7 

See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which would reconfigure 

the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and implement the modifications suggested in this comment.  

Response to Comment C-162-8 

See Response to Comment C-162-1 regarding the assumptions used for traffic analysis. See Chapter 2 of 

this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which would reconfigure the 

63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and implement the modifications suggested in this comment. 
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Response to Comment C-163-1 

Standard Condition AES-1 would require the use of downward-directed and shielded exterior lighting 

fixtures. This is a standard approach to reducing nighttime glare from lighting, and in thousands of EIRs 

and Initial Studies performed pursuant to CEQA has been found to be adequate mitigation for the 

nighttime lighting effects of new development projects, particularly in urban environments, where a 

degree of nighttime lighting is a necessary and commonly accepted fact of modern life.  

Comment Letter C-163, cont’d. 
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Although ambient light from the store interior would be visible from the west side of College Avenue, it 

would not be a source of glare.
25

 The potential for light to affect residences on 63
rd

 Street would be 

negligible even if there were completely unshielded outdoor lights because a dense canopy of street trees 

lines both sides of the street, which would block such light. Even absent the trees, due to intervening 

buildings the only light path would be down the street, where no residences would be affected. There is 

simply no potential for the proposed project to cause adverse light effects along 63
rd

 Street.  

The wall enclosing the upper employee parking lot would prevent most direct light from vehicle 

headlights from striking adjacent properties, and the landscape trees would provide additional shielding. 

While it is acknowledged that some light from sweeping headlights could strike the upper story of 

neighboring residences, this would not be considered a significant adverse impact, because the light 

would be intermittent and would likely be shielded. There would not be continuous activity in the upper 

parking lot as it would be reserved for Safeway employees, who would arrive and depart at the beginning 

and end of work shifts, but otherwise would generate no vehicular activity in the lot. Deliveries would 

generally occur during daylight hours. Passing headlights from cars occur anywhere there are public 

streets for vehicles, including residential neighborhoods. Briefly passing headlights across a building 

façade do not constitute significant adverse effects on the environment. Nonetheless, the comments are 

noted, and the City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the 

proposed project. 

Regarding the Model Lighting Ordinance, the City of Oakland’s adopted dark sky ordinance does not 

apply to private development projects, like the proposed project, so evaluation of the proposed project’s 

compliance with such an ordinance is a moot point, and not required. 

 

 

                                                           
25  While ambient light generally illuminates of a room or area, glare is bright light that causes discomfort, frequently reflected 

and amplified or focused, or else direct light that affects the eye in such a way that it can interfere with vision. Glare is 

regulated through building codes. 
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Response to Comment C-164-1 

The comment responds to an email that was sent by the project proponent in error. It does not address the 

adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment C-165-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-166-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Please see Response to Comment C-236-1 regarding the other points made in the comment. 

  

Comment Letter C-166  

 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-599 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

 

  

Comment Letter C-167  

 

1 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-600 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

  

Comment Letter C-167, cont’d. 

2 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-601 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

  

Comment Letter C-167, cont’d. 

2 

4 

3 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-602 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

 

Response to Comment C-167-1 

The comment states that “the proposed alternatives listed in the DEIR are not sufficient to bring that 

section of College up to the standards of the policies in the Oakland General Plan, and the more recently 

passed CN1 Zoning Code.” It is not clear if the comment is asserting that one or more of the alternatives 

is not viable because they would not be consistent with the General Plan and applicable zoning, or if the 

alternatives are not desirable for those reasons, or if the zoning and General Plan consistency of the 

alternatives has not been evaluated in sufficient detail. In the latter case, please see Response to Comment 

E-132. Also note that the planning/zoning consistency is addressed in the DEIR for each alternative as 

follows: Alternative 1a on pages 5-17 through 5-18; Alternative 1b on page 5-20; Alternative 2 on page 5-

22; Alternative 2a on page 5-24; Alternative 2b on page 5-26; Alternative 3 on page 5-43; Alternative 4 

on page 5-59; and Alternative 5 on page 5-62. 

If the intent of the comment is that the alternatives are not viable or desirable because they would not be 

consistent with the General Plan and applicable zoning, the uses included in the alternatives would be 

permitted or conditionally permitted uses. The alternatives were formulated at a conceptual design level. 

See Response to Comment E-132.  

The interpretation of the Planning Code will be up to Planning staff, the Planning Commission, and 

possibly the City Council. It is a separate and distinct process from the environmental review that is the 

subject of this EIR. The purpose of the alternatives chapter of the DEIR was to identify alternatives to the 

project that are feasible, meet most of the basic objectives of the proposed project, avoid or lessen one or 

more significant impacts of the project, and don’t have other fatal flaws. It is possible that some of the 

alternatives would or could conflict with one or more Planning Code regulations or General Plan policies. 

If a particular alternative were selected for implementation by the decision makers, it would be subject to 

refinements to the conceptual design presented in the DEIR to render it more compliant with the 

applicable zoning regulations. It should be noted that CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that 

among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site 

suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or 

Comment Letter C-167, cont’d. 
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regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, 

control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site, but stipulates that no one of these factors 

establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives. Thus, while potential conflicts with some 

zoning regulations could occur with one or more alternatives as they are currently formulated, they do not 

necessarily form the sole basis for rejecting these alternatives from further consideration. 

Response to Comment C-167-2 

The comment concurs with the conclusion reached in the DEIR (page 4.1-3) that the proposed project 

would be consistent with the “maintain and enhance” intention of the Neighborhood Center Mixed Use 

classification and the supporting objectives and policies.  

Response to Comment C-167-3 

The comment states the proposed project would improve automobile access to the project site. It does not 

address the adequacy of the DEIR and is therefore noted. The City will consider this input on the 

proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-167-4 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.   
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Response to Comment C-168-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the need for project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1. Regarding the size and scale of 

the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. 

Regarding the potential impact on neighborhood character, please see Response to Comment E-142 and 

Master Response M-9. As discussed in Response to Comment C-80-1, the DEIR acknowledges that 

significant traffic impacts could result from implementation of the project; it also identifies feasible 

mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to less-than-significant levels if the City of Berkeley approves 

the measures. 

Response to Comment C-168-2 

As explained in more detail in Master Response M-9, the proposed Safeway store would not be a 

“megastore.” As discussed in detail in Master Response M-6, there is no evidence that the proposed 

project would adversely affect existing businesses in the vicinity. Furthermore, the store could have a 

beneficial effect on the nearby businesses. As discussed in Response to Comment C-137-3, when the 
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College Avenue Albertson’s grocery store (located about 1,500 feet south of the project site) closed, other 

retail stores in the neighborhood observed a decline in both foot traffic and sales. When the vacant site 

was reoccupied by a Trader Joe’s and Pharmaca, business immediately picked up. Similar beneficial 

effects on neighboring businesses have been observed in San Francisco and Lafayette following the 

introduction of new Whole Foods grocery stores to established retail neighborhoods. 

Response to Comment C-168-3 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-169-1 

The comment responds to an email that was erroneously sent by the project proponent to all parties 

interested in the proposed project, rather than only its supporters, as had been intended. Please see the 

email that comprises Comment C-164. 

Response to Comment C-169-2 

Please see Master Response M-6 regarding the economic impact of the proposed project.  

Response to Comment C-169-3 

The retail spaces on the ground floor would be independent of Safeway, not part of the grocery store. It 

should be noted that Safeway has met with residents about the project numerous times over the past four 

years to try to listen to and respond to their concerns. The applicant redesigned the project in response to a 

number of neighborhood concerns. While it is impossible to please everyone, the company has attempted 

to develop a project tailored to the site and the context of existing development in the vicinity. Regarding 

the characterization of the project as a “megastore,” please see Master Response M-9.  
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Response to Comment C-170-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.   
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Response to Comment C-171-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.   

Comment Letter C-171  
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Response to Comment C-172-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-4-1, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. 

The proposed project is quite different from typical suburban development, as discussed in more detail in 

Response to Comment C-32-1. In fact, the proposed project would do much to rehabilitate the site from a 

suburban, auto-centric model of development to a higher-density, pedestrian-oriented in-fill development, 

with ready access to public transit, located in a well-established neighborhood commercial district—very 

much in keeping with smart growth principles. The modified project block would have up to eight 

walkable street-level storefronts (plus two pedestrian storefront entries to Safeway) where none exist now. 

The project represents infill urban development consistent with the scale of development already present 

in the area, and it would lessen the predominance of the automobile that exists at the current site.  

The consolidation of driveways will increase pedestrian safety, reduce vehicle conflicts, and improve 

traffic flow to and from the site. Regarding the traffic that would be generated by the project, please see 

Response to Comment C-80-1. Regarding the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-

58-1. 
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Response to Comment C-173-1 

The existing traffic congestion on College Avenue noted in the comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of 

the DEIR which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at unacceptable 

LOS E or LOS F during the weekday and Saturday peak hours.  

Four driveways would provide access to the proposed project: One on College Avenue and three on 

Claremont Avenue. The driveway on College Avenue and two driveways on Claremont Avenue would 

serve the ground-level customer parking and the remaining driveway on Claremont Avenue would serve 

the employee parking and the loading docks.  

The purpose of the renderings is to depict the facades of the building to aid decision makers in their 

determination whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of its alternatives. Adding additional 

cars to the renderings would obscure the purpose of the renderings to depict the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-173-2 

See Responses to Comment C-159-1 and C-159-5 regarding truck loading at the project site. In addition, 

the proposed project separates truck loading from customer parking and reduces potential conflicts 

between delivery trucks and customers circulating through the parking garage and/or walking to/from 

their vehicles. 

Response to Comment C-173-3 

The comment states that the traffic analysis presented in the DEIR is flawed. However, no specifics are 

provided. Therefore no specific response can be provided. Master Responses M-1 through M-5 provide 

more analysis of the traffic and parking impacts of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-173-4 

In fact, the project would conform to all zoning regulations, with variances for 15 parking spaces and one 

loading space. Please see Master Response M-9 for additional discussions on the project’s consistency 

with zoning.  

Regarding development of the project site with a mixed-use project, the DEIR does evaluate three 

different mixed-use alternatives, including one with 5,000 square feet of commercial office space 

Comment Letter C-173, cont’d. 
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(Alternative 2a), one with 40 residential apartments (Alternative 1a), and one with 54 senior housing units 

(Alternative 1b). However, none sufficiently satisfies the objectives of the project sponsor, as discussed in 

the DEIR in Chapter 5. The comment cites examples of other developments, referencing the “affirmation 

of the block.” It should be noted that the proposed project would also be constructed to the sidewalk, and 

would entail a type and design of development that is intended to “affirm” neighboring blocks and the 

opposite side of College Avenue from the site (and intentionally departs from the existing auto-centric 

orientation of the project site). For additional discussion on the proposed project’s compatibility with the 

neighborhood, please see Master Responses M-9. 

Response to Comment C-173-5 

Please see Master Response M-6 for a detailed discussion on the proposed project’s potential economic 

effects on existing businesses in the area. 
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Response to Comment C-174-1 

The comment consists primarily of expressing support of the project and concurrence with conclusions 

presented in the DEIR regarding the land use and aesthetic compatibility of the project with surrounding 

development, and no response is necessary. Regarding the comment pertaining to the elimination of the 

garage entrance on College Avenue, Alternative 3 – Full Project with No Curb Cut on College Avenue 

was evaluated in the DEIR, which found that, unlike the proposed project, it would result in a significant 

and unavoidable impact to the College/Claremont intersection, for which there is no feasible mitigation 

(DEIR, pages 5-27, 5-28, and 5-35). Other transportation impacts were determined to be similar to those 

of the proposed project. 

Comment Letter 174, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment C-175-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

The commenter also expresses support for the public participation process, of which this FEIR document 

is part. Regarding statements of general opposition, support, or opinions about the design of the building, 

interested parties may voice their opinions at the CUP hearings.  
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Response to Comment C-176-1 

Regarding the potential impact on neighborhood businesses, please see Master Response M-6. Regarding 

the potential impact on neighborhood character, please see Response to Comment E-142 and Master 

Response M-9. Real estate transactions between willing private sellers and buyers do not constitute 

environmental issues subject to review under CEQA. The City will consider the comment opposing the 

project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-176-2 

There is no evidence that the project would cause an adverse effect on property values. In any event, this 

is not an environmental issue subject to review under CEQA. 
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Response to Comment C-176-3 

The concerns about impacts on neighborhood character and businesses were addressed above. Please see 

Response to Comment C-176-1. Regarding traffic, as discussed in Response to Comment C-80-1, the 

DEIR acknowledges that significant traffic impacts could result from implementation of the project; it 

also identifies mitigation measures to reduce all but one of the impacts to less-than-significant levels if the 

City of Berkeley approves the measures (the remaining significant and unavoidable impact, at 63
rd

 Street/ 

College Avenue, is eliminated by the revised project). The City will consider the comment opposing the 

project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

 

 

Response to Comment C-177-1 

Please see Response to Comment C-176-1. 
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Response to Comment C-177-2 

Please see Response to Comment C-176-2. 

Response to Comment C-177-3 

Please see Response to Comment C-176-3. The proposed project differs from the Safeway store in 

Pleasanton. The proposed project includes pedestrian walkways and is intended to enhance the visual 

quality of the site. It will in fact result in the conversion of an existing parking lot into an enclosed 

structure, which can reasonably be considered a visual improvement over existing conditions. No park 

exists on the project site. The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action 

on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-178-1 

The site is located on a street developed with scores of retail businesses on a site that is zoned for 

commercial use. The DEIR states and considers the fact that residential uses are adjacent to the site on the 

north and east.  

Regarding the pedestrian-oriented zoning of the site, as discussed in Master Response M-9, the project 

would be consistent with the site zoning. Regarding the project’s compatibility with the pedestrian-

oriented shopping district in which it is located, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, E-53, and 

Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment C-178-2 

As noted in the comment, the project would not result in significant construction noise or traffic impacts 

(see DEIR pages 4.3-100 and 4.6-14 to 4.6-16). There is therefore no basis under CEQA for imposing 

mitigation requirements on the applicant for these impacts. The size of the project would be compliant 

with the current zoning. 

The project driveways are designed to provide adequate sight distance for drivers exiting the site to see 

pedestrians on the sidewalks and for pedestrians on the sidewalks to see automobiles exiting the garage. 

Therefore, the garage driveways are not expected to require audio or visual warning devices. 

Regarding traffic noise, the project would increase traffic in the site vicinity by a maximum of 10 percent. 

It has been demonstrated, and is a commonly accepted fact by noise experts, that approximately a 

doubling of vehicle traffic is required before a perceptible increase in noise (3 dBA) occurs. As discussed 

on page 4.6-16 of the DEIR, traffic from the project would increase ambient noise by approximately 0.4 

dBA, which is below the threshold of human hearing, and well below the 5-dBA threshold of significance 

for permanent project noise increases. 

Response to Comment C-178-3 

As noted in the comment, the collision data presented in the DEIR is based on the California Statewide 

Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) data compiled by the California Highway Patrol (CHP). All 

local jurisdictions, including Cities of Berkeley and Oakland, provide all reported collision data on their 

local streets to CHP on regular basis. Therefore, the data presented in the DEIR includes all collisions 

reported in the study area. 

Response to Comment C-178-4 

The comment is consistent with the DEIR in that 43 collisions were reported on College Avenue between 

Alcatraz and Claremont Avenues and on Claremont Avenue between College and Claremont Avenues 

combined; and that College Avenue has the highest rate of collisions per mile for bicyclists in City of 

Oakland. 

Based on significance criteria established by City of Oakland, a project would cause a significant impact 

if it would substantially increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians due to a 

design feature or incompatible uses (bullet 10 on page 4.3-55). Based on the analysis summarized in the 

DEIR on pages 4.3-100 through 4.3-102, the proposed project and its mitigation measures are consistent 

with the applicable design guidelines and latest design standards and do not include design features that 

would increase hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. In addition, the project uses would 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-625 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

not be incompatible with the surrounding areas as it is a retail use in a commercial area. Also see Master 

Response M-4 for more detail on safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and automobiles. 

Response to Comment C-178-5 

As stated in the comment, parking spaces between the two Safeway driveways on southbound Claremont 

Avenue are designated for casual carpooling passenger loading from 6:00 AM to 9:00 AM on weekdays. 

The construction and operation of the proposed project would not interfere with casual carpooling. These 

parking spaces on Claremont Avenue would continue to be designated for casual carpooling during 

weekday morning.  

Response to Comment C-178-6 

The comment is consistent with the DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-178-7 

As stated in the comment and on page 4.3-108 of the DEIR, the proposed project without the mitigation 

measures would result in a net increase of one on-street parking space. The potential parking loss from the 

mitigation measures were not included in this total because it is not certain that the mitigation measures 

would be implemented. However, the following mitigation measures may result in additional loss of on-

street parking: 

 The DEIR conservatively estimated that Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 at the Alcatraz 

Avenue/College Avenue intersection may result in loss of up to six parking spaces depending on 

the design of the improvements at the intersection. However, based on the latest design for the 

intersection, the parking loss would be three spaces. Note that the intersection is located in the 

City of Berkeley and the decision to reconfigure the intersection and change the parking supply is 

with City of Berkeley. 

 The DEIR also identified that Mitigation Measure TRANS-17A may result in loss of up to two 

parking spaces on the west side of College Avenue at 63
rd

 Street due to installation of pedestrian 

bulbouts. The revised project, as described and analyzed in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR would 

reconfigure this intersection and either provide a center island or bulbouts on the west side of the 

street that would not eliminate any on-street parking spaces. 

Thus, only Mitigation Measure TRAN-2, if implemented, would result in loss of three on-street parking 

spaces. 

In addition, Improvement Measure TRANS-2 recommends installing parking meters along project 

frontage on Claremont Avenue, which would increase the revenue from on-street parking for City of 

Oakland. 

Also, see Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of parking supply and demand. 

Response to Comment C-178-8 

The comment is consistent with the DEIR findings. As stated in the comment, the proposed project would 

reduce the ratio of project square footage to parking space at the site. The proposed project would also 

provide 15 fewer spaces than required by the City’s zoning requirements as shown in Table 4.3-21 for all 

components of the project. The DEIR, on page 4.3-111, also acknowledges that parking demand from the 
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proposed project may spill over to the adjacent residential streets and Improvement Measure TRANS-2 

includes strategies to reduce the potential for parking spillover. Also see Master Response M-3 for more 

detail. 

Response to Comment C-178-9 

Parking demand at any site can vary from day-to-day. The difference between the parking observations in 

the comment and the parking observations reported in the DEIR are within the expected range of day-to-

day variability. See Master Response M-3 for a more detailed survey of existing parking occupancies. 

Although the on-site parking demand on the particular days observed in the comment may be higher than 

the current parking demand reported in the DEIR, the conclusions of the parking analysis presented in the 

DEIR remain the same. The estimated parking demand generated by the proposed project would exceed 

the project parking supply on the particular days noted during peak periods. However, as described in 

Master Response M-3, the parking deficit would not result in secondary significant impacts. 

Response to Comment C-178-10 

As shown on Figure 4.3-10 of the DEIR, about 108 bicycles were observed on College Avenue, adjacent 

to the project site, during the weekday PM peak hour. This is based on a count of all bicycles during the 

peak hour. The bicycle count stated in the comment is based on a seven minute sample. Considering the 

statistical variability of bicycle volumes in a single hour, the discrepancy in the number of bicyclists 

between the DEIR and the comment is within the expected range of day-to-day variability. In addition, it 

is not clear if the bicycles counted by the commenter consist of only bicycles along College Avenue or if 

it also includes bicycles on the side streets. 

In addition, the proposed project includes a number of features to discourage driving and encourage 

pedestrian and bicycle activity. See Response to Comment A-2-2 for more detail. Also see Master 

Response M-4 regarding bicycle safety. 

Response to Comment C-178-11 

As stated in the comment and shown in Table 4.3-19 of the DEIR, the additional traffic generated by the 

proposed project would increase the travel times along College Avenue. Emergency vehicles would 

continue to operate similar to current conditions and other urban areas as they would continue to be 

allowed to travel through red signals, drive on the opposite side of the street, and other vehicles are 

required to pull to the side of the street to allow emergency vehicles to proceed.  Therefore, this is not 

considered a significant impact under CEQA. 

Response to Comment C-178-12 

As discussed in detail in Master Response M-9, the size of the project would be well below that allowed 

by the General Plan and applicable zoning regulations. 
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Response to Comment C-179-1 

Regarding the number of project opponents versus the number of supporters, this is not relevant to an 

objective consideration of the environmental effects of the project, and no response is necessary. 

With implementation of required mitigation measures and standard conditions identified in the DEIR, the 

project would not result in any significant air quality or noise impacts, as discussed in detail in DEIR 

Sections 4.4 and 4.6, respectively. Under the revised project (see Chapter 2 of this FEIR), all impacts 

could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, if the City of Berkeley implements those mitigations 

under its jurisdiction. 
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Response to Comment C-180-1 

The comment describes the demographics of the neighborhood, and notes the importance of safety to the 

residents. The comment requests that Safeway should submit an in-depth review of criminal activity in 

the area. However, as noted on page 61 of the Initial Study, 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. There is no reason to expect that the proposed project would result in an 

increase in crime in the area, and there was no basis for requiring Safeway to submit an in-depth review 

of criminal activity in the area. 

Comment Letter C-180, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment C-180-2 

With the exceptions of requested variances to the parking and loading requirements, the proposed project 

would be consistent with the applicable zoning regulations. For a more detailed discussion of how the 

project would comply with the zoning requirements, please see Master Response M-9. Regarding the 

request to interview residents living within a quarter-mile of the project, there is no requirement under 

CEQA for a lead agency to conduct such interviews. However, the City provided a 46-day public review 

period and conducted two public hearings on the DEIR, during which any interested resident could submit 

comments on the adequacy of the DEIR. This Final EIR presents responses to every comment that was 

submitted to the City during the public review period. As discussed in Responses to Comments E-90 and 

E-134, residents may also convey their support of or opposition to the project at the public hearing on the 

Conditional Use Permits for the project. 

Response to Comment C-180-3 

See Response to Comment C-178-3 regarding the collision data reported in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-180-4 

Travel times on a corridor can vary from day to day due to a variety of factors, such as traffic volumes, 

number of pedestrian crossings, whether buses block traffic when loading/unloading passengers, and 

other factors. The typical travel time on southbound College Avenue stated in the comment is consistent 

with the existing travel times shown in Table 4.3-19 of the DEIR. The maximum travel time on 

southbound College Avenue stated in the comment is higher than the existing travel times in Table 4.3-

19, but it is within the day-to-day variability in travel time expected on College Avenue. 

Response to Comment C-180-5 

The DEIR did not analyze conditions on a Saturday with football games at UC Berkeley’s California 

Memorial Stadium because football games occur about five or six times a year and do not represent 

typical operating conditions. However, considering that most intersections currently operate at or near 

capacity on non-game Saturdays, additional traffic generated by a football game are not expected to 

change the results of the analysis. 

See Response to Comment C-178-11 regarding emergency access. 

As stated in the comment, the DEIR shows current on-street parking demand during typical weekday and 

Saturday conditions when parking demand generated by the proposed project is expected to peak. The 

comment also summarizes a number of detailed characteristics of existing residential streets, including 

on-street parking, that were not provided in the DEIR. These observations are noted; however, they would 

not change the conclusions of the parking analysis presented in the DEIR.  

See Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of parking demand at the project site. 

Note that all public streets are considered public right-of-way where the general public has access and 

ability to park. 

Also see Response to Comment C-180-6. 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-634 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

Response to Comment C-180-6 

The proposed project is designed based on the latest design standards and guidelines. It is consistent with 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements and will be accessible for all users of the site. Also 

see Master Response M-4 regarding pedestrian safety.  

Response to Comment C-180-7 

As discussed on page 61 of the Initial Study, 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. Therefore, no significant adverse crime-related impacts or 

impacts on the Police Department are projected. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-181-1 

Regarding the compatibility of the project with the existing character of the neighborhood, please see 

Response to Comment E-142 and Master Response M-9. Regarding the reference to suburbia, please see 

Responses to Comments C-32-1 and C-247-3. Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see 

Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. Regarding the need for the 

project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1.  

Response to Comment C-181-2 

The City of Oakland is currently planning on implementing Class 3 arterial bike routes along College 

Avenue in the near future. In addition, The City of Oakland Bicycle Master Plan identifies Claremont 

Avenue as a future Class 2 bicycle lane facility. However, there are currently no plans to implement this 
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improvement. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR on pages 4.3-100 through 4.3-103, the 

proposed project is not required to implement these on-street bicycle improvements. 

The proposed project would provide more than twice the required amount of short-term (i.e., customer) 

bicycle parking. The bicycle parking is dispersed throughout the site and on sidewalks adjacent to the 

project site, ensuring that convenient bicycle parking is provided for customers of Safeway and other 

project components. 

Response to Comment C-181-3 

See Response to Comment C-176-1. The owner of Chimes Pharmacy sold his business to Safeway; and 

will become part of the Safeway Pharmacy team. The comment does not address an issue subject to 

review under CEQA. 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.  

 

 

Response to Comment C-182-1 

See Response to Comment A-2-5 regarding bicycle lanes on Claremont Avenue. Also see Response to 

Comment A-2-1 regarding some of the pedestrian and bicycle features of the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-182-2 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 consists of signalizing the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection because the proposed project would cause a significant impact at the intersection based on the 

intersection meeting Caltrans peak hour signal warrant as stated in the significance criteria used in the 

DEIR (page 4.3-54). The intersection currently satisfies the Caltrans peak hour signal warrant and would 

continue to do so regardless of the proposed project. 

The City of Berkeley is responsible for approving and implementing this mitigation measure. The DEIR 

summarizes the benefits and negative effects of the mitigation measure. The DEIR identifies the impact as 

significant and unavoidable because City of Oakland, as lead agency, does not have jurisdiction at the 

intersection. The City of Berkeley may decide to not implement this mitigation measure.  

Response to Comment C-182-3 

See Response to Comment C-181-1. 

Response to Comment C-182-4 

See Response to Comment C-181-2. 

Response to Comment C-182-5 

The proposed project is quite different from typical suburban development, as discussed in more detail in 

Response to Comment C-32-1. In fact, the proposed project would do much to rehabilitate the site from a 

suburban, auto-centric model of development to a higher-density, pedestrian-oriented in-fill development, 

with ready access to public transit, located in a well-established neighborhood commercial district—very 

much in keeping with smart growth principles. The modified project block would have up to eight 

walkable street-level storefronts (plus two pedestrian storefront entries to Safeway) where none exist now. 

The project represents compact urban development consistent with the scale of development already 

present in the area, and it would lessen the predominance of the automobile that exists at the current site. 

For additional discussion on the project’s size and scale, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-

31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. 
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Response to Comment C-183-1 

As discussed on page 4.4-21 of the DEIR, the proposed project would increase truck deliveries by just 

one truck trip per day. A commenter conducted a survey of existing truck deliveries as Comment Letter 

C-159. Please refer to responses to that letter. The reason the store size can be doubled without doubling 

the number of delivery trips is due to how most goods are delivered to Safeway’s stores. The majority of 

Safeway’s products are delivered to stores in the area by means of large trucks dispatched from Safeway’s 

distribution center in Tracy. A single truck leaving the Tracy distribution center usually will deliver goods 

to more than one Safeway store in a single trip, depending on a variety of factors, including the overall 

size of each store being served and the “back room” storage capacity of each store. Safeway delivery 

trucks will typically transport a load of one type of product, such as frozen foods, dairy, non-perishables, 

etc., and deliver the products to multiple stores. This distribution model is typically mirrored by other 

vendors (such as Coca-Cola, Pepsi, or providers of baked goods) delivering products to Safeway stores 

via smaller trucks and the occasional large truck. Generally speaking, just because a store is larger does 

not mean that it will receive more truck deliveries in a single day; instead, its larger size means that more 

space within a particular delivery truck will be reserved for goods destined for that store. Thus, even 

though the proposed project would result in an enlarged Safeway store, that increase in size would not 

lead to a proportionate increase in the frequency of truck deliveries to the site. Instead, while the number 

of trucks visiting the store would increase slightly, the majority of the increase in product delivery volume 

would be accommodated by allocating more space for the College Avenue Safeway in the delivery trucks 

that are already serving the store. 

Comment Letter C-183  
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Response to Comment C-183-2 

The air quality analyses models included any potential increase in emissions that may be generated by 

vehicles idling around the project site. The DEIR concluded the project would not have a potentially 

significant impact on air quality. 

Also see Responses to Comments C-1-3 and Master Response M-7. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-184-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-185-1 

The comment in support of the proposed project is noted. The comment implies that vehicle access to the 

site would be via Claremont Avenue only, which is not correct. While there would be a vehicle entrance 

to the site on Claremont Avenue, there would also be one on College Avenue, as discussed on page 3-12 

of the DEIR (and numerous other locations) and shown on Figures 3-8 and 3-10. The entrance is also 

depicted at the far right of the lower rendering of the project shown on Figure 3-15. The traffic impact 

analysis presented in Section 4.3 of the DEIR factors in the presence of the entrance on College Avenue. 

See Alternative 3 starting on page 5-26 of the DEIR for description and analysis of an alternative with no 

vehicular access on College Avenue.  Also see Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the 

revised project which would reconfigure the project vehicular access on College Avenue opposite 63
rd

 

Street. 

 

 

Response to Comment C-186-1 

Response to Comment C-156-3 delineates the public notification for Oakland projects. Regarding mailed 

notices to Oakland residents, the City obtains information on property owners from the County Assessor’s 

Office. Therefore, tenants and others who are not the property owner of record would not have received a 

notice. Notices were also mailed to any Berkeley residents who had previously submitted comments on 

Comment Letter C-185  
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the project to the City and/or requested to be included in future mailings about the project. In addition, 

enlarged notices were posted at the site and in the surrounding neighborhoods on telephone poles. The 

commenter expresses concern about air quality, traffic, and economic impacts of the proposed project, but 

identifies no deficiencies in the DEIR. As a statement of opposition to the proposed project, the City will 

consider this input on the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment C-187-1 

The proposed project is not a big-box development as discussed in more detail in Response to Comment 

C-11-4 and Master Response M-9, nor would it be triple the size of the existing store (62,167 square feet 

versus 24,260 square feet). The design of the project has been specifically tailored to the unusual project 

site and to integrate with the scale and character of the existing neighborhood. The project has been 

revised to try to respond to the concerns expressed by members of the community. The DEIR does 

acknowledge that there would be adverse traffic effects from the project, and identifies measures that, if 

implemented, would reduce the impacts to acceptable levels. 

Response to Comment C-187-2 

The analysis presented in the DEIR is based on existing data collected in the project study area. The 

comment does not state any specific concerns with the existing conditions data.  

The DEIR proposes Mitigation Measures TRANS-2 and TRANS-13 to mitigate the identified significant 

impacts at the Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue and 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersections, 

respectively. City of Berkeley is responsible for approval and implementation of Mitigation Measure 

TRANS-2. See Response to Comment A-2-6 for more detailed design Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 at 

this intersection. 

See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project. The revised project would 

reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate Impact TRANS-13. Therefore, 

Mitigation Measures TRANS-13, which consisted of signalizing the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue 

intersection, is not necessary under the revised project. 

Response to Comment C-187-3 

See Response to Comment A-2-6 regarding the mitigation measure at Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue 

intersection. Note that the proposed left-turn lanes on College Avenue at Alcatraz Avenue would reduce 

delay and improve safety and would benefit all users of the intersections. 

Response to Comment C-187-4 

See Master Response M-4 for a discussion of project impacts on pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Regarding the potential for an increase in crime, please see Responses to Comments C-156-5 and E-8. 

See Master Response M-5 regarding traffic intrusion on residential streets.  

Response to Comment C-187-5 

See Chapter 2 of the FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which would reconfigure 

the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate the need for Mitigation Measure TRANS-13, 

which consisted of signalizing the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection.  
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Response to Comment C-187-6 

The Initial Study evaluated the proposed project for shadows and found that the proposed project would 

result in less-than-significant impacts resulting from shadows (DEIR, Appendix N, pages 17 and 27). 

There is no evidence the project would cause a significant lack of light or air in the area. The project 

would be comparable in height to many nearby buildings, and would be shorter than a number of 

neighboring buildings. The only time the project would cast any shadow over College Avenue would be 

in the morning, and except for a short time during the earliest hours of sunlight, the shadow would not 

extend across the façades of buildings on the west side of the street. Numerous taller buildings already 

line College Avenue, including three-story buildings in the project block. Shadows cast by existing 

development along College Avenue are a commonly accepted component of any development. There is 

no reason why the proposed project would affect light and air any more than the existing development in 

the vicinity. 

The characterizations of Safeway are not environmental issues subject to consideration in the 

environmental review of the project that is the subject of this EIR. However, it should be noted that the 

proposed project has been designed to integrate with the pedestrian-oriented neighborhood, and in fact the 

project will provide new landscaped public places for people to rest, congregate, stroll, and chat (see 

DEIR, pages 3-10 to 3-12 and 3-19). 

Response to Comment C-187-7 

Characterizations of the project sponsor and the preference for local business developers are social issues 

and not environmental issues subject to review under CEQA. However, regarding the potential for the 

retail storefronts to be developed with franchise or chain stores, please see Response to Comment C-97-1. 

Response to Comment C-187-8 

The Initial Study determined that 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. The proposed project therefore would not adversely affect historic resources (see 

CEQA Guidelines 615064.5).  

Aesthetics of design are subjective, and what appeals to one person may not appeal to another. While the 

commenter is entitled to view the proposed design as inferior to that of the existing store, some DEIR 

comments indicate other people hold the opposite view. In any event, while the commenter may not like 

the design of the project, it would be difficult to reasonably argue that the proposed project would 

represent a substantial adverse change in the existing visual quality of the site. The DEIR concluded that 

the project’s aesthetic impacts would be less than significant. The analysis presented in Section 4.2 of the 

DEIR documents that the project would not have any substantial adverse visual impacts, and the comment 

provides no evidence to the contrary. The commenter may express concerns about the project’s design to 

City officials when they conduct design review of the project, which will include a public hearing for 

input from the public.  

Regarding how well the existing building fits into its context, it actually is an auto-centric, suburban-style 

development that is at odds with the pedestrian-oriented rows of retail stores that line neighboring blocks 

of College Avenue. The proposed project, with its strong pedestrian orientation and design that is far 
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more appropriate for the context of the site, represents New Urbanism design far better than the existing 

store. For additional discussion on the pedestrian orientation of the project, please see Responses to 

Comments A-5-11, E-53, and Master Response M-9. Regarding the size and scale of the project, please 

see Responses A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. 

The proposed tower would be approximately 23 feet wide, which would be a small portion of the total 

building façade. In addition to its function as a mechanical tower for the elevators and as an entrance 

lobby into the Safeway store, the tower would provide an architectural element to the project, and would 

break up the roofline and provide visual balance to the wide building. The building across Claremont 

Avenue is 40 feet tall, taller than the roofline of the proposed main building, which would be somewhat 

less than 30 feet tall. With a proposed tower height of 45 feet, just 5 feet taller than the opposite existing 

building, the tower would not dwarf the neighboring building. As demonstrated in the architectural 

renderings presented in the DEIR, and as demonstrated in the to-scale animated movie on the 

http://www.safewayoncollege.com website, the proposed project would be compatible with existing 

neighboring development, and would be shorter than some buildings in close proximity to the site, as well 

as on neighboring blocks of College Avenue. 

  

http://www.safewayoncollege.com/
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Response to Comment C-187-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Comment Letter C-188, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment C-188-2 

The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed 

project. Analyzing the removal of the existing barriers in the residential streets near the project site is 

beyond the scope of this EIR. 

The entrance on College Avenue would remain; please see Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description of the 

revised project’s vehicular access. 

Response to Comment C-188-3 

The comment presents arguments regarding the need for the project and potential unacknowledged 

environmental impacts of the No Project Alternative. The comments pertaining to project opponents are 

not germane to the environmental review that is the subject of this EIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment C-188-4 

The comment provides arguments for why the project would not generate substantial additional traffic. It 

does not disagree with the conclusions of the DEIR. The City will consider this input on the proposed 

project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment C-189-1 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment C-189-2 

See Response to Comment C-30-2 regarding the signals proposed by the project and mitigation measures. 
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Response to Comment C-189-3 

The comment states that no on-street parking spaces are available at 9:00 AM on Alcatraz Avenue 

between College and Claremont Avenue and on Claremont Avenue between College and Alcatraz 

Avenue. The DEIR, on Figures 4.3-6 and 4.3-7 shows some parking availability on both streets during 

weekday and Saturday PM peak periods. The comment is not in conflict with the DEIR because they 

report parking availability at different times of the day. The DEIR did not analyze parking demand and 

occupancy during the weekday morning period because the parking demand generated by the proposed 

project would be low at this time and would be accommodated within the project garage. Also, see Master 

Response M-3 for a more detailed discussion of parking. 

Response to Comment C-189-4 

The traffic and parking generated by the local schools listed in the comment are included in the traffic and 

parking data used in the analysis presented in the DEIR as data collection was conducted on days when 

local schools and UC Berkeley were in normal session. See Master Response M-4 regarding project 

impacts on pedestrian safety. 

For the most part the demographics of the project area were not identified as a factor in any of the 

potential environmental impacts of the project. However, the air quality analysis does identify a 

potentially significant construction impact (Impact AIR-3) in which “sensitive receptors” would be 

exposed 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. From an air quality standpoint, the elderly and the young are considered sensitive receptors, 

while the general adult population is considered less sensitive to respiratory distress and other air quality-

related health problems. Therefore, in the case where age as a demographic was relevant, it was factored 

into the impact analysis presented in the DEIR. With the exception of Impact AIR-3, the potential impacts 

of the project were independent of the demographic of age. 
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Response to Comment C-190-1 

Regarding whether Safeway leases the retail spaces to independent businesses or chain stores, the 

comment does not address an environmental issue subject to review under CEQA. The opposition to 

certain types stores is noted, and the City will consider this input on the project’s merits prior to taking 

action on the proposed project. Regarding the potential for the project to adversely affect local businesses, 

please see Master Response M-6. 

The comments regarding the source and quality of Safeway’s food is similarly not an environmental issue 

subject to review under CEQA, nor do they address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no further response is 

necessary. A point of clarification: the proposed rooftop plaza would not be a café, but rather a 

landscaped public plaza, for the use and enjoyment by anyone. 

As the property owner of the site, Safeway is entitled to put forth any proposal it likes for review and 

consideration by the City. It is not obligated to develop its site with a park. 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-191-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment C-192-1 

There are several forums for citizens to be heard by the City’s decision makers regarding the proposed 

project. There have already been 16 community meetings of varied formats with Safeway representatives 

and City staff. The environmental review process that is the subject of this EIR provides another forum, 

though comments should be limited to the potential environmental effects of the project and the adequacy 

of the DEIR. In addition to the 46-day public review period during which citizens could submit written 

comments on the DEIR, the City conducted two public hearings, on July 20, 2011 and August 3, 2011, to 

receive oral comments from members of the public. Finally, the Planning Commission will conduct one 

or more separate hearings to conduct design review of the project and consider the required Conditional 

Use Permit and variance applications. The City will provide notice of the hearing(s) by posting an 

enlarged notice on the premises of the subject property involved in the application, and by mailing notices 

to Oakland property owners within 300 feet of the project site. All such notices must be provided a 

minimum of 17 days prior to the date set for the hearing. These hearings are the appropriate venue for 

citizens to present comments on the merits or demerits of the project or to express opposition or support 

for the project, which can also be made in writing. Nonetheless, the Planning Commissioners will read 

and consider the transcripts of all oral comments made during the public hearings on the DEIR as well as 

all written comments submitted during the public review period for the DEIR, including a large number 

of comments that express opposition to or support of the project or features of the project. 
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Response to Comment C-193-1 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR does not adequately address the impacts of the proposed 

project, particularly traffic. However, the comment does not raise any specific issues, and no specific 

response is possible. Master Responses M-1 through M-5 analyze traffic issues in more detail. As a 

statement of opposition to the project; however, the City will consider this input on the proposed project’s 

merits prior to taking action on the proposed project.  

Response to Comment C-193-2 

The proposed project does not propose to signalize three intersections as stated in the comment. The 

proposed project includes one traffic signal, at the project driveway on Claremont Avenue opposite 

Mystic Street and Auburn Avenue, as part of the proposed project. Two other signals, at Alcatraz 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue and 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersections are proposed as Mitigation 

Measures TRANS-3 and TRANS-13, respectively. These two mitigation measures are proposed because 

the project would cause significant impacts at these intersections based on both intersections meeting 

Caltrans peak hour signal warrant as stated in the significance criteria used in the DEIR (page 4.3-54 and 

4.3-55).  

The decision to implement Mitigation Measures TRANS-3 is by City of Berkeley. Since City of Oakland, 

as lead agency for this EIR, does not have jurisdiction over the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection, the DEIR identifies Impact TRANS-3 as significant and unavoidable. Since Mitigation 

Measures TRANS-3 may not be implemented, the DEIR conservatively identifies the impact as 

significant and unavoidable. Thus, the EIR presents a valid worst-case scenario that contemplates if City 

of Berkeley decides to not signalize the intersection. 

In regards to Mitigation TRANS-13 which would have signalized the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue 

intersection, the revised project, as described in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, would reconfigure the intersection 

and eliminate Impact TRANS-13, and the need for Mitigation Measures TRANS-13. Thus, the comment 

is no longer applicable to the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection.  

Comment Letter C-193, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment C-193-3 

The comment states that the proposed project would double car traffic. It is not clear if the comment is 

concerned about doubling of traffic generated by the project site or doubling existing traffic on adjacent 

streets. As shown on Table 4.3-10 of the DEIR, the proposed project would increase the amount of traffic 

generated by the project site by about 54 percent during the weekday PM peak hour and about double 

during the Saturday PM peak hour. The proposed project would increase the amount of traffic at 

intersections in the vicinity of the project site between 5 and 10 percent.  

The observations of existing congestion are consistent with the existing conditions data presented in the 

DEIR. If implemented, the mitigation measures presented in the DEIR are adequate to mitigate the impact 

caused by the proposed project (i.e., reduce the incremental delay caused by the additional traffic 

generated by the proposed project). However, as shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, most study 

intersections would continue to operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F after the implementation of the 

proposed mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if implemented, these 

mitigation measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay caused by the 

proposed project at these intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed project, which are 

congested, as referenced by the comment. 

Response to Comment C-193-4 

As stated in the comment, current congestion along College Avenue is caused by a variety of factors, 

including through moving vehicles queued behind vehicles turning left at Alcatraz Avenue and project 

driveway. The proposed project and Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 propose left-turn lanes on College 

Avenue at the project driveway and at Alcatraz Avenue, respectively, to separate through vehicles and 

left-turning vehicles and reduce delay experienced by through moving vehicles. Also see Chapter 2 of this 

FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which would reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College 

Avenue intersection and eliminate access between project driveway and 63
rd

 Street, left-turns out of the 

project driveway, and left-turns from and to 63
rd

 Street. 

Response to Comment C-193-5 

The comment implies that the proposed project should not be approved and it does not address the 

adequacy of the DEIR. The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking 

action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-193-6 

The comment states that the mis-assumptions in the EIR be corrected; however, no specific issues are 

raised, and no specific response is possible or warranted pursuant to CEQA; however, the City will 

consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-193-7 

The comment suggests that a smaller store be approved; it does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and 

is therefore noted. No response is warranted pursuant to CEQA; however, the City will consider this input 

on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-193-8 

See analysis of Alternative 3 in the DEIR which assumes no project driveway on College Avenue, 

Alternative 4 in the DEIR which assumes inbound access only on College Avenue, and the revised project 

in Chapter 2 of the FEIR which assumes no outbound left-turn lanes from the project driveway on 

College Avenue. 

Response to Comment C-193-9 

Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment C-194-1 

Safeway has met with residents about the project numerous times to try to respond to their concerns. The 

applicant redesigned the project in response to some of the neighborhood concerns. While it is impossible 

to please everyone, the company has tried to develop a project tailored to the site and the context of 

existing development in the vicinity. Regarding the characterization of the project as a big-box 

development, please see Master Response M-9 

Response to Comment C-194-2 

As discussed in detail in Master Response M-6, there is no evidence that the proposed project would 

adversely affect existing businesses in the vicinity. Furthermore, the store could have a beneficial effect 

on the nearby businesses. As discussed in Response to Comment C-137-3, when the College Avenue 

Albertson’s grocery store (located about 1,500 feet south of the project site) closed, other retail stores in 

the neighborhood observed a decline in both foot traffic and sales. When the vacant site was reoccupied 

by a Trader Joe’s and Pharmaca, business immediately picked up. Similar beneficial effects on 

neighboring businesses have been observed in San Francisco and Lafayette following the introduction of 

new Whole Foods grocery stores to established retail neighborhoods.  

Comment Letter C-194, cont’d. 

9 

10 

11 

12 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-662 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

Response to Comment C-194-3 

The existing traffic congestion referenced in the comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR 

which shows that major intersections along both College and Claremont Avenues currently operate at 

unacceptable LOS E or LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the 

proposed mitigation measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the 

incremental increase in delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted 

intersections would continue to operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion 

of the proposed project and the mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if 

implemented, these mitigation measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay 

caused by the proposed project at these intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed 

project, which are congested, as referenced by the comment. 

Response to Comment C-194-4 

The queuing on College Avenue at 63
rd

 Street mentioned in the comment is consistent with page 4.3-114 

of the DEIR. The project includes a number of features, such as bulbouts on the east side of College 

Avenue at 63
rd

 Street, to improve pedestrian circulation and safety at this intersection. The revised 

project, as described in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, would provide either bulbouts on the west side of the 

intersection or a center median, to increase pedestrian safety at this intersection. Also see Master 

Response M-4 regarding pedestrian safety. 

Response to Comment C-194-5 

The comment incorrectly stated that the ground-level customer parking would only have one driveway on 

Claremont Avenue. As stated on page 4.3-41 and shown on the project site plan on Figure 3-8, two 

driveways on Claremont Avenue would provide access to and from the ground-level parking. A third 

driveway on Claremont Avenue would provide access to the upper level parking and would be used by 

project employees and truck deliveries. 

Response to Comment C-194-6 

See page 4.3-111 of the DEIR for a description of employee parking at the project. The peak Safeway 

employee parking demand is estimated at 44 parking spaces. As stated in the comment, the 27 parking 

spaces in the upper level employee parking lot would not be adequate to meet the estimated peak demand 

generated by the Safeway Store and the additional employee parking demand generated by the retail and 

restaurant components of the project. Some parking spaces in the ground-level garage may be assigned to 

employee use.  

In addition, Standard Condition of Approval TRANS-1 requires the implementation of a Transportation 

Demand Management (TDM) program that will provide strategies to encourage more employees to use 

non-automobile modes to travel to and from work. See Master Response M-3 for more detail on parking.  

Response to Comment C-194-7 

As noted in other responses, there would be an increase in air quality emissions, however, the DEIR 

concluded that the increase would not be significant. 
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Also see Master Response M-7. 

Response to Comment C-194-8 

Much of the existing operational noise emanating from the site would be reduced by the new design. For 

example, the loading dock would be located further away from adjacent residences and, more 

significantly, would be fully enclosed. Similarly, the trash compactor would be entirely enclosed, and 

located more than 60 feet from the nearest neighbor, rather than immediately adjacent as is currently the 

case. HVAC equipment would also be located much further away from neighbors than it is currently. 

Noise from vehicles in the employee/service lot would be reduced by a new 7.5-foot concrete sound wall. 

Despite the increased store size, there would not be a substantial increase in the number of delivery trucks 

servicing the project. Deliveries by Safeway trucks would increase by just one truck trip per day. For an 

explanation of why this is so, please see Response to Comment C-183-1. 

Regarding general traffic noise, the project would increase traffic in the site vicinity by up to 10 percent. 

It has been empirically demonstrated, and is a commonly accepted fact by noise experts, that 

approximately a doubling of vehicle traffic is required before a perceptible increase in noise (3 dBA) 

occurs. As discussed on page 4.6-16 of the DEIR, traffic from the project would increase ambient noise 

by approximately 0.4 dBA, which is below the threshold of human hearing, and well below the 5-dBA 

threshold of significance for permanent project noise increases. 

Response to Comment C-194-9 

The DEIR acknowledges that there will be noise, dust, and traffic impacts during project construction. 

With implementation of identified mitigation measures and compliance with the City’s standard 

conditions of approval, construction impacts would be temporary, limited in scope, and generally would 

not be considered significant under CEQA. Noise impacts would be confined to the immediate site 

vicinity, and compliance with the City’s Standard Conditions NOI-1, NOI-2, NOI-3, and NOI-5 would 

ensure that impacts would be less than significant, as discussed on pages 4.6-14 through 4.6-16 of the 

DEIR. For additional discussion on construction noise, please see Response to Comment C-29-2.  

The DEIR did identify one potentially significant air quality impact from diesel exhaust during project 

construction. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1, which requires the applicant to develop and 

implement a Diesel Emission Reduction Plan subject to review and approval by the City, would reduce 

the impact to a less-than-significant level.  

The project’s anticipated impacts on traffic during construction are addressed on page 4.3-100 of the 

DEIR. While acknowledging that construction-related traffic may temporarily reduce capacities of project 

area roadways because of the slower movements and larger turning radii of construction trucks compared 

to passenger vehicles, the traffic consultant determined that the use of local roadways by construction 

trucks would be limited due to the proximity of State Route 24 freeway ramps, located less than one-half 

mile from the project site. As discussed on DEIR page 4.3-38, the City of Oakland’s Standard Condition 

of Approval TRANS-2 requires that a Construction Traffic Management Plan be developed to address 

potential traffic issues during the project’s construction. Among other requirements, the plan will include 

provisions for accommodation of pedestrian flow and 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. It 
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will also require provisions for parking management and spaces for all construction workers to ensure that 

construction workers do not park in on-street spaces. In addition, the Construction Traffic Management 

Plan will identify a process for responding to, and tracking, complaints pertaining to construction activity, 

including identification of an onsite complaint manager. Additional details are provided on pages 4.3-38 

through 4.3.-39 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-194-10 

Regarding the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1. The comment does not 

address the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-194-11 

Please refer to the previous response. 

Response to Comment C-194-12 

The comment reiterates the points made in the above comments (C-191-1 through C-194-10); please see 

the responses to those comments. The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking 

action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-195-1 

The comments pertaining to the Safeway website and the applicant’s alleged solicitation of supportive 

comments are not environmental issues subject to review under CEQA. Therefore, no response is 

necessary. 

Regarding the potential effects of the project on neighborhood character, please see Response to 

Comment E-142 and Master Response M-9. Regarding the suitability of the project objectives, please see 

Responses to Comments B-4-12 and C-10-7. Regarding the range of alternatives, please see Responses to 

Comments C-10-8 through C-10-11 and E-132. Regarding the discussion on consistency with zoning, 

please see Master Response M-9. Regarding evidence in support of the conclusion that the project’s 

greenhouse gas emissions would not exceed the relevant thresholds of significance, please see Master 

Response M-8. 

See Master Response M-3 regarding the secondary effects of traffic and parking. As far as the assertion 

that the analysis ignores the eight small retail stores, this is addressed in Response to Comment C-10-1. 

Response to Comment C-195-2 

See Response to Comment C-194-3. 

Response to Comment C-195-3 

See Response to Comment B-1-6 regarding the inclusion of the proposed 51
st
 and Broadway Shopping 

Center project in the cumulative traffic analysis. The DEIR included an analysis of project impacts on 

Ashby Avenue at intersection with College and Claremont Avenues and identified impacts and mitigation 

measures at both locations. The DEIR also analyzed project impacts on Ashby Avenue as part of the 

Required CMP Evaluation summarized on page 4.3-104 of the DEIR. 

The comment also refers to a “great number of assumptions in the DEIR that have been proposed for 

quite some time and never been approved or implemented.” However, no specifics are provided in the 

comment; therefore no response can be provided. 

Response to Comment C-195-4 

As stated in the comment, the project would provide fewer parking spaces than required by City of 

Oakland Zoning Code requirements.  

Comment Letter C-195, cont’d. 
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As described in Response to Comment A-2-6, the updated design for Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 may 

result in elimination of net three on-street parking spaces on College Avenue at Alcatraz Avenue, which 

is less than the six spaces estimated in the DEIR. The City of Berkeley is responsible for approving this 

mitigation measure. Also see Response to Comment A-2-6 for more detail. See Master Response M-3 for 

an expanded discussion of project parking demand. 

Master Response M-3 addresses the secondary effects of the parking deficit on greenhouse gases. See 

Response to Comment C-194-6 regarding employee parking at the project site.  

Response to Comment C-195-5 

The proposed project would continue and expand upon an existing use on the site that has been operating 

for 46 years. It is not anticipated that the project would result in an increase in crime. For additional 

discussion, please see Responses to Comments C-156-5 and C-137-8. As documented on pages 4.6-16 

through 4.6-19, the project would result in reduced operational noise as experienced at neighboring 

residential receptors. See Response to Comment C-197-1 regarding building height and shadow effects. 

Safeway has indicated that it will coordinate with residential property owners adjacent to the project site 

to identify agreeable approaches to landscaping the proposed buffer strip of land along the north edge of 

the site.  

Response to Comment C-195-6 

As noted in the comment, the proposed project is neither the environmentally superior alternative nor a 

“runner-up.” However, the environmental impacts that would result from the project have been disclosed 

in the DEIR, consistent with the requirements of CEQA, and mitigation measures have been identified to 

reduce impacts to the maximum extent feasible. See Response to Comment C-10-7 regarding the role of 

the project applicant in defining project objectives. 
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Response to Comment C-196-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-197-1 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. Regarding the compatibility of the project with the existing character of the 

neighborhood, please see Response to Comment E-142 and Master Response M-9. 

Regarding the potential for shadow to affect the neighboring residences, the proposed project would have 

a new 10-foot-wide buffer strip of landscaped land separating the building from the property line, which 

would serve to reduce shadow fall outside the confines of the site. In addition, existing tall fences 

separating the residential back yards from the Safeway property range from 6 feet to 12 feet in height. 

These fences create a greater amount of backyard shadow in their own right than the project would in 

most cases, and they would also block the majority of shadow from the project. Nonetheless, there would 

be times, particularly in the early morning, when shadow from the project would strike the rear yards of 

adjacent residences. The amount of shadow would also be greater during winter months. The incremental 

change in shadow that would be caused by the project would not be substantial, and this would not be 

considered a significant impact, as concluded on page 4.2-16 of the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment C-198-1 

Please see Master Response M-6. 
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Response to Comment C-199-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. The project would be within the maximum F.A.R. allowed by the General Plan 

and is conditionally permitted by the zoning ordinance, as discussed in more detail in Master Response 

M-9. Regarding the potential impact on neighborhood character, please see Master Response M-9. 
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Response to Comment C-199-2 

The current traffic congestion at Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue intersection stated in the comment is 

consistent with Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR which shows that the intersection currently operates at 

unacceptable LOS F during the weekday PM peak hour. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, 

the proposed mitigation measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the 

incremental increase in delay caused by the proposed project); however the intersection would continue to 

operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F after the completion of the proposed project and the mitigation 

measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if approved by City of Berkeley and 

implemented, the mitigation measure would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay 

caused by the proposed project at this intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed 

project, which are congested, as referenced by the comment. 

Response to Comment C-199-3 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-200-1 

Regarding the size of the project and its compatibility with the pedestrian-oriented shopping district in 

which it is located, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-53, and Master Response M-9. 

Regarding the density of the project, please see Master Response M-9.  

The DEIR discloses in Section 4.3 that the proposed project would result in significant impacts at 

numerous intersections. However, mitigation measures have been identified that, if implemented, would 

reduce all of the project’s significant traffic effects to less-than-significant levels. As disclosed in the 

DEIR, implementation of the measures is not within the City of Oakland’s jurisdictional authority; if the 

City of Berkeley (where the most of the affected intersections are located) declined to implement the 

measures, Impacts TRANS-1 through TRANS-3, TRANS-5 through TRANS-7, and TRANS-9 through 

TRANS-12 would remain significant and unavoidable. In that case, it will be up to decision makers to 

determine whether the benefits of the project would outweigh the adverse environmental consequences 

associated with implementation of the project. 

There is no evidence that the project would result in significant impacts from noise, garbage, or crime. 

The noise analysis presented in Section 4.6 evaluated all potential noise sources from the proposed project 

and determined that noise impacts would not be significant and, in fact, the project would result in a 

decrease in operational noise in comparison to existing conditions. The project applicant would have an 

interest (and legal obligation) in maintaining clean and presentable facilities, and there is no evidence that 

the project would cause any adverse effects related to garbage or cleanliness. The Initial Study identified 

no impacts related to increased crime or other impacts on police protection services, and this issue was 

focused out of the EIR from further study. Regarding pollution, although the detailed air quality analysis 

presented in Section 4.4 of the DEIR did identify one potentially significant impact from diesel exhaust 

during project construction, implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1, which requires the applicant to 

develop and implement a Diesel Emission Reduction Plan subject to review and approval by the City, 

would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. As documented in Section 4.4, all other air 

quality impacts would be less than significant. 

The potential for disruption of neighboring businesses is addressed in detail in Master Response M-6. 

Regarding the potential impact of the project on neighborhood character, please see Response to 

Comment E-142 and Master Response M-9. Master Response M-9 discusses why the proposed project is 

not a “big-box” store. 
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Response to Comment C-201-1 

The comment concurs with the “not to be heard before 8 pm” restriction referenced above, and with the 

City’s initial decision to hold a single public hearing on the project, but states that the City should have 

granted a public review period for the DEIR of at least 60 days. Section 15105(a) of the CEQA Guidelines 

stipulates that the public review period for a Draft EIR shall be at least 30 days, and not longer than 60 

days, except under “unusual circumstances,” which are not defined. When the DEIR is submitted to the 

State Clearinghouse for review by State agencies, the public review period shall be 45 days, unless a 

Comment Letter 201, cont’d. 
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shorter period of at least 30 days is approved by the State Clearinghouse. In providing a 45-day review 

period, the City was fully compliant with the requirements of CEQA. 

Although the public review period occurred during summer months, the City does not suspend business 

during summer months, nor is there any requirement under CEQA to adjust a public review period based 

on the time of year during which it is held. While some people, particularly those with school-age 

children, choose to take a vacation during the summer, few Americans take six-week vacations. Thus, the 

average person could take a vacation and still have adequate time to comment on the DEIR. The burden 

does not fall on the City to accommodate those exceptional cases where a resident could have been on 

vacation throughout the duration of the six-week comment period by adjusting the entire project schedule. 

In this modern age of widespread internet access, a vacationing citizen who was concerned enough could 

remotely access the DEIR from the City’s website, and submit comments electronically. It should be 

noted that comments submitted in writing during the public review period for a Draft EIR are not treated 

any differently or accorded any less consideration than those made verbally during a public hearing, as 

this Responses to Comments document demonstrates.  

CEQA does not require a public agency to conduct a public hearing on the Draft EIR, but the City 

conducted two. It is the City’s position that the two public hearings and the 45-day public review period 

provided the public with adequate time to comment on the DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-201-2 

See Response to Comment C-176-1. The owner of Chimes Pharmacy sold his business to Safeway; and 

will become part of the Safeway Pharmacy team. The comment does not address an issue subject to 

review under CEQA. 

Response to Comment C-201-3 

The comment consists of a response to Comment Letter 201 by the Oakland city planner assigned to the 

project. No response is required. 
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Response to Comment C-202-1 

Please see Responses to Comments E-3 and E-91 pertaining to the City of Berkeley’s opportunity to 

comment on the DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-202-2 

See Responses to Comments C-202-6 through C-202-9 for responses to specific comments  

Response to Comment C-202-3 

Please see Master Response M-6 for a detailed discussion on the potential effect the project would have 

on the surrounding neighborhood businesses. 

Response to Comment C-202-4 

Please see Responses to Comments C-10-8, C-10-9, C-10-10, C-10-11, and E-132. 
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Response to Comment C-202-5 

The DEIR acknowledges that the proposed project would result in adverse impacts within the City of 

Berkeley, and that if the City of Berkeley fails to implement the mitigation measures associated with 

Impacts TRANS-1 through TRANS-3, TRANS-5 through TRANS-7, and TRANS-9 through TRANS-12, 

these impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Regarding the number of project opponents versus the number of supporters, this is not relevant to an 

objective consideration of the environmental effects of the project, and no response is necessary. 

Regarding the City of Berkeley’s opportunity to comment on the DEIR, please see Responses to 

Comments E-3 and E-91. The City of Oakland Zoning Manager has indicated that the City Manager for 

the City of Berkeley authorized their professional transportation staff to submit comments on the DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-202-6 

The comment stated that on-street parking on Alcatraz Avenue between College and Claremont Avenues 

and on Lewiston Street is currently near capacity and the proposed project would increase parking 

demand on both streets. As shown on Figure 4.3-6 of the DEIR, parking on this segment of Alcatraz 

Avenue is near capacity during the weekday evening period; however, parking occupancy along the entire 

length of Lewiston Avenue is about 56%. As stated on page 4.3-111 of the DEIR, the proposed project 

would increase on-street parking occupancies in the vicinity of the project. Also, see Master Response M-

3 for a more detailed analysis of parking demand. 

Note that as indicated by Mitigation Measures TRANS-3, the City of Berkeley is responsible for 

determining if a signal is installed at the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue intersection. 

Response to Comment C-202-7 

Comment noted. The number of bicyclist on any roadway depends on several factors and can change 

from day to day. These factors may include time of year, proximity of bicycle friendly destinations, 

weather, and other factors. The discrepancy in the number of bicyclists between the DEIR and the 

comment is within the expected range of day-to-day variability. The additional bicycle traffic stated in the 

comment would not change the results of the DEIR or result in additional significant impacts. 

Response to Comment C-202-8 

See Master Response M-4 regarding the project impacts on bicycle safety, and Master Response M-7 

regarding air quality. The Air Quality Health Risk Assessment prepared for the proposed project was 

included in this FEIR as Appendix F. 

Response to Comment C-202-9 

City of Oakland is currently planning on installing Class 3A Arterial Bike Routes, consisting of shared 

lane bicycle stencils, along the entire length of College Avenue in Oakland. Widening College Avenue to 

provide bicycle lanes along the project frontage only would not be consistent with the rest of the College 

Avenue corridor. Typically, it is desirable to provide a similar cross-section along the entire length of a 

corridor in order to provide a consistent experience for both bicyclists and motorists.  Furthermore, since 

the proposed project would not cause a significant impact on bicycles on College Avenue, the DEIR does 
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not need to identify a mitigation measure for bicycles on College Avenue.  However, see Response to 

Comment A-2-2 for project features and strategies that would encourage bicycling. 

Also, note that City of Oakland has designated Colby Street, two blocks west of and parallel to College 

Avenue, as a bike boulevard.   

Response to Comment C-202-10 

Please see Master Response M-6 for a detailed discussion on the potential effect the project would have 

on the surrounding neighborhood businesses. 

Response to Comment C-202-11 

Please see Responses to Comments C-10-8, C-10-9, C-10-10, C-10-11, and E-132. 

Response to Comment C-202-12 

Please see Responses to Comments B-4-12 and C-10-7. 
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Response to Comment C-203-1 

The comment expresses concern about the effects of proposed project, and the City will consider the 

comment prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-203-2 

See Master Response M-5 regarding additional traffic on Hillegass Avenue and 63
rd

 and Colby Street. 

The comment’s observations regarding current congestion on College Avenue are consistent with Table 

4.3-6 of the DEIR which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at 

unacceptable LOS E or LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the 

proposed mitigation measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the 

incremental increase in delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted 

intersections would continue to operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion 

of the proposed project and the mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if 

implemented, these mitigation measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay 
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caused by the proposed project at these intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed 

project, which are congested, as referenced by the comment.  

Regarding the comment to make Hillegass and Colby made into one-way streets, any attempt to do so 

would involve more blocks than just the adjacent streets, and analysis of such a project is beyond the 

scope of this EIR. 

Response to Comment C-203-3 

It should be noted that Safeway has met with residents about the project numerous times over the past 

four years to try to listen to and respond to their concerns. The applicant redesigned the project in 

response to a number of neighborhood concerns. While it is impossible to please everyone, the company 

has attempted to develop a project tailored to the site and the context of existing development in the 

vicinity. 

The proposed project would alter the aesthetics of a site currently dominated by a parking lot, gas station, 

and 1960s-era suburban-style grocery store, and although aesthetics are subjective in nature, it can be 

argued that the proposed project would be an aesthetic improvement over existing conditions. The project 

proponent has conducted  

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. Regarding the potential impact on neighborhood character, please see Response to 

Comment E-142 and Master Response M-9. 
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Response to Comment C-204-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the potential for the proposed project to adversely affect the economic vitality of the 

neighborhood, please see Master Response M-6. 

Response to Comment C-204-2 

See Master Response M-5 regarding additional traffic on Hillegass Avenue and 63
rd

 and Colby Street. 

The comment’s observations regarding current congestion on College Avenue are consistent with Table 

4.3-6 of the DEIR which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at 

unacceptable LOS E or LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the 

proposed mitigation measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the 

incremental increase in delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted 

intersections would continue to operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion 

of the proposed project and the mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if 

implemented, these mitigation measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay 
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caused by the proposed project at these intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed 

project, which are congested, as referenced by the comment. 

Response to Comment C-204-3 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-205-1 

This comment letter is in support of Comment Letter C-162. See Responses to Comment Letter C-162. 
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Response to Comment C-206-1 

The project would not be comparable to a suburban shopping mall, as discussed in more detail in 

Response to Comment C-32-1. In fact, the proposed project would do much to rehabilitate the site from a 

suburban, auto-centric model of development to a higher-density, pedestrian-oriented in-fill development, 

with ready access to public transit, located in a well-established neighborhood commercial district—very 

much in keeping with smart growth principles. The modified project block would have eight walkable 

street-level storefronts (plus two pedestrian storefront entries to Safeway) where none exist now. The 

project represents compact urban development consistent with the scale of development already present in 

the area, and it would lessen the visual prominance of the automobile that exists at the current site. For 

additional discussion on the project’s scale and size, please see Responses to Comments A-4-1, D-31, E-

142 and Master Response M-9. 

Regarding the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1. As discussed in detail in 

Master Response M-6, there is no evidence that the proposed project would adversely affect existing 

businesses in the vicinity. Furthermore, the store could have a beneficial effect on the nearby businesses. 
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As discussed in Response to Comment C-137-3, when the College Avenue Albertson’s grocery store 

(located about 1,500 feet south of the project site) closed, other retail stores in the neighborhood observed 

a decline in both foot traffic and sales. When the vacant site was reoccupied by a Trader Joe’s and 

Pharmaca, business immediately picked up. Similar beneficial effects on neighboring businesses have 

been observed in San Francisco and Lafayette following the introduction of new Whole Foods grocery 

stores to established retail neighborhoods. 

Regarding the potential impact on neighborhood character, please see Response to Comment E-142 and 

Master Response M-9.  

As discussed in Response to Comment C-80-1, the DEIR acknowledges that significant traffic impacts 

could result from implementation of the project; it also identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce 

the impacts to less-than-significant levels if the City of Berkeley approves the measures. As documented 

in detail in DEIR Sections 4.4 and 4.6, respectively, the project’s impacts on air quality and noise would 

not be significant. 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-207-1 

The comment expresses support for the project and concurrence with some of the findings in the DEIR, 

and no response is necessary. The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking 

action on the EIR and the proposed project. 

Comment Letter C-207  

 

1 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-692 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

  



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-693 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

  

Comment Letter C-208  

 

3 

2 

1 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-694 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

 

Response to Comment C-208-1 

As discussed in detail in Master Response M-9, there is no evidence that the proposed project would 

adversely affect existing businesses in the vicinity. Furthermore, the store could have a beneficial effect 

on the nearby businesses. As discussed in Response to Comment C-137-3, when the College Avenue 

Albertson’s grocery store (located about 1,500 feet south of the project site) closed, other retail stores in 

the neighborhood observed a decline in both foot traffic and sales. When the vacant site was reoccupied 

by a Trader Joe’s and Pharmaca, business immediately picked up. Similar beneficial effects on 

Comment Letter C-208, cont’d. 
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neighboring businesses have been observed in San Francisco and Lafayette following the introduction of 

new Whole Foods grocery stores to established retail neighborhoods. 

Response to Comment C-208-2 

Please see Response to Comment C-208-1. 

Response to Comment C-208-3 

As explained in Response to Comment C-11-4 and Master Response M-9, the proposed project is quite 

different from what is typically known as big-box development. Please also see Response to Comment C-

247-3. 

Response to Comment C-208-4 

The proposed project includes one traffic signal, at the project driveway on Claremont Avenue opposite 

Mystic Street and Auburn Avenue, as part of the proposed project. Two other signals, at Alcatraz 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue and 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersections are proposed as Mitigation 

Measures TRANS-3 and TRANS-13, respectively. These two mitigation measures are proposed because 

the project would cause significant impacts at these intersections based on both intersections meeting 

Caltrans peak hour signal warrant as stated in the significance criteria used in the DEIR (page 4.3-54 and 

4.3-55).  

The decision to implement Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 is by City of Berkeley. Since City of Oakland, 

as lead agency for this EIR, does not have jurisdiction over the Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue 

intersection, the DEIR identifies Impact TRANS-3 as significant and unavoidable. Since Mitigation 

Measures TRANS-3 may not be implemented, the DEIR conservatively identifies the impact as 

significant and unavoidable. Thus, the EIR presents a valid worst-case scenario that contemplates if City 

of Berkeley decides to not signalize the intersection. 

In regards to Mitigation TRANS-13 which would have signalized the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue 

intersection, the revised project, as described in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, would reconfigure the intersection 

and eliminate Impact TRANS-13, and the need for Mitigation Measures TRANS-13. Thus, the comment 

is no longer applicable to the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection. 

Response to Comment C-208-5 

See Response to Comment C-178-7 regarding the project’s modifications to on-street parking. See Master 

Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of parking conditions with the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-208-6 

The comment expresses concern that the project supply does not increase proportionally with the project 

size. See Master Response M-3 for a detailed analysis of project parking demand.  

Response to Comment C-208-7 

Please see Response to Comment C-208-3. Safeway has determined that the size constraints of the current 

building do not allow it to provide a modern range of goods and services, and thus satisfy the demands of 

today’s consumers. Please see Responses to Comments B-4-12 and C-10-7 regarding Safeway’s right to 
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propose a project that meets its needs and objectives. See Master Response M-8 for a discussion of the 

project’s “green” design features. 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

 

 

Response to Comment C-209-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-4-1, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. 
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Response to Comment C-210-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. 

As discussed in more detail in Responses to Comments A-5-11, E-53, and Master Response M-9, the 

proposed project would enhance, not detract from, the pedestrian orientation of the neighborhood. 

Regarding the potential impact on neighborhood character, please see Response to Comment E-142 and 

Master Response M-9. 
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Response to Comment C-211-1 

While the the July 20, 2011, hearing on the project took place, a continuation hearing was held on 

August 3, 2011.  In addition, written comments were accepted for 46 days following publication of the 

DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-211-2 

Please see Response to Comment C-32-1 regarding shadows; and Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, 

E-142, and Master Response M-9 regarding the size and scale of the project. The quality of products 

offered at the proposed project is not an environmental topic under CEQA. As a statement of opposition 

to the proposed project, the comment will be considered by the City prior to taking action on the project. 

Response to Comment C-211-3 

There is no evidence that the proposed project would cause a drop in property values. Please see Master 

Response M-6 for a detailed discussion on the anticipated economic effects of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-211-4 

The applicant is entitled to put forth the application that is the subject of this EIR, and is not obliged to 

develop a park on its property. The project does include public open space on the roof of the structure. 

The City will consider this input on the proposed project's merits prior to taking action on the proposed 

project. 
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Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-212-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-212-2 

The comment expresses concern about increased traffic congestion on College Avenue caused by the 

proposed project. The existing traffic congestion referenced in the comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 

of the DEIR which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at 

unacceptable LOS E or LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the 

proposed mitigation measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the 

incremental increase in delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted 

intersections would continue to operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion 

of the proposed project and the mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if 
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implemented, these mitigation measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay 

caused by the proposed project at these intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed 

project, which are congested, as referenced by the comment. 

Response to Comment C-212-3 

As explained in more detail in Master Response M-9, the proposed Safeway store would not be a 

“megastore.” Regarding the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-158-1. As discussed 

in detail in Master Response M-6, there is no evidence that the proposed project would adversely affect 

existing businesses in the vicinity. Furthermore, the store could have a beneficial effect on the nearby 

businesses. As discussed in Response to Comment C-137-3, when the College Avenue Albertson’s 

grocery store (located about 1,500 feet south of the project site) closed, other retail stores in the 

neighborhood observed a decline in both foot traffic and sales. When the vacant site was reoccupied by a 

Trader Joe’s and Pharmaca, business immediately picked up. Similar beneficial effects on neighboring 

businesses have been observed in San Francisco and Lafayette following the introduction of new Whole 

Foods grocery stores to established retail neighborhoods. 

Response to Comment C-212-4 

See Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of parking and current hourly parking occupancy 

at the Safeway parking lot on typical weekdays and Saturdays. See Master Response M-9 regarding the 

characterization of the store as a “megastore.” The comment opposing the project is noted, and the City 

will consider this input on the project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-213-1 

The comment expressing preference for one of the alternatives is noted and will be considered by the City 

prior to taking action on the proposed project. The proposed project was intentionally designed to present 

sidewalk storefronts comparable to those in the other neighboring blocks of College Avenue, and 

consistent with the Neighborhood Center Mixed Use General Plan designation and applicable zoning 

regulations. Regarding potential pedestrian safety impacts, please see Master Response M-4.  
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Response to Comment C-214-1 

The DEIR does not analyze intersection in the adjacent residential neighborhoods because it assigns few 

project-generated automobile trips on these streets. As described on page 4.3-117 of the DEIR, the 

analysis assigns the majority of the project-generated traffic to major arterials, such as College and 

Claremont Avenues serving the project site. This is a conservative assumption in that significance criteria 

used to determine if the project would result in a significant impact are based on the physical capacity of 

intersections (page 4.3-54 of the DEIR). Considering the relatively low current traffic volumes on 

residential streets, such as 63
rd

 Street (the traffic volume on 63
rd

 Street is currently about 60 vehicles 

during the weekday PM peak hour and 70 vehicles during the Saturday peak hour), even if the majority of 

the project-generated traffic were assigned to 63
rd

 Street or other residential streets in the area, the traffic 

volumes would not meet the thresholds set by City of Oakland’s significance criteria, and no significant 

impacts would be identified. In addition, assigning project traffic to the residential streets would reduce 

the project traffic volumes assigned to the major streets in the area and would potentially eliminate the 

identified significant impacts and the recommended mitigation measures at intersections along College 

and Claremont Avenues. Thus, the assumptions used for traffic analysis in the DEIR are conservative in 

that they identify the most number of potential impacts and mitigation measures that would improve 

traffic operations on the major streets serving the project site.  

Comment Letter C-214, cont’d. 
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In addition, as described in the Neighborhood Traffic Intrusion subsection on page 4.3-117 and Master 

Response M-5, the DEIR acknowledges that traffic generated by the proposed project may use residential 

streets in the area as a cut-through route to divert from the potential congestion on College, Claremont, 

and Alcatraz Avenues. Since neighborhood traffic intrusion would not exceed the capacity of the 

residential streets, it would not result in a significant impact based on the City of Oakland’s significance 

criteria. Although not identified as a significant impact under CEQA, the DEIR identifies traffic intrusion 

on residential streets as a quality-of-life issue and recommends Improvement Measure TRANS-3 to 

monitor, and if necessary, implement traffic calming strategies on residential streets in the vicinity of the 

project site in consultation with local residents and in accordance with all legal requirements.  

Response to Comment C-214-2 

Based on City of Oakland’s significance criterion 15 (page 4.3-55 in DEIR), a project’s contribution to 

cumulative impacts is considered significant only if the project would exceed one of the other thresholds 

under a future year scenario. Based on this significance criterion, the City’s general criterion to analyze 

intersections where the project would increase peak hour volumes by 30 or more trips would capture all 

potential impact locations, including potential cumulative impacts.  

Response to Comment C-214-3 

As stated in the comment, signalization of the unsignalized intersections may result in negative effects on 

adjacent residential streets. Therefore, the DEIR noted that decision makers might decide to not 

implement Mitigation Measures TRANS-3 and TRANS-13 which consist of signalizing the Alcatraz 

Avenue/Claremont Avenue and 63rd Street/College Avenue intersections. Thus, the DEIR conservatively 

identified these impacts as significant and unavoidable because the mitigation measure (i.e., signalization) 

may not be implemented.  

Furthermore, the revised project, as described and analyzed in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, would reconfigure 

the 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate Impact TRANS-13, and the need for Mitigation 

Measures TRANS-13.  

See Master Response M-5 for more detail on traffic intrusion in residential streets. 

Response to Comment C-214-4 

See Response to Comment C-214-1 regarding the reasons for not including intersections along residential 

streets, such as 63rd Street and Benvenue and Hillegass Avenues, as study intersections in the DEIR. See 

also Master Response M-5 for further discussion of traffic diversion and intrusion in residential streets, 

and Master Response M-4 regarding safety and hazards. 

Response to Comment C-214-5 

Bicycle volumes used in the intersection LOS analysis are shown on Figure 4.3-10 of the DEIR. The LOS 

calculation sheets provided in the Appendix show the bicycle volumes used in the analysis in the row 

titled “Confl. Bikes (#/hr)”. The “volume” row reported on the LOS calculation sheets represents 

automobile traffic volumes only. 

As correctly referenced in the comment and shown on Figure 4.3-8A of the DEIR, and in the Appendix B 

calculation sheet (page 99 of 1027 in the Appendix), the westbound volume during the weekday PM peak 

hour at the Ashby Avenue/College Avenue intersection is 528 through vehicles. This volume is consistent 

with the corresponding volume shown on the weekday intersection count sheet for Ashby 
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Avenue/College Avenue intersection in Appendix A (page 9 of 1027 in Appendix). The comment 

incorrectly references the Saturday count sheet, and not the weekday count sheet, which explains the 

discrepancy described in the comment. 

As stated in the comment and on page 4.3-14 of the DEIR, queued vehicles at the end of the peak hour 

not served by the intersection were counted and added to the peak hour volumes to better and more 

conservatively represent the peak hour volume demand.  

Response to Comment C-214-6 

Consistent with the City of Oakland’s guidelines for conducting transportation impact analyses, a Multi-

Modal Level of Service (MMLOS) analysis was not conducted. However, the DEIR includes an analysis 

of potential project impacts on pedestrians and bicycles (page 4.3-100 through 4.3-102), and transit (page 

4.3-105 and 4.3-112 through 4.3-115) consistent with City of Oakland guidelines. Furthermore, Master 

Response M-4 evaluates the less-than-significant safety and hazards impacts of the project. 

Response to Comment C-214-7 

The comment incorrectly states that the mode share data presented in Table 4.3-11 was used to estimate 

project trip generation. As described on pages 4.3-42 through 4.3-45, the analysis conservatively did not 

use the mode split data to reduce the project trip generation estimate. The mode split data was only used 

to estimate the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit trips generated by the project as shown in Table 4.3-11. If 

the weekday mode split data presented in the DEIR over represents the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 

trips, as stated in the comment, then the DEIR estimates for trips generated by these modes would be 

overestimated and thus conservative. Thus, a new mode share survey conducted on a Tuesday through 

Thursday would not change the automobile project trip generation and may reduce the number of trips 

generated by other travel modes. 

Response to Comment C-214-8 

The employee mode share for non-automobile modes is likely to increase because as required by Standard 

Condition of Approval TRANS-1, the project would implement a Transportation Demand Management 

(TDM) program to encourage the use of other travel modes for employees. See Response to Comment C-

212-7, which further elaborates on the fact that mode share data was not used to reduce the project trip 

generation.  

Response to Comment C-214-9 

See Master Response M-1 regarding the reasons for use of ITE trip generation rates, rather than the 

current driveway counts.  

Response to Comment C-214-10 

See Master Response M-2 regarding project impacts during the Saturday midday peak hour. Also see 

Response to Comment C-180-4 regarding impacts on football game days. 
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Response to Comment C-214-11 

As stated in the comment, Safeway Club Card data was not used for estimating project trip distribution 

for the following reasons:  

 In comparison to the trip distribution used in the DEIR, the Club Card data shows more current 

Safeway customers from the south of the project area. Considering that the existing Safeway at 

51
st
 and Broadway Shopping Center is planned to be expanded in the near future, it is likely that 

most of the existing customers from south of the project area that currently shop at the College 

Avenue Safeway would divert to the other Safeway store as it would be closer.  

 The Club Card data represents the home address of Safeway customers. Not all Safeway 

customer trips are to and/or from their house.  

 The Club Card data does not account for the customer mode of travel to and from the store.  

 The Club Card data may not represent the current address of the Safeway customers. 

As shown in Table 4.3-10 of the DEIR, about 25 to 30 percent of the trips generated by the project are 

generated by the other components of the project. The Safeway Club Card data would not accurately 

reflect their trip distribution.  

Thus, solely using the Club Card data may not accurately represent the trip distribution of the proposed 

store. The comment also incorrectly states that the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 

(ACCMA, now Alameda County Transportation Commission [ACTC]) Travel Demand Model was used 

to estimate project trip distribution. However, as described on page 4.3-45 of the DEIR, an independent 

methodology based on current population densities and relative location of other supermarkets was used 

to estimate the trip distribution for the proposed project.  

Response to Comment C-214-12 

As described in Appendix G of the DEIR, the travel demand model used to develop future traffic 

forecasts was released by the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA, now 

Alameda County Transportation Commission [ACTC]) in 2009. The land use database in this model is 

based on Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Projections 2007. This is the same travel 

demand model that was referenced in the comment and was the latest model publicly released by ACTC 

when the DEIR analysis was under way. Also, as described in Appendix G of the DEIR, the ACCMA 

model land use database and roadway network was modified to better (and more conservatively) reflect 

the land use growth and transportation network in the project vicinity. ACTC has released a newer 

version of the model based on Projections 2009 since the publication of the DEIR. Based on CEQA 

guidelines, the EIR must analyze conditions as the time the project NOP was released. Thus, the 

cumulative analysis presented in the DEIR does not need to be updated. 

Response to Comment C-214-13 

See Master Response M-3 for an updated parking demand analysis. The Master Response updates the 

parking analysis based on data published in ITE’s Parking Generation, 4th Edition. The updated analysis 

uses estimates parking demand for the supermarket component of the project based on data published for 

suburban supermarkets. Since the proposed project is located in an urban setting, the 85th percentile 

suburban rates are reduced based on the customer non-automobile mode share presented in Table 4.3-11 
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of the DEIR to account for the urban setting of the project. Note that the adjusted suburban rate used in 

this analysis is higher than the urban rate in ITE’s Parking Generation.  

ITE’s Parking Generation does not provide trip generation rates for the retail and restaurant components 

of the project based on urban or suburban settings. Rather, one rate is provided for all settings. 

Considering that the ITE data is dominated by suburban uses and that typical urban uses generate fewer 

parking spaces, the average parking demand rates were used because they would better (and more 

conservatively) represent the parking demand for these uses. 

Response to Comment C-214-14 

As stated in the comment, parking for the restaurant component of the project peaks around 7:00 to 8:00 

PM, compared to earlier in the day for the supermarket and retail components of the project. Consistent 

with ITE Parking Generation data, the parking demand for the restaurant use was reduced by 28 percent 

to account for this. Also see Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of parking demand by 

time of day.  

Response to Comment C-214-15 

As stated in the comment, ITE Parking Generation provides higher parking generation rates for retail on 

Fridays than on weekdays. As described in Master Response M-3 of this FEIR, the weekday parking 

demand analysis is based on average parking demand rate of 2.55 spaces per KSF for retail uses on non-

Friday weekdays. The average parking demand rate for retail on Fridays is 2.94 spaces per KSF. This 

would increase the peak parking demand for the retail component of the project by three spaces on 

Fridays. Although the project may generate more parking on Fridays, the Friday parking demand would 

continue to be less than the estimated Saturday parking demand. Thus, the additional parking demand 

would not change the conclusions of the DEIR, result in new impacts, or require new mitigation 

measures.  

Response to Comment C-214-16 

See Master Response M-3 for potential secondary impacts of the project parking deficit on traffic 

congestion and air quality. Parking demand generated by the proposed project would not be 

accommodated on-site and on streets adjacent to the project site, which would require project customers 

to drive around and look for available parking. However, the parking deficit would not have a secondary 

impact on traffic congestion or pedestrian safety because the incremental amount of additional vehicles is 

small compared to the current traffic volumes in the area.  

Response to Comment C-214-17 

As described on page 4.3-30 of the DEIR, the proposed Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project on Telegraph 

Avenue was not fully designed, approved by any of the responsible jurisdictions, nor fully funded at the 

time the DEIR was prepared. Based on CEQA requirements, the proposed BRT project was not included 

in the future year analyses because there is no guarantee that it would be implemented. However, 

Appendix D of the DEIR nevertheless evaluated the potential effects on project impacts caused by the 

BRT project. This analysis of future traffic conditions was completed based on the latest analysis of the 

BRT project that was publicly available at the time (Draft EIS/EIR published in 2007).  

As stated in the comment, AC Transit has since updated its analysis and published the Final EIS/EIR for 

the BRT project. In addition, the BRT project, as proposed by AC Transit in Spring of 2012, would not be 
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implemented on Telegraph Avenue. Therefore, the BRT project would not affect traffic patterns in the 

study area.  

Response to Comment C-214-18 

As stated on page 4.3-31, The DEIR acknowledges the different settlement agreements between Fourth 

Bore Coalition and City of Oakland. City of Oakland has completed preliminary design for the 

improvements at Miles Avenue/College Avenue (#13) and Shafter Avenue/Keith Avenue/College Avenue 

(#14) intersections as part of their Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement. In 

addition, both projects are ranked high on the City’s priority list and would most likely be funded by the 

Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement. Considering that it is very likely that these 

improvements would be implemented, it is appropriate for the DEIR to assume them for the analysis of 

future conditions. 

Response to Comment C-214-19 

The comment incorrectly states that that DEIR analysis did not account for the fourth bore of Caldecott 

Tunnel. The text on page 4.3-64 of the DEIR referenced in the comment refers to the improvement 

project to be funded through the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement Agreement by City of 

Berkeley, and not the fourth bore of Caldecott Tunnel. The fourth bore of the Caldecott Tunnel is 

accounted in the future traffic volume forecasts as it was included in the ACCMA travel demand model 

used to forecast future traffic volumes.  

Response to Comment C-214-20 

Standard Condition of Approval TRANS-2 (shown on page 4.3-38 of DEIR), bullet a, includes a 

provision to limit major construction truck trips during the peak commute hours. The existing store would 

be closed during the construction period. Construction truck traffic is expected to be less than the existing 

project trips that would be eliminated during the construction period. Thus, project construction trips are 

not expected to adversely impact traffic operations at study intersections. 

Based on a survey of current truck activity at the existing Safeway Store presented in Exhibit A of 

Comment Letter C-159, the highest number of trucks entering and/or exiting the Safeway driveways 

during the weekday or Saturday PM peak hours is three trucks. The traffic impact analysis completed for 

the DEIR assumes that two percent of all traffic at the study intersections are trucks, which corresponds to 

about 10 trucks entering and exiting the site during the weekday PM peak hour and 12 trucks entering and 

exiting the site during the Saturday PM peak hour. Thus, trucks generated by project operation would 

need to increase by 300 to 400 percent in order to exceed the DEIR assumptions. Considering that the 

number of trucks serving the proposed project is not expected to increase that much, truck traffic 

generated by the proposed project is not expected to impact traffic operations beyond the impacts 

identified in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-214-21 

See Master Response M-4 for a discussion of project impacts on pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Response to Comment C-214-22 

As of April 2012 City of Oakland is planning the following bicycle facilities in the project vicinity (see 

http://www2.oaklandnet.com/oakca1/groups/pwa/documents/report/oak026930.pdf): 

http://www2.oaklandnet.com/oakca1/groups/pwa/documents/report/oak026930.pdf
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 Class 3A arterial bike routes, consisting of shared lane bicycle stencils, along entire length of 

College Avenue in Oakland in 2012/2013 

 Combination of Class 2 bicycle lanes and Class 3A arterial bike routes along Alcatraz Avenue in 

2013  

 Class 3B bicycle boulevard along Colby Street in 2012 

Since these projects have funding identified and do not require additional approvals, the DEIR has been 

modified to include them in the analysis of future conditions. However, none of these projects would 

modify the lane configurations or controls at any of the study intersections, and therefore, would not 

change the traffic impact analysis presented in the DEIR. 

City of Oakland does not currently have any plans, funding, or approval to implement the proposed Class 

2 bicycle lanes on Claremont Avenue. Therefore, the DEIR analysis correctly assumes that this 

improvement would not be implemented in the study area.  

Response to Comment C-214-23 

The comment is correct. The existing Class 3 bicycle route on Colby Street is not identified on Figure 

4.3-4 of the DEIR. However, this would not change the analysis presented in the DEIR as the Class 3 

bicycle route consists of only signage and no physical features on the roadway network.  

In addition, the first non-bulletted paragraph on page 4.3-10 of the DEIR has been changed to the 

following (additions shown in double underline): 

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 Class 3 bike routes along 

Woolsey and Colby Streets and a Class 3B bike boulevard along Hillegass Avenue.  

Response to Comment C-214-24 

Please see Responses to Comments B-4-7 and C-156-3 for information regarding the public notification 

process for this project, as well as other Oakland projects.  
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Response to Comment C-215-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as Letter C-162. For responses to the comments 

raised, please see the responses to Letter C-162. 
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Response to Comment C-216-1 

The proposed project would provide access to and from the project garage at driveways on College 

Avenue opposite 63
rd

 Street and on Claremont Avenue opposite Mystic Street and Auburn Avenue. The 

driveways were placed at these locations because: 

 They are located where existing driveways are currently provided. 

 They provide the most convenient pedestrian crossings by locating opposite existing streets and 

sidewalks.  

 They are located at existing intersections where most motorists and pedestrians expect driveways.  

 They are not located mid-block to reduce the potential for mid-block queuing and potential 

queues spilling back to upstream intersection. 

Response to Comment C-216-2 

The DEIR did not analyze an alternative with a smaller project size and no driveways on College Avenue 

because it would not meet project objectives. In addition, as described on page 5-39, eliminating all 

driveways on College Avenue would result in traffic, including existing project traffic, diverting to 

Alcatraz Avenue.  

Comment Letter C-216, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment C-216-3 

As stated in the comment, page 4.3-94 of the DEIR states that the project would add more than 10 peak 

hour trips to the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection. However, most of these trips are added to the 

College Avenue approaches of the intersection. As shown on Figure 4.3-14 of the DEIR, the proposed 

project is estimated to add 8 weekday and 11 Saturday PM peak hour trips to 63
rd

 Street, west of College 

Avenue. Also note that although the project site currently provides a driveway opposite 63
rd

 Street, based 

on the existing intersection traffic volumes shown on Figure 4.3-8 of the DEIR, less than two percent of 

the traffic entering and exiting the project site (corresponding to about five weekday and seven Saturday 

PM peak hour vehicles) currently directly uses 63
rd

 Street. Please also see Chapter 2 regarding the traffic 

impacts of the revised project, and Master Response M-5 regarding traffic intrusion on residential streets. 

Response to Comment C-216-4 

See Response to Comment C-162-6 regarding the amount of project traffic expected to use 63
rd

 Street. 

See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which would reconfigure 

the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and limit automobile access between 63
rd

 Street and College 

Avenue to right turns only. Also see Master Response M-5 regarding traffic intrusion on residential 

streets. 

Response to Comment C-216-5 

63
rd

 Street cannot be currently closed at College Avenue because it provides loading spaces for the 

commercial uses on the west side of College Avenue. See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and 

analysis of the revised project which would reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and 

prohibits left-turns to and from 63
rd

 Street. 

Response to Comment C-216-6 

The DEIR (page 4.3-96) acknowledges that Mitigation Measure TRANS-13, which would signalize the 

63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection, would result in queue spill backs on College Avenue and 

negative effects on 63
rd

 Street. Considering the negative effects on traffic circulation and quality-of-life 

issues, the DEIR acknowledges that implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 may not be 

desirable. Since Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 may not be implemented, the DEIR conservatively 

identifies the impact as significant and unavoidable. 

Furthermore, the revised project, as described and analyzed in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, would reconfigure 

the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate Impact TRANS-13, and the need for Mitigation 

Measures TRANS-13. 

Response to Comment C-216-7 

See page 4.3-100 of the DEIR for a list of project features that improve pedestrian safety and encourage 

pedestrian activity. In addition, the revised project includes additional features (such as a narrowed 

driveway at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection) that will further enhance the pedestrian 

experience. 

Response to Comment C-216-8 

See Response to Comment C-178-5 regarding the casual carpooling area on Claremont Avenue. 
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Response to Comment C-216-9 

Regarding the need for two Safeway projects, please see Response to Comment C-158-1. 

Response to Comment C-216-10 

The project’s compatibility with existing development is addressed in the DEIR on pages 4.1-3 

(consistency with LUTE Objective N1 and Policy N1.1), 4.1-4 (consistency with LUTE Policies N1.1 and 

N1.4), 4.1-5 (consistency with Policy N1.8), 4.1-6 (consistency with Policy N10.1), and 4.1-8 

(consistency with LUTE Action 3.2.3). It is also addressed in the discussion of Impact AES-2, on pages 

4.2-14 through 4.2-16. For additional discussion, please see Responses to Comments A-5-2, A-5-3, A-5-

11, B-4-2, B-4-4, C-10-15, E-53, E-73, and E-142. 

Regarding the left-turn lane on 63
rd

 Street, transportation improvements such as with the proposed project 

mitigations, are generally not considered land use impacts. Please refer to Response to Comment C-216-

12. 

See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which would reconfigure 

the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate the proposed left-turn lane on northbound 

College Avenue at 63
rd

 Street. Also, note that the proposed project driveway on College Avenue would be 

located at an existing driveway and the proposed project would reduce the number of driveways on 

College Avenue from four to one. 

Response to Comment C-216-11 

Regarding the concern that the proposed small retail storefronts might not be occupied, there is a degree 

of risk inherent with any business enterprise. The applicant has a financial interest in proposing a project 

that is economically viable, which includes finding appropriate tenants for the proposed retail spaces. As 

noted in the comment, the project would be located in a vibrant commercial district that generates more 

sales than any other commercial district in the City of Oakland, including downtown.
1
 As such, it is a 

desirable location for small retailers, and it is likely that tenants would be found for the proposed small 

retail shops. As a relevant example cited in the economic impact study (Appendix A) summarized in 

Master Response M-6, when a small tea shop located near the project site recently moved, the vacated 

retail space was backfilled within several weeks by a Peet’s coffee shop. 

Response to Comment C-216-12 

The discussion of Impact LU-1 does provide evidence in support of the conclusion that the project would 

not result in the physical division of the established neighborhood retail area. 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. The project would add more 

retail storefronts and parking. The project would not block or remove an existing road, freeway, bridge, or 

railroad used for neighborhood access and would not construct any physical barriers on public property 

that would separate or divide a community. The comment does not provide any evidence to contradict this 

conclusion, and does not cite other examples of where the DEIR makes allegedly unsubstantiated claims.  

  

                                                           
1  Hausrath Economics Group, Assessment of Potential Competitive Effects of An Expanded Safeway at College and 

Claremont in Oakland, August 2011. 
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Response to Comment C-217-1 

The proposed use is a conditionally permitted use in the C-31 zoning district, which means it is a 

permitted use subject to approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). This clearly demonstrates the 

City’s intention to allow full-size grocery stores in C-31 districts. The purpose of the CUP is to prescribe 

the procedure for the accomodation of uses with special site or design requirements, operating 

characteristics, or potential adverse effects on surroundings, through review and, where necessary, the 

imposition of special conditions of approval. Absent a CUP requirement, other stipulated permitted uses 

are permitted by right, and a public agency has no ability to restrict or impose conditions on a principal 

permitted use that conforms with the General Plan and zoning ordinance. Regarding the characterization 

of the project as a neighborhood-serving grocery store, please see Response to Comment C-86-5. 

The commenter’s statement about the size limits of both the former C-31 district and the current CN-1 

district is not accurate. As discussed in Master Response M-9, the project would be within the 

F.A.R.allowed by the General Plan and is conditionally permitted in the C-31 zoning regulations, which 

were grandfathered in for the proposed Safeway project because the application was deemed complete 

prior to the rezoning of the site. That said, it should be noted that the size of the project would also be 

within the size allowed by the new CN-1 zoning regulations (Height Intensity Area of 35, and F.A.R. of 

2.0). 

The architectural renderings are accurate, to-scale (except where noted) representations of the proposed 

project. They therefore accurately depict the building’s mass and relation to existing development. 

Regarding shadow studies, such studies are typically not done for a two-story development that would be 

shorter than existing three- and four-story buildings in the vicinity. Please see Response to Comment C-

32-1 for additional discussion on this subject. 

Comment Letter C-217, cont’d. 
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Regarding the potential for the retail storefronts to be developed with franchise or chain stores, please see 

Response to Comment C-97-1. 

Response to Comment C-217-2 

As stated in the comment, Impact TRANS-13 identifies a significant impact at the 63
rd

 Street/College 

Avenue intersection. Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 would mitigate the impact to a less-than-significant 

level. Table 4.3-18 of the DEIR presents intersection operations and Table 3 in Appendix K summarizes 

queue lengths at intersections along College Avenue if Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 is implemented.  

As described on page 4.3-95 of the DEIR, the mitigation measure would result in secondary negative 

effects, including queues spilling back blocking upstream intersections on College Avenue. Considering 

these negative effects, the DEIR also acknowledges that implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-

13 may not be desirable. The DEIR conservatively identifies the impact as significant and unavoidable 

because Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 may not be implemented due to its negative effects.  

Furthermore, the revised project, as described and analyzed in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, would reconfigure 

the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate Impact TRANS-13, and the need for Mitigation 

Measures TRANS-13. 

Response to Comment C-217-3 

Alternative 3 in the DEIR analyzes the impacts of the full project with no curb cuts on College Avenue 

and all automobile access from Claremont Avenue. See DEIR starting on page 5-15 for more detail. The 

commenter’s support of this alternative is noted. 

Response to Comment C-217-4 

Please see Response to Comment C-58-1 regarding Safeway’s right to propose a project that meets its 

needs and objectives. The purpose of the DEIR is to evaluate the environmental effects of the project as 

proposed. The fact that Safeway operates smaller stores elsewhere is not germane to the evaluation of the 

proposed project. However, the comments are noted, and will be considered by the City prior to taking 

action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-217-5 

See Response to Comment B-1-5 regarding the inclusion of the 51
st
 Street/Pleasant Valley 

Avenue/Broadway intersection in the project study intersection list. 

Response to Comment C-217-6 

See Response to Comment B-1-6 regarding the inclusion of the proposed expansion of the 51
st
 and 

Broadway Shopping Center project in the cumulative traffic analysis. 

Response to Comment C-217-7 

See Master Response M-5 regarding potential for increase in cut-through traffic on 63
rd

 Street, and Master 

Response M-4 regarding safety and hazards.  
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Response to Comment C-217-8 

As stated in the comment, it is unlikely that many supermarket customers would park more than one-

block away from the project site as they would not want to carry large amounts of groceries for long 

distances. However, the project also includes employees as well as restaurant and other retail components 

whose customers are more likely to park further away and walk to and from their destination. In addition, 

as some supermarket customers park in the parking spaces near the project site, customers and employees 

of other retail uses along College Avenue would park further away. Therefore, studying on-street parking 

within two blocks of the project site is a reasonable assumption, as it represents the distance that most 

people generally walk between their parked cars and destination. 

As stated in the comment, and shown on Figures 4.3-6 and 4.3-7 of the DEIR, parking occupancy on 

streets within one-block of College Avenue is generally higher than on the streets further away. 63
rd

 Street 

between College and Hillegass Avenues has a parking occupancy of 95 percent or more during both 

weekday and Saturday peak periods. 

See Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of parking. 

Response to Comment C-217-9 

The existing intersection traffic volumes, as shown on Figure 4.3-8, includes motorcycles as automobiles, 

which overstates their impact on traffic operations. As previously noted, the proposed project would not 

double the existing traffic volumes in the area, which is generally required for a perceptible increase in 

traffic noise. 

Response to Comment C-217-10 

See Master Response M-4 for a discussion of project impacts on motorist, bicycle, and pedestrian safety. 

Response to Comment C-217-11 

It is acknowledged that the two- and three-story buildings along College Avenue are generally mixed-use 

buildings. Commercial development along Claremont in the vicinity of the project is limited to the block 

opposite the project site and the block west of College Avenue. Neither block includes any substantive 

amount of open space. On the block across from the project site, there is a building immediately adjacent 

to the four-story building on one side and a small parking lot on the other side, separating it from the 

adjacent three-story building. Aside from the parking lot for the Dreyer’s site, over one block south of the 

project site, all buildings in the block of Claremont west of College Avenue are closely spaced one after 

another. Development density along Claremont Avenue is lower than along College Avenue.  

The statement that Safeway has not been willing to negotiate with the community is refuted by the project 

sponsor. Safeway representatives have indicated they have met with the community numerous times since 

planning of the project began in 2007. In response to concerns expressed by the community the project 

was completely redesigned, and was reduced in size from the original proposal. The 10-foot-wide 

landscaped buffer along the northern edge of the site was also added in response to community concerns. 

Safeway did not cancel the sixth stakeholder meeting, but postponed it because following the fifth 

stakeholder meeting in November 2008, there was a change in architects. Lowney Architecture assumed 

responsibility for design of the project in January 2009. Because of the transition in architects it took 

several months to redesign the project. Once the revised plans were completed, Safeway conducted the 

sixth stakeholder meeting at the Claremont Hotel on April 29, 2009. Regardless, the level of cooperation 
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between the project sponsor and the community is not an environmental issue under CEQA, and hence 

beyond the scope of this DEIR. 

The comment states that the project would cause substantial and unavoidable traffic impacts and ruin the 

profitability of existing businesses and the City of Oakland. Ten of the 11 identified significant and 

unavoidable traffic impacts are identified as such because the affected intersections are located within the 

City of Berkeley, and the City of Oakland does not have the jurisdiction to approve implementation of the 

identified mitigation measures. However, the mitigation measures are otherwise feasible, and would 

reduce the impacts to less-than-significant levels.  

That leaves one significant and unavoidable traffic impact (Impact TRANS-13), at the intersection of 63
rd

 

Street and College Avenue, which would meet the peak-hour signal warrant under 2035 conditions. 

However, the revised project as described and analyzed in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, would reconfigure the 

63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate Impact TRANS-13, and the need for Mitigation 

Measures TRANS-13.  

Regarding the statement that the project would ruin the profitability of existing businesses, there is no 

evidence that this would occur. Please see Master Response M-6 for a detailed summary of an 

independent economic impact study. The comment also states that the project would ruin the profitability 

of the City of Oakland. However, both the urban decay study summarized in Master Response M-6 and a 

second economic impact study both concluded that the proposed project would lead to recapturing sales 

that are currently going to grocery stores in nearby cities such as Orinda, Moraga, and Alameda, as well 

as Berkeley. These recaptured sales would result in increased tax revenues for the City of Oakland. There 

is no evidence that the proposed project would have an adverse financial impact on the City of Oakland, 

and in fact there is evidence that the project would in fact have a beneficial effect. 

Response to Comment C-217-12 

As shown on the project site plan on Figure 3-8, the ground-level parking garage would provide space for 

truck loading/unloading for the retail and restaurant components of the project in the south end of the 

garage just west of the south driveway on Claremont Avenue. 

Response to Comment C-217-13 

See Response to Comment B-4-6 regarding relocating the Route 51B bus stop on northbound College 

Avenue from south to north of the intersection. 

Response to Comment C-217-14 

As stated in the comment, the proposed project would provide more than twice the bicycle parking 

required by the City of Oakland Bicycle Parking Ordinance. The bicycle Parking Ordinance also allows a 

reduction in number of automobile parking spaces if the project provides bicycle parking in excess of the 

minimum requirement. However, the automobile parking demand analysis presented on page 4.3-110 of 

the DEIR and updated in Master Response M-3 does not reduce the project parking demand based on the 

excessive bicycle parking supply. 

In addition to specifying the quantity of the bicycle parking for a development, the City of Oakland 

Bicycle Parking Ordinance also addresses the design and layout of the bicycle parking. Although the final 

landscape plan for the proposed project may change, including placement of bicycle racks and lockers. 

the number of bicycle parking spaces will not, and they will be consistent with the City’s Bicycle Parking 
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Ordinance. Furthermore, Improvement Measure TRANS-1 reiterates that short-term bicycle parking on 

the sidewalk would not block pedestrian circulation. 

Response to Comment C-217-15 

The discussion of Impact LU-2 does not dismiss the height difference between the proposed project and 

adjoining residential properties, but rather provides an explanation for why the impact was deemed less 

than significant. Residential properties that currently lie adjacent to the existing Safeway building are 

facing a building built right to their property line. While the new building would be up to 10 feet taller 

than the existing building, it would be set back 10 feet from the property line, and would have a 5-foot 

step-down, further reducing the height of the building near the residences. In addition, the buffer strip 

created by the setback would be landscaped with trees and other plants that would provide visual 

screening and create visual separation between the project and adjacent residential uses. Because of the 

10-foot setback and 5-foot step-down, the visual and shading effects of the taller new building would be 

little changed from existing conditions at those residential lots. 

Conditions at the mid-block properties would change because they are currently adjacent to the loading 

dock or parking lot. The new walls of the parking structure would be approximately 10 to 15 feet above 

grade, about 10 feet from the mid-block properties rear fences. Occupants of these parcels could note the 

change in visible building mass from the rear, upper-story widows.  

Regarding the potential for shadow to affect the neighboring residences, the 5-foot step-down of the 

building height on the north side of the building and the 10-foot-wide buffer strip of landscaped land 

separating the building from the property line, which would serve to reduce shadow fall outside the 

confines of the site. In addition, existing fences separating the residential back yards from the Safeway 

property range from 6 feet to 12 feet in height. The net new shadow from the proposed project would be 

limited due to the shadow cast by the existing fences.There would be times, particularly in the early 

morning, when shadow from the project would strike the rear yards of adjacent residences. The amount of 

shadow would also be greater during winter months. The incremental change in shadow cast by the 

project would not be considered a significant impact, as concluded on page 4.2-16 of the DEIR. Please 

see Response to Comment C-32-1 for additional discussion on this subject. 

Response to Comment C-217-16 

As stated in the comment, several mitigation measures include updating the current signal timings at the 

intersection. Based on the analysis summarized in the DEIR, these mitigation measures would adequately 

mitigate the identified significant impacts to a less-than-significant level. In addition, many of these 

mitigation measures include other improvements to the intersection, such as upgrading traffic signal 

equipment to be more responsive to traffic volumes and upgrading pedestrian facilities at the intersection 

to be compliant with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. 

In addition, with respect to the project’s traffic impacts along College Avenue, feasible mitigation 

measures have been identified that, if implemented, would reduce to less-than-significant levels the 

impacts at all but one intersection on College Avenue. This remaining intersection, the intersection of 63
rd

 

Street and College Avenue, would meet the peak-hour signal warrant under 2035 conditions. However, 

the revised project as described and analyzed in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, would reconfigure the 63
rd

 

Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate Impact TRANS-13, and the need for Mitigation 

Measures TRANS-13. Thus, if the identified mitigation measures were implemented, all of the revised 

project’s traffic impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
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Response to Comment C-217-17 

The discussion referenced on DEIR page 3-1 provides a general discussion of the location and context of 

the project; it is not intended to be a detailed land use survey. The information it provides is a correct 

characterization. The details provided in the comment are not critical to an introductory overview of the 

site’s location. 

The point about the characteristics of the 2.1-acre site and its context is not clear. It is acknowledged that 

the site is unique along College Avenue. See Master Response M-9 regarding land use and neighborhood 

compatibility for further discussion of the project’s compatibility with the surrounding area. 

The comments attributing characteristics to the applicant are not environmental issues under CEQA, are 

not relevant to analysis in this Final EIR, and no response is necessary. The City will consider the 

comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-218-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as Letter C-162. For responses to the comments 

raised, please see the responses to Letter C-162.  

Comment Letter C-218  
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Response to Comment C-219-1 

See Response to Comments B-4-6 and B-5-3 regarding moving the Route 51B bus stop on College 

Avenue from south to north of Claremont Avenue. Also see Comment A-1-2 that shows AC Transit’s 

support for relocating bus stops from near-side to far-side of intersections. AC Transit estimates that each 

bus stop relocation would reduce bus travel times by 15 to 20 seconds. 
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Response to Comment C-220-1 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, at two stories it would be comparable to much of the existing 

development in the area, and shorter than the three- and four-story buildings in proximity to the site. For 

additional discussion on the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-

31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. There is no evidence that the project would create a barricade 

between pedestrians and neighboring stores; in fact, the project would strengthen the connection by 

providing pedestrian-oriented destinations on the project site that are currently lacking. As discussed in 

more detail in Response to Comment E-142 and Master Response M-9, the project as proposed is 

consistent with the neighborhood. With respect to the suggestion of a walkway to the existing stores on 

the west side of College Avenue, the applicant is already proposing to construct pedestrian bulb-outs on 

the east side of the two crosswalks across College Avenue at 63
rd

 Street and provide ladder-striping of the 

crosswalks for safety. The revised project will also provide either bulb-outs on the west side of the 

crosswalks or a center median to reduce walking distance across College Avenue. The applicant is also 

proposing an elevated walkway from the public rooftop plaza to the Safeway store, and a pedestrian 

“walk street” with specialty paving, landscaping, and benches.  

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.  

Comment Letter C-220  
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Response to Comment C-221-1 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. The DEIR acknowledges that there may be significant and unavoidable impacts on 

traffic if the project is implemented. 

Response to Comment C-221-2 

Currently, Safeway is not planning on using remote parking for its employees. See Master Response M-3 

regarding accommodations for employee parking at the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-221-3 

See Master Response M-5 regarding traffic intrusion on residential streets. 

Safeway’s delivery trucks are instructed to not use the segment of Alcatraz Avenue between College and 

Claremont Avenues. However, neither City of Oakland nor Safeway has control over vendors’ trucks, 

other commercial delivery trucks, or customer routes in the area. Also, see Comment C-135-4 and 

Responses to Comments C-159-1 and C-159-5 regarding truck traffic generated by the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-221-4 

See Response to Comment C-1-2 regarding the current congestion on College Avenue and project 

mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment C-221-5 

See Master Response M-4 for a discussion of project impacts on motorist, bicycle, and pedestrian safety. 

As summarized in Table 4.3-9 of the DEIR, no collisions involving pedestrians have been reported at the 

Claremont Avenue/Alcatraz Avenue intersection between 2005 and 2009. 

Response to Comment C-221-6 

The air quality analyses models included any potential increase in emissions that may be generated by 

vehicles idling around the project site. The DEIR concluded the project would not have a significant and 

unavoidable impact on air quality. 

Also see Master Response M-7. 

Response to Comment C-221-7 

There would not be a substantial increase in noise from project-generated traffic, and therefore there is no 

basis for requiring mitigation for those impacts. The negligible increase in ambient noise from traffic 

Comment Letter C-221, cont’d. 
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generated by the project would not be perceptible. The project would increase traffic noise in the site 

vicinity by up to 10 percent. It has been empirically demonstrated, and is a commonly accepted fact by 

noise experts, that approximately a doubling of vehicle traffic is required before a perceptible increase in 

noise (3 dBA) occurs. As discussed on page 4.6-16 of the DEIR, traffic from the project would increase 

ambient noise by approximately 0.4 dBA, which is below the threshold of human hearing, and well below 

the 5-dBA threshold of significance for permanent project noise increases. 

Response to Comment C-221-8 

The applicant is entitled to propose development of a project consistent with the General Plan and 

Planning Code on property that it owns. The purpose of the EIR is to evaluate the environmental impacts 

that would occur with implementation of the proposed project, not to evaluate the perceived social 

obligations of the project sponsor. The comment that the project is out of scale with the neighborhood 

was addressed above in Response to Comment C-221-1. 
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Response to Comment C-222-1 

The DEIR discloses traffic and pedestrian safety impacts in Section 4.3, but identifies feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce all identified significant impacts to less-than-significant levels if they are 

implemented. As disclosed in the DEIR, most of the traffic mitigation requires approval by the City of 

Berkeley; if that city declines to approve the measures, impacts at the affected intersections would remain 

significant and unavoidable. Also see Master Response M-4 regarding project impacts on pedestrian, 

bicycle, and motorist safety. 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.  

Comment Letter C-222  
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Response to Comment C-223-1 

See Response to Comment C-162-1 regarding project impacts on 63
rd

 Street. Also, see Chapter 2 of this 

FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project that would reconfigure the intersection and limit 

vehicular access to and from 63
rd

 Street. 

Response to Comment C-223-2 

There is no evidence the project would cause a lack of light in the area. The project would be comparable 

in height to many nearby buildings, and would be shorter than a number of neighboring buildings. The 

existing double-loaded blocks of College Avenue, even those with three- and four-story buildings, do not 

cause a lack of light in the area. At two stories, the proposed project would have less potential to result in 

a loss of light than the existing taller development. 

Response to Comment C-223-3 

As described on page 4.3-56 of the DEIR, parking is not considered a CEQA issue. As shown on Figures 

4.3-6 and 4.3-7 of the DEIR, on-street parking on the segment of 63
rd

 Street between College and 

Hillegass Avenues is currently at or near capacity during both weekday and Saturday peak periods. The 

Comment Letter C-223  
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segment of 63
rd

 Street between Hillegass Avenue and Colby Street, which is further away from the 

College Avenue commercial district, has more on-street parking available with peak parking occupancies 

ranging between 80 and 90 percents. As described in the Parking section on page 4.3-111 of the DEIR 

and Master Response M-3 of this FEIR, the on-site parking for the proposed project is not expected to 

meet the project parking demand and parking is expected to spill into the adjacent residential 

neighborhoods, including the streets west of College Avenue. Improvement Measure TRANS-2 includes 

strategies to reduce the project parking demand and potential for intrusion into adjacent residential 

neighborhoods. 

Response to Comment C-223-4 

As noted in other responses related to air quality, the DEIR examined the potential air quality effects of 

the project related to vehicle emissions and operation of the project. The DEIR concluded that in 

accordance to the BAAQMD thresholds of significant, there would not be any potentially significant air 

quality impacts. 

Response to Comment C-223-5 

Please see Master Response M-6. 

  



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-745 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

 

Response to Comment C-224-1 

The commenter concurs with the comments submitted as Letter C-162. For responses to the comments 

raised, please see the responses to Letter C-162. 

  

Comment Letter C-224  
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Response to Comment C-225-1 

See Responses to Comments C-225-5 through C-225-13 for more detail. 

Response to Comment C-225-2 

As discussed in detail in Master Response M-6, the project is not expected to cause a substantial adverse 

economic impact on existing businesses in the neighborhood. 

Response to Comment C-225-3 

Please see Response to Comment C-156-5. 

Response to Comment C-225-4 

Regarding the appropriateness of the project objectives, please see Responses to Comment B-4-12 and C-

10-7.  

The comment makes a general statement that the DEIR provides little useful analysis while merely 

describing the project, without citing specific examples. The analysis was performed using commonly 

accepted standards and methodologies. Where feasible, as with the traffic, air quality, greenhouse gas, 

and noise analyses, quantitative methods and modeling were employed and the results were compared to 

numeric thresholds of significance. The methodologies are explained at the beginning of the impact 

discussion under each resource area. Where quantitative methods were not feasible, as in the case of the 

land use/planning and visual quality analyses, defensible rationales are provided for the analyses. Absent 

specific examples to address, a more detailed response is not feasible. 

The comment states that the DEIR “throws up its hands when trying to develop mitigation measures” but 

provides no examples or evidence of this. Where significant impacts have been identified, specific 

mitigation measures have been developed to reduce the impacts to less-than-significant levels. Since, with 

the exception of one air quality impact, the significant impacts would all be traffic impacts, the comment 

may be referring to the fact that the City of Oakland does not have authority to implement all of the traffic 

mitigation measures, and those impacts are therefore designated significant and unavoidable. This is not a 

case of the City “throwing up its hands,” but merely of following the procedural requirements of CEQA. 

While the identified mitigation measures are specific and would reduce the associated impacts, the City of 

Oakland cannot coerce the City of Berkeley to implement the measures. 

Response to Comment C-225-5 

See Master Response M-2 for analysis of project impacts during the Saturday midday peak hour. 

Response to Comment C-225-6 

As described on page 4.3-3, study intersections were chosen with the guidance of City staff, and were 

generally 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 DEIR did not analyze intersections along College Avenue north of 

Ashby Avenue or south of Manila Avenue because they would not meet this criterion. In addition, as 
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shown in Table 4.3-19, the DEIR also analyzed travel times along the length of College Avenue between 

Manila and Ashby Avenues. 

Response to Comment C-225-7 

See Response to Comment C-16-3 regarding the inclusion of UC Berkeley developments in the 

cumulative traffic analysis in the DEIR. 

See Response to Comment B-1-6 regarding the inclusion of the proposed 51
st
 and Broadway Shopping 

Center project in the cumulative traffic analysis in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-225-8 

See Response to Comment C-180-5 for traffic conditions on Saturdays with a football game at the 

California Memorial Stadium. 

Response to Comment C-225-9 

See Master Response M-5 regarding the DEIR’s analysis of traffic intrusion on residential streets such as 

62
nd

 and 63
rd

 Streets. 

Response to Comment C-225-10 

As stated in the comment, the DEIR did not analyze the Bank of America driveway on the west side of 

College Avenue between 62
nd

 and 63
rd

 Streets, because the proposed project would not modify the 

driveway and the driveway would continue to provide inbound access to Bank of America from College 

Avenue. Furthermore, as shown on the project site plan on Figure 3-8 of the DEIR, the project proposes 

to widen northbound College Avenue just north of Claremont Avenue and adjacent to the Bank of 

America driveway. This would provide adequate space for automobiles turning left from northbound 

College Avenue to Bank of America to wait for gaps in the southbound traffic and pedestrian flow 

without blocking northbound through traffic. Thus, the proposed project would reduce the delay currently 

experienced by vehicles on northbound College Avenue queued behind vehicles turning left into Bank of 

America. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 proposes to signalize the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection to 

mitigate the significant impact caused by the project. However, the DEIR acknowledges that signalizing 

this intersection would result in negative effects on traffic circulation and quality-of-life issues. The DEIR 

also acknowledges that implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 may not be desirable. Since 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 may not be implemented, the DEIR conservatively identifies the impact 

as significant and unavoidable. 

The revised project, as described and analyzed in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, would reconfigure the 63
rd

 

Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate Impact TRANS-13, and the need for Mitigation 

Measures TRANS-13, which consisted of signalizing the intersection.  

Response to Comment C-225-11 

The comment is consistent with the DEIR. The DEIR proposes mitigation measures at intersections in 

City of Berkeley where the project would cause a significant impact. Since City of Oakland, as lead 
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agency for this EIR, does not have jurisdiction in City of Berkeley, and City of Berkeley would need to 

approve and implement the mitigation measures, the DEIR conservatively identifies the impact as 

significant and unavoidable. However, if City of Berkeley approves these mitigation measures, the project 

applicant will be responsible for paying for and/or implementing the improvements. 

Response to Comment C-225-12 

Consistent with other recent environmental documents completed in Berkeley and Oakland, the DEIR 

identifies significant impacts on transportation and circulation based on the significance criteria 

established by both cities and listed on pages 4.3-54 through 4.3-56 of the DEIR. Furthermore, the DEIR 

also identifies mitigation measures that would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate 

the incremental increase in delay caused by the proposed project). Based on the analysis presented in the 

DEIR, if implemented, these mitigation measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional 

delay caused by the proposed project at these intersections as compared to conditions without the 

proposed project, which are congested, as referenced by the comment. 

Response to Comment C-225-13 

The comment states that the DEIR underestimates the traffic that will be generated by the project. 

However, it does not provide any specific reasons and is therefore noted. The transportation and 

circulation analysis for the DEIR were completed using standard transportation engineering practices and 

City of Oakland’s guidelines and requirements. The assumptions and methodology used in the analysis 

are consistent with other recent environmental documents prepared in Oakland.  

Response to Comment C-225-14 

The cover of the DEIR does not constitute analysis and it does not provide the basis for the analysis 

presented within. The text within describes—on pages 3-5 through 3-9, pages 4.1-1 through 4.1-2, and 

pages 4.2-1 through 4.2-11—the existing land uses in the vicinity of the project site, and the potential 

impact on those uses is discussed on pages 4.1-11 through 4.1-12 (Impact LU-2), which was determined 

to be less than significant. Regarding the potential for the proposed project to result in adverse economic 

impacts on neighboring businesses, please see Master Response M-6. 

Response to Comment C-225-15 

The point about the “suburban assumption of limited access to the project’s grounds” is not clear. The 

pedestrian orientation of the project, including the pedestrian-only entrances to the grocery store, is in 

contrast to suburban development, where the most prominent element is a parking lot, and there are 

typically not even sidewalks providing pedestrian access across a large expanse of parking, much less the 

type of pedestrian amenities proposed for the project, including a public plaza and a landscaped 

pedestrian-only “walk street” with benches for resting, lounging, or as meeting points. Regarding the 

point about crime, please see Response to Comment C-156-5. Also see Master Response M-9 regarding 

land use and planning considerations related to the project and the project’s consistency with General 

Plan policies for the area. 
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Response to Comment C-225-16 

As discussed in more detail in Responses to Comments B-4-12 and C-10-7, the applicant is entitled to 

determine the objectives of the project.  

While the objective of having one driveway on College may appear arbitrary, it serves several important 

functions, which are specified in the objective: (1) the consolidation allows for creation of a continuous 

storefront, consistent with one of the required findings for a Conditional Use Permit (“that the proposal 

will not impair a generally continuous wall of building facades”); (2) a single driveway will improve 

pedestrian safety and traffic flow into and out of the site; and (3) Safeway wants to maintain vehicle 

access from College Avenue, which customers have been using for 46 years and which provides an 

important access point.  

The objectives are valid, consistent with the requirements of CEQA, and provide a legitimate basis for 

evaluating the merits of the alternatives. 
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Response to Comment C-226-1 

The existing traffic congestion on College Avenue referenced in the comment is consistent with Table 

4.3-6 of the DEIR which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at 

unacceptable LOS E or LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the 
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proposed mitigation measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the 

incremental increase in delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted 

intersections would continue to operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion 

of the proposed project and the mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if 

implemented, these mitigation measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay 

caused by the proposed project at these intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed 

project, which are congested, as referenced by the comment. As discussed further in Section 2.5 of this 

FEIR, the revised project would have substantially similar impacts, which correspondingly would be 

reduced by the identified mitigation measures (if implemented). 

Response to Comment C-226-2 

The DEIR examined issues related to pollution, including, vehicle exhaust, odors, health risks from 

vehicle emissions, energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions. The DEIR concluded that the 

project would not have significant impacts related to these pollution factors. 

Also see Master Responses M-7 and M-8 regarding air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. 

Response to Comment C-226-3 

Consistent with the DEIR, comment notes that project parking supply would not meet City zoning code 

requirements and project parking demand would exceed on-site supply and spill into the adjacent 

residential streets. 

See Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis of parking at the site and on surrounding streets 

and potential impacts of parking deficit on intersection operations and congestion. 
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Response to Comment C-227-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

There is no need to email the Planning Commissioners directly, as they will be reading this Responses to 

Comments document. 

 

  

Comment Letter C-227  

 

1 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-757 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

 

 

  

Comment Letter C-228  

 

1 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-758 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

Comment Letter C-228, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment C-228-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding whether Safeway leases the retail spaces to independent businesses or chain stores, see 

Response to Comment C-97-1. 

  

Comment Letter C-228, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment C-229-1 

The DEIR accounts for the parking demand generated by the retail and restaurant components of the 

project as shown in Table 4.3-21 which shows the parking supply as required by the City’s zoning code 

and Table 4.3-22 which shows the parking demand generated by the project. As shown on Table 4.3-21, 

the proposed project would not meet the City’s zoning requirement for parking. The Safeway parking lot 

is also currently used by non-Safeway customers. See Master Response M-3 for a more detailed analysis 

of project parking demand.  

Response to Comment C-229-2 

As stated in the comment, the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection is currently controlled by a stop 

sign on the eastbound College Avenue approach. Although the westbound Safeway driveway is not 

provided with a stop sign, motorists on the driveway must wait for gaps in both vehicular and pedestrian 

flow along College Avenue before proceeding. As stated in the comment, the intersection currently 

provides a painted crosswalk across College Avenue on the north side of the intersection. Although a 

painted crosswalk is not provided on the south side of the intersection, it is a legal pedestrian crossing and 

is used by pedestrians. 

The project, as described in the DEIR, did not propose to signalize the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue 

intersection. Rather, Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 proposed to signalize the intersection to mitigate the 

significant impact caused by the project at this intersection. However, the DEIR acknowledged that 

signalizing this intersection would result in negative effects on 63
rd

 Street. Considering the negative 

effects on traffic circulation and quality-of-life issues on 63
rd

 Street, the DEIR also acknowledged that 

implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 might not be desirable. Since Mitigation Measure 

TRANS-13 may not be implemented, the DEIR conservatively identifies the impact as significant and 

unavoidable. 

In any event, the revised project, as described and analyzed in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, would reconfigure 

the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate Impact TRANS-13, and the need for Mitigation 

Measures TRANS-13, which consisted of signalizing the intersection. It would also prohibit several 

turning movements at the intersection.  

See Master Response M-5 and Response to Comment C-162-1 regarding the reasons for not analyzing 

intersections along 63
rd

 Street in the DEIR and the DEIR’s analysis of traffic on residential streets.  

Comment Letter C-229, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment C-229-3 

Regarding whether Safeway leases the retail spaces to independent businesses or chain stores, please see 

Response to Comment C-97-1. Please see Master Response M-3 regarding the calculation of parking 

demand for the project, which included estimated demand for the smaller retail and restaurant spaces. 

Finally, please see Master Response M-9 regarding land use and planning issues related to the project. 

Response to Comment C-229-4 

See Response to Comment C-229-1. 

Response to Comment C-229-5 

See Response to Comment C-229-1. 

Response to Comment C-229-6 

See Response to Comment C-229-2. 

Response to Comment C-229-7 

The reference to “10x non compliance of the proposed project with currently applicable zoning” is 

unclear. For additional discussion on the project’s consistency with zoning requirements, please see 

Master Response M-9. 
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Response to Comment C-230-1 

Please see Response to Comment C-121-1. 
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Response to Comment C-231-1 

This comment letter is in support of Comment Letter C-162. See Responses to Comment Letter C-162. 
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Response to Comment C-232-1 

See Master Response M-1 regarding the reasons project driveway volumes were not used to estimate 

project trip generation and the appropriateness of the trip generation rates used in the analysis.  

Response to Comment C-232-2 

See Master Response M-1 regarding the reasons ITE-based trip generation used in the DEIR overestimate 

the project trip generation. 

Response to Comment C-232-3 

Safeway representatives have indicated that activity at the existing store typically peaks from 4:00 to 7:00 

PM on both weekdays and Saturdays. Therefore, as stated on page 4.3-14 of the DEIR, intersection counts 

were conducted from 4:00 to 7:00 PM on a weekday and Saturday because the existing Safeway store has 

the highest amount of activity during this period at both weekdays and Saturdays. Within the peak period, 

the hour with the highest traffic volumes in the study area was selected as the peak hour of analysis. 

Coincidentally, the peak hour of traffic in the study area on both weekdays and Saturdays within the count 

period is from 5:15 to 6:15 PM. 

ITE’s Trip Generation provides supermarket trip generation data for weekday PM peak hour of generator 

(i.e., the hour from noon to midnight with the highest trip generation) and the weekday peak hour of 

adjacent street traffic between 4:00 and 6:00 PM. The project trip generation presented in the DEIR is 

based on the data for weekday peak hour of adjacent street traffic between 4:00 and 6:00 PM because it 

corresponds to the peak hour of traffic on adjacent streets to the project site (College and Claremont 

Avenue) and the ITE weekday PM peak hour of adjacent street traffic data is based on more observations 

and is therefore statistically a more valid estimate (40 data points for the weekday PM peak hour of 

adjacent street traffic data compared to seven data points for the weekday PM peak hour of generator). 

Furthermore, the ITE weekday PM peak hour of adjacent street traffic data is more applicable to the 

project site because it includes more data points in the size range of the proposed project than the PM 

peak hour of generator data which only includes one store larger than 40,000 square feet. 

See Master Response M-2 for analysis of project impacts during the Saturday midday peak hour. 

The DEIR accounts for the automobile trips and parking demand generated by the retail and restaurant 

components of the project as shown in Table 4.3-10 which summarizes project automobile trip 

generation, Table 4.3-21 which shows the parking supply as required by the City’s zoning code, and 

Table 4.3-22 which estimates the project-generated parking demand. All three tables show the appropriate 

data for the supermarket, retail, and restaurant components of the project. This data is consistent as well 

with the data used in Master Responses M-1 and M-3, regarding trip generation calculations and parking 

demand, respectively. 

Response to Comment C-232-4 

See Response to Comment C-232-5. 
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Response to Comment C-232-5 

As stated in the comment, both the traffic impact analysis (Chapter 4.3) and the air quality analysis 

(Chapter 4.5) use data published in ITE’s Trip Generation to estimate the automobile traffic generated by 

the proposed project. However, the traffic impact analysis uses weekday and Saturday peak hour trips as 

traffic congestion is worst during the peak hours and the air quality analysis uses the total daily trip 

generation as it accounts for emissions through the day.  

For all land use categories and time periods, ITE’s Trip Generation presents a weighted average trip 

generation rate at the surveyed sites. For land use categories and time periods for which an adequate 

number of data surveys have been conducted (typically six or more sites), ITE also provides a regression 

equation. Based on the methodology outlined in ITE’s Trip Generation Handbook, 2nd Edition, the 

regression equation is appropriate for the weekday PM peak hour trip generation of the supermarket and 

the average rate is appropriate for all other time periods. 

Review of ITE’s Trip Generation data for retail uses shows that trip generation for most land uses does 

not generally increase linearly with size of the development; it increases in a reverse logarithmic scale 

(i.e., as the size of the land use increases, the rate of increase in project trip generation decreases). A large 

number of data points are generally needed in order to develop a statistically valid regression equation. 

Thus, ITE provides regression equations only for the most common land use categories and time periods. 

ITE only provides a statistically valid logarithmic regression equation for PM peak hour of adjacent 

traffic for the supermarket land use. It does not have adequate number of data points to develop regression 

equations for the other time periods (i.e. weekday and Saturday daily and Saturday peak hour); however, 

a similar relationship between store size and trip generation is also expected for these time periods. Thus, 

the project trip generation numbers for these other time periods used in both the traffic impact and air 

quality analyses are expected to conservatively overestimate the actual additional trips the proposed 

project would generate.  

Response to Comment C-232-6 

See Master Response M-3 for an expanded analysis of parking supply and demand that shows existing 

and estimated on-site parking demand from 11:00 AM to 9:00 PM on weekdays and Saturdays. Although 

current on-site parking demand may exceed the parking demand shown in the DEIR, the conclusions of 

the parking analysis presented in the DEIR remain valid. 

The comment is consistent with Table 4.3-21 of the DEIR which shows that the parking supply provided 

by the proposed project would not meet City of Oakland Planning Code requirements. 

Safeway is considering allowing public parking in the ground-level parking garage for two hours or less. 

Response to Comment C-232-7 

See Response to Comment C-214-11 regarding the reason for Safeway Club Card data not being used to 

estimate trip distribution for the proposed project. 

Similarly, the existing turning movements at the project driveways were also not used to estimate the trip 

distribution for the proposed project because the proposed project is expected to attract additional 

customers from a larger area. In addition, the direction of approach and departure for the existing project 
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driveway volumes is not consistent with the Safeway Club Card data, indicating that the data would not 

be suitable for estimate project trip distribution.  

Response to Comment C-232-8 

Although not shown on Figure 4.3-11, the existing Trader Joe’s store was accounted for in developing the 

project trip distribution.  

Response to Comment C-232-9 

See Response to Comment C-214-22 regarding the latest planned bicycle facilities in the project vicinity.  

Response to Comment C-232-10 

See Response to Comments B-4-6 and B-5-3 regarding the relocation of the bus stop on northbound 

College Avenue from south to north of Claremont Avenue. Also see Comment A-1-2 that shows AC 

Transit’s support for relocating bus stops from near-side to far-side of intersections. AC Transit estimates 

that each bus stop relocation would reduce bus travel times by 15 to 20 seconds. 

See Responses to Comments C-232-1, C-232-3, and C-232-7. 

Response to Comment C-232-11 

See Master Response M-5 for more detail on traffic intrusion on residential streets.  

Response to Comment C-232-12 

The comment provides a conclusion to the points raised above. See the above Responses to Comments C-

232-1 through C-232-11. 
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Response to Comment C-233-1 

See Responses to Comment C-214-22 and C-214-24 regarding the latest bicycle improvements in the 

project vicinity. 
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Response to Comment C-234-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-235-1 

See the Neighborhood Traffic Intrusion subsection on page 4.3-117 of the DEIR and Master Response M-

5 regarding cut-through traffic on residential streets. 

See Master Response M-4 for a discussion of project impacts on safety. 

Response to Comment C-235-2 

See Response to Comment C-3-2 regarding the existing driveways for the Bank of America parking lot. 

Response to Comment C-235-3 

See Response to Comment B-1-6 regarding the inclusion of the proposed 51
st
 and Broadway Shopping 

Center project in the cumulative traffic analysis. 

Response to Comment C-235-4 

See Response to Comment C-154-3 regarding on-street parking on 62
nd

 Street. Also, see Master Response 

M-3 for a detailed discussion of parking. In addition, Safeway is considering allowing public parking 

limited to two hours for the majority of the parking spaces in the ground-level garage.  

Response to Comment C-235-5 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. 

The comment states that alternatives have not been adequately considered. However, the DEIR devotes 

68 pages and considerable detail to the consideration of alternatives, including quantified analysis of 

traffic impacts of the alternatives. As provided in Section 15126.6(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, “The EIR 

shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 

comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant 

environmental effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison. If an alternative 

would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as 

proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant 

effects of the project as proposed.” DEIR Table 5-22 provides the matrix referenced in Section 

15126.6(d), with 15 additional traffic impact comparison matrices provided in Tables 5-7 through 5-21. It 

is the City’s position that the DEIR provides more than sufficient consideration of alternatives to the 

proposed project. 

Regarding the “integrity” of the EIR, please see Response to Comment E-99. Neither Safeway nor the 

City have dismissed the residents of the area and their concerns as “collateral damage.” As demonstrated 

by the lengthy public hearings, the involvement of the residents in the preceding planning process, with a 

subsequent complete redesign of the project in response to their concerns, and this very lengthy 

Responses to Comments document, the City takes the concerns of the residents very seriously. The 

decision makers will be carefully weighing the comments and evidence presented in this document as part 

of their deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives.  
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Response to Comment C-236-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the potential impact on neighborhood character, please see Response to Comment E-142 and 

Master Response M-9.  

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. As discussed in Response to Comment C-80-1, the DEIR acknowledges that 

significant traffic impacts could result from implementation of the project; it also identifies feasible 

mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to less-than-significant levels if the City of Berkeley approves 

the measures. Traffic impacts are further discussed in this FEIR’s discussion of the revised project (See 

Chapter 2). 

Construction of the project is expected to take 13 months. The existing store will necessarily be closed 

during this time, and local shoppers will need to find alternative sources for their grocery needs. 
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Response to Comment C-237-1 

Please see Response to Comment C-121-1. 
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Response to Comment C-238-1 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. Please see Master Response M-6 for a detailed discussion on the project’s 

potential impact on existing businesses in the area. Regarding the potential effects of the project on 

neighborhood character, please see Response to Comment E-142 and Master Response M-9. 
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Response to Comment C-239-1 

As discussed in detail in Master Response M-6, there is no evidence that the proposed project would 

adversely affect existing businesses in the vicinity. Furthermore, the store could have a beneficial effect 

on the nearby businesses. As discussed in Response to Comment C-137-3, when the College Avenue 

Albertson’s grocery store (located about 1,500 feet south of the project site) closed, other retail stores in 

the neighborhood observed a decline in both foot traffic and sales. When the vacant site was reoccupied 

by a Trader Joe’s and Pharmaca, business immediately picked up. Similar beneficial effects on 

neighboring businesses have been observed in San Francisco and Lafayette following the introduction of 

new Whole Foods grocery stores to established retail neighborhoods. The City will consider the comment 

opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-240-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-241-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-242-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-243-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment C-244-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-245-1 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment C-245-2 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on 

the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-245-3 

The existing traffic congestion referenced in the comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR 

which shows that major intersections along College and Claremont Avenues currently operate at 

unacceptable LOS E or LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the 
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proposed mitigation measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the 

incremental increase in delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted 

intersections would continue to operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion 

of the proposed project and the mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if 

implemented, these mitigation measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay 

caused by the proposed project at these intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed 

project, which are congested, as referenced by the comment.  

As discussed in Chapter 2 of this document, the traffic impacts of the revised project would be 

substantially the same as those of the DEIR project, except that an impact at the 63
rd

 Street/College 

Avenue intersection that was characterized as significant and unavoidable under the DEIR project would 

be reduced to a less-than-significant level under the revised project. 

Response to Comment C-245-4 

The other Safeway project referenced in the comment is a separate project from the project that is the 

subject of this EIR, and it is being evaluated in a separate EIR. The comment does not address the 

adequacy of the DEIR. Cumulative transportation and noise impacts were addressed in the DEIR, and 

other cumulative impacts are addressed in Master Responses M-6, M-7, and M-8 of this FEIR. 
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Response to Comment C-246-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the project’s potential effect on the pedestrian-orientated neighborhood, please see Responses 

to Comments A-5-11, E-53, and Master Response M-9. As shown on Figures 3-10 and 3-11 of the DEIR, 

the frontage of the project along College Avenue would include a few gray elements, primarily a dry-

stack ledgestone, but the majority of the façade would be developed with a variety of other earth tones, 

including taupe, beige, browns, ochre, and green. The façade would be articulated by variations in 

materials, color, fenestration, and building elements. Regarding the statement that the project is a 

suburban style of development, please see Responses to Comments C-32-1 and C-247-3, and Master 

Response M-9. 
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Response to Comment C-246-2 

As discussed in detail in Master Response M-6, there is no evidence that the proposed project would 

adversely affect existing businesses in the vicinity. Furthermore, the store could have a beneficial effect 

on the nearby businesses. As discussed in Response to Comment C-137-3, when the College Avenue 

Albertson’s grocery store (located about 1,500 feet south of the project site) closed, other retail stores in 

the neighborhood observed a decline in both foot traffic and sales. When the vacant site was reoccupied 

by a Trader Joe’s and Pharmaca, business immediately picked up. Similar beneficial effects on 

neighboring businesses have been observed in San Francisco and Lafayette following the introduction of 

new Whole Foods grocery stores to established retail neighborhoods.  

Response to Comment C-246-3 

The existing traffic congestion referenced in the comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR 

which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at unacceptable LOS E or 

LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the proposed mitigation 

measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the incremental increase in 

delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted intersections would continue to 

operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion of the proposed project and the 

mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if implemented, these mitigation 

measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay caused by the proposed project at 

these intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed project, which are congested, as 

referenced by the comment. 

As discussed in Chapter 2 of this document, the traffic impacts of the revised project would be 

substantially the same as those of the DEIR project, except that an impact at the 63
rd

 Street/College 

Avenue intersection that was characterized as significant and unavoidable under the DEIR project would 

be reduced to a less-than-significant level under the revised project. 
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Response to Comment C-247-1 

The comment consists of introductory remarks to the letter. It does not raise any specific environmental 

issues, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment C-247-2 

As discussed in more detail in Master Response M-9, the size of the project would be within the 

maximum F.A.R. alllowed by the General Plan and is conditionally permitted in the C-31district. For 

additional discussion on the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-

31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. 

The comment states that “the project grossly violates the C-31 zoning” because it requires approval of 

four Conditional Use Permits and two variances. However, Conditional Use Permits (CUPs) are different 

from variances, in that they do not denote any inconsistency with the zoning ordinance. They are related 

to a class of uses for which a public agency wishes to retain some discretionary authority. For example, 

alcohol sales are virtually always conditional uses, yet they do not represent inherent conflicts or 

inconsistency with the commercial districts in which they are permitted with a Conditional Use Permit. 

Absent a CUP requirement, other stipulated permitted uses are permitted by right, and a public agency has 

no ability to restrict or impose conditions on a principal permitted use that conforms with the General 

Plan and zoning ordinance. Please see Master Response M-9 for a discussion of how the project would 

conform to the required findings for CUP approval. Regarding the requested variances, they are for minor 

deviations from the C-31 zoning regulations. The project is just 1,511 square feet over the threshold 

requiring three loading berths, and seeks a variance to provide two berths instead of three. With 171 

proposed parking spaces—15 spaces shy of the required 186 spaces—the applicant is requesting a second 

variance from the parking requirement. 

The Oakland Planning Code carries considerable “weight” in that it regulates allowed uses; the size, 

height, bulk, and setbacks of buildings; and establishes a wide variety of requirements and restrictions on 

activities, such as noise limits. The Planning Code complies with California laws pertaining to land use 

regulation. 

Comment Letter C-247, cont’d. 
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Response to Comment C-247-3 

While the proposed project is called a shopping center on the cover of the DEIR, the project has nothing 

in common with a suburban shopping mall, as discussed in more detail in Response to Comment C-32-1. 

In fact, the proposed project would do much to rehabilitate the site from a suburban, auto-centric model of 

development to a higher-density, pedestrian-oriented in-fill development, with ready access to public 

transit, located in a well-established neighborhood commercial district—very much in keeping with smart 

growth principles. The modified project block would have up to eight walkable street-level storefronts 

(plus two pedestrian storefront entries to Safeway) where none exist now. The project represents compact 

urban development consistent with the scale of development already present in the area. For additional 

discussion on the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, 

and Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment C-247-4 

While these are not environmental issues subject to review under CEQA, it should be noted that Safeway 

is not expected to compete directly with most of the small retail stores in the vicinity, which offer 

specialty goods and enhanced customer service. In any event, as discussed in detail in Master Response 

M-6, an independent economic impact study performed for the project concluded that the proposed 

project would not cause a significant adverse economic impact on neighboring businesses. Furthermore, 

the store could have a beneficial effect on the nearby businesses. As discussed in Response to Comment 

C-137-3, when the College Avenue Albertson’s grocery store (located about 1,500 feet south of the 

project site) closed, other retail stores in the neighborhood observed a decline in both foot traffic and 

sales. When the vacant site was reoccupied by a Trader Joe’s and Pharmaca, business immediately picked 

up. Similar beneficial effects on neighboring businesses have been observed in San Francisco and 

Lafayette following the introduction of new Whole Foods grocery stores to established retail 

neighborhoods. Regarding the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-158-1. 

“Shopping on the second floor” may not be a common experience on College Avenue, but grocery stores 

are often located in basements and second floors of buildings in European commercial centers (including 

Paris) in order to maximize the benefits of infill development. Regarding the concern expressed about 

shopping carts in the elevator, there would be two elevators, which would help avoid excessive 

congestion but, more significantly, there would be a pedestrian escalator that includes a shopping cart 

conveyor that would transport loaded carts to the ground floor and empty carts to the Safeway store on the 

second level. This pedestrian and cart escalator would be able to transport a larger number of customers 

and their carts than the elevators, and more quickly. Thus, when the elevators were occupied, shoppers 

could avail themselves of the alternative way to quickly exit the store with their loaded carts. 

Response to Comment C-247-5 

See Response to Comment C-1-2 regarding current congestion on College Avenue and the effectiveness 

of the proposed mitigation measures. 

See Response to Comment C-30-2 regarding traffic signals proposed by the proposed project and the 

mitigation measures. 

Also, see Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which would 

reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection to limit automobile access and enhance pedestrian 

crossings. 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-816 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

Response to Comment C-247-6 

The comment is consistent with the Table 4.3-21 of the DEIR which shows that the project would not 

meet City of Oakland Zoning Ordinance parking requirements. 

However, the project is not proposing to eliminate on-street parking spaces across the street on the west 

side of College Avenue. Mitigation Measure TRANS-17A, which proposed bulbouts on the west side of 

College Avenue in order to improve pedestrian crossings, may have resulted in elimination of two parking 

spaces on College Avenue at 63
rd

 Street depending on the design for bulbouts. However, the revised 

project, described and analyzed in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, would reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College 

Avenue intersection and provide either bulbouts on the west side of College Avenue or a center median., 

The revised project would not eliminate any parking spaces on the west side of College Avenue. 

See Master Response M-3 for further discussion of parking demand. 

Response to Comment C-247-7 

As described on page 4.3-104 of the DEIR, the Congestion Management Program analysis referenced in 

the comment is required by the Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTC, formerly known as 

Congestion Management Agency [CMA]). The roadways analyzed were selected by ACTC in their 

comment letter on the project NOP. Also, note that Oxford Street, University Avenue, and Heinz Street, 

as referenced in the comment, were not included in this analysis.  

Response to Comment C-247-8 

While the nearby office buildings on Claremont occupy smaller footprints than the proposed project, they 

are also on much smaller sites; Safeway’s much larger site can inherently support more development. The 

proposed project would be two stories in height, with the majority of the ground floor dedicated to 

parking, obscured behind the street-level shops, while the buildings on Claremont are three and four 

stories, respectively (with a two-story element on the four-story building). It is true that Claremont 

Avenue is a wider street, and the project has been designed to direct as much auto use to that side of the 

site as possible, while focusing on the pedestrian orientation along the College Avenue frontage. 

While the proposed project is required to be consistent with the General Plan, it is not responsible for 

implementing all of the General Plan’s goals and policies. The project is not required to provide pocket 

open spaces. However, Safeway is proposing improvements that are not required, including the prominent 

landscaped rooftop plaza and the landscaped pedestrian “walk street” with benches. 

Regarding the potential for crime, please see Responses to Comments C-156-5 and C-180-8. 

Response to Comment C-247-9 

Please see Response to Comment C-158-1 regarding Safeway’s right to propose a project that meets its 

needs and objectives. The focus of this EIR, as required by CEQA, is on what environmental effects 

would occur if the project as proposed by the project proponent were approved and implemented.  

Regarding the potential for the project to create a “fortress” effect where there is now open space, the 

existing south half of the block is lined with a two-story building on one side and three-story buildings on 

the other. Similarly, in the next block to the south, a four-story building faces three-story buildings. There 

is no evidence that the proposed project would cause such a “fortress” effect. Finally, the site does not 

currently support open space as it is defined in the Government Code, General Plan, or common planning 
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practice. For additional discussion on the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments 

A-5-11, D-31,E-142, and Master Response M-9. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-248-1 

The comment proposes to close College Avenue to automobile traffic between Claremont and Alcatraz 

Avenues and to provide all vehicular access to the proposed project from Claremont Avenue. While it 

would not close off College Avenue to all vehicle traffic between Claremont and Alcatraz Avenues, 

Alternative 3 analyzed in the DEIR evaluated a scenario where the project would have no project curb-

cuts on College Avenue. See discussion starting on page 5-26 for impacts of this alternative, which was 

ultimately rejected.  The commenter’s proposal is even more extreme than Alternative 3 and would have 

greater traffic impacts.  The commenter’s proposal is not required to be evaluated in this EIR becasuse 

(among other things) it would not eliminate any of the significant impacts of the revised project. 
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Also, see Chapter 2 of this FEIR, which describes and analyzes the revised project, which would 

reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and improve pedestrian crossing across College 

Avenue by either providing a median or bulbouts at the west side of the intersection. 
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Response to Comment C-249-1 

The City is unaware of plans by Safeway to acquire other local businesses. Please see Master Response 

M-6 for discussion of the proposed project’s economic impact. 

Response to Comment C-249-2 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1. Regarding the size and scale 

of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, B-4-2, B-4-4, E-4, and E-142. Regarding the 

compatibility of the project with the existing character of the neighborhood, please see Responses to 

Comments B-4-4, C-10-15, and E-142, and Master Response M-9. Regarding the traffic that would be 

generated by the project, please see Response to Comment C-80-1. 

Response to Comment C-249-3 

Regarding the businesses acquired by Safeway, please see Response to Comment C-249-1. Regarding the 

project’s potential impact on existing businesses, as discussed in detail in Master Response M-6, there is 

no evidence that the proposed project would adversely affect existing businesses in the vicinity. 

Furthermore, the store could have a beneficial effect on the nearby businesses. As discussed in Response 

to Comment C-137-3, when the College Avenue Albertson’s grocery store (located about 1,500 feet south 

of the project site) closed, other retail stores in the neighborhood observed a decline in both foot traffic 

and sales. When the vacant site was reoccupied by a Trader Joe’s and Pharmaca, business immediately 

picked up. Similar beneficial effects on neighboring businesses have been observed in San Francisco and 

Lafayette following the introduction of new Whole Foods grocery stores to established retail 

neighborhoods. 
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Response to Comment C-250-1 

The comment expresses support for a remodeled Safeway store and provides introductory remarks to the 

body of the letter, but does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR. The City will 

consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-250-2 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment C-250-3 

The comment expresses the belief that the project will improve parking and avoid traffic problems. No 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment C-250-4 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-250-5 

The comment expresses concurrence with some of the findings in the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment C-250-6 

The comment expresses concurrence with some of the findings in the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-251-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment C-252-1 

This comment letter is in support of Comment Letter C-162. See Responses to Comment Letter C-162. 
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Response to Comment C-253-1 

The points raised in the comment are addressed in detail in Master Response M-9. There has been no 

evidence provided in support of the statement that the project would have a significant impact on land 

use. It remains the City’s position that no such impact would result, and that the conclusions presented in 

Section 4.1 of the DEIR are correct. Traffic impacts are identified, but they do not constitute land use 

impacts. 

As discussed in Master Response M-9, the F.A.R. of the project would be within that allowed by the 

General Plan and conditionally permitted in the C-31 zoning district. The commenter’s disagreement with 

the evidence that the project would be a small-scale neighborhood commercial retail use is noted, but the 

City has put forth evidence in support of the position, and has elaborated on the evidence in the 

discussions referenced above. Regarding the findings required for the requested Conditional Use Permits, 

please see Master Response M-9. 

With respect to the CUP finding required by Planning Code Section 17.134.050(A) in relation to the 

project’s traffic impacts, that finding requires: “That the location, size, design, and operating 
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characteristics of the proposed development will be compatible with and will not adversely affect the 

livability or appropriate development of abutting properties and the surrounding neighborhood, with 

consideration to be given to harmony in scale, bulk, coverage, and density; to the availability of civic 

facilities and utilities; to harmful effect, if any, upon desirable neighborhood character; to the generation 

of traffic and the capacity of surrounding streets; and to any other relevant impact of the development.” 

[emphasis added.] The DEIR identifies the potential traffic impacts that could result from implementation 

of the project; it also identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to less-than-significant 

levels if the City of Berkeley approves the measures. As noted in the DEIR, if the City of Berkeley does 

not approve the mitigation measures , these impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. However, 

whether or not the traffic impacts are mitigated to insignificance, the detailed analysis presented in the 

DEIR would enable City decision makers to find that they had given consideration, through the review of 

the DEIR and any decisions made in conjunction with the EIR, to the generation of traffic and the 

capacity of surrounding streets. Please see Master Response M-9 for additional discussion on findings and 

on General Plan and zoning consistency. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-254-1 

The comment is in favor of eliminating project driveways on College Avenue, which the DEIR analyzed 

in Alternative 3. See Chapter 5 of the DEIR for more detail.  Also see Master Response M-4 regarding 

project impacts on safety, and Chapter 2 regarding the traffic impacts of, and enhanced pedestrian 

elements provided by, the revised project. The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s 

merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-255-1 

For discussion on the project’s compatibility with the existing pedestrian-oriented retail development in 

the site vicinity, including its aesthetic compatibility, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, E-53, 

E-142, and Master Response M-9. 

See Response to Comment C-1-2 regarding current and estimated future congestion on College Avenue.  

See Master Responses M-7 and M-8 regarding the air quality and greenhouse gas impacts of the project. 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment C-256-1 

The comment expresses opposition to the project as proposed, and expresses a general concern about 

impacts to transit riders, pedestrians, and bicyclists in the neighborhood. Potential impacts on public 

transit are addressed on pages 4.3-105 through 4.3-106 and 4.3-112 through 4.3-114 of the DEIR. 

Potential impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists are addressed on pages 4.3-100 through 4.3-102 of the 

DEIR. Also, see Master Response M-4 for a discussion on pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Response to Comment C-256-2 

See Response to Comment B-5-3 for benefits of moving the existing bus stop for Route 51B from south 

to north of Claremont Avenue. 
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Response to Comment C-256-3 

The project proposes to widen northbound College Avenue just at the relocated bus stop just north of 

Claremont Avenue to 21 feet in order to provide adequate space for buses to stop and load/unload 

passengers without blocking and disrupting through traffic flow on northbound College Avenue. In 

addition, the project would widen the sidewalk at the bus stop to provide a bus shelter without interfering 

with the pedestrian flow along College Avenue. As described on page 4.3-108 of the DEIR, the project 

would reduce the number of parking spaces along the project frontage on College Avenue by two spaces 

from 11 to 9 spaces.  

See Response to Comments B-4-6 and B-5-3 for more detail. Also see Comment A-1-2 that shows AC 

Transit’s support for relocating bus stops from near-side to far-side of intersections. AC Transit estimates 

that each bus stop relocation would reduce bus travel times by 15 to 20 seconds. 
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Response to Comment C-257-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-257-2 

The comment is consistent with the existing conditions presented in the DEIR. The DEIR (See Table 4.3-

6) identifies both Ashby Avenue/College Avenue and Claremont Avenue/College Avenue as currently 

operating at deficient LOS E or LOS F. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the proposed 

mitigation measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the incremental 

increase in delay caused by the proposed project); however both intersections would continue to operate 

at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion of the proposed project and the 

mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if implemented, these mitigation 

measures would reduce overall delay and eliminate the additional delay caused by the proposed project at 

these intersections as compared to conditions without the proposed project, which are congested, as 

referenced by the comment.  

As discussed in Chapter 2 of this document, the traffic impacts of the revised project would be 

substantially the same as those of the DEIR project, except that an impact at the 63
rd

 Street/College 

Avenue intersection that was characterized as significant and unavoidable under the DEIR project would 

be reduced to a less-than-significant level under the revised project. 

 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-831 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues   
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

 

Response to Comment C-258-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-258-2 

Regarding the square footage of the existing store, please see Responses to Comments E-114 and C-56-1. 

The comment states that the DEIR’s analysis is “weak,” but cites just one example, the alternatives. 

However, the DEIR devotes 68 pages and considerable detail to the consideration of alternatives, 

including quantified analysis of traffic impacts of the alternatives. As provided in Section 15126.6(d) of 

the CEQA Guidelines, “The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow 

meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the major 

characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the 

comparison. If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would 

be caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in 

less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.” DEIR Table 5-22 provides the matrix 
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referenced in Section 15126.6(d), with additional traffic impact comparison matrices provided in Tables 

5-7 through 5-21. It is the City’s position that the DEIR provides more than sufficient consideration of 

alternatives to the proposed project. For discussion on the range of alternatives evaluated, please see 

Responses to Comments C-10-8 through C-10-11 and E-132. 

Regarding the characterization of the project applicant, these comments are not germane to the 

environmental review of the project, and no response is necessary. Regarding the statement that the 

project would block light, there is no evidence the project would cause a lack of light in the area. The 

project would be comparable in height to many nearby buildings, and would be shorter than a number of 

neighboring buildings. Regarding the statement that the project would block views of the hills, please see 

Response to Comment E-86. 

Response to Comment C-258-3 

The comment expresses concern about the project’s impacts on traffic congestion and safety. See 

Response to Comments C-1-2 and C-80-1 regarding project impacts on traffic congestion. See Master 

Response M-4 regarding project impacts on safety. The project’s shadow effects were assessed in the 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) Initial Study and Environmental Review Checklist (see Appendix N of the 

DEIR, pages 18 and 27) and were found to be less than significant. Therefore, a significant reduction in 

natural light would not be expected. Regarding compatibility with the existing scale and character of 

College Avenue, see Master Response M-9.   

Response to Comment C-258-4 

The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed 

project. 
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Response to Comment C-259-1 

The comment expresses concern about the increase in traffic congestion caused by the proposed project. 

See Response to Comments C-1-2 and C-80-1 regarding project impacts on traffic congestion.  

See Master Response M-4 regarding project impacts on safety. 
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Response to Comment C-260-1 

The applicant will be required by the City of Oakland to fund the traffic mitigation measures for Oakland 

intersections that are identified in Section 4.3 of the DEIR.  While the City of Oakland lacks the legal 

authority to impose upon the applicant the traffic mitigation measures for the Berkeley intersections, it is 

the City’s understanding that the applicant is in talks with Berkeley representatives to fund some or all of 

those mitigation measures. 

Regarding the potential economic effects of the proposed project on other neighborhood businesses, 

please see Master Response M-6. 
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Response to Comment C-261-1 

This comment letter is in support of Comment Letter C-162. See Responses to Comment Letter C-162.  
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Response to Comment C-262-1 

The comment expresses concern about traffic generated by the proposed project using local residential 

streets as cut-through route or by motorists looking for parking. See Master Responses M-3 and M-5 for a 

more detailed discussion of parking and traffic intrusion on residential streets, respectively. In addition, 

Improvement Measures TRANS-2 and TRANS-3 provide strategies to reduce the magnitude of parking 

and traffic intrusion on residential streets.  
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Response to Comment C-263-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. Regarding the project’s potential impact on existing businesses, as discussed in 

detail in Master Response M-6, there is no evidence that the proposed project would adversely affect 

existing businesses in the vicinity. Furthermore, the store could have a beneficial effect on the nearby 

businesses. As discussed in Response to Comment C-137-3, when the College Avenue Albertson’s 

grocery store (located about 1,500 feet south of the project site) closed, other retail stores in the 

neighborhood observed a decline in both foot traffic and sales. When the vacant site was reoccupied by a 

Trader Joe’s and Pharmaca, business immediately picked up. Similar beneficial effects on neighboring 

businesses have been observed in San Francisco and Lafayette following the introduction of new Whole 

Foods grocery stores to established retail neighborhoods. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-264-1 

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-265-1 

The proposed project is not a big-box development, as discussed in more detail in Response to Comment 

C-11-4 and Master Response M-9. As discussed in detail in Master Response M-6, there is no evidence 

that the proposed project would adversely affect existing businesses in the vicinity. Furthermore, the store 

could have a beneficial effect on the nearby businesses. As discussed in Response to Comment C-137-3, 

when the College Avenue Albertson’s grocery store (located about 1,500 feet south of the project site) 

closed, other retail stores in the neighborhood observed a decline in both foot traffic and sales. When the 

vacant site was reoccupied by a Trader Joe’s and Pharmaca, business immediately picked up. Similar 

beneficial effects on neighboring businesses have been observed in San Francisco and Lafayette 

following the introduction of new Whole Foods grocery stores to established retail neighborhoods. 

Comment Letter C-265  

 

1 



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-839 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues   
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

The comment alleges that Safeway has engaged in “poor practices,” but does not elaborate, so a detailed 

response is not possible. However, the comment does not appear to address environmental issues or the 

adequacy of the DEIR. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-266-1 

The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment C-266-2 

Regarding the proposed project’s effect on air quality, please see Responses to Comments C-1-3 and 

Master Response M-7.  

Regarding the proposed project’s effect on crime, please see Responses to Comments C-73-12, C-156-5, 

and C-180-8. 
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Response to Comment C-266-3 

The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment C-267-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. Regarding the effect the project would have on nearby small businesses, please see 

Master Response M-6. Regarding having Safeway act as leasing agent for the proposed small retail 

spaces, this is not an environmental issue and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment C-267-2 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. As discussed in Master Response M-9, the project would be within the F.A.R. 

limit allowed by the General Plan and is conditionally permitted in the C-31 zoning districts. It would 

also be comparable in height to many existing buildings along College Avenue in the project vicinity, and 

would be shorter than the three- and four-story buildings in the vicinity. Regarding the effect the project 

would have on neighborhood character, please see Response to Comment E-142 and Master Response M-

9. 

Response to Comment C-267-3 

Regarding the effect the project would have on nearby small businesses, please see Master Response M-6. 

Regarding the effect the project would have on neighborhood character, please see the preceding 

response. 

Response to Comment C-267-4 

Regarding whether Safeway leases the retail spaces to independent businesses or chain stores, the 

comment does not address an environmental issue subject to review under CEQA or address the adequacy 

of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. The opposition to certain types of stores is noted, and 

the City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed 

project 

The statement that Safeway is not a good neighbor is not an environmental issue subject to review under 

CEQA, nor does it address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment C-268-1 

The characterization of supporters or opponents to the project is not germane to environmental review of 

the project under CEQA, and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  

The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-269-1 

Regarding the characterization of the proposed project as a “big-box” store, please see Response to 

Comment C-11-4 and Master Response M-9. Regarding the suitability of the project under the applicable 

zoning regulations, please see Master Response M-9. 

Safeway has not stated a goal of taking retail business away from other merchants. The objectives of the 

project are set forth on pages 3-9 through 3-10 of the DEIR, and none of them include this as a goal. For a 

detailed discussion of the potential effects of the project on other College Avenue businesses in the 

vicinity, please see Master Response M-6. 

The design of the project is intended to integrate with the existing retail environment on College Avenue, 

and has been revised and refined over time in response to input from concerned neighbors and City staff. 

The analysis of the project’s potential aesthetic effects did not identify any significant visual impacts. 

Please also see Responses to Comments A-5-11, E-4, E-53, and E-90 pertaining to the project’s design 

review process. 

The concerns about the effect of the proposed project on other College Avenue businesses are addressed 

in detail in Master Response M-6. 

Response to Comment C-269-2 

See Response to Comment B-1-6 regarding the inclusion of the proposed 51
st
 and Broadway Shopping 

Center project in the cumulative traffic analysis. 
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See Master Response M-4 regarding project impacts on pedestrian safety. 

See Response to Comment C-30-1 regarding the number of signals the DEIR project and the mitigation 

measures would have installed and the modifications proposed by the revised project. 

See Master Response M-3 regarding project impacts on on-street parking. 

See Response to Comment B-4-6 regarding the relocation of the Route 51B bus stop on College Avenue. 

As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the proposed mitigation measures would mitigate the 

impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the incremental increase in delay caused by the proposed 

project). After the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, both Alcatraz Avenue/College 

Avenue and Claremont Avenue/College Avenue intersections would operate with the same amount or less 

delay than “no project” conditions. Thus, the amount of traffic congestion experienced on this segment of 

College Avenue would remain similar to current conditions. 

As discussed in Chapter 2 of this document, the traffic impacts of the revised project would be 

substantially the same as those of the DEIR project, except that an impact at the 63
rd

 Street/College 

Avenue intersection that was characterized as significant and unavoidable under the DEIR project would 

be reduced to a less-than-significant level under the revised project. 

Response to Comment C-269-3 

Please see Response to Comment C-10-24.  
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Response to Comment C-270-1 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

The DEIR evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, consistent with the requirements of 

CEQA. Please see Responses to Comments C-10-8 through C-10-11 and E-132 for additional discussion. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. As discussed in Response to Comment C-11-4 and Master Response M-9, the 

project would not be a big-box development. Regarding the potential effects of the project on 

neighborhood character, please see Response to Comment E-142 and Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment C-270-2 

See Response to Comment C-1-2 regarding current congestion on College Avenue and the effectiveness 

of the proposed mitigation measures.  

As discussed in Chapter 2 of this document, the traffic impacts of the revised project would be 

substantially the same as those of the DEIR project, except that an impact at the 63
rd

 Street/College 

Avenue intersection that was characterized as significant and unavoidable under the DEIR project would 

be reduced to a less-than-significant level under the revised project. 

See Response to Comment C-30-2 regarding traffic signals proposed by the proposed project and the 

mitigation measures. 

The project’s anticipated impacts on traffic during construction are addressed on page 4.3-100 of the 

DEIR. While acknowledging that construction-related traffic may temporarily reduce capacities of project 

area roadways because of the slower movements and larger turning radii of construction trucks compared 

to passenger vehicles, the traffic consultant determined that the use of local roadways by construction 

trucks would be limited due to the proximity of State Route 24 freeway ramps, located less than one-half 

mile from the project site. As discussed on DEIR page 4.3-38, the City of Oakland’s Standard Condition 

of Approval TRANS-2 requires that a Construction Traffic Management Plan be developed to address 

potential traffic issues during the project’s construction. Among other requirements, the plan will include 

provision for accommodation of pedestrian flow and 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. It 

will also require provision for parking management and spaces for all construction workers to ensure that 

construction workers do not park in on-street spaces. In addition, the Construction Traffic Management 

Plan will identify a process for responding to, and tracking, complaints pertaining to construction activity, 

including identification of an onsite complaint manager. Additional details are provided on pages 4.3-38 

through 4.3.-39 of the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment C-270-3 

The comment is consistent with the DEIR conclusions in that the proposed parking supply would not be 

adequate to meet the expected demand at the project site.  

Also, see Master Response M-3 for more detailed analysis of project parking demand. 

Response to Comment C-270-4 

The project is not proposing to add a bus-only lane on College Avenue. See Response to Comment B-4-6 

regarding the relocation of Route 51B bus stop on College Avenue from south to north of Claremont 

Avenue.  

As described on page 4.3-108 of the DEIR, the proposed project would reduce the number of on-street 

parking spaces along the project frontage on College Avenue by two spaces from 11 to nine.  As 

discussed in detail in Master Response M-3 regarding parking, overall, the effect of the revised project on 

public parking would be between a reduction of two spaces and an increase of one space, depending on 

which mitigation measures are ultimately implemented by the applicant in Oakland and Berkeley. 

Response to Comment C-270-5 

The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Regarding the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and 

Master Response M-9. Regarding the potential effects of the project on neighborhood character, please 

see Response to Comment E-142 and Master Response M-9. 
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Response to Comment C-271-1 

An economic impact study of the project by ALH Urban & Regional Economics was performed as 

suggested by the comment. The study is presented in Appendix A, and a summary of the results is 

provided in Master Response M-6. The study concluded that the project would not lead to urban decay. 
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Response to Comment C-271-2 

As noted in the comment, the architectural renderings are accurate, and provide a basis for the visual 

quality analysis presented in Section 4.2 of the DEIR. A project applicant is permitted under the 

provisions of CEQA to submit all or part of an EIR, including architectural renderings and/or visual 

simulations, for review and consideration by the Lead Agency. The Lead Agency, the City of Oakland, 

must certify that the EIR reflects the City’s independent judgment and analysis. Please see Response to 

Comment E-99 for additional discussion on this point. The architectural renderings depict the proposed 

project, and photo-based visual simulations are not necessary for purposes of evaluating the project’s 

potential visual effects. 

Response to Comment C-271-3 

The traffic counts for the Saturday peak period were collected from 4:00 PM to 7:00 PM because this 

corresponds to the peak period of activity at the existing Safeway store and is when the proposed project 

is expected to have the highest trip generation on Saturdays. As stated on page 4.3-14 of the DEIR, the 

peak hour (i.e., the hour with the highest traffic volumes observed in the study area) within the peak 

period is from 5:15 PM to 6:15 PM.  

See Master Response M-2 regarding project impacts during the Saturday midday peak hour. 

Response to Comment C-271-4 

As noted in other responses, the project would not cause a doubling of existing traffic. The air quality 

analysis presented in Section 4.4 (pages 4.4-1 through 4.4-21) of the DEIR documents that the proposed 

project’s operational impacts on air quality would not be significant and, with implementation of 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1, the project’s construction impacts on air quality would be reduced to a less-

than-significant level. 

See Master Response M-7 regarding the air quality analysis. Responses to Comment Letter C-159 address 

the number of truck deliveries. 

Response to Comment C-271-5 

The DEIR addresses truck noise on pages 4.6-16 to 4.6-20. See Master Response M-7 for a discussion of 

air quality impacts. Responses to Comment Letter C-159 address the number of truck deliveries. 
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Response to Comment C-272-1 

An economic impact study of the project by ALH Urban & Regional Economics was performed as 

suggested by the comment. The study is presented in Appendix A, and a summary of the results is 

provided in Master Response M-6.  The study concluded that the project would not lead to urban decay. 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment C-273-1 

Regarding the characterization of the proposed project as a “giant box store,” please see Response to 

Comment C-11-4 and Master Response M-9. Regarding the potential for the project to drive out existing 

businesses, please see Master Response M-6. The City will consider the comment opposing the project 

prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-274-1 

Regarding the need for the project, please see Response to Comment C-58-1. Regarding the size and scale 

of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, D-31, E-142, and Master Response M-9. The 

City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment C-275-1 

The existing traffic congestion on College Avenue at Alcatraz and Claremont Avenues noted in the 

comment is consistent with Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR which shows that major intersections along College 

Avenue, including the intersections at Alcatraz and Claremont Avenues, currently operate at unacceptable 

LOS E or LOS F during peak hours.  

Similar to current conditions, the project would continue to provide vehicular access from both College 

and Claremont Avenues. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the proposed mitigation 

measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the incremental increase in 

delay caused by the proposed project); however both intersections would continue to operate at a deficient 

LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion of the proposed project and the mitigation measures. 

Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if implemented, these mitigation measures would reduce 

overall delay and eliminate the additional delay caused by the proposed project at these intersections as 

compared to conditions without the proposed project, which are congested, as referenced by the comment. 

An economic impact study of the project by ALH Urban & Regional Economics was performed as 

suggested by the comment. The study is presented in Appendix A, and a summary of the results is 

provided in Master Response M-6.  The study concluded that the project would not lead to urban decay. 

See Neighborhood Traffic Intrusion subsection, starting on page 4.3-117 of the DEIR and Master 

Response M-5, for a discussion of project-generated traffic affecting the adjacent residential 

neighborhoods. 

See Master Response M-4 for a discussion of project impacts on pedestrian safety. 

Noise was assessed in the DEIR on pages 4.6-1 to 4.6-20, which notes that the larger store would generate 

additional traffic, but the proposed project would not double the existing traffic volumes in the area, 

which is generally required for a perceptible increase in traffic noise. Project operation is expected to be 

simiilar to existing conditions. The DEIR concluded that operational noise would not be significant, and 

that, with compliance with Standard Conditions NOI-1, NOI-2, NOI-3, and NOI-5, the project’s noise 

impacts during construction would not be significant.  

Response to Comment C-275-2 

See Response to Comment C-159-1 and C-159-5 regarding the number of loading docks for the proposed 

Safeway store. See Master Response M-3 a more detailed discussion of project parking demand, and the 

effects of project parking deficit on on-street parking and congestion on the streets adjacent to the project. 

Master Response M-3 also addresses secondary air pollution and noise effects from parking deficits. 

  



5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR 

 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 5-859 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues   
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

 

 

Response to Comment C-276-1 

The impacts of the proposed project on pedestrian circulation and safety are discussed starting on page 

4.3-100 of the DEIR. See Master Response M-4 for a more detailed discussion of project impacts on 

pedestrian safety. Also see Response to Comment A-2-2 and Chapter 2 of this document for a summary 

of pedestrian features of the proposed project. 

See Response to Comment C-30-2 regarding traffic signals proposed by the proposed project and the 

mitigation measures. As discussed in Chapter 2 of this document, the traffic impacts of the revised project 

would be substantially the same as those of the DEIR project, except that an impact at the 63
rd
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Street/College Avenue intersection that was characterized as significant and unavoidable under the DEIR 

project would be reduced to a less-than-significant level under the revised project. 

Response to Comment C-276-2 

As discussed in Responses to Comments B-4-10 and B-4-11, the proposed Safeway project at Broadway 

and Pleasant Valley Avenue was manually factored into the traffic model, and therefore has been 

explicitly included in the analysis of traffic impacts. Nonetheless, the commenter’s opposition to the 

proposed project and preference for a smaller project is noted, and will be considered by the City prior to 

taking action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment C-277-1 

The commenter, a previous architect for Safeway, submitted architectural renderings of an alternate 

project design for inclusion in the FEIR. No comment concerning the adequacy or accuracy of the DEIR 

was made and no response is required. 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SAFEWAY SHOPPING CENTER –  
COLLEGE AND CLAREMONT AVENUES 

Response to Comments and Final Environmental Impact Report 
File No. ER09-0006 
State Clearinghouse #  2009112008 

2009102100 
 
 
 

    VOLUME II 
 
 
 
    July 2012 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

City of Oakland, California 
350 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza 
Suite 300 
Oakland, CA 94612 

 





 

 





 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 6-1 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

 
 
CHAPTER 6 

Responses to Comments Received at the City of 
Oakland Planning Commission Public Hearings on 
the DEIR 
 

 

Two Public Hearings on the DEIR were held before the Planning Commission: on July 20, 2011, and 

August 3, 2011. This chapter provides a transcript of the public hearings followed by responses to the 

comments that are relevant to the EIR. The set of responses follow each transcript. The responses are 

designated alphanumerically by the date of the hearing (i.e., with the prefix “D” for the July 20, 2011, 

hearing and the prefix “E” for the August 3, 2011, hearing), and a number that refers to the sequence in 

which the comment occurs in the transcript. 

An alphabetical list of commenters with the page number of the transcript where their name appears is on 

the following pages . 

As in Chapter 5, responses presented in this chapter specifically focus on comments that pertain to the 

adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR or other aspects pertinent to the environmental analysis pursuant to 

CEQA. Comments that address topics beyond the purview of the DEIR or CEQA are noted for public 

record; although no response is required in these cases, an acknowledging or substantive response is 

provided. 
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The following persons provided spoken comments at the public hearings on the DEIR, held July 20, 2011, 

and August 3, 2011, by the City of Oakland Planning Commission. The comments are identified in 

Chapter 6 by the designations “D” and “E,” respectively, followed by specific comment number. The 

commenters are listed below alphabetically by last name. 

D. COMMENTERS AT THE JULY 20, 2011 PUBLIC HEARING  

  Transcript Page Number 

Denny Abrams ............................................................................................................................... 38 

Joseph Anderson ........................................................................................................................... 58 

Ron Bukovich ................................................................................................................................. 40 

Jerome Buttrick .............................................................................................................................. 25 

Maryann Clegg ............................................................................................................................... 34 

Laura Crotty ................................................................................................................................... 59 

Laura Dornbrand ............................................................................................................................ 42 

Solomon Ets-Hokin ........................................................................................................................ 17 

Christine Firstenberg ...................................................................................................................... 13 

Stuart Flashman ............................................................................................................................. 61 

Julie Hardgrove .............................................................................................................................. 37 

Frederick Hertz ............................................................................................................................... 48 

Graham Hill ...................................................................................................................................... 5 

Paul Junge ..................................................................................................................................... 11 

Jim Moore....................................................................................................................................... 16 

Gerald Niesar ................................................................................................................................. 44 

Kirk Peterson .................................................................................................................................. 31 

Joe Saropochillo ............................................................................................................................. 57 

Rebecca Saltzman ......................................................................................................................... 21 

Jeff Small........................................................................................................................................ 55 

Michael Stewart .............................................................................................................................. 54 

Toby Taylor .................................................................................................................................... 56 

Zachary Walton .............................................................................................................................. 22 

Marilyn Williams ............................................................................................................................. 50 

Steven Winkel ................................................................................................................................ 52 

Planning Commissioner Madeleine Zayas-Mart ...................................................................... 19, 20 

 

E. COMMENTERS AT THE AUGUST 3, 2011, PUBLIC HEARING  

  Transcript Page Number 

David Abel ........................................................................................................................................ 97 

Nathan Abercrombie ...................................................................................................................... 106 

Denny Abrams ................................................................................................................................. 14 

Glenn Alex .......................................................................................................................................... 7 

Jonathan Bair ................................................................................................................................... 76 

Michael Barrett ............................................................................................................................... 117 

Jerome Buttrick .............................................................................................................................. 137 

John Chalik..................................................................................................................................... 146 

Ellen Cohler .................................................................................................................................... 126 

Michael Colbruno, Planning Commissioner ..................................................................................... 22 

Denise Conley .................................................................................................................................. 26 

George Davis ................................................................................................................................... 95 

Joe Decredico .................................................................................................................................. 24 
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David Denton ................................................................................................................................. 112 

Diana Dorinson ................................................................................................................................ 83 

Laurie Dornbrand ........................................................................................................................... 141 

Johanna Egan .................................................................................................................................. 50 

Stuart Flashman ............................................................................................................................. 128 

Peter Fowler ................................................................................................................................... 144 

John Gatewood .................................................................................................................................. 6 

Jack Gerson ..................................................................................................................................... 93 

Cleo Goodwin, AC Transit ................................................................................................................ 80 

Peter Haberfeld ................................................................................................................................ 17 

Sanjiv Handa .................................................................................................................................. 115 

Linda Hausrath ................................................................................................................................. 43 

Nancy Hendrickson .......................................................................................................................... 54 

Morton Jensen ................................................................................................................................. 27 

Claudine Jones ................................................................................................................................ 92 

Deborah Kartiganer .......................................................................................................................... 82 

Hiroko Kurihara ................................................................................................................................ 88 

Cory LaVigne, AC Transit ................................................................................................................ 78 

Norman MacLeod ............................................................................................................................. 66 

Patricia Maloney ............................................................................................................................. 123 

Julia May ........................................................................................................................................ 133 

Jason McBriarty ............................................................................................................................... 94 

Jacquelyn McCormick ...................................................................................................................... 85 

Nancy McKay ................................................................................................................................... 40 

Dean Metzger ................................................................................................................................. 108 

Vicente Micenos (or Patino) ........................................................................................................... 151 

Kirk Miller.......................................................................................................................................... 36 

Rosemary Muller .............................................................................................................................. 51 

Nikolas Nettecheim .......................................................................................................................... 48 

Ortun Niesar ................................................................................................................................... 100 

Chris Patillo, Planning Commissioner .............................................................................................. 60 

Kirk Peterson .................................................................................................................................. 150 

Joyce Roy......................................................................................................................................... 63 

Joel Rubenzahl .............................................................................................................................. 130 

Ann Simon ........................................................................................................................................ 70 

Mari Simon ..................................................................................................................................... 145 

Lars Skjerping .................................................................................................................................. 64 

Richard Smith ................................................................................................................................... 71 

Ronnie Spitzer .................................................................................................................................. 11 

Resa Tansey .................................................................................................................................... 31 

Vien Truong, Planning Commission Chairperson ............................................................................ 62 

Unidentified Male Speaker (any one of:  

Ken Lowry, Larry Henry, Cliff Cline, Dennis Larson, or Alan McGuire) ........................................... 99 

Jonelyn Whales, Planning Commissioner ...................................................................................... 156 

Rich Yurman .................................................................................................................................... 57 
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6.1 Comments Received at the July 20, 2011 Public 
Hearing 
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Response to Comment D-1 

The comment consists of introductory remarks explaining the process that took place prior to publication 

of the DEIR, and how it determined the scope of what was evaluated in the DEIR. The comment does not 

address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-2 

The comment consists of the project architect making a presentation on the design features of the 

proposed project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-3 

The comment consists of the project architect noting that the environmental consultants were present at 

the hearing to answer questions. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-4 

The comment expresses support for the project, but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-5 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-6 

The comment states that if large-format retailers such as the proposed project are not located within 

densely populated areas, shoppers will drive to more distant locations, increasing the generation of 

greenhouse gases. Although the comment pertains to an environmental concern, it does not directly 

address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-7 

The comment expresses support for the project, but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-8 

The commenter states his affiliation in response to a question from a Planning Commissioner. The 

comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-9 

The comment expresses support for the project, but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment D-10 

The comment echoes earlier comments and expresses support for the project, but does not address the 

adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-11 

The comment consists of a Planning Commissioner asking how two Safeways close to each other fill a 

retail need in the neighborhood. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-12 

The commenter explains that due to the high density of the area and the lack of large grocery stores, there 

is sufficient demand to support two Safeways. The comment is consistent with the finding of the 

economic analysis attached as Appendix A of this document and summarized in Master Response M-6. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-13 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-14 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-15 

The comment expresses support for the project, but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-16 

The comment concurs with the mitigation identified in the DEIR for traffic impacts. No response is 

necessary. 

Response to Comment D-17 

Impact TRANS-17B (DEIR page 4.3-102) specifically addresses the concern raised in the comment, 

which would occur under the DEIR Project. The driveway will be signalized, which should increase 

overall safety at the driveway, but the traffic study determined that pedestrians walking along the east side 

of the College Avenue sidewalk could fail to recognize that the Safeway driveway has been signalized, 

and could be exposed to a safety hazard as autos exit from the garage on a green light. The DEIR 

identifies this as a potentially significant impact. With implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-

17B, which includes raised curb returns, alternative pavement for the crosswalk across the driveway, 

provision of adequate sight distance, and directional curb ramps at each crosswalk in the intersection, the 

impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project, which would reconfigure 

the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and prohibit left-turns to and from 63
rd

 Street, reducing this 

impact to a less-than-significant level. 
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See Master Response M-4 for further discussion of traffic safety issues. 

Response to Comment D-18 

The comment refers to a map of project supporters and asks that it be withdrawn, and requests that it be 

proven. The number of or location of supporters and opponents is not relevant to the environmental 

review of the project under CEQA, and the map referred to is not presented in the DEIR. The comment 

does not raise an environmental concern and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response 

is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-19 

The comment regarding the “tortured logic” of characterizing the project as small-scale neighborhood 

commercial retail is noted, and will be considered by decision makers, who will make an independent 

determination as to whether the proposed project is appropriate for the zoning district. However, the 

statement that the project is nearly seven times the allowable size for the zoning district is not accurate. 

Please see Master Response M-9 for a detailed response to this comment. 

The comment also states that the EIR avoids any meaningful discussion of how the project would relate to 

existing land use in the area. For a detailed response to this comment, please see Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment D-20 

The comment makes reference to Alternative 2a, but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-21 

The site plan for Alternative 2a, shown on Figure 5-2A of the DEIR (page 5-13) is conceptual in nature, 

and does not represent a final design. However, it does include landscaping around the outside perimeters 

of the parking areas, as well as along the inside of the College Avenue entrance. If the City’s decision 

makers elected to implement this alternative, the design would be refined, and more detailed landscape 

plans would be developed. The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to 

taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment D-22 

The standard of significance referenced in the discussion of Impact LU-1 (DEIR page 4.1.-11), where it is 

concluded that the project would not result in the physical division of the established neighborhood retail 

area, is defined as “physically divide an established community.” As noted in the discussion of Impact 

LU-1, 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. However, this standard applies to public areas; CEQA does not require provision of access across 

private property. 

The comment apparently refers to the use of the Safeway property by pedestrians to access College 

Avenue by crossing the site from Claremont Avenue. While Safeway is not obliged to provide such 

access, and its loss would not constitute a significant impact under CEQA, it should be noted that 

pedestrians would still have two ways to cross the property under the proposed project and shorten the 

walk to College Avenue from Auburn Avenue, Mystic Street, or other areas east of the project. The more 
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direct route would be to enter the site from the Claremont Avenue driveway, cross the parking lot, and 

exit the site via one of the sidewalks alongside the College Avenue driveway. In terms of distance 

traveled, this route would be virtually the same as the two routes across the site currently feasible. 

Another option would be to cross from Claremont Avenue to College Avenue via the proposed “walk 

street” connecting the two roadways. Under Alternative 2a it would also still be feasible to cross the site 

via the parking lot, with very little change in the distance required to walk across the site. However, even 

if access across the site were completely blocked, this would not constitute a significant impact under 

CEQA. 

Response to Comment D-23 

The comment states that the existing Safeway store would not need to be doubled in size to meet the 

objectives of providing a more comprehensive range of commercial services and products. However, this 

objective includes adding a “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 counter 

(as compared to the pre-packaged items currently available), and a greatly expanded produce section, as 

well as creating a more functional and efficient shopping area configuration to eliminate current “pinch 

points” in Safeway customers’ path of travel and to enhance the overall shopping experience of 

customers. Safeway has determined that an enlarged store would be required to provide all of these new 

or expanded functions. The City has determined that the objectives of the project stated in the DEIR are 

valid and reasonable objectives. Therefore, consistent with the requirements of CEQA, the City is not 

required to consider an alternative that does not feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives. See 

Response C-39-1 for additional discussion regarding project objectives. 

Response to Comment D-24 

While the proposed project would comprise a relatively large grocery store, it would not be a “big-box” 

development. Please see Response to Comment C-11-4 and Master Response M-9 regarding this point. 

The design of the proposed project would promote pedestrian activity. Please see Responses to Comments 

A-5-11, E-53, and Master Response M-9 for discussion on this point. 

Regarding the environmentally superior alternative, Alternative 2a was not “passed over” in the analysis. 

Alternative 2b was identified as the environmentally superior alternative because it 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 DEIR 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 alternative 

would eliminate most of the other identified project impacts. The magnitude of all impacts would be 

reduced compared to the proposed project. Alternative 2a would include 5,000 square feet of retail 

development and 5,000 square feet of office development that would not be included in Alternative 2b, 

while the grocery store would be approximately the same size. Therefore, the trip generation would be 

higher under Alternative 2a than under Alternative 2b, and the magnitude of impacts would not be 

reduced as much as under Alternative 2b. 

The reason that Alternative 2 was designated as the “next environmentally superior alternative” after 

Alternative 2b is because, even though Alternative 2 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 would 

Alternative 2b. The same rationale applies with respect to Alternative e2a; that is, even though 

Alternative 2 would not avoid the project’s significant impacts to the same extent as Alternative 2a, it 

would meet the project objectives to a greater degree than Alternative 2a. In any event, CEQA does not 
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require the identification of more than one environmentally superior alternative unless the “no project” 

alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative. See CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(e)(2).  

See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project, which would reconfigure 

the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and prohibit left-turns to and from 63
rd

 Street,w hich would 

reduce Impact TRANS-13 to a less-than-significant level. 

Response to Comment D-25 

Regarding maintaining current pathways, please see Response to Comment D-22, and note that a short-

cut across a private parking lot is not a legitimate “pathway.” The project would create a new “walk 

street” dedicated to pedestrians that does not currently exist, and would provide other improvements to 

enhance the pedestrian experience. For additional details please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, E-

53, and Master Response M-9. 

The reference to the project as seven times the allowable size for the zoning district is not accurate. Please 

see Master Response M-9 for a detailed response to this comment. 

For a response to the comment that the EIR needs to give greater heed to reduced-size alternatives and not 

dismiss them because they do not meet the project objectives, please see Responses to Comments B-4-12, 

C-10-7, C-10-8, C-10-9, C-10-10, and E-132. Also note that five reduced-size alternatives were evaluated 

in detail in Chapter 5 of the DEIR. 

The DEIR does address how the project would “add cars” because the size of the store was a key 

parameter in determining the project trip generation, and analysis of all the traffic impacts identified in 

Section 4.3 of the DEIR. The trip generation also became a key parameter in the air quality and 

greenhouse gas modeling. However, the project would not reduce the number of pedestrians. As stated on 

page 4.3-100, the project would result in increased vehicular traffic and pedestrian and bicycle activity in 

and around the project area. 

Regarding the assertion that the project is not consistent with the zoning of the site, please see Master 

Response M-9. Regarding Alternative 2a as the best alternative, please see Response to Comment D-24. 

Response to Comment D-26 

The comment makes reference to an alternative design, but does not provide any details and does not 

address the adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-27 

The commenter describes an alternative design that would draw on more traditional architecture, add a 

public plaza on the corner, widen 63
rd

 Street, and include other features. The commenter states his 

primary concern about the contents of the EIR is aesthetic, but does not offer any specific comments on 

how the DEIR might be deficient in this regard. Absent a more detailed comment on the DEIR, it is not 

feasible to provide a detailed response. 
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Response to Comment D-28 

The comment consists of a Planning Commissioner asking the previous commenter the size of his 

alternative design. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is 

necessary. 

Response to Comment D-29 

The comment consists of the previous commenter providing the approximate size of his alternative 

design. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-30 

The commenter states she is a long-time Safeway customer, but does not comment on the adequacy of the 

DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-31 

The comment states that the project would present “a massive two-story prison wall” along Claremont 

Avenue. While there is a two-story element of the project adjacent to Claremont Avenue, it would occupy 

less than half of the frontage on this street. As shown in the architectural rendering presented on Figure 3-

18 (bottom), on page 3-24 of the DEIR, much of the Claremont frontage would have no building at all 

adjacent to the property line. Instead, it would feature a planter box and a decorative overhead trellis 

extending along the full length of the planter box. Trees planted along the north side of the employee 

parking lot would form a visual backdrop to the northern portion of the site. 

With respect to the “massive two-story prison wall,” the Claremont Avenue façade of the revised project 

is shown in Figures 2-13 and 2-14 (bottom) of this FEIR. As shown on the rendering, it would be 

articulated by contrasting anchoring bays at either end that would provide variation to the roofline, and 

the main upper-story façade would be punctuated by window bays. The trellis mentioned above would 

continue and extend along the façade of the store between the first and second stories. Bamboo planter 

boxes would extend at sidewalk level for the length of the façade except at the two anchor elements at 

either end. A wrought-iron fence would extend along the sidewalk, and street trees would be featured 

along both the lower and upper stories.  

The two-story element of the project would terminate before the prominent corner of Claremont Avenue 

at College Avenue. The broad, landscaped pedestrian “walk street” would separate the Safeway store 

from the restaurant and public rooftop plaza, shown on DEIR figures 3-17 (page 3-23) and 3-14 (page 3-

20).  

The wall expanse along Claremont Avenue with the garage entrance has been redesigned, shown on 

Figure 2-13. The element would not be as tall as under the DEIR project. The wall-mounted Safeway sign 

and logo would be less prominent under the revised project than under the DEIR project (shown in DEIR 

Figure 3-17, page 3-23 of the DEIR), and the façade itself has been redesigned to appear less prominent. 

Under both the DEIR project and the revised project, sidewalk bulb-outs would flank the driveways; they 

would have specialty paving, street trees, wooden benches, and bike racks. 

A surface parking lot and a gas station (now closed) currently provide the visual context of the Claremont 

Avenue frontage.  
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The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed 

project. The commenter may submit these design-related comments to the Planning Commission during 

the public hearing on the design review permit for the project. 

The comment also addresses emergency exits in the case of fire. There would be two vehicle entrances to 

the site and two pedestrian entrances to the store. The primary pedestrian entrance would be from College 

Avenue, north of 63
rd

 Street. The second entrance would be from the front of the pedestrian “walk street;” 

it would be located in the tower shown on DEIR Figure 3-12 (top), on page 3-17. The final project plans 

will need to be approved by the Oakland Fire Department, which will verify that the project provides 

adequate emergency access and egress, and that it complies with all applicable provisions of the Uniform 

Fire Code. With these precautions, the project would not result in increased public safety or fire hazards. 

Response to Comment D-32 

The DEIR does identify potentially significant impacts on traffic at numerous intersections, and identifies 

feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to less-than-significant levels. However, as noted in 

the discussions of the impacts, implementation of identified mitigation for ten of the eleven traffic 

impacts would require approval by the City of Berkeley, which is outside the control of the City of 

Oakland. For this reason, the impacts were designated significant and unavoidable, but it would still be 

feasible to mitigate them to acceptable levels.  

See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project, which would reconfigure 

the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and prohibit left-turns to and from 63
rd

 Street. The traffic 

impacts of the revised project would be substantially the same as those of the DEIR project, except that an 

impact at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection that was characterized as significant and 

unavoidable under the DEIR project would be reduced to a less than significant level under the revised 

project. No signal would therefore be required as a mitigation measure at this intersection. 

Response to Comment D-33 

Please see Response to Comment D-31. 

Response to Comment D-34 

The proposed project does not include any retail storefronts on Claremont Avenue. This comment does 

not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-35 

Regarding the consistency with the zoning, please see Master Response M-9. Regarding the potential for 

the proposed project to cause blight in the area, please see Master Response M-6. Regarding the 

characterization of the Safeway store as “big-box” development, please see Response to Comment C-11-4 

and Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment D-36 

Regarding the consistency with the zoning, please see Master Response M-9. Regarding the potential 

economic effects of the proposed project, please see Master Response M-6. 
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Response to Comment D-37 

As noted in other responses, the project would not cause a doubling of existing traffic. The air quality 

analysis presented in Section 4.4 (pages 4.4-1 through 4.4-21) of the DEIR documents that the proposed 

project’s operational impacts on air quality would not be significant and, with implementation of 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1, the project’s construction impacts on air quality would be reduced to a less-

than-significant level. 

The proposed project would improve the dispersion of vehicle emissions compared to the existing 

conditions. Currently, there is no parking garage to contain and ventilate exhaust fumes. The proposed 

garage would ventilate exhaust fumes away from the adjacent residences. In addition, air quality 

modeling indicates that winds generally blow to the east away from the residences which would further 

disperse exhaust fumes.  

See Master Response M-7 for more detail. 

Response to Comment D-38 

The land use compatibility of the project is evaluated on pages 4.1-11 through 4.1-12 of the DEIR. 

Regarding the consistency with the zoning, please see Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment D-39 

The air quality analyses models included any potential increase in emissions that may be generated by 

vehicles idling around the project site. The emission thresholds account for all types of potential air 

quality impacts. The EIR concluded the project would not have a potentially significant impact on air 

quality. See Response to Comment D-37.  

Response to Comment D-40 

See Master Response M-3 for a detailed discussion of the parking conditions associated with the project. 

Response to Comment D-41 

As noted in Response to Comment D-39, the air quality analyses models included any potential increase 

in emissions that may be generated by vehicles idling around the project site. The DEIR concluded the 

project would not have a potentially significant impact on air quality. See Master ResponseM-7. 

Response to Comment D-42 

Regarding the pedestrian orientation and walkability of the proposed project, please see Responses to 

Comments A-5-11, E-53, and Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment D-43 

The July 20, 2011 public hearing was just one of the opportunities the public had to comment on the 

DEIR. The City provided a 46-day public review period during which written comments could also be 

submitted. In addition, the City conducted a second public hearing on August 3, 2011 to receive 

additional oral testimony. The purpose of the public hearings was to receive testimony regarding the 
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adequacy of the DEIR. However, this Responses to Comments document provides written responses to all 

comments made during the public hearings, as well as to every written comment submitted to the City. 

Response to Comment D-44 

As discussed in more detail in Master Response M-9, the proposed project would be consistent with the 

zoning of the site. See Master Response M-4 for additional information regarding traffic safety impacts of 

the project. 

Response to Comment D-45 

The project would increase traffic in the site vicinity by up to 10 percent, and as detailed in Response to 

Comment C-183-1, the project would result in an increase of one daily truck delivery over existing 

conditions, and would not double the existing traffic volumes in the site vicinity. 

Response to Comment D-46 

See Response to Comment D-40. 

Response to Comment D-47 

Please see Master Response M-4 for discussion of pedestrian and bicycle safety issues. 

Response to Comment D-48 

Please see Master Response M-4 for discussion of pedestrian and bicycle safety issues. 

Response to Comment D-49 

Please see Master Response M-3 for an expanded parking analysis, which discusses additional surveys 

that were conducted in October and November of 2011. See also Response to Comment C-180-54 

regarding traffic during football game days. 

Response to Comment D-50 

As stated in the comment and shown in Table 4.3-19 of the DEIR, the additional traffic generated by the 

proposed project would increase the travel times along College Avenue. Emergency vehicles would 

continue to operate similar to current conditions and other urban areas as they would continue to be 

allowed to travel through red signals, drive on the opposite side of the street, and other vehicles are 

required to pull to the side of the street to allow emergency vehicles to proceed.  

Response to Comment D-51 

The comment addresses the scale of existing development in the vicinity of the project and notes that the 

existing Safeway constitutes suburban development, and implies that the higher density of the proposed 

project would be more pedestrian friendly. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and 

no response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment D-52 

The comment expresses support for the project, and the belief that the revenue from the project will help 

the City to make improvements benefiting the environment 

Response to Comment D-53 

The comment expresses support for the project, but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-54 

The comment notes that the project would be designed and built to achieve LEED Silver certification, 

which would signify that the building has been designed as a “green” building for improved performance 

in metrics such as energy savings, water efficiency, CO2 emissions reduction, improved indoor 

environmental quality, and stewardship of resources and sensitivity to their impacts. The comment does 

not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-55 

Please see Master Response M-1 for detailed discussion of the project’s trip generation analysis. Also see 

Master Response M-2 regarding the Saturday peak hour. 

Response to Comment D-56 

Please see responses to Comment Letter C-159 and Response to Comment C-183-1 and M-1 for 

discussion of the number of truck deliveries and the impact on environmental analysis. 

Response to Comment D-57 

For a detailed discussion on the potential economic effects of the project, including the potential for 

blight, please see Master Response M-6. 

Response to Comment D-58 

The comment expresses support for the project, but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-59 

The comment expresses support for the project, but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-60 

The comment is noted. The comment expresses support for the project, but does not address the adequacy 

of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment D-61 

The comment expresses support for the project, but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-62 

The comment expresses support for the project, but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-63 

Regarding the pedestrian orientation and walkability of the proposed project, please see Responses to 

Comments A-5-11, E-53, and Master Response M-9. Regarding the size of the project, please see Master 

Response M-9. Regarding potential economic effects of the project, please see Master Response M-6. 

Response to Comment D-64 

The comment expresses support for the project, but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-65 

The comment expresses support for the project, but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. Regarding potential economic effects of the project, please see Master Response 

M-6. 

Response to Comment D-66 

The comment expresses support for the project, but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment D-67 

Cumulative impacts have been considered throughout the DEIR. Please see Responses to Comments B-4-

11 and E-14 for details on how cumulative impacts have been addressed. As discussed in more detail in 

Responses to Comments B-4-10 and B-4-11, the proposed Safeway project in the Rockridge Shopping 

Center was indeed factored into the analysis where relevant, such as in the traffic and air quality analysis. 

As described on page 4.3-30 of the DEIR, the proposed Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project on Telegraph 

Avenue was not fully designed, approved by any of the responsible jurisdictions, nor fully funded at the 

time the DEIR was prepared. Based on CEQA requirements, the proposed BRT project was not included 

in the future year analyses because there is no guarantee that it would be implemented. However, 

Appendix D of the DEIR nevertheless evaluated the potential effects on project impacts caused by the 

BRT project. This analysis of future traffic conditions was completed based on the latest analysis of the 

BRT project that was publicly available at the time (Draft EIS/EIR published in 2007).  

As stated in the comment, AC Transit has since updated its analysis and published the Final EIS/EIR for 

the BRT project. In addition, the BRT project, as proposed by AC Transit in Spring of 2012, would not be 
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implemented on Telegraph Avenue. Therefore, the BRT project would not affect traffic patterns in the 

study area.  

The comment states that the comments submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) were 

ignored, and cites the example of the proposed Safeway project in the Rockridge Shopping Center at 

Broadway and Pleasant Valley Road. This project was in fact included in the analysis. Please see 

Responses to Comments B-4-10 and B-4-11. That project was not factored into the land use or aesthetics 

analyses because the other project is a mile from the proposed project, and there is no potential for that 

project to affect land use or visual quality in the vicinity of the College Avenue Safeway. 

The comments submitted in response to the NOP were not ignored; they were all read and considered by 

the City of Oakland staff who are involved in the project and by the environmental consultants who 

worked on the DEIR. The environmental issues raised in the comments, the majority of which focused on 

traffic and parking, aesthetics, and zoning consistency, have been addressed in the DEIR. As a result of 

comments received, the entire scope of the DEIR was expanded to include sections on land use/planning 

and aesthetics, which could reasonably have been focused out from further consideration by the Initial 

Study. 

Regarding cut-through traffic on residential streets, please see Master Response M-5. 

Regarding pedestrian and bicyclist safety, please see Master Response M-4. 

Despite the statements of deficiency, the commenter has not identified any deficiencies in the DEIR 

requiring recirculation. 

Response to Comment D-68 

The comment is correct that the proposed project is located in an area designated “maintain and enhance” 

on the Strategy Diagram of the General Plan. The “maintain and enhance” designation is used in areas 

where the predominant established uses and densities will continue, and changes in use and density will 

be small. The comment states that the project “is inconsistent with these policies.” However, the 

“maintain and enhance” designation is not a policy, it is a general guideline for development. As noted in 

the General Plan, the Strategy Diagram is not regulatory, but describes the intentions of the Land Use and 

Transportation Element. As further provided in the General Plan, “the maintain/enhance designation is 

compatible with preserving the character of established neighborhood housing areas and neighborhood 

activity centers while providing for development of infill sites that is compatible with surroundings.” 

The proposed project would not be inconsistent with the development strategy inherent in the “maintain 

and enhance” designation. The proposed use would maintain and enhance the existing use of the site that 

has been established for 46 years. The proposed change in use would continue the grocery store use in a 

larger and improved building and would add small retail stores and a restaurant that would be compatible 

and consistent with surrounding development. Also, the proposed change in density would be less than 

one-fourth the density allowed by the General Plan. The project would replace the existing suburban type 

of development with a more urban and pedestrian-oriented development that is more compatible with 

surrounding development on College Avenue. The project does not seek to increase the density limit 

applicable to the site, and would be considerably below the allowable density.  

The proposed project would enhance the neighborhood by filling in a gap in what is otherwise a 

continuous row of storefronts lining College Avenue between Alcatraz Avenue and the Rockridge BART 

station (with the exception of the College/Claremont intersection, which includes the project site). It 

would transform a gas station, parking lot, and blank wall that currently take up over half of the block into 
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a row of pedestrian-oriented retail shops. The gas station would be replaced by a restaurant filled with 

natural light from walls of floor-to-ceiling windows. Above it would be a sun-filled, landscaped patio 

with tables for eating, open to the public. The project would double-load this block of College Avenue, 

greatly enhancing the existing character of single-loaded shops on the west side of the street, and adding 

pedestrian critical mass, which would improve business for the existing shops. The project would 

maintain and enhance the character of the existing commercial neighborhood. 

The commenter has not demonstrated that the project would be inconsistent with the General Plan. Pages 

4.1-2 through 4.1-8 provide an analysis of the project’s consistency with applicable General Plan policies. 

As provided therein, no General Plan conflicts were identified. Additional discussions on General Plan 

and zoning consistency are provided in Master Response M-9.  
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6.2 Comments Received at the August 3, 2011 Public 
Hearing 
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Response to Comment E-1 

The comment consists of introductory remarks explaining the purpose of the public hearing on the DEIR. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-2 

The comment announces a one-day extension to the public review period and explains the procedure for 

calling speakers during the public hearing. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and 

no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-3 

Regarding the requested extension of the comment period, a 45-day comment period was provided, 

consistent with the requirements of Section 15105(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. As noted during the public 

hearing (which is not required by CEQA, but which the City held to maximize the opportunity for the 

public to submit comments on the adequacy of the DEIR, and subsequently held a second hearing), a one-

day extension to the public review period was granted to compensate for a furlough day at the City 

offices. While the public review period occurred during summer months, the City does not suspend 

business during summer months, nor is there any requirement under CEQA to adjust a public review 

period based on the time of year during which it is held. 

The comment states that the DEIR is inadequate because it does not address traffic impacts of the separate 

proposed Safeway project located at Broadway and Pleasant Valley Avenue. However, as discussed in 

more detail in Response to Comment B-4-12, the DEIR did factor in this other Safeway project, and that 

project is reflected in all of the intersection level of service calculations and results summarized in Section 

4.3 of the DEIR.  

Please see Master Response M-5 for discussion of traffic intrusion on residential side streets. 

The comment states that the DEIR does not seriously evaluate possible alternatives. Please see Responses 

to Comments C-10-8, C-10-9, C-10-10 to address this comment.  

Taking into consideration the responses referenced herein, the commenter has not demonstrated an 

inadequacy of the DEIR, and there is therefore no reason to rewrite and recirculate the document, as 

stated in the comment. 

Response to Comment E-4 

The comment claims that the DEIR does not discuss, as required by CEQA, the land use and zoning 

impacts of the project or provide supporting evidence. The comment also states that the project exceeds 

the size allowed by the C-31 zoning, and fails to satisfy the required findings for approval of a 

Conditional Use Permit (CUP). The comment also states that the project’s size does not fit the zone or 

character of the neighborhood. These comments are addressed in Master Response M-9.  

Response to Comment E-5 

Regarding the potential economic impacts of the project, please see Master Response M-6. 
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Response to Comment E-6 

The DEIR does not disregard the effects of the project on aesthetics or neighborhood character. These 

issues are evaluated on pages 4.1-11 and 4.1-12 (Impact LU-2) and 4.2-13 through 4.2-16 (Impacts AES-

1, AES-2, and AES-3). Please also see Master Response M-9 for additional discussion. 

Response to Comment E-7 

Please see Response to Comment C-39-1 for discussion regarding project objectives. 

Response to Comment E-8 

Regarding traffic intrusion on residential side streets, please see Master Response M-5. 

Response to Comment E-9 

Please see Master Response M-3, which contains an expanded parking analysis. Also see Master 

Response M-2 regarding Saturday peak hour analysis. Please also see Response to Comment C-180-5 

regarding Saturday football traffic. 

Response to Comment E-10 

Protection of the zoning district is achieved through compliance with the development standards and other 

zoning regulations promulgated in Chapter 17.32 of the Oakland Planning Code. As demonstrated in the 

Initial Study, Chapter 4.1 of the DEIR, and Master Response M-9, the project would be consistent with 

the applicable zoning regulations, with the exception of a requested variance to the parking requirements. 

Regarding the economic impacts of the project, please see Master Response M-6. 

Response to Comment E-11 

As stipulated in Section 15126.2(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “(i)n assessing the impact of a proposed 

project on the environment, the lead agency should normally limits its examination to changes in the 

existing physical conditions in the affected area . . .” More specifically, “(e)conomic or social effects of a 

project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” (Section 15131(a).). However, 

economic or social effects of a project may be considered when they could lead to indirect significant 

effects on the environment. Please see Master Response M-6 for a summary of an economic study that 

was prepared on the potential effects of the project. 

Response to Comment E-12 

Regarding the potential economic impacts of the project, please see Master Response M-6. With respect 

to the project’s effect on the lifestyle of the neighborhood, the proposed project is a use that is explicitly 

allowed under the applicable zoning regulations for the site, subject to approval of a Conditional Use 

Permit. As discussed in detail in Master Response M-9, as part of the CUP process, the Planning 

Commission will be required to make findings that the project will not detract from the character desired 

for the area, and that it will be compatible with and will not adversely affect the livability or appropriate 

development of abutting properties and the surrounding neighborhood, among other required findings. 

The project will be a continuation of a long-established use on the site, and there is no evidence that the 

proposed expansion will adversely affect the lifestyle of the area’s residents. 
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Response to Comment E-13 

The comment indicates that the commenter has provided the Planning Commission with copies of a study 

he conducted on property and sales taxes. The report is included as an attachment to Comment Letter C-4. 

Please see Responses to Comments C-4-1 and E-11 for further discussionof the economic effects of the 

project. The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-14 

Regarding blight, decay, and other secondary economic effects, please see Master Response M-6. 

Regarding cumulative impacts, the City’s approach to the cumulative impact analysis is explained on 

pages 4-5 to 4-6 of the DEIR. Cumulative land use impacts are addressed on pages 4.1-13 to 4.1-14 of the 

DEIR. Cumulative visual impacts are discussed on page 4.2-16 of the DEIR. Cumulative traffic impacts 

are addressed on pages 4.3-81 through 4.3-99 of the DEIR. Cumulative air quality impacts are addressed 

on page 4.4-21 of the DEIR. As discussed in more detail in Response to Comment B-4-11, the model 

used to calculate the project’s greenhouse gas emissions includes planned regional growth, and as such, is 

a cumulative analysis. Cumulative noise impacts are addressed on pages 4.6-19 through 4.6-20 of the 

DEIR. Cumulative impacts were also taken into consideration in the evaluations of impacts to 

environmental resources that were focused out of the EIR by the Initial Study. 

Response to Comment E-15 

Regarding the economic impacts of the project, please see Master Response M-6. Regarding the project’s 

consistency with zoning, please see Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment E-16 

The comment consists of a Planning Commissioner asking for identification of court cases discussed in 

Responses to Comments E-14 and E-15. The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the 

DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-17 

The comment consists of a Planning Commissioner requesting the commenters in the public hearing to 

restrict comments to those addressing the adequacy of the DEIR or suggesting new alternatives or 

mitigation measures to avoid significant impacts, consistent with the requirements of CEQA. The 

comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-18 

In developing alternatives to a proposed project, CEQA suggests that alternatives be feasible, meet most 

of the basic objectives of the proposed project, and avoid or lessen one or more significant impacts of the 

project. A lead agency must often juggle these priorities, and trade-offs are often required. The comment 

identifies some of the shortcomings in some of the alternatives evaluated in the DEIR. As noted, the 

development regulations for the C-31 zoning district state that open parking areas shall not be located 

between the sidewalk and a principal building (Planning Code Section 17.33.050(A)(12)). This section of 

the code also states that access to parking and loading facilities through driveways, garage doors, or other 

means shall not be from the principal street when alternative access is feasible from another location such 

as a secondary frontage or an alley. Each of the alternatives referenced in the comment includes an 
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entrance driveway on College Avenue, and therefore would not comply with this provision of the 

Planning Code.  

In the case of Alternative 1B, there is no parking along College Avenue, and the principal building 

extends to Claremont Avenue at the Safeway level, as shown on DEIR Figure 5.2. While ground-floor 

parking extending to the sidewalk along Claremont Avenue would be located below the Safeway, it 

wouldn’t necessarily be located between the sidewalk and the principal building because the building 

would extend to the sidewalk. The parking wouldn’t be “open” because it would be located underneath 

the Safeway building. 

In the case of Alternative 2a, shown on DEIR Figure 5.2A, the parking is not between the sidewalk and 

the principal building because the office/retail building would be located adjacent to the sidewalk, and the 

parking would therefore be located between two buildings. In the case of Alternative 2b, shown on DEIR 

Figure 5.2B, one interpretation is that the parking isn’t between the sidewalk and the principal building 

because the principal building would be located adjacent to the sidewalk on College Avenue. If the 

restriction would apply to Claremont Avenue as well as College Avenue, then the alternative could 

conflict with the code provision regarding open parking. 

The strict interpretation of the Planning Code will be up to Planning staff, the Planning Commission, and 

possibly the City Council. It is a separate and distinct process from the environmental review that is the 

subject of this EIR. The purpose of the alternatives chapter of the DEIR was to identify feasible 

alternatives to the project that meet the criteria listed at the beginning of this response. As noted in the 

comment, some of the alternatives would or could conflict with one or more Planning Code regulations. If 

a particular alternative were selected for implementation by the decision makers, it would be subject to 

refinements to the conceptual design presented in the DEIR to render it more compliant with the 

applicable zoning regulations. It should be noted that CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that 

among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site 

suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or 

regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, 

control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site, but stipulates that no one of these factors 

establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives. Thus, while the potential conflicts with 

some zoning regulations are acknowledged, they do not necessarily form the sole basis for rejecting these 

alternatives from further consideration. 

Regarding the points about the CUP findings and setback requirements, the alternatives are defined by 

conceptual plans that lack details that would allow for a detailed analysis of zoning consistency, and 

which could be modified to be more in conformance with zoning requirements without necessarily 

altering the fundamental attributes of the alternatives.  

The comment notes that the ground-floor residential use in Alternative 1b is not allowed under the current 

CN-1 zoning and states that the alternative could not satisfy the required findings for a Conditional Use 

Permit. As explained in more detail in Master Response M-9, the previous C-31 zoning was 

grandfathered in by ordinance and is the applicable zoning for the proposed project. However, even under 

CN-1 zoning, the ground-floor residential use would generally be allowed. Table 17.33.01 identifies 

permanent residential dwellings as a principal permitted use in the CN-1 zone, with ground-floor 

residences subject to a Conditional Use Permit. Approval of the CUP is contingent upon the residential 

development conforming with the five criteria, or findings,. However, a limitation (L3) is listed in the 

footnotes to the table, where it is noted that Section 17.33.040 applies to new ground-floor residential 

facilities. Section 17.33.040 includes Table 17.33.02, which includes limitation L2 for multi-family 

dwellings. This limitation stipulates that construction of new ground floor Residential Facilities is not 



6. Responses to Comments Received at the  
City of Oakland Planning Commission Public Hearings on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 6-79 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

permitted except for incidental pedestrian entrances that lead to one of these activities elsewhere in the 

building. Thus, the commenter is correct that ground-floor residential uses do not appear to be permitted 

in the CN-1 zone. The alternatives were developed at a conceptual level to avoid significant impacts of 

the project, but have not been designed in detail, nor evaluated in detail for conformance with all 

applicable zoning regulations, which would occur as a separate process from environmental review. 

Regarding the findings required for a CUP, please see Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment E-19 

The comment expresses support of the proposed project, but does not directly address the adequacy of the 

DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-20 

The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. The 

comment raises a number of socioeconomic issues, which are addressed in detail in Master Response M-

6. 

Response to Comment E-21 

The comment expresses support of the proposed project, but does not directly address the adequacy of the 

DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-22 

The comment explains the shopping habits of the commenter, but does not directly address the adequacy 

of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-23 

The comment expresses support of the proposed project, but does not directly address the adequacy of the 

DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-24 

The comment expresses support of the proposed project, but does not directly address the adequacy of the 

DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-25 

The comment notes that no City funds would be required to develop the proposed project. The comment 

does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-26 

As noted in the comment, the DEIR provides an extensive analysis of the potential traffic and 

transportation impacts of the proposed project. This Responses to Comments document provides 

additional information and clarification on the traffic analysis. 
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Response to Comment E-27 

The comment expresses support of the proposed project, but does not directly address the adequacy of the 

DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-28 

The comment states that the DEIR is lacking “the policy statement maintain and enhance.” It is presumed 

the commenter is referring to the General Plan discussion on the intention of the Neighborhood Center 

Mixed Use land use classification assigned to the project site. The General Plan statement reads: “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.” For a discussion on how the project would be consistent with this policy statement, 

please see Master Response M-9. The comment states that this policy statement is not included in the 

DEIR. However, it is discussed on DEIR page 4.1-3, which is part of a larger discussion on land use 

planning policies presented on pages 4.1-2 through 4.1-10. 

Response to Comment E-29 

The comment speaks to how the proposed project would fill in the project site along College Avenue, 

now dominated by a former gas station, parking lot, and blank stone wall of the existing Safeway, with 

pedestrian-oriented retail development. The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, 

and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-30 

The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-31 

The comment expresses support of the proposed project, but does not directly address the adequacy of the 

DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-32 

Please see Response to Comment B-1-16 regarding mitigation of impacts on 63
rd

 Street due to the 

proposed project. See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which 

would reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and prohibit left-turns to and from 

63
rd

 Street.Please also see Master Response M-1 regarding expanded trip generation and traffic sensitivity 

analysis. 

Response to Comment E-33 

The commenter summarizes the results of an economic impact study of the project conducted by the 

commenter, which concluded that the project would not cause urban decay and blight. A subsequent 

urban decay study was performed by a different consultant, the results of which are summarized in Master 

Response M-6, and which reached the same conclusion as the previous study referenced in the comment.  
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Response to Comment E-34 

The analysis on land use impacts presented in Section 4.1 of the DEIR concluded that the proposed 

project would not result in a fundamental conflict with existing land uses in the project vicinity, nor 

would it displace any existing land uses, although it would develop a former gas station site at the 

northeast corner of College and Claremont avenues. There is no reason why the commenter cannot 

continue to play basketball and walk his dog. See Response to Comment E-35, below, for a discussion of 

the potential effects on traffic on Lewiston Avenue. With respect to the project’s impacts on pedestrian 

safety generally, please see Master Response M-4. 

Response to Comment E-35 

As described in Response to Comment C-99-2, project-generated traffic is not expected to use Lewiston 

Avenue because a barrier prohibits travel between Lewiston and Alcatraz Avenues. In addition, parking 

on Lewiston Avenue is limited by residential parking permit which would discourage project employees 

from parking and the street is located away from the store entrance discouraging customers who need to 

carry groceries from parking on the street. Please see Master Response M-3 for further discussion of 

parking. 

Response to Comment E-36 

The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-37 

The comment expresses support of the proposed project, but does not directly address the adequacy of the 

DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-38 

The comment expresses support for Alternative 3, which would consist of the proposed project without 

vehicular access to or from the site via College Avenue. The comment does not directly address the 

adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-39 

Regarding the requested extension of the comment period, a 45-day comment period was provided, 

consistent with the requirements of Section 15105(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. As noted during the public 

hearing (which is not required by CEQA, but which the City held to maximize the opportunity for the 

public to submit comments on the adequacy of the DEIR, and the City subsequently conducted a second 

public hearing), a one-day extension to the public review period was granted to compensate for a furlough 

day at the City offices. While the public review period occurred during summer months, the City does not 

suspend business during summer months, nor is there any requirement under CEQA to adjust a public 

review period based on the time of year during which it is held. Public noticing on the completion and 

availability of the DEIR for public review and comment was made in accordance with the requirements of 

Sections 15085 and 15087 of the CEQA Guidelines. Please see Response to Comment C-156-3 for 

additional details. 

Response to Comment E-40 

Please see Master Response M-3 for an expanded parking analysis. 
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Response to Comment E-41 

Please see Master Responses M-1 and M-5. 

Response to Comment E-42 

Please see Master Response M-4 regarding pedestrian safety. Also see Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a 

description and analysis of the revised project, which would reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue 

intersection and prohibit left-turns to and from 63
rd

 Street, thus enhancing pedestrian safety at this 

intersection. 

Response to Comment E-43 

Please see Master Response M-4 regarding pedestrian safety. While the proposed project would increase 

traffic volumes, it would not double the existing volumes as stated by the commenter. In fact it would 

result in an approximately 10 percent increase over existing conditions. 

Response to Comment E-44 

The comment consists of a Planning Commissioner requesting the commenters in the public hearing to 

restrict comments to those addressing the adequacy of the DEIR, and notes that many of the issues being 

raised by various speakers in the public hearing are addressed in the DEIR. The comment does not 

directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-45 

The Planning Commissioner clarifies that the public hearing is not on the merits of the project, which the 

Commission will consider at a separate hearing, and requests the commenters in the public hearing to 

restrict comments to those addressing the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment does not address the 

adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-46 

The comment consists of a Planning Commissioner requesting decorum and respect from the speakers in 

the public hearing. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is 

necessary. 

Response to Comment E-47 

The comment consists of a Planning Commissioner noting that repetitive comments are consuming a lot 

of time, and requesting that commenters focus on comments not already presented. The comment does 

not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-48 

The comment makes the same point made in Comment E-47 and requests the City Attorney to confirm 

that once a comment is made, it will be addressed in the Final EIR, and there is no added value in hearing 

the same comment by 20 speakers. This is consistent with the requirements of CEQA, and represents an 

attempt to improve the efficiency and reduce the costs associated with the CEQA process, while fully 

satisfying the intent and requirements of CEQA. 
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Response to Comment E-49 

The comment consists of the City Attorney explaining the purpose of the public hearing, and how the 

public comments provide a basis for exploring whether the analysis presented in the DEIR is adequate, or 

if additional analysis needs to be performed and presented in the Final EIR. The comment does not 

address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-50 

The comment consists of the Planning Commissioner clarifying his question for the City Attorney, 

initially presented in Comment E-48. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-51 

The City Attorney confirms that there is no added value in hearing the same comment repeated by 

numerous speakers. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is 

necessary. 

Response to Comment E-52 

The Planning Commissioner repeats the point made in Comment E-48 and suggests to the audience that a 

speaker ask for a show of hands by people who agree with the comment, and that that will give the 

Planning Commission an idea of how important the issue is to the community, while reducing the number 

of people who will make the same comment. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, 

and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-53 

The comment provides suggestions for enhancing the pedestrian orientation of the project and making the 

Safeway entrance more readily identifiable. The proposed plans are still at a conceptual level, and details 

of design will be refined during the entitlement and design review processes, which are separate from the 

environmental review that is the subject of this document.  

The pedestrian walkway would achieve some of the function being requested in the comment. It would be 

a readily identifiable entrance into the project site, with a secondary Safeway entrance prominently 

located at the College Avenue entrance to the pedestrian walkway, further distinguished by an entry tower 

with an exterior of glass and wood composite paneling. The intent is for a pedestrian-oriented 

development, which would be compromised by mixing autos and vans into a pedestrian walkway or 

plaza. In addition, pedestrian safety would be compromised by such a design. 

The main Safeway entrance was designed to integrate with the row of retail shops and be compatible in 

scale with adjacent development, while still providing a readily identifiable entrance. As depicted in the 

renderings on Figure 3-15 of the DEIR, a small hanging sign, consistent with other signage on College 

Avenue, would identify the store entrance, while a more prominent Safeway sign would be displayed in 

the glass windows at the second-story level.  

The comments speak to design details, and not to the adequacy of the DEIR. The City will consider this 

input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment E-54 

The comment states that the Safeway store serves an important function in providing a wide range of 

affordable food in one consolidated location. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, 

and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-55 

The comment expresses support for the enclosed parking of the proposed project as opposed to the 

surface parking that is retained by the alternatives. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 

DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-56 

The comment states that the amount of parking proposed is insufficient for the proposed project. As noted 

in Response to Comment A-2-2, the proposed project has incorporated a number of design features 

intended to reduce parking demand. Nevertheless, the DEIR identifies a parking deficit and acknowledges 

that project customers and employees would seek on-street parking when project parking facilities operate 

at or near capacity, which would result in higher on-street parking occupancies. See Master Response M-

3 for a detailed analysis of parking, including the methodology used to derive parking demand estimates. 

Response to Comment E-57 

As noted in Response to Comment C-178-5, the informal carpool would not be interfered with during 

project construction or operation. See Master Response M-3 for an expanded parking analysis. 

Response to Comment E-58 

Please see Response to Comment E-56. Also see Master Response to M-3 for an expanded parking 

analysis, and Master Response M-5. 

Response to Comment E-59 

Please see Responses to Comments C-15-3 and C-180-4 for information regarding university 

developments and football games. The DEIR did analyze cumulative development, as explained in 

Response to Comment B-1-6. See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised 

project which would reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and prohibits left-turns to 

and from 63
rd

 Street.  

Response to Comment E-60 

Please see to Responses to Comments E-58 and E-59, and Master Response M-5 regarding traffic 

intrusion in residential streets. See also Chapter 2 of thie FEIR for a description and analysis of the 

revised project, which would reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and prohibit left 

turns to and from 63
rd

 Street, thus reducing project-generated traffic on 63
rd

 Street. 

Response to Comment E-61 

The comment references three required findings for approval of a Conditional Use Permit and implies that 

the project would be inconsistent with those findings. Actually, the DEIR states on page 3-26 that the 

project would require approval of four, not three, Conditional Use Permits—one each for: general food 
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sales, alcohol beverage sales, size in excess of 7,500 square feet, and driveways on College and 

Claremont avenues. This discussion omitted a fifth CUP, required for restaurants in the C-31 zoning 

district. Please see Master Response M-9 for a detailed discussion of how the project conforms with the 

required findings.  

Response to Comment E-62 

The comment states that the DEIR does not address the findings required for approval of a Conditional 

Use Permit or evaluate the project’s consistency with those findings. The comment also states that the 

size of the project is ten times the area allowed by the site’s zoning. These comments are addressed in 

Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment E-63 

The comment takes the position that the proposed project would have fewer impacts than the no-build or 

no-project alternative, and states that pedestrian safety and transit access would be improved with the 

project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-64 

The comment asserts that the fourth bore in the Caldecott Tunnel, currently under construction 1.9 miles 

to the east of the project site, will have much greater traffic impacts on the local street network than the 

proposed project. Evaluation of the traffic impacts of that project was the subject of a separate EIR, and is 

beyond the scope of the current EIR. However, the comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, 

and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-65 

The commenter submitted these comments as Comment Letter A-1. Please see responses to that letter. 

Response to Comment E-66 

The comment states that Safeway has committed to establishing an AC Transit Easy Pass program for its 

employees, and recommends that Safeway make the AC Transit Easy Pass program a requirement for 

tenants of the proposed project’s retail and restaurant components. The comment is noted, and the City 

will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. No 

further response is required. 

Response to Comment E-67 

The commenter requests project supporters to submit their comments in writing instead of during the 

remainder of the public hearing. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-68 

The comment consists of the Planning Commissioner thanking the previous speaker for the request, and 

promises that the Commissioners will read all written comments submitted on the DEIR. The comment 

does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment E-69 

Please see Responses to Comment Letter C-159 regarding the number of trucks and the discrepancy 

between the noted sections.  

 

Response to Comment E-70 

The proposed project does not include a mitigation measure for the intersection of 63
rd

 Street and College 

Avenue, because the proposed project would have less-than-signficant impacts at this intersection with 

Existing Plus Project and 2015 Plus Project Conditions. The DEIR Project would have a significant 

impact under 2035 Plus Project Conditions, and Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 would signalize the 

intersection and reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The DEIR finds on page 4.3-96 that the 

impact would be significant and unavoidable because implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-13 

may be infeasible due to its potential to create negative effects along 63
rd

 Street.  

Chapter 2 of this FEIR describes and analyzes a revised project, which would reconfigure the 63
rd

 

Street/College Avenue intersection and prohibit lef-turns to and from 63
rd

 Street, reducing Impact 

TRANS-13 to a less-than-significant level, and eliminating the need for Mitigation Measure TRANS-13. 

Please see Response to Comment B-1-6 with respect to cumulative traffic analysis. 

Please see Response to Comment C-178-5 regarding the effect of the casual carpool with respect to 

parking availability. 

Response to Comment E-71 

Regarding the project’s consistency with the General Plan, including the land use and transportation 

elements, please see Master Response M-9. Regarding the potential economic impacts of the project, 

please see Master Response M-6. 

Response to Comment E-72 

The comment refers to a discussion in DEIR Section 4.1 on the project’s consistency with a variety of 

policies promulgated in the Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) of the General Plan. The 

comment states that “any suggestion that Safeway intends to sell locally sourced products is disingenuous 

and misleading and should be struck from the EIR. However, the DEIR does not state or imply that 

Safeway intends to sell locally sourced products. The discussion apparently referenced in the comment 

occurs on page 4.1-4 of the DEIR and addresses the project’s consistency with the objective of providing 

development that serves nearby neighborhoods, among other goals and policies. The text apparently 

referenced in the comment reads as follows: “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 classified as small scale neighborhood commercial retail, as 

contrasted to large scale commercial.” Neither in this discussion nor elsewhere does the DEIR state or 

imply that Safeway intends to sell locally sourced products. 

Response to Comment E-73 

The commenter cites numerous General Plan policies and states that the proposed project would conflict 

with the policies. Consistency with General Plan policies is addressed in detail in Master Response M-9. 
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The comment also notes that the project site is a prime location for a transit village, and should therefore 

be used to develop a mixed-use project with housing, offices, and ground-floor retail. However, the 

project applicant is entitled to propose a project that is consistent with the zoning district and land use 

designation for the site, and is not obliged to assist the City in meeting its city-wide, long-range planning 

objectives. That said, the DEIR does evaluate mixed-use developments of the type suggested in the 

comment as alternatives to the proposed project. Alternative 1a, described on pages 5-7 through 5-8 and 

evaluated on pages 5-16 through 5-18 of the DEIR, would include 40 residential units in addition to 

10,750 square feet of ground-floor retail and a reduced-size Safeway grocery store. Alternative 1b would 

further reduce the size of the grocery, increase the ground-floor retail to 11,820 square feet, and replace 

the 40 residential units with 54 units of senior housing. This alternative is described on pages 5-9 through 

5-10 and evaluated on pages 5-18 through 5-20 of the DEIR. 

The commenter takes exception to the nomenclature of “walk street” for the pedestrian walkway that 

would extend between College and Claremont avenues. Wherever reference is made in the DEIR to this 

pedestrian amenity it is placed in quotation marks, to denote that it is not a street in the traditional sense. 

Nonetheless, as shown in the rendering on Figure 3-16 (bottom), there would be a broad walkway lined 

by shops, with specialty paving, landscaping, and places to sit, creating a pedestrian-friendly environment 

that would encourage people to gather, consistent with Policy N10.1. Similarly, the rooftop plaza depicted 

on Figure 3-19 (top), which would be open to the public, would provide an attractive gathering spot to 

support social interaction.  

Response to Comment E-74 

The comment expresses support for Alternative 1b, and characterizes the proposed project as a “big-box” 

development oriented to cars that would (it is implied) jeopardize the local walkable neighborhood of 

small businesses. Regarding whether the project would constitute “big-box” development, please see 

Response to Comment C-11-4 and Master Response M-9. Regarding the potential for the proposed 

project to jeopardize local businesses, please see Master Response M-6. 

Response to Comment E-75 

As discussed in more detail in Response to Comment B-4-11, the proposed Safeway at Broadway and 

Pleasant Valley Avenue was factored into the analysis of traffic, air quality, and greenhouse gas impacts. 

Being located a mile south of the proposed project, there was no potential for that project to affect the 

analysis of land use, visual quality, or noise impacts. Please see Master Response M-5 for a discussion of 

traffic diversion and intrusion in residential streets. 

Response to Comment E-76 

The Safe Routes to School Program was not planned at the time of publication of the DEIR. It includes 

bicycle improvements on Alcatraz Avenue, which are addressed Responses to Comments C-214-22 and 

A-2-6.  

Response to Comment E-77 

Please see Response to Comment A-2-5. 
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Response to Comment E-78 

The comment first states that pedestrians need more safety measures. A variety of proposed measures to 

improve pedestrian safety are identified on pages 4.3-100 through 4.3-101 of the DEIR. In addition, the 

traffic analysis identified two potentially significant impacts on pedestrian safety: Impacts TRANS-17A 

and TRANS-17B. Please see Response to Comment E-89 for additional discussion on these impacts and 

the recommended mitigation measures. As discussed in that response, implementation of Mitigation 

Measures TRANS-17A and TRANS-17B would reduce all potential pedestrian impacts to a less-than-

significant level. 

Since publication of the DEIR, the project sponsor has submitted an application for a revised project, 

described and analyzed in Chapter 2 of this EIR, which would reduce Impacts TRANS-17A and TRANS-

17B to a less-than-significant level and eliminate the need for mitigation for these impacts. 

Please see Master Response M-9 for a discussion of land use and planning considerations, and Master 

Response M-4 for a discussion of safety concerns. 

Response to Comment E-79 

The existing Safeway store has about 24,260 square feet of floor area. The DEIR evaluated an 

alternative—Alternative 2a—that would have approximately the same square footage, or 25,000 square 

feet. Construction of the proposed project would require approximately 13 months to complete. 

Construction of Alternative 2a would take approximately the same length of time to build. 

The comments regarding “the doughnut” and “fill-in” are not clear, though it is assumed that the 

commenter is referring to the “donut effect,” i.e., the phenomenon whereby growth occurs in far-flung 

suburbs and central city areas, but little to no growth occurs in the “inner suburbs.” The comment also 

references demographics, and expresses concern that demographics have not been addressed in the EIR. 

Demographics of patrons of the proposed project was not addressed in the EIR because it is not an 

environmental issue, and there is no evidence that the project would cause any impacts related to 

demographics. Potential impacts on population growth were evaluated on page 59 of the Initial Study, 

which found such impacts to be less than significant.  

Response to Comment E-80 

A new economic impact/urban decay study was completed by a different, independent consultant 

subsequent to the public hearing. The results of the study are summarized in Master Response M-6.  

Response to Comment E-81 

Based on the significance criteria established by City of Oakland, a project would have a significant 

impact on pedestrian or bicycle safety if it substantially increases hazards due to a design feature or 

incompatible uses (bullet 10 on page 4.3-55). All features of the proposed project would be designed and 

constructed based on the latest applicable standards. As described in the Vehicle, Pedestrian, and Bicycle 

Safety subsection on page 4.3-100 of the DEIR, the project would not have design features that would 

increase hazards to pedestrian or bicycle safety. In addition, uses proposed by the project are consistent 

with current uses in the area. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a significant impact on 

safety and the DEIR‟s treatment of this issue is consistent with CEQA. Please also see Master Response 

M-4 regarding safety and hazards. 
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As a comment of concern regarding existing bicycle safety conditions, which would continue and 

intensify with the proposed project, the comment is noted. The comment in favor of a smaller project is 

also noted. The City will consider this input on the proposed project’s merits prior to taking action on the 

proposed project. 

Please also see Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which would 

reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and prohibit left-turns to and from 63
rd

 Street. 

Response to Comment E-82 

As documented in detail throughout the DEIR, the proposed project would be conducive to pedestrians 

patronizing the project, and would also enhance the use of the site and the sidewalks fronting the site by 

pedestrians and residents passing the site to other destinations or taking advantage of the outdoor seating, 

outdoor plaza, and pedestrian “walk street.” The numerous pedestrian amenities that would be provided 

by the project would represent a improvement in pedestrian friendliness in comparison with existing 

conditions, where the College Avenue and Claremont Avenue frontages are dominated by a (former) gas 

station, a parking lot, and a blank stone wall along the west side of the existing Safeway store. For 

additional discussion on the pedestrian enhancements and the project’s consistency with the neighborhood 

commercial zoning, please see Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment E-83 

Please see Master Response M-5 for a discussion of traffic intrusion on residential streets. 

Response to Comment E-84 

Parking is addressed in detail in Master Response M-3.  

Response to Comment E-85 

The comment notes that the local community initiated the C-31 zoning of the area, but does not comment 

on the adequacy of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary.  

Response to Comment E-86 

CEQA requires consideration of scenic views of mountains, hills, ridges, or other scenic resources; 

CEQA specifically calls for impacts to such resources to be evaluated and, where an impact would be 

significant, mitigated to the extent feasible. The Environmental Checklist presented in Appendix G of the 

CEQA Guidelines functions both to focus the scope of environmental review pursuant to CEQA and to 

establish or help a lead agency to define the standards of significance by which environmental impacts are 

evaluated. The very first question in the Environmental Checklist asks whether a project would have a 

substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 

The commenter is correct that a substantial adverse effect on a scenic view of the hills would constitute a 

significant impact. As stated on page 4.2-13 of the DEIR, the analysis of whether or not the proposed 

project would cause a substantial adverse effect on a scenic view focuses on changes to existing notable 

public viewsheds. The analysis notes that due to 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 
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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 comment states that the proposed project would block the view along 63
rd

 Street looking east. 

However, the view along 63
rd

 Street looking east is of the three-story medical office building located at 

Claremont Avenue and Auburn Avenue, framed by trees and residential development along 63
rd

 Street in 

the foreground. The tops of the hills are barely visible, and the viewshed is dominated by urban 

development. For this reason, it is not considered a valuable scenic view. While it is true that from the 

sidewalk adjacent to Cole Coffee more of the hills are visible than from elsewhere on 63
rd

 Street, the view 

is still dominated by the urban development in the immediate vicinity, including the existing Safeway 

store, its parking lot, and the former gas station. This does not constitute a valuable scenic view under 

CEQA. 

The DEIR does consider the project’s potential impact on views of the East Bay hills, and on page 4.2-14 

provides a more detailed discussion than that presented in this response. As concluded in the DEIR, 

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. Therefore, no mitigation would be required, contrary to the statement in the 

comment. 

Response to Comment E-87 

The comment states that the DEIR does not address the needs of the people in the neighborhood, 

particularly the elderly, and notes that the neighborhood was created for families, and to be walkable. The 

DEIR does not specifically address the age or other demographics of people living in the neighborhood 

because it is not an environmental issue, and there is no evidence that the project would cause any 

impacts related to demographics. Potential impacts on population growth were evaluated on page 59 of 

the Initial Study, which found such impacts to be less than significant.  

Regarding the walkability of the project, the project has been designed specifically to integrate with the 

existing walkable neighborhood, and could increase the pedestrian-friendliness of the project site in 

comparison with existing conditions. As discussed in more detail in Master Response M-9, the project 

would provide numerous pedestrian amenities that would increase the walkability of the site and vicinity 

and enhance the pedestrian experience both for patrons and passersby. Please also see Response to 

Comment E-53 for additional discussions on the pedestrian orientation and walkability of the proposed 

project. 

Site visits were conducted in preparation of the DEIR, and the project proponent has conducted 16 

meetings with stakeholders. The existing traffic congestion referenced in the comment is consistent with 

Table 4.3-6 of the DEIR which shows that major intersections along College Avenue currently operate at 

unacceptable LOS E or LOS F during peak hours. As shown in Tables 4.3-14, 4.3-16, and 4.3-18, the 

proposed mitigation measures would mitigate the impact caused by the project (i.e., eliminate the 

incremental increase in delay caused by the proposed project); however the majority of impacted 

intersections would continue to operate at a deficient LOS E or LOS F in the future after the completion 

of the proposed project and the mitigation measures. Based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, if 

implemented, these mitigation measures would eliminate the additional delay caused by the proposed 

project at these intersections to conditions without the proposed, which are congested, as referenced by 

the comment. 
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Furthermore, please see Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project, which 

would reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and prohibit left-turns to and from 63
rd

 

Street. The traffic impacts of the revised project would be substantially the same as those of the DEIR 

project, except that an impact at the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection that was characterized as 

significant and unavoidable under the DEIR project would be reduced to a less than significant level 

under the revised project. 

Response to Comment E-88 

Potential impacts on emergency response services were addressed on pages 60 through 61 of the Initial 

Study. The proposed project could result in a small incremental increase in the number of calls for 

emergency response services. The Fire Department responds to approximately 60,000 calls for service 

annually, of which about 80 percent are medical. The small incremental increase that could occur as a 

result of the project would not adversely affect the Department’s ability to provide emergency response 

services. The Initial Study concluded that potential impacts on the providers of police and fire protection 

services would be less than significant. The project would have no effect on emergency routes, and the 

project would provide adequate on-site emergency access, as discussed on page 4.3-102 of the DEIR. As 

part of the standard development review process, the Fire Department will review project plans to ensure 

adequate fire safety and emergency access to the project buildings. 

Response to Comment E-89 

The comment presents statistics about home ownership and other demographic data that are not relevant 

to the discussion on the adequacy of the DEIR. Regarding the safety of children and elderly residents of 

the area, the proposed project would improve pedestrian safety by eliminating three existing driveways 

along the College Avenue frontage of the site and by eliminating two existing driveways along the 

Claremont Avenue frontage of the site. As described on page 4.3-41 of the DEIR, the project would 

provide the following improvements that would enhance pedestrian safety: 

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

• 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. 

The existing pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of the project site are described on page 4.3-8 of the 

DEIR, and potential impacts on pedestrians, including pedestrian safety, are discussed on pages 4.3-101 

through 4.3-102. The DEIR does identify two potentially significant impacts on pedestrian safety related 

to an increase in traffic and pedestrian crossings at the intersection of College Avenue at 63
rd

 Street 

(Impact TRANS-17A) as well as at the proposed Safeway driveway on College Avenue(Impact TRANS-

17B). As noted in the discussion of Impact TRANS-17A, the proposed project would also lengthen the 

crossing across College Avenue by providing left-turn lanes on both northbound and southbound 
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approaches of the intersection, thereby increasing the potential hazard to crossing pedestrians. The 

proposed project would add ladder striped crossings on both north and south approaches of the 

intersection and provide bulbouts on the east side of the intersection. In addition to these proposed 

improvements, the DEIR identified the following additional improvements to mitigate Impact TRANS-

17A to a less-than-significant level: 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. As noted on DEIR page 4.3-102, each bulbout may result in the loss of one on-street parking 

space. 

The DEIR also identifies Impact TRANS-17B on page 4.3-102, which notes that upon implementation of 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-13, in which the 63
rd

 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. The DEIR identified the following mitigation measures to reduce this 

impact to a less-than-significant level: 

Since publication of the DEIR, the project sponsor has submitted an application for a revised project. 

Please also see Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis. The revised project would 

reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and prohibit left-turns to and from 63
rd

 Street, 

reducing Impacts TRANS 17A and TRANS 17B to a less than significant level, eliminating the need for 

mitigation of these impacts. 

Please also see Master Response M-4 for a discussion of safety and hazards. 

Response to Comment E-90 

Regarding the comment that the DEIR does not consider the emotional impact of “a massive store,” 

emotional impacts and other social effects are outside the scope of CEQA. As stipulated in Section 

15126.2(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “(i)n assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, 

the lead agency should normally limits its examination to changes in the existing physical conditions in 

the affected area . . .” More specifically, “(e)conomic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as 

significant effects on the environment.” (Section 15131(a).). CEQA does address things such as the size 

of a project, its compatibility with surrounding land uses, and its aesthetics—all issues which seem 

germane to the concern expressed in the comment. Each of these issues has been discussed in some detail 

in the DEIR. The project’s consistency with applicable size limits is discussed on pages 4.1-4, 4.1-5, 4.1-

9, and 4.1-10. The potential impact from the project’s size is discussed on pages 4.1-11 through 4.1-12 

(Impact LU-2); as documented in the discussion, the impact was determined to be less than significant. 

Please also see Responses to Comments B-4-4 and E-62 for additional discussion regarding the size of the 

project. 

Regarding compatibility with surrounding land uses, this is also discussed in Impact LU-2, as well as 

Impact LU-1 (page 4.1.-11). Additional discussion is provided in Master Response M-9. The potential 

aesthetic impacts of the project are considered in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR, which includes 

numerous accurate architectural renderings illustrating “before” and “after” views of the proposed project. 

The commenter also poses the question about the appropriate venue for concerned citizens to express 

their views about the proposed project. The City has conducted and will conduct a number of public 

hearings regarding the project. The City held two public hearings on the DEIR; the second, held on 

August 3, 2011, is when the present commenter spoke (the first was conducted on July 20, 2011). The 

Planning Commission will conduct one or more separate hearings to conduct design review of the project 
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and consider the required Conditional Use Permit and variance applications. The City will provide notice 

of the hearing(s) by posting an enlarged notice on the premises of the subject property involved in the 

application, and by mailing notices to Oakland property owners within 300 feet of the project site. All 

such notices must be provided a minimum of 17 days prior to the date set for the hearing. These hearings 

are the appropriate venue for citizens to present comments on the merits or demerits of the project or to 

express opposition or support for the project, which can also be made in writing. The Planning 

Commissioners will read and consider the transcripts of all oral comments made during the public 

hearings on the DEIR as well as all written comments submitted during the public review period for the 

DEIR, including a large number of comments that express opposition or support of the project or features 

of the project. 

The comment also expresses the desire to keep the neighborhood beautiful, clean, and walkable. As noted 

above, the potential aesthetic effects of the project are considered in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR, 

which includes numerous accurate architectural renderings illustrating “before” and “after” views of the 

proposed project. The aesthetic effects of the revised project are discussed in Chapter 2 of this FEIR. The 

commenter may express his opinion about views during the public hearing on the project’s design 

review), however, the DEIR did not conclude that the project would represent a substantial adverse 

change in the existing visual quality of the site. The project applicant would have an interest in 

maintaining clean and presentable facilities, and there is no evidence that the project would cause any 

adverse effects related to cleanliness. The cleanliness of the grocery store would be subject to oversight 

by the Alameda County Department of Environmental Health. Regarding the walkability and pedestrian 

orientation of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-5-11, E-53, and Master Response M-9. 

Finally, the comment questions the role of government in the approval of the project. The preceding 

paragraph provides a partial explanation of the role of the Planning Commission in the review and 

approval of the project. A more detailed response is beyond the scope and purpose of this Responses to 

Comments document. 

Response to Comment E-91 

The comment first states that AC transit “isn’t going to work,” but does not elaborate, and provides no 

evidence in support of this statement. The project’s potential impacts on public transit are evaluated on 

DEIR pages 4.3-105 through 4.3-106 and 4.3-112 through 4.3-114. As documented therein, the project 

would have a less-than-significant impact on AC Transit operations. Furthermore, please see Responses 

to Comments B-4-6 and B-5-3 regarding moving the Route 51B bus stop on College Avenue from south 

to north of Claremont Avenue. Also see Comment A-1-2 that shows AC Transit’s support for relocating 

bus stops from near-side to far-side of intersections. AC Transit estimates that each bus stop relocation 

would reduce bus travel times by 15 to 20 seconds. 

The comment also requests an extension of the public review period for the DEIR. Please see Response 

E-3 for a response to this comment. In addition, please note that the Berkeley City Council does not need 

to be in session for the City of Berkeley to submit comments on the DEIR. In fact, Berkeley City 

Councilmember Gordon Wozniak submitted a comment letter on behalf of the City of Berkeley on 

August 12, 2011. That letter is presented in this FEIR as Comment Letter A-3. Mr. Wozniak also 

submitted a comment letter on behalf of the City of Berkeley on August 15, 2011. That letter is presented 

in this FEIR as Comment Letter A-4. Finally, the City of Oakland accepted a comment letter submitted by 

Berkeley City Manager Phil Kamlarz more than a month after the end of the public review period. That 

letter is presented in this FEIR as Comment Letter A-2. 
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Response to Comment E-92 

Consistent with CEQA guidelines, the DEIR only assumes infrastructure projects that have full funding 

and all approvals to be completed and included in the analysis of future conditions. Page 4.3-31 of the 

DEIR describes the potential improvements to be funded by the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project 

Settlement Agreement in Oakland. The cost of proposed improvements currently exceeds the available 

funding; thus not all proposed improvements can be funded at this time. The list of improvements 

provided on page 4.3-31 of the DEIR indicate if each improvement has full funding and if it is included in 

the analysis of future conditions.  

Response to Comment E-93 

Please see Master Response M-1 with respect to trip generation methodology. In response to commenter 

concerns, additional traffic analysis was conducted related to potential traffic intrusion on residential 

streets. Please see Master Response M-5. 

Response to Comment E-94 

Please see Response to Comment E-91, where it is noted that the City of Berkeley submitted written 

comments on the DEIR. The three comment letters from the City of Berkeley are presented as Comment 

Letters A-2, A-3, and A-4. Responses to all of the comments raised in the letters are provided following 

the comment letters. 

Response to Comment E-95 

The comment consists of a Planning Commissioner asking Planning staff what the procedure will be for 

the City of Berkeley to provide input on the project, with the staff member clarifying that transportation 

staff from the City of Berkeley will submit comments during the extended public review period. Please 

also see Response to Comment E-91. 

Response to Comment E-96 

The proposed project’s economic effect on neighboring businesses has been analyzed in Appendix A of 

this document and summarized in Master Response M-6. In general, the market area used for the 

economic impact and urban decay analysis is consistent with the geographic area that generates most of 

the project traffic shown on Figure 4.3-12 (Project Trip Distribution Percentages) of the DEIR and used in 

the project traffic impact analysis.With regards to population growth estimates, potential impacts on 

population growth were evaluated on page 59 of the Initial Study, which found such impacts to be less 

than significant. To the extent that growth would be less than predicted, the Initial Study overreports the 

proposed project’s impact on population growth.  

For the above reasons the analysis in the DEIR may overstate the proposed project’s impacts, and no 

further analysis is required. 

Response to Comment E-97 

Please see Response to Comment E-96. 
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Response to Comment E-98 

Please see Response to Comment E-3. 

Response to Comment E-99 

The comment first implies that the EIR is biased because the EIR consultant was hired by the project 

applicant. However, as provided in Section 15020 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Lead Agency, in this case 

the City of Oakland, is solely responsible for complying with CEQA and the implementing Guidelines, 

and bears responsibility for ensuring the adequacy of the EIR. The City is legally liable for the CEQA 

process and, as alluded to in the comment, becomes the respondent in the case of a lawsuit challenging 

the EIR. With dozens of CEQA lawsuits filed every year, the City necessarily takes its CEQA 

responsibilities very seriously, and closely oversees the work products of all EIR consultants performing 

work on behalf of the City. As provided by CEQA Guidelines Section 15090, as part of the EIR 

certification process, the City will need to certify that the EIR reflects the City’s independent judgment 

and analysis.  

It is standard practice in many jurisdictions throughout California for lead agencies to allow project 

applicants to commission the preparation of environmental documents pursuant to CEQA, understanding 

that the lead agency controls the process and is the final arbiter of what is published in an EIR or other 

CEQA document. CEQA specifically allows for a project applicant to prepare an EIR as long as the Lead 

Agency subjects the draft document to its own review and analysis. Section 15084(c) of the CEQA 

Guidelines reads: “Any person, including the applicant, may submit information or comments to the Lead 

Agency to assist in the preparation of the draft EIR. The submittal may be presented in any format, 

including the form of a draft EIR. The Lead Agency must consider all information and comments 

received. The information or comments may be included in the draft EIR in whole or in part.” Section 

15084(d) of the CEQA Guidelines reads: “The Lead Agency may choose one of the following 

arrangements or a combination of them for preparing a draft EIR . . . (3) Accepting a draft prepared by the 

applicant, a consultant retained by the applicant, or any other person.” The City of Oakland has fully 

complied with the procedural requirements, including the exercise of its independent review and 

judgment, in preparing the EIR for the proposed Safeway project. 

The comment takes exception to the earlier request by a Planning Commissioner for speakers to limit 

their comments to those addressing the adequacy of the DEIR, and states that there is no value added to 

repeat the same comments made by earlier speakers. Please see Response to Comment E-48 regarding 

repetitive comments. Please see Response to Comment E-3 extension of the public review period. As 

stipulated in Section 15087(i) of the CEQA Guidelines, public hearings are encouraged, but not required 

as an element of the CEQA process. The City has the right to attempt to put limits on speakers so that as 

many people can be heard from as feasible within reasonable time constraints. It should be noted that the 

City conducted two public hearings on the DEIR, and allotted approximately four hours to receiving 

public testimony during the second public hearing. Regarding the notion that the Planning Commission 

violated laws by adjourning the first public hearing without allowing all speakers to speak, as noted 

above, the City was not required to hold any public hearings. Neither the Sunshine Ordinance nor the 

Brown Act contain any provisions that prohibited the Planning Commission from ending the July 20, 

2011 hearing before all speakers had been heard. 



6. Responses to Comments Received at the  
City of Oakland Planning Commission Public Hearings on the DEIR 

 

Safeway Shopping Center – 6-96 July 2012 
College and Claremont Avenues  
Responses to Comments and Final EIR  

Response to Comment E-100 

The commenter notes that he is the first speaker in the public hearing who is an immediate neighbor to the 

Safeway property. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is 

necessary. 

Response to Comment E-101 

Long-term 24-hour noise measurements were conducted for a full week at four locations on or adjacent to 

the project site in February 2008, including from the rear yard of the closest residence to the existing 

Safeway loading dock, at 2712 Alcatraz Avenue (L-1), and from the side garden of the residence at 3306 

Claremont Avenue (L-3), adjacent to the northeast corner of the site. The noise levels were used to 

characterize the existing noise environment in the project vicinity. At that time, the recycling center was 

still in operation, and during two-hour attended noise measurements conducted at Locations L-1 and L-3 

on the afternoon of Tuesday, February 19, 2008, noise from breaking glass at the recycling center was 

quite noticeable at both locations, producing maximum noise levels of up to 73 dBA at L-3 and up to 

70 dBA at L-1. The recycling center was located near Location L-3, as indicated by the higher maximum 

noise levels recorded at this location. More significant noise sources at L-1 were the loading dock, the 

trash compactor, roof-mounted mechanical equipment, and the customer parking areas. Recycling 

operations were sporadic, and averaged out in the long-term noise measurements.  

Potential operational noise impacts from the proposed project were addressed by source (e.g., traffic 

noise, parking garage noise, loading dock noise, trash compactor noise, etc.). These potential noise 

sources were based on operational noise levels at the existing Safeway or other Safeway stores and the 

expected effects of configurations/building design etc. for the proposed store. The potential noise impacts 

were based on comparison with the Oakland Noise Ordinance; if a noise source was already in 

compliance in the 2008 survey and no changes were anticipated due to the project, then no future noise 

impact would be expected. Similarly, if a noise source approached or exceeded the Noise Ordinance, the 

analysis determined whether the proposed project would provide beneficial noise reduction and if that 

reduction would be sufficient to comply with the Noise Ordinance. Thus, since the recycling center is no 

longer an operational noise source at the site, it did not figure into the evaluation of the operational noise 

impacts that would occur from implementation of the proposed project. Further, since ambient noise 

levels were not used for purposes of evaluating operational noise impacts from the proposed project, it 

was not necessary to update the noise environment measurements. Although existing mechanical noise at 

the site exceeds Noise Ordinance standards, future noise would be below the limits established in the 

ordinance. 

The background ambient noise levels and the absence of the recycling center also did not factor into the 

cumulative noise analysis. The basic conclusion is that the project would reduce all existing noise sources 

(2011), with the exception of small changes to the traffic noise. Much of existing parking lot and loading 

dock noise would be more contained following project implementation, thereby reducing overall noise 

levels at the site. Because mechanical noise at the site is projected to decrease following implementation 

of the project, the cumulative noise was calculated based on traffic movements. The cumulative noise 

analysis found that 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 well below the 

significance criteria of 5 dBA for a cumulative noise increase. Therefore, the elimination of the recycling 

center did not affect the project’s noise impact analysis, including the analysis of cumulative impacts. 
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Response to Comment E-102 

Please see Response to Comment C-26-2 Master Response M-7 regarding queuing and noise and air 

quality impacts.  

Much of the existing operational noise and traffic air pollution emanating from the site would be reduced 

by the new design. For example, the loading dock would be located further away from adjacent residences 

and, more significantly, would be fully enclosed. Similarly, the trash compactor would be entirely 

enclosed, and located more than 60 feet from the nearest neighbor, rather than immediately adjacent as is 

currently the case. HVAC equipment would also be located much further away from neighbors than it is 

currently. Noise from vehicles in the employee/service lot would be reduced by a new 7.5-foot concrete 

sound wall. Despite the increased store size, there would not be a substantial increase in the number of 

delivery trucks servicing the project.  

Response to Comment E-103 

Deliveries by Safeway trucks are expected to increase by just one truck trip per day. For an explanation of 

why this is so, please see Response to Comment C-183-1. A commenter conducted a survey of existing 

truck deliveries as Comment Letter C-159. Please refer to responses to that letter. 

Response to Comment E-104 

Based on significance criteria established by City of Oakland, a project would cause a significant impact 

if it would substantially increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians due to a 

design feature or incompatible uses (bullet 10 on page 4.3-55). Based on the analysis summarized in the 

DEIR on pages 4.3-100 through 4.3-102, the proposed project and its mitigation measures are consistent 

with the applicable design guidelines and latest design standards and do not include design features that 

would increase hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. In addition, the project uses would 

not be incompatible with the surrounding areas as it is a retail use in a commercial area. Please also see 

Master Response M-4 regarding safety and hazards. 

As a statement of opposition to the increased automobile congestion represented by the proposed project, 

the City will consider this input on the project’s merits prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment E-105 

The commenter’s opposition to the driveway configuration proposed as Alternative 3 in the DEIR is 

noted. See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which would 

reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and prohibit left-turns to and from 63
rd

 Street. 

Response to Comment E-106 

The project applicant and the City will be coordinating with the City of Berkeley to pursue 

implementation of traffic mitigation measures for intersections located in Berkeley. Please also see 

Response to Comment E-91 regarding the City of Berkeley’s opportunity to comment on the DEIR for 

the proposed College Avenue Safeway project. 
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Response to Comment E-107 

The comment consists of the Planning Commissioner asking the City Attorney what the policy is on 

idling trucks. This is addressed below in Response to Comment E-108. 

Response to Comment E-108 

As noted on page 4.4-11 of the DEIR, idling of diesel-fueled vehicles is restricted by the State via the 

Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling, promulgated 

at Title 13, Section 2485 of the California Code of Regulations. As established in Section 2485, on or 

after February 1, 2005, the driver of any diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicle that operates in the State 

of California with gross vehicular weight ratings of greater than 10,000 pounds shall not idle the vehicle’s 

primary diesel engine for greater than 5 minutes at any location. Section 2485 also identifies a variety of 

exceptions that would not apply to idling Safeway delivery trucks, such as a 10-minute idling limit for 

passenger buses prior to passenger boarding. 

Response to Comment E-109 

The comment consists of the Planning Commissioner asking for clarification by Safeway on the truck 

idling question addressed in Response to Comment E-108. The comment does not address the adequacy 

of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-110 

The comment consists of the Zoning Manager putting the question regarding truck idling to the traffic 

consultant. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-111 

The comment consists of a hearing attendee answering the question regarding truck idling. In addition to 

the information presented in the comment, additional information on the topic is provided above in 

Response to Comment E-108. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response 

is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-112 

The DEIR does address the potential impact of the parking supply shortfall on neighboring residential 

streets, even though, as noted on DEIR page 4.3-106, parking effects are not considered environmental 

impacts under CEQA. Please see Master Response M-3 for a detailed discussion of parking. 

Regarding the significant and unavoidable impacts, as stipulated by CEQA, the DEIR disclosed and 

evaluated the project’s significant impacts to the public and to the City’s decision makers. It will be up to 

the decision makers to weigh the benefits of the project against the adverse effects as part of their decision 

on whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives to the project. The DEIR has 

identified mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts to the maximum extent feasible. It should be 

noted that all but one of the significant and unavoidable impacts were deemed unavoidable because 

implementation of identified mitigation would be under the jurisdiction of the City of Berkeley, which the 

City of Oakland cannot control. If the City of Berkeley did implement the mitigation measures, the 

impacts would be less than significant. The impact that was an exception to this was Impact TRANS-13, 

which indicates that under the 2035 scenario the project would add more than 10 trips to the 

63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection, which would meet the peak-hour signal warrant. See Chapter 2 
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of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project, which would reconfigure the 

63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection and prohibit left-turns to and from 63
rd

 Street. The traffic impacts 

of the revised project would be substantially the same as those of the DEIR project, except that Impact 

TRANS-13, which was characterized as significant and unavoidable under the DEIR project would be 

reduced to a less than significant level under the revised project.  

Regarding Safeway’s statement that it would not consider a project smaller than 50,000 square feet, the 

DEIR evaluates five alternatives (not including the No Project Alternative) that would have a grocery 

store smaller than 50,000 square feet. The alternatives range from 25,000 square feet (Alternative 2a) to 

45,000 square feet (Alternative 1a). All of the alternatives are evaluated in detail in Chapter 5 of the 

DEIR.  

Response to Comment E-113 

Please see Traffic Intrusion on Residential Streets in Master Response M-5. 

Response to Comment E-114 

The existing store has been determined by the Safeway architects to be approximately 24,260 square feet 

(See Figure 5-6, Comment Response C-56-1). The analyses of the net-change in the size of the store is 

based on this number through-out the entire DEIR. The potential environmental effects for land use, 

visual quality, transportation, air quality, greenhouse gases and noise all included the baseline number of 

24,260 square feet. Under CEQA, the baseline for comparison of impacts must be consistent for the entire 

environmental analyses.  

Please see Master Response M-9 for a discussion of the project’s compatibility with the neighborhood. 

The comment references a requirement for a Conditional Use Permit for projects over 5,000 square feet in 

size. There are two points to make regarding this comment. First, as explained in more detail in Master 

Response M-9, the project applicant has elected to remain grandfathered under the previous C-31 zoning 

regulations, not the new CN-1 district regulations, as was authorized by the City ordinance adopting the 

new CN-1 district regulations. The 5,000-square-foot threshold applies to the CN-1 regulations, not the C-

31 regulations. However, even if the project was subject to the CN-1 regulations, the 5,000-square-foot 

threshold would not apply to the proposed project. Under the CN-1 zoning, the City only requires a CUP 

for a grocery store over 5,000 square feet in size if it is located on the ground floor, which the proposed 

project would not be. Please see Master Response M-9 for a discussion on size limits on development in 

the C-31 zoning district. 

Response to Comment E-115 

The comment states that “the EIR does not have substantial evidence to support its claims.” The 

commenter cites two examples that he believes demonstrates this point: Saturday parking and Saturday 

traffic. Please see Master Response M-3 for an expanded parking analysis and Master Response M-2 for 

analysis of Saturday traffic. 

The commenter does not cite other instances where he believes the EIR lacks substantial evidence to 

support its conclusions. However, quantified modeling using widely accepted methods was employed in 

the analysis of traffic, air quality, greenhouse gas, and noise impacts. Potential land use, planning, and 

aesthetic impacts cannot be quantified, but an explicit rationale has been provided in the DEIR to support 

the conclusions regarding impacts in these areas. Absent more specific examples from the comment, a 
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more detailed response is not feasible. However, the commenter has not provided any evidence that the 

DEIR is inadequate, and recirculation is not warranted or required. 

Response to Comment E-116 

The comment states that City of Berkeley officials stated that any letter submitted by the City of Berkeley 

with repect to the DEIR could not be considered by the Berkeley City Council (presumably due to the fact 

that the Berkeley City Council did not meet in August 2011). Please note that the Berkeley City Council 

does not need to be in session for the City of Berkeley to submit comments on the DEIR. In fact, the 

Berkeley City Manager submitted a comment letter on behalf of the City of Berkeley on August 12, 2011. 

That letter is presented in this FEIR as Comment Letter A-3. Berkeley City Councilmember Gordon 

Wozniak also submitted a comment letter on behalf of the City of Berkeley on August 15, 2011. That 

letter is presented in this FEIR as Comment Letter A-4. Finally, the City of Oakland accepted a comment 

letter submitted by Berkeley City Manager Phil Kamlarz more than a month after the end of the public 

review period. That letter is presented in this FEIR as Comment Letter A-2. 

Response to Comment E-117 

Please see Master Response M-4 regarding safety issues. Please also see Master Response M-7 regarding 

the air quality impacts of the project. Finally, please see Master Response M-9 regarding the 

compatibility of the project with the surrounding area. 

Response to Comment E-118 

The comment references economic issues that are addressed in Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment E-119 

The comment consists of a Planning Commissioner asking a question of clarification from the Zoning 

Manager. The issue raised by the question is addressed above in Response to Comment E-116. 

Response to Comment E-120 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-121 

The comment consists of the Zoning Manager clarifying the context of Comment E-116. Please see 

Response to Comment E-116 for additional discussion on this point. 

Response to Comment E-122 

As discussed in Response to Comment E-91, both the City Manager and a City Councilmember submitted 

comment letters on behalf of the City of Berkeley. These letters included issues not related to the traffic 

impacts of the project. 

Response to Comment E-123 

See Response to Comment E-117. 
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Response to Comment E-124 

Regarding bicycle collisions, as shown in Table 4.3-8 of the DEIR, six collisions involving bicycles were 

reported on College Avenue between Alcatraz and Claremont Avenues and two collisions involving 

bicycles were reported on Claremont Avenue between College and Claremont Avenues; and as discussed 

on page 4.3-28 of the DEIR, College Avenue has the highest rate of collisions per mile for bicyclists in 

City of Oakland. See Response to Comment E-17. 

Response to Comment E-125 

Regarding air quality, please see Master Responses M-7 and M-8. The commenter also submitted written 

comments, which are addressed in Responses to Comment Letter C-156.  

Regarding notice about the DEIR, consistent with standard City practice, notices on the availability of the 

DEIR were mailed out to all property owners in the City of Oakland within 300 feet of the project. 

Notices were also mailed to any Berkeley residents who had previously submitted comments on the 

project to the City and/or requested to be included in future mailings about the project. In addition, 

enlarged notices were posted at the site and in the surrounding neighborhoods on telephone poles. The 

City’s adopted notification procedures are more rigorous than required under CEQA, which requires at 

least one of the following: 

1) Publication at least one time by the public agency in a newspaper of general circulation in the 

area affected by the proposed project. If more than one area is affected, the notice shall be published in 

the newspaper of largest circulation from among the newspapers of general circulation in the area. 

2) Posting of notice by the public agency on and off the site in the area where the project is to be 

located. 

3) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous to the parcel or parcels on 

which the project is located. Owners of such property shall be identified as shown on the latest equalized 

assessment roll. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15087(a).) 

Regarding mailed notices to Oakland residents, the City obtains information on property owners from the 

County Assessor’s Office. Therefore, tenants and others who are not the property owner of record would 

not have received a notice. As established in Section 17.134.040 of the Oakland Planning Code, failure to 

send notice to any such owner where his or her address is not shown in the last available equalized 

assessment roll as owning real property in the city within 300 feet of the property involved does not 

invalidate the affected proceedings.  

Response to Comment E-126 

Please see Response to Comment E-125. 

Response to Comment E-127 

The Safeway EIR is posted at: 

http://www2.oaklandnet.com/Government/o/PBN/OurServices/Application/DOWD009157. This page 

can be navigated to via the following pathway from the City’s home page: Government (tab at top)  

Planning and Zoning (under Planning, Building & Neighborhood Preservation, a subheading of City 

Administrator’s Office Agencies & Departments)  Application and Zoning Information (under Our 

Services at left)  Environmental Review Documents by Project – In Progress (under Environmental 

http://www2.oaklandnet.com/Government/o/PBN/OurServices/Application/DOWD009157
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Review Documents; must scroll down). The Safeway EIR and other CEQA documents is currently the 

third EIR in the list under Current Environmental Review Documents. 

Regarding the request for a 45-day review period, the City provided a 46-day public review period, from 

July 1, 2011 through August 16, 2011. Please also see Response to Comment E-3. 

Regarding the adequacy of the air quality analysis, please see Master Responses M-7 and M-8. 

Response to Comment E-128 

The proposed parking garage would be well lit, and would have a higher level of activity than a typical 

multi-purpose municipal parking garage, which would serve to discourage criminal activity. In addition, 

the entire project will have closed-circuit surveillance cameras providing scanning of the project on a 24-

hour basis. It is not anticipated that the parking garage would result in additional criminal activity on the 

site.  

Response to Comment E-129 

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. As discussed on page 39 

of the Initial Study, 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). 

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, including the parking garage, are designed and built in conformance with the seismic 

requirements of the City of Oakland Building Code. That said, it is acknowledged that there is risk 

involved with any development in the San Francisco Bay Area. The commenter’s concern is noted, but 

does not constitute an impact under CEQA. 

Response to Comment E-130 

Safeway does not possess the power of eminent domain, so if it purchases a property, it is only able to do 

so from a willing seller. The City does not have the authority to prevent such transactions, as suggested 

by the comment. The comment does not raise an environmental issue or address the adequacy of the 

DEIR, and no further response is necessary. Please see Master Response M-6 regarding the economic 

impacts of the project. 

Response to Comment E-131 

Regarding the economics of independent stores versus chain stores in general, the comment does not 

address an environmental issue subject to review under CEQA or address the adequacy of the DEIR, and 

no further response is necessary. The economic impacts of the proposed project on the neighborhood are 

addressed in Master Response M-6. Regarding notice on the availability of the DEIR, please see 

Response to Comment E-125. Regarding the public review period, please see Response to Comment E-3. 

Regarding the comment about deterioration of air quality, please see Response Response to Comment E-

127. 
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Response to Comment E-132 

Most of the points raised in the comment are addressed in Responses to Comments B-4-12, C-10-7, C-10-

8, C-10-9, and C-10-10. The comment also raises one point not addressed in the earlier responses 

regarding selection and analysis of alternatives and defining objectives of the project. The commenter 

states that the alternatives “have not been given their due,” and provides some examples of where he 

believes additional information is warranted, such as in the analysis of Alternative 1b. CEQA does not 

require alternatives to be evaluated at the same level of detail as a proposed project. As provided by 

Section 15126.6(f) of the CEQA Guidelines, “The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or 

substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need 

examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic 

objectives of the project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to 

foster meaningful public participation and informed decision making.” Regarding the evaluation of 

alternatives Section 15126.6(d) states, “If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in 

addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative 

shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.” Thus, an 

exhaustive detailed evaluation of alternatives is not required. With 68 pages of the DEIR devoted to the 

analysis of alternatives, the City has provided considerable detail to this component of the environmental 

review. The City believes it has fully complied with the requirements of CEQA with respect to the 

alternatives analysis. 

The comment also states that the City may not avoid objective consideration of an alternative only 

because the applicant may have made substantial investments hoping for approval of its preferred project. 

This is true and, as documented in Chapter 5 of the DEIR, this was not the basis for excluding alternatives 

from further consideration. As discussed on DEIR page 5-4, an alternative site was rejected from detailed 

consideration because it would involve closing the existing store and leaving the large, centrally located 

site vacant, and because there were no viable alternative sites available in a suitable location to serve the 

neighborhood. The evaluation of the alternatives that were selected for further consideration in Chapter 5 

was based on two primary factors: (1) the degree to which they would avoid or substantially lessen one or 

more of the significant effects of the proposed project, and (2) the degree to which they would achieve 

most of the basic objectives of the proposed project. The degree to which the applicant may have made 

substantial investments did not factor into the analysis. 

Finally, the comment states that, to the extent that the City rejects the environmentally superior alternative 

as infeasible, the City must demonstrate additional costs or lost profits so severe that the alternative is 

impractical. The comment does not provide a citation for this statement. There is no such requirement in 

the CEQA statutes or Guidelines, and the City is unaware of a court ruling to this effect. The CEQA 

Guidelines only require that “If the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the 

EIR shall also identify and environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.” (Section 

15126.6(e)(2).) The DEIR complies with this requirement. 

Response to Comment E-133 

No evidence has been presented that the DEIR is inadequate in complying with the requirements of 

CEQA, nor have any of the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) been met. 

Recirculation is therefore not required or warranted. 

Response to Comment E-134 

Plese see Response to Comment C-39-1 for additional discussion regarding project objectives. 
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The City did not tell members of the community that they could not “make land use arguments.” Rather, 

Planning Commission members told attendees of the public hearings on the DEIR that the purpose of the 

hearings was to receive testimony on the adequacy of the environmental analysis presented in the DEIR; 

the purpose was not to make statements on the merits or demerits of the project, or in support of or 

opposition to the project. As discussed in Response to Comment E-90, the Planning Commission will 

conduct one or more additional hearings to conduct design review of the project and consider the required 

Conditional Use Permit and variance applications. These hearings will be the appropriate forum for 

citizens to make comments on land use issues that do not relate to impacts under CEQA. Nonetheless, 

many comments were received in support of or opposition to the project or addressing issues other than 

the adequacy of the DEIR, and all of them are presented in this FEIR. 

As to the point that the EIR “makes land use arguments when it accepts Safeway’s assertions” regarding 

the feasibility of alternatives, this was not the basis employed in Chapter 5 of the DEIR to consider and 

evaluate alternatives to the proposed project. As discussed in more detail in Responses to Comments B-4-

-12, C-10-7, C-10-8, C-10-9, C-10-10, and E-132, the alternatives were evaluated based on the degree to 

which they would avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects of the proposed 

project, and the degree to which they would achieve most of the basic objectives of the proposed project. 

The City made an independent determination on the suitability of the project objectives defined on pages 

3-9 through 3-10 of the DEIR. Please refer to the responses referenced above for a more detailed response 

on these points.  

Safeway’s objectives include adding a “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 counter (as compared to the pre-packaged items currently available), and a greatly expanded 

produce section, as well as creating a more functional and efficient shopping area configuration to 

eliminate current “pinch points” in Safeway customers’ path of travel and to enhance the overall shopping 

experience of customers. Safeway has determined that an enlarged store would be required to provide all 

of these new or expanded functions. The City has determined that the objectives of the project stated in 

the DEIR are valid and reasonable objectives. Therefore, consistent with the requirements of CEQA, the 

City is not required to consider an alternative that does not feasibly attain most of the basic project 

objectives. 

Response to Comment E-135 

The comment is noted but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-136 

The size of the proposed project was addressed and analyzed in the DEIR. The size of the project was 

defined in the project description, and then was factored into virtually every aspect of the environmental 

impact analysis. For example, the size was a quantified determinant in the trip generation that formed the 

basis of the traffic analysis, and noise analysis. The size was also numerically factored into the modeling 

of air quality and greenhouse gas impacts. Size (height and FAR) was considered in the discussion of 

General Plan and zoning consistency. The project size was considered and discussed in the more 

qualitative evaluation of aesthetic impacts discussed in Section 4.2 of the DEIR. Finally, size was one of 

the primary parameters that were varied in the selection of alternatives to the proposed project, evaluated 

in DEIR Chapter 5, and the size of the alternatives was factored into the impact analysis of the 

alternatives in the same way it was for the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment E-137 

The comment makes assumptions about supporters of the proposed project. The comment is noted but 

does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-138 

The project states that the proposed project would double or triple traffic, then raises the concern about 

the effects of the associated air pollution. However, the proposed project would not double or triple 

traffic. It would result in approximately 10 percent more vehicle traffic over existing conditions. The 

significance of air pollution effects are addressed in Master Responses M-7 and M-8. 

Response to Comment E-139 

Please see Responses to Comments C-26-2 and E-101 regarding noise. 

Response to Comment E-140 

See Master Response M-3 for a detailed discussion of parking related to the project. 

Response to Comment E-141 

Regarding the compatibility of the project with the character of the existing neighborhood, please see 

Responses to Comments B-4-4 and C-10-15, as well as Master Response M-9. 

Response to Comment E-142 

Regarding the size of the project, please see Response to Comment C-11-4 and Master Response M-9. 

Regarding the project’s consistency with the zoning district in which it is located, please see Master 

Response M-9. Safeway is not “an exception to the zoning” as asserted in the comment. As documented 

in the DEIR and in Master Response M-9, the proposed project is an allowed use in the C-31 zoning 

district (into which the project is grandfathered), and the project’s size would be under the allowed size as 

limited by density restrictions. The project would be consistent with all of the development regulations 

applicable to the zoning district. The only variances would be for a shortfall of parking spaces and one 

loading space, as discussed in the DEIR and in Master Responses M-3 and M-9. 

Please see Master Response M-6 regarding the economic impacts of the project. 

Regarding the scale of the “wall” along College Avenue, the façade along College would be articulated 

by projecting bays, recesses, varying heights, major variations in fenestration, a wide variety of materials, 

a tower, and signage. The College Avenue frontage of the project would contain up to five different retail 

outlets, as well as an entry lobby for the Safeway store, and would feature a pedestrian “walk street” with 

specialty paving, trees and other landscaping, and interspersed with public seating. (Please see Response 

to Comment B-4-4 for additional details on the articulation of the project’s frontage on College Avenue, 

as well as Chapter 2 of this document, which describes the revised project in detail.) The building 

opposite the project site consists of a 150-foot-long two-story building of uniform height that occupies 

more than half the block. The majority of the upper story has no variation in design, materials, colors, or 

fenestration. The ground floor is more articulated by recessed entries to some shops and variations in the 

storefronts which contain a variety of small, neighborhood-oriented businesses. The same type of 

businesses would be located across the street in the proposed project. The commenter may present 

comments on the design to the Planning Commission when it conducts a public hearing for the design 
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review of the project. The DEIR did not find any significant visual or planning impacts related to the 

project’s design or massing. Thus, there is no need to require design modifications as mitigation as part of 

the CEQA process. 

See Master Response M-9 for a list of pedestrian-friendly features of the proposed project. The comment 

does not include evidence that the proposed project would discourage shoppers from crossing the street. 

Please see Master Response M-3 with respect to parking issues raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment E-143 

With respect to parking issues, please see Master Response M-3. 

Regarding the predicted economic effects of the proposed project on neighboring retail, please see Master 

Response M-6, which summarizes an economic study done for the proposed project and included as 

Appendix A of this document. Generally speaking, lack of parking is generally not considered a driver of 

economic blight. 

Response to Comment E-144 

The DEIR does evaluate smaller alternatives. Alternative 2b would remodel the existing store, add a new 

loading dock (which would not affect trip generation), and add a 750-square-foot café/deli building on the 

former gas station site. This alternative would eliminate three of the eleven significant and unavoidable 

traffic impacts identified for the proposed project. Alternatives evaluated in Chapter 5 of the DEIR will be 

considered by the decision makers in their deliberations on whether or not to approve the proposed project 

or one of the alternatives. 

Response to Comment E-145 

Please see Response to Comment C-162-7 regarding the mitigation at 63
rd

 Street and College Avenue, 

and Traffic Intrusion on Residential Streets in Master Response M-5. In addition, please see Chapter 2 of 

this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project, which would reconfigure the 63
rd

 Street/ 

College Avenue intersection and prohibit left-turns to and from 63
rd

 Street. The traffic impacts of the 

revised project would be substantially the same as those of the DEIR project, except that an impact at the 

63
rd

 Street/College Avenue intersection that was characterized as significant and unavoidable under the 

DEIR project would be reduced to a less than significant level under the revised project. No signal would 

therefore be required as a mitigation measure at this intersection. 

Please see Master Response M-3 for a detailed discussion of parking issues. 

Response to Comment E-146 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. Regarding an 

alternative with less mitigation, please see Response to Comment E-144. 

Response to Comment E-147 

The comment states that aesthetics were not adequately addressed in the DEIR, but does not offer any 

evidence or examples. The DEIR provides 16 pages (Section 4.2) of documentation and analysis on the 

potential visual impacts of the project. Section 4.2 presents eight architectural renderings of the project 

from different vantage points around the project, and provides existing “before” photographs to provide a 
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basis for comparison. In addition, eight additional simulations are provided in Chapter 3, Project 

Description. The visual context of the project, including design considerations, is discussed under Impacts 

AES-1 and AES-2, on DEIR pages 4.2-13 through 4.2-16. Also see comment letter C-277. 

See also Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project, which includes 

several plans and renderings of the refined project design. 

Response to Comment E-148 

As required by CEQA, the alternatives evaluated in the DEIR were focused on avoiding or reducing the 

significant impacts of the project, which are impacts on traffic. Please see Response to Comment C-10-8 

for additional discussion on the selection of alternatives. 

Response to Comment E-149 

The comment is noted, and will be considered by decision makers, but it does not address the adequacy of 

the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-150 

The comment consists of a Planning Commissioner thanking speakers who presented comments during 

the hearing. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-151 

The Planning Commissioner provides a general comment that the DEIR contains inconsistencies that 

need to be addressed, but does not cite any specific examples. The Commissioner indicates that she will 

submit a comment letter with detailed comments. That letter is included in Chapter 5 of this FEIR as 

Comment Letter A-5. 

Response to Comment E-152 

Similar to the previous comment, the Planning Commissioner indicates that if she has any further 

comments, she will submit a comment letter. 

Response to Comment E-153 

The commenter states that economic impacts are important and should be addressed in the EIR. Economic 

and social effects are outside the scope of CEQA. As stipulated in Section 15126.2(a) of the CEQA 

Guidelines, “(i)n assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the lead agency should 

normally limits its examination to changes in the existing physical conditions in the affected area …”“ 

More specifically, “(e)conomic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on 

the environment.” (Section 15131(a).) However, economic or social effects of a project may be 

considered when they could lead to indirect significant effects on the environment. Please see Master 

Response M-6 for a summary of an economic study that was prepared on the potential effects of the 

proposed Safeway project. 

Response to Comment E-154 

The Planning Commission Chairperson states that she will be reading all comments submitted on the 

DEIR. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment E-155 

The Zoning Manager notes that the Final EIR will include oral comments made during the public hearing 

as well as those submitted in writing. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no 

response is necessary. 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this study is to assess the economic impact and potential for urban decay resulting 
from expansion of the Safeway neighborhood supermarket located at the intersection of College & 
Claremont avenues in Oakland, California (referred to as “Project”). This study is being prepared 
as a companion document to the Final Environmental Impact Report being prepared for the 
project, following release of the Draft Environmental Impact Report in July 2011. A study of this 
nature is not required by CEQA, but as a result of court cases involving the environmental process 
focused primarily on large scale retail development, such as Walmart stores, many cities are 
choosing to have such studies conducted in parallel with Environmental Impact Reports.  
 
The Project site includes an existing Safeway store that will be expanded and an adjoining parcel 
previously occupied by a Union 76 gas station. In addition to the Safeway store expansion the 
Project will include development of 2,744 square feet of restaurant space and 7,913 square feet of 
additional retail space. The site is immediately adjacent to the border of the City of Berkeley. 
 
The existing Safeway store totals 24,260 square feet. Upon expansion, the store will include 
51,510 square feet. This expanded square footage will include 650 square feet for an in-store 
pharmacy. This pharmacy operation comprises incorporation of the former Chimes Pharmacy 
located across College Avenue from the existing Safeway store. In July 2011 Safeway purchased 
this pharmacy, which then began operating as a Safeway Pharmacy. The space currently occupied 
by this pharmacy will become vacant upon completion of the Project.  
 
The new Safeway store will be located in a two-story building, with the Safeway on the second 
floor. The additional tenants, which not yet been identified, will occupy ground floor restaurant and 
retail space developed as part of the Project. This space will front on College Avenue, along the 
edge of the Project site. All existing property structures will be demolished prior to development of 
the new store and additional commercial spaces. As a result, there will be a period of time when 
the Safeway store will not be open for business and available to customers.  
 
The Project is part of an exerted effort by Safeway Stores to upgrade many of its Northern 
California Safeway stores into Lifestyle stores. Among other elements, Lifestyle stores have a strong 
emphasis on providing quality perishables, such as produce, meat, delicatessen, bakery, prepared 
foods, and floral department. Lifestyle stores additionally include unique merchandising fixtures 
and a variety of island displays with specialty items. Safeway is additionally in the process of 
expanding its existing store in North Berkeley and seeking approval to rebuild and expand the 
existing Rockridge Safeway store located at the Rockridge Plaza Shopping Center at the corner of 
Broadway and Pleasant Valley Road in Oakland. These efforts follow on the heels of Safeway’s 
recent closure of an older store in El Cerrito and development of a Lifestyle store on property 
formerly occupied by Target near the El Cerrito Del Norte BART Station.  
 
This study estimates the potential impacts of the Project’s tenants on existing retailers in the 
Project’s market area and other potentially affected areas, primarily in the form of diverted sales 
from existing retailers. The study estimates the extent to which the opening of the Project and other 
cumulative retail projects may or may not contribute to urban decay pursuant to potential store 
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closures attributable to existing retailer sales diversions. The key indicator from a CEQA perspective 
is impacts on the existing environment, which in the context of an urban decay analysis includes 
existing stores and commercial real estate conditions, as measured by the current baseline. This is 
the baseline reflected by existing conditions discussed in this report. Fieldwork for this study was 
conducted in October 2011. 
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
 
Project Sales  
 
ALH Economics estimates that net new stabilized Project sales will total $26.1 million in 2011 
dollars. Of this amount, 80% is estimated to be generated by residents of the Project’s market 
area, equivalent to $20.8 million in sales. The Project’s market area is defined as portions of south 
and central Berkeley, into some of the Berkeley and Oakland Hills, and much of north Oakland. 
Generally speaking, the boundary includes Dwight Way on the north, San Pablo Avenue on the 
west, 51st Street on the south, and the Upper Rockridge neighborhood on the east until it connects 
to Highway 13.1  
 
By category of retail sales, based upon assumptions for the planned ground floor retail space and 
categorizing the Safeway store’s anticipated net pharmacy sales as other sales pursuant to how 
such sales are categorized by the State of California Board of Equalization, the Project’s estimated 
sales generated by market area residents comprise the following: 
 
 $17.0 million in food & beverage store sales;  
 $1.9 million in other retail sales;  
 $1.0 million in food services & drinking places (restaurants). 
 $0.9 million in clothing & accessories;  

 
The other retail category is a broad category that includes a wide range of goods, such as office 
supplies, books, pet supplies, toys, pharmacy, jewelry, and sporting goods.  
 
Stabilized sales are not expected to occur the first year of store operations, but rather the second or 
third year, which is typical of new retail operations. The longer it takes for the Center to stabilize 
sales, the less impact there will be on local retailers, due to the effects of new demand. To simplify 
the analysis, all dollar figures unless otherwise noted are presented in 2011 dollars. 
 
Project Absorption of Retail Sales Leakage 

The Project’s market area is estimated to have a $650.4 million sales base in 2011, comprised of 
a portion of Berkeley and a portion of Oakland. Despite this high level of sales, a substantial 
amount of demand generated by market area residents “leaks” from the market area, meaning 
that sufficient retail shopping opportunities are not available in the market area to fully capture 
demand generated by market area residents. The only exception to this leakage is in the food & 
beverage category, where the market area is estimated to achieve 12% sales attraction, meaning 
12% more sales in this category are achieved than would be expected from resident spending 
alone. Inclusive of this sales attraction the market area as a whole leaks 42.4% of resident 

                                                
1 See Map in Exhibit 3 for more detail, and more detailed text description in Chapter IV.  
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spending potential, such that 42.4% of resident spending on average is spent outside the market 
area.  
 
The College & Claremont Safeway Project will provide opportunities for recapture of some existing 
retail leakage in categories other than food & beverage. The amount of recaptured leakage will 
depend upon the nature of the Project’s retail opportunities and the complexity of the retail 
purchase. This study estimates that all of the Project’s clothing & accessories and food services & 
drinking places (e.g., restaurants & and bars) sales will be accounted for through recaptured 
leakage. This recapture will account for an estimated $1.9 million of Project sales generated by 
market area residents. Even after the Project’s recapture of these sales, a great deal of leakage in 
these categories will persist, with residents still needing to make purchases in these categories 
outside the market area to meet their needs.  
 
There will also be potential for some recapture of the Project’s $1.9 million sales in the other retail 
category. The study does not assume that all Project sales from market area residents in this 
category will represent recaptured leakage. This is because this is a broad category that 
encompasses a wide range of consumer goods. It is unlikely that all these sales will comprise 
purchases the market area residents would not otherwise make in the market area. Accordingly, 
the analysis assumes that one-half the Project’s other retail sales will constitute recaptured leakage, 
totaling $965,100 in recaptured sales.  
 
In total, the analysis assumes that $2.9 million in Project sales will be achieved through recaptured 
sales leakage. While this recaptured sales leakage amount translates into new Project and market 
area sales, the constituent recaptured sales will still occur to the detriment of other existing retailers. 
It is difficult to identify which existing retailers outside the market area may experience sales 
reductions as a result of the Project’s recaptured leakage. These outside market area retailers are 
most likely located over a wide area, depending on the nature of the good, and probably include 
stores in other Berkeley or Oakland locations, Emeryville, and even San Francisco. This is such a 
widely dispersed area that it is unlikely that any particular store outside the market area would lose 
sufficient sales directly attributable to the Project resulting in store closure, and thus would not lead 
to urban decay in this more generalized area. This is especially the case given the low amount of 
assumed recaptured sales, totaling $2.9 million.  
 
Sales Impacts 
 
After consideration of out of market area sales and recaptured sales leakage, the College & 
Claremont Safeway Project has the potential to divert $18.0 million in sales from existing market 
area retailers. This sales volume includes all of the Project’s anticipated $17.0 million in food sales 
generated by market area residents as well as $965,100 in other retail sales.  
 
Grocery and Food Stores. The market area is characterized by food sales attraction. Consequently, 
the analysis conservatively assumes that any Project food sales generated by market area residents 
will occur to the detriment of existing food & beverage retailers in the market area. The study 
anticipates that grocery stores with conventional and upscale orientations are most susceptible to 
sales impacts from the expanded College & Claremont Safeway store given the store’s 
repositioning as a Lifestyle brand store, which is considered more upscale than the standard 
Safeway stores. The larger market area grocery stores most likely to experience these impacts 
include Trader Joe’s, Whole Foods, and Berkeley Bowl. The distance of these stores from the 
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Project site is 0.3, 1.0, and 1.7 miles, respectively. In addition, the nearby niche food markets of 
Yasai Produce Market, Ver Brugge Meat-Fish Poultry, and Star Grocery are anticipated to at least 
initially experience some sales impacts. It will be incumbent upon these small stores to continue to 
build customer loyalty and provide quality products, especially during the time period when the 
Safeway store will be closed for construction. Customers gained during this period will bode well 
for the stores when the expanded Safeway opens and is more competitive because of its expanded 
produce, meat, and seafood departments. In addition, these stores already have a strong 
complement of loyal customers. It is notable that these stores have coexisted with Safeway for 
many years. They therefore already offer products and services valued by customers that are not 
available at Safeway. Even with the greater volume of goods that will be available at the expanded 
Safeway these niche stores will continue to provide quality of service and products not available at 
Safeway, such as the personal customer service available at Star Grocery, the local farm-based 
market fresh produce at Yasai, and the unparalleled meat and fish products available at Ver 
Brugee.  
 
Many of the market area’s larger grocery stores are outperforming national sales performance 
averages. Because of their strong performance, Trader Joe’s, Whole Foods, and Berkeley Bowl are 
all anticipated to be able to withstand the competition from the expanded Safeway store. These 
stores are all strong performers with a strong customer base. As experienced retailers, all three 
stores are anticipated to be able to counterbalance product-based sales losses with new 
merchandising strategies, and thereby retain loyal customers. 
 
In mid-December 2011, the conventional Andronico’s grocery store on Telegraph Avenue closed. 
The closure of this store will result in an infusion of additional grocery shopping dollars made 
available for the remaining market area or other nearby grocery stores. Measured as the existing 
baseline, these dollars will serve to significantly offset the estimated College & Claremont Safeway 
Project expansion sales impacts, resulting in much lower impacts on the remaining existing sales 
base. The redistribution of these sales will benefit all existing food stores, and reduce the estimated 
Project impacts. While stores may experience a sales increase prior to the opening of the expanded 
Safeway store, loss of some of these sales could return them close to existing conditions pursuant 
to the baseline established by this report.  
 
In conclusion, existing grocery and food stores are not anticipated to experience sales impacts 
attributable to the Project so severe as to induce store closure. The greatest impacts will be 
experienced by stores that are achieving very high sales performance. Moreover, the redistribution 
of market area sales previously captured by Andronico’s will offset a large portion of the Project’s 
sales impacts. 
  
Other Retail Stores. The $965,100 in other retail sales impacts comprises a negligible amount of 
the market area sales base in other retail. The space equivalent of this amount of sales is about 
2,700 square feet. It is very unlikely that any one retailer in the other retail category in the market 
area will incur all these sales impacts, such that any existing stores will close. Accordingly, these 
impacts are anticipated to be minor and insignificant relative to the existing market area retail 
base.  
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Offsetting Effects of Future Growth 
 
The timeframe of the Safeway expansion is undetermined, depending upon the pace and timing of 
the environmental and approvals process for the Project. Regardless of the timing of the Project 
completion, there may be potential for new market area growth to generate yet additional demand 
for food sales in and near the market area. With 2015 as a proxy for the first full year of 
operations for the expanded store, demographic projections suggest the potential for 1,526 new 
households in the market area between 2011 and 2015. Based upon the resources available for 
the preparation of demographic projections, this amount of projected growth may be exaggerated. 
However, it provides a sense of the potential demand that could be generated pursuant to 
residential development in the market area.  
 
These 1,526 new households are estimated to generate $43.3 million in retail demand. The 
largest component of this demand is $7.3 million for food stores, the great majority of which 
would likely be captured in the market area given the propensity for consumers to purchase 
groceries relatively close to home. This level of demand, therefore, if realized, could offset up to 
43% of the maximum $17.0 million in food sales impacts. There is demand for yet additional retail 
categories, which would also help offset the estimated Project impacts in the other retail category 
and generally boost the market area’s retail sales base.  
 
While the demographic growth projections may be overstated, with the estimated level of demand 
correspondingly aggressive, this analysis nonetheless indicates the potential for some increment of 
new household growth in the market area to be generated prior to the completion of the Safeway 
expansion Project. This new demand will offset some of the Project’s anticipated negative sales 
impacts on existing market area grocery and food stores.  
 
Cumulative Project Impacts 
 
The study identified 15 potential cumulative retail development projects in the market area and 
surrounding areas, of these 15 projects, 9 were determined to have the potential to be developed 
during the same approximate timeframe as the College & Claremont Safeway Project and thus 
contribute to additional market area sales impacts. Given assumptions about project size, sales, 
and degree of market area overlap with the Project, these 9 projects are estimated to generate 
$42.4 million of sales assumed to be competitive with the Project and generated by residents within 
the Project’s market area. Based on sales distributions and the potential for further absorption of 
existing leakage, these cumulative projects, in association with the College & Claremont Safeway 
Project, have the potential to increase the market area sales impact from $18.0 million for just the 
Project to $43.3 million. The incremental sales impacts are in the food & beverage, other retail, 
home furnishings & appliances, clothing & accessories, and food services & drinking places 
categories. As with the Project impacts, redistribution of Andronico’s sales and household growth 
will to some extent help offset the incremental cumulative project impacts.  
 
The incremental sales impacts in food services & drinking places are deemed to be relatively 
minor. Accordingly they are not anticipated to lead to any existing store closures, and thus have no 
potential to contribute to or cause urban decay. The incremental sales impacts for food & beverage 
stores, other retail, clothing & accessories and home furnishings & appliances will be larger, 
totaling an estimated $12.5 million, $6.5 million, $2.7 million, and $1.1 million, respectively. As 
with the Project impacts, extensive market area retail leakage will still remain following 
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development of the cumulative projects. This remaining leakage provides an opportunity for other 
retailers to enter the marketplace focused on satisfying unmet retail demand.  
 
Other Retail Sales Impacts. Despite the incremental increase, the impacts in the other retail 
category are not anticipated to be sufficient to cause existing stores to close. The nature of the 
other retail impacts will be dependent upon the type of retailers that locate in all of the cumulative 
projects. Almost every cumulative project is estimated to have some component of sales in this 
broad category, which can include sporting goods, office supplies, pet supplies, jewelry, toy stores, 
pharmacy, and gifts and hobbies, among other retailers. In all likelihood, each project will have a 
different mix of retailers comprising this category, such that one narrow type of retail will not 
experience all the estimated cumulative other retail impacts. This will serve to spread and thereby 
minimize the impacts. Moreover, the incremental impact is equivalent to support for only a small 
portion of retail space. Because this increment of space is small, the more likely scenario is that 
existing retailers will lose some small increment of sales, but not so much as to induce store 
closure. Therefore, the study concludes that the other retail impacts will not result in any store 
closures and will therefore have no potential to contribute to or cause urban decay.  
 
Clothing & Accessories and Home Furnishings Impacts. Although the cumulative impacts analysis 
includes the addition of sales impacts in the clothing & accessories and home furnishings 
categories, these impacts relatively minor and are not deemed sufficient to result in any store 
closures and will therefore have no potential to contribute to or cause urban decay. 
 
Food Sales Impacts. The incremental $12.5 million in food sales impact attributable to the 
cumulative projects are likely to be experienced within the market area as well as outside the 
market area, due to the wide variety of food store shopping opportunities available throughout the 
region and the nature of the projects generating the incremental cumulative food sales impacts, 
such as discount food retailer Foods Co. In addition, this level of sales impact may be overstated 
because the analysis assumed that almost every planned cumulative project would have some 
component of food sales, consistent with their anticipated neighborhood retail characterization. 
This may be an overstatement, depending upon the actual profiles of the future cumulative project 
tenants. Two additional factors will serve to minimize the cumulative food sales impacts. These 
include the mid-December 2011 closure of the Andronico’s store on Telegraph Avenue and the 
redistribution of its store sales within the market area, and future demand pursuant to household 
growth.  
 
The majority of the impacts that remain following these offsetting factors will likely continue to be 
experienced by the same stores anticipated to incur impacts from the College & Claremont 
Safeway Project, namely Trader Joe’s, Whole Foods, and the Berkeley Bowl. This is because the 
majority of the cumulative sales continue to be generated by Safeway, such that stores directly 
competitive with Safeway will likely be the stores most impacted. Because of the strong 
performance of these market area food retailers, the cumulative project food sales impacts are not 
anticipated to result in any store closures, and therefore are not anticipated to contribute to or 
cause urban decay.  
 
As with the Project impacts, some smaller grocery and food stores within the market area and 
beyond might experience some short-term changes in demand as shoppers explore the expanded 
shopping opportunities presented by the cumulative projects. However, these shoppers are 
ultimately anticipated to restore some, if not all of their diverted shopping to these small grocery or 
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food stores after an initial time period, especially if the cumulative projects do not comprise a 
substantially new food store offering, which is not anticipated. If, however, any existing stores do 
close as a result of food sales impacts, the extent to which such store closures become problematic 
for the retail market will also depend upon the market strength, regulatory controls, and actions 
pursued by property owners.  
 
URBAN DECAY DETERMINATION 
 
Definition of Urban Decay 
 
For the purpose of this analysis, urban decay is defined as, among other characteristics, visible 
symptoms of physical deterioration that invite vandalism, loitering, and graffiti that is caused by a 
downward spiral of business closures and long term vacancies. This physical deterioration to 
properties or structures is so prevalent, substantial, and lasting for a significant period of time that 
it impairs the proper utilization of the properties and structures, and the health, safety, and welfare 
of the surrounding community. The manifestations of urban decay include such visible conditions 
as plywood-boarded doors and windows, parked trucks and long term unauthorized use of the 
properties and parking lots, extensive gang and other graffiti and offensive words painted on 
buildings, dumping of refuse on site, overturned dumpsters, broken parking barriers, broken glass 
littering the site, dead trees and shrubbery together with weeds, lack of building maintenance, 
homeless encampments, and unsightly and dilapidated fencing. 
 
Retail Market Characteristics  
  
Both Berkeley and Oakland have generally maintained relatively healthy retail market sectors. As 
of third quarter 2011, Berkeley had an overall retail vacancy rate of 3.6%. This rate is one of the 
lowest rates noted during the 2006 to 2011 time period, with vacancy as high as 10% or 11% in 
2006. Throughout the course of the recession retail vacancy has been low in Berkeley, never 
exceeding 6% since the second quarter of 2007. This indicates a very strong retail market in the 
City of Berkeley, which has a base of approximately 6.7 million square feet of retail space. In 
general, retail markets are deemed most healthy when there is some increment of vacancy, at least 
5.0%, which allows for market fluidity and growth of existing retailers. Thus, the current Berkeley 
retail vacancy rate of 3.6% is a low vacancy rate, indicative of a very strong and tight retail market. 
In like manner, Oakland is also generally characterized by a strong retail market, with third 
quarter 2011 vacancy similar to Berkeley’s at 3.8%, and a peak over the past 5.5 years of 4.9% 
earlier in 2011. The retail base in Oakland, however, is much larger than Berkeley, estimated at 
almost 22.4 million square feet. These figures suggest the retail markets in Berkeley and Oakland 
as a whole are very strong.  
 
Despite the low vacancy rates, there are a number of retail vacancies in the cities of Berkeley and 
Oakland. However, very few of these vacancies are located in the market area portion of these 
cities. Regardless of location, retail vacancies in Berkeley are finding new tenants. For the one-year 
period from October 2010 to October 2011 there were 60 retail leases executed in the City of 
Berkeley. These 60 leases accounted for absorption of approximately 128,000 square feet of retail 
space in Berkeley, averaging about 2,100 square feet each. While most of these lease transactions 
are for a relatively small increment of space, they are indicative of strong interest in the Berkeley 
retail market. Similar information regarding executed leases in the entire City of Oakland indicate 
104 retail leases were executed over the same one-year time frame, totaling approximately 
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198,000 square feet of leased space, with an average size of about 1,900 square feet. As in the 
case of Berkeley, this volume of lease transactions, during a period of time still effected by the most 
recent national recession, is an indicator of strong interest in Oakland’s commercial retail market.  
 
Urban Decay Conclusion  
 
ALH Economics focused on determining whether or not physical deterioration would likely result 
from the opening of the Project and other cumulative retail developments in reaching a conclusion 
about urban decay. The conclusion is based on consideration of current market conditions, 
findings regarding diverted sales, and regulatory controls. Highlights of these findings are as 
follows: 
 
 Current Market Conditions: The field research, market research, and broker 

interviews indicated that retail market conditions are strong in the portions of the 
market area in Berkeley and Oakland. Both cities have low retail vacancy rates, 
with few vacancies in the portions within the market area, indicating that while 
there are a few such properties, long-term retail vacancy is not a prevalent issue in 
the market area. Existing retail vacancies generally appear well-maintained, and 
retail brokers indicate that vacancies near the Project site are typically absorbed 
quickly. There are only limited instances of poorly maintained retail vacancies, 
mostly at the extreme edges of the market area, especially in Berkeley.  
 

 Diverted Sales and Additional Retail Leakage: ALH Economics anticipates 
that despite the Project’s and cumulative projects’ sales impacts, especially in the 
food & beverage category, existing retailers will not close as a result of the new 
project openings. The most competitive existing stores are high retail sales 
performers and are anticipated to be able to withstand the enhanced competition. 
In addition, the mid-December 2011 closure of the Andronico’s on Telegraph 
Avenue will result in redistribution of existing sales, which will help offset impacts 
associated with the Project and cumulative projects. However, if any stores do 
close, the market area is anticipated to be characterized by continued retail 
leakage in almost all major retail categories. This remaining leakage provides an 
opportunity for other retailers to enter the marketplace focused on satisfying unmet 
retail demand.  
 

 Regulatory Controls: City ordinances, such as the City of Oakland Municipal 
Code of Ordinances Chapter 8.10 on Graffiti, Chapter 8.18.060 on Noxious 
Weeds, Chapter 8.24 on Property Blight, Chapter 8.38.170 on Dumping Garbage, 
Chapter 8.54 on Vacant Building Registration, Chapter 12.04 on Sidewalk, 
Driveway, and Curb Construction and Maintenance, require property owners to 
maintain their properties so as not to create a nuisance by creating a condition that 
reduces property values and promotes blight and neighborhood deterioration. 
Enforcement of these ordinances can help prevent physical deterioration due to any 
long-term closures of retail spaces. Code enforcement is managed by the City of 
Oakland’s Building Services Division. They look into the accumulation of trash, 
debris, graffiti, and other blight on properties. The Building Services Division is 
responsible for enforcement and is allowed to take actions needed to enforce the 
ordinances. Also, according to Municipal Code Chapter 15.08.110, the owner in 
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violation, “is liable for any costs, expenses, accruing interest, and disbursements 
paid for or incurred by the City of Oakland and any of its contractors in correction, 
abatement, and prosecution of the violation.”2 Citizens can report code violations 
through a telephone hotline or online form. Once a complaint is issued and 
determined valid, the owner has 16 days to pay the violation ticket or work with the 
City to fix the violation.  

 
Similar codes also exist in the City of Berkeley, such as the City of Berkeley 
Municipal Code of Ordinances Chapter 12.32.020 on the Prohibition of the 
Accumulation of Rubbish, Chapter 12.32.070 Dumping at Unauthorized Disposal 
Site prohibited, Chapter 12.40 on Litter, Debris, and Noxious plants, Chapter 
12.92 on Anti-blight, Chapter 13.98 on the Prohibition of Graffiti on Property, 
which require property owners to maintain their properties so as not to create a 
nuisance by creating a condition that promotes blight and poses threats to the 
public’s health, safety, and welfare. Enforcement of these ordinances can help 
prevent physical deterioration due to any long-term closures of retail spaces. If 
properties require nuisance abatement there are controls in place to provide this 
abatement. The property owner will received a written notice from the City, the 
owner has seven calendar days to fix the nuisance or 15 calendar days to appeal, 
if neither of these actions are taken then the owner will be charged for the violation 
or a lien will be placed on the property.  

 
During the fieldwork conducted in October and November, 2011, there were only 
a few visible signs of litter, graffiti, weeds, or rubbish associated with existing 
commercial nodes in the Project’s market area, most notably in Berkeley. These 
were mostly associated with properties engaged in the development planning 
process, or under the control of one property owner with a reputation for weak 
property maintenance. Thus, ALH Economics concludes that existing measures to 
maintain private commercial property in good condition in the market area are 
generally effective and will serve to help preclude the potential for urban decay and 
deterioration in the event any existing retailers in the market area close following 
the operations of the Project and other cumulative retail projects.  
 

Based upon these findings, ALH Economics concludes that the College & Claremont Safeway 
expansion Project and the identified cumulative projects will not cause or contribute to urban 
decay.  
 

 
 
 

                                                
2 City of Oakland Municipal Code 15.08.110, “Abatement of Violations,” 
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientid=16308&stateid=5&statename=california (accessed 
November 18, 2011). 
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II. INTRODUCTION 

STUDY BACKGROUND 
 
Safeway, Inc. is seeking to expand the existing Safeway neighborhood grocery store at the 
intersection of College & Claremont avenues in Oakland, California. In the process, Safeway plans 
to reposition the store into a Lifestyle store and include a small amount of ground floor retail and 
restaurant space as part of the total development program (the “Project”). This plan is part of 
Safeway’s plan nationwide to redevelop existing stores into Lifestyle stores, with 85% of the process 
complete throughout the chain. A hallmark of Lifestyle stores is the sale of expanded perishable 
options, the availability of greater health-oriented options, and an earth-toned décor package that 
includes custom flooring and unique display features.  
 
The current Safeway store is 24,260 square feet. According to Safeway’s public reports, the 
average Safeway store size is 46,700 square feet. Thus, the existing College & Claremont store is 
significantly undersized relative to the average Safeway store. With the planned expansion the store 
will increase to 51,510 square feet, which includes space dedicated to an in-store pharmacy. While 
the new expanded site will be larger than the chain’s average, building inefficiencies will constrain 
the ability to fully maximize the expanded space availability.  
 
The environmental review process is in progress for this planned expansion project. The Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was released in July 2011 and the Final EIR (FEIR) is in the 
process of being completed. As a companion document to the FEIR, the City of Oakland decided 
to seek an urban decay analysis, with the purpose of determining if the planned project will have 
the potential to cause or contribute to urban decay. Such studies are not required by CEQA, but as 
a result of court cases involving the environmental process focused primarily on large scale retail 
development, such as Walmart stores, many cities are choosing to have such studies conducted in 
parallel with Environmental Impact Reports.  
 
ALH Urban & Regional Economics (ALH Economics) was retained to complete the Claremont & 
College Safeway expansion project urban decay study. This study estimates the potential impacts of 
the Project on existing retailers in the Project’s market area and other potentially affected areas, 
primarily in the form of diverted sales from existing retailers. The study estimates the extent to 
which the opening of the Project and other cumulative retail projects may or may not contribute to 
urban decay pursuant to potential store closures attributable to existing retailer sales diversions. 
The key indicator from a CEQA perspective is impacts on the existing environment, which in the 
context of an urban decay analysis includes existing stores and commercial real estate conditions, 
as measured by the current baseline. This is the baseline reflected by existing conditions discussed 
in this report.  
 
The field work upon which this study is based was completed in October and November 2011. 
Accordingly, ALH Economics assumes no responsibility for market events pertinent to the market 
area, more general environs, or the Project site occurring after those dates. In addition, the 
majority of the research and analysis was conducted during November and December 2011, with 
limited data updates pertinent to cumulative projects prior to the June 2012 report date.  
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STUDY TASKS 
 
ALH Economics engaged in numerous tasks to complete this assignment. These tasks included the 
following: 
 
 Identified the Project’s market area, i.e., the area from which the majority of Project 

consumers are anticipated to originate; 
 Conducted fieldwork to review the Project site and evaluate existing market conditions; 
 Estimated the planned Project’s sales; 
 Estimated market area retail sales; 
 Conducted retail sales leakage analyses for the Project’s market area; 
 Estimated demand generated by households added to the market area by the time the 

Project is developed; 
 Estimated the Project’s impacts on existing relevant retailers; 
 Identified planned retail projects in the market area and other relevant areas; 
 Assessed the cumulative impacts of planned retail projects in the market area and other 

relevant areas; and 
 Assessed the extent to which operations of the Project and the cumulative projects may or 

may not contribute to urban decay. 
 
The findings pertaining to these tasks are reviewed and summarized in this report, with analytical 
findings presented in the exhibits in Appendices A and B.  
 
STUDY RESOURCES AND REPORT ORGANIZATION 
 
Study Resources  
 
Many resources were relied upon for this study. This included information provided by During 
Associates, the Planning and Economic Development Departments in the cities of Berkeley, 
Emeryville, and Oakland, and individuals engaged in commercial real estate familiar with the 
area’s retail market. Detailed Berkeley and Oakland retail market data were generated from 
Costar, a commercial real estate information company, and provided by CB Richard Ellis.  
 
Additional study resources included customer origin data provided by Safeway, the 2010 U.S. 
Census, the Association of Bay Area Governments, the California State Board of Equalization, 
Claritas, a national provider of economic and demographic data, and Neilson Trade Dimensions. 
Some retail sales data were provided by Retail MAXIM’s Alternative Retail Risk analysis for 
Alternative Capital, July 2011. Inflationary adjustments were prepared based upon the U.S. Bureau 
of Labor Statistics’ Consumer Price Index for all urban consumers in the Western U.S. Region. All 
sources are cited as relevant in the study exhibits.  
 
Report Organization  
 
This report includes 9 chapters, as follows: 
 

I. Executive Summary 
II. Introduction 
III. Projected Project Sales 
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IV. Market Area Definition 
V. Retail Sales Base Characterization 
VI. Project Sales Impacts 
VII. Food Store Impacts 
VIII. Cumulative Project Impacts 
IX. Urban Decay Determination  

 
This report is subject to the appended Assumptions and General Limiting Conditions. 
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III. PROJECTED PROJECT SALES 
 
A description of the planned College & Claremont avenues Safeway expansion Project and ALH 
Economics’ estimates of the total retail sales generated by the Project are presented below, including 
sales generated by retail category. This estimate is necessary to facilitate analysis of the Project’s 
urban decay impacts. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The College & Claremont Safeway expansion Project is located at the intersection of College & 
Claremont avenues in Oakland, California. The Project site includes an existing Safeway store that will 
be expanded and an adjoining parcel previously occupied by a Union 76 gas station. In addition to 
the Safeway store expansion, the Project will include development of an additional 10,657 square feet 
of space, comprising 2,744 square feet of restaurant space and 7,913 square feet of additional retail 
space. The site is immediately adjacent to the border of the City of Berkeley. 
 
The existing Safeway store totals 24,260 square feet. Upon expansion, the store will include 51,510 
square feet, reflecting a net increase of 27,250 square feet. This expanded square footage will include 
650 square feet for an in-store pharmacy. This pharmacy operation comprises incorporation of the 
former Chimes Pharmacy located across College Avenue from the existing Safeway store. In July 2011 
Safeway purchased this pharmacy, which then began operating as a Safeway Pharmacy. The space 
currently occupied by this pharmacy will become vacant upon completion of the Project.  
 
The new Safeway store will be located in a two-story building, with the Safeway on the second floor. 
The additional tenants, which not yet been identified, will occupy ground floor restaurant and retail 
space developed as part of the Project. This space will front on College Avenue, along the edge of the 
Project site. All existing property structures will be demolished prior to development of the new store 
and additional commercial spaces. As a result, there will be a period of time when the Safeway store 
will not be open for business and available to customers.  
 
The Project’s existing and proposed distribution of retail square footage is presented in Exhibit 1. This 
exhibit indicates current developed square footage of 25,380 square feet, including the 24,260-
square-foot Safeway store and 1,120 square feet associated with the former Union 76 gas station. 
With the planned Safeway store expansion to 51,510 square feet, inclusive of 650 feet for the in-store 
pharmacy, and the 10,657 square feet for restaurant and other retail space the Project’s net change 
in building area is 36,787 square feet.  
 
PROJECTED SAFEWAY AND OTHER PROJECT SALES  
 
Approach 
 
The timeframe of the Safeway expansion is undetermined, depending upon the pace and timing of 
the environmental and approvals process for the Project. For analytical purposes, this study assumes 
the Project will be fully operational by 2015, with 2015 comprising the first full year of complete 
Project operations. To facilitate the study, however, the analysis is conducted assuming sales in year 
2011 dollars. Stabilized sales are not expected to occur the first year of store operations, but rather 
the second or third year, which is typical of new retail operations. However, for simplicity, this analysis 
conservatively assumes stabilized sales are achieved during the first full year of operations.  
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Store sales projections were prepared differently by type of retail tenant. Two methods were employed, 
one for the Safeway store and one for all other retail tenants.  
 
Safeway Store Sales. A sales projection for the expanded Safeway store was developed by ALH 
Economics based upon examination of a compilation of grocery store sales performance data 
prepared by Nielson Trade Dimensions, a vendor that provides individual store weekly sales estimates 
as well as each store’s estimated sales selling area. ALH Economics reviewed the Trade Dimensions 
data specifically relative to Safeway store performance in the general Oakland area. This examination 
indicated that Safeway stores in the area typically outperform Safeway and average grocery industry 
performance.3 Review of Safeway annual reports indicates that in 2010, the average Safeway store 
achieved sales totaling $465 per square foot.4 In 2011, industry average performance is estimated to 
be about $500.5 Based upon the Trade Dimensions data findings, and an understanding that Lifestyle 
stores typically enjoy high sales performance, however, ALH Economics assumes the Safeway 
expansion space will achieve sales in excess of these average figures. Specifically, the Safeway stores 
in the cities of Berkeley and Oakland consistently outperform the national average by a factor of at 
least 50%. The higher Safeway stores sales estimate is $800 per square foot. Reported Safeway store 
data in Trade Dimensions include pharmacy sales in total store sales, thus the same $800 per square 
foot estimate for grocery space is equally assumed for the pharmacy space. Based on the combined 
square footage of the expansion space and pharmacy space, the Safeway store is assumed to achieve 
incremental sales totaling $21.8 million a year (see Exhibit 2). The pharmacy sales will not all be net 
new sales. To be conservative, however, the analysis treats these sales as net new to avoid 
underestimating the potential increment in new sales once the pharmacy operation is incorporated 
into the Safeway store space.  
 
For the purpose of this study, ALH Economics obtained information about select grocery store 
performance in and around the Project’s market area. These data were obtained from Nielsen Trade 
Dimensions, which provides individual store weekly sales estimates as well as each store’s estimated 
sales selling area. From these data, generalized analysis can be conducted to assess the relative sales 
performance of the stores. Nielsen’s Terms of Use for the Trade Dimensions data prevent publishing 
individual store performance information. However, information about store performance in general 
and in relation to other stores can be divulged.  
 
All Other Retail Store Sales. In order to estimate the annual sales performance of the 10,657 square 
feet of additional restaurant and retail space, ALH Economics developed assumptions regarding the 
type of tenant likely to occupy the space and then corresponding sales per square foot figures. For the 
composition of the space, ALH Economics assumes the space will comprise 2/3 “other retail” as 
defined by the State of California Board of Equalization, and 1/3 apparel stores. The other retail 
category includes gifts, books, jewelry, and florists, among others. This generalized mix is deemed 
feasible given the nature of other retailers located along the College Avenue corridors.  
 

                                                
3 Nielsen’s Terms of Use for the Trade Dimensions data prevent publishing individual store performance 
information. Therefore, the report refers to generalities about relative food store performance. 
4 Calculation derived from information included in Safeway’s 2010 Annual report and 2010 10-K 
prepared for the SEC. Safeway sales in 2010 excluding fuel and other totaled $36,676.2 million. Total 
retail square footage at year end 2010 was 79.2 million square feet. This equates to a sales equivalent of 
$463 per square foot.  
5 See Exhibit B-1, which presents industry average figures.  
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The sales per square foot figures are based on information available from Retail MAXIM’s “Alternative 
Retail Risk Analysis for Alternative Capital,” July, 2011. The Retail MAXIM publication provides 
average sales per square foot figures for many national retailers and aggregates the data by specific 
retail categories. ALH Economics has been tracking Retail Maxim’s store performance estimates since 
2003, with a data trend inclusive of sales performance figures from 2003, 2005, 2007, 2009, and 
2010. Averaging these figures and inflation adjusting is believed to provide a reasonable estimate of 
potential store sales performance for relevant categories (see Exhibit B-1). While specific Project 
restaurant operations and retailers have not been identified, the retail spaces were matched to 
categories included in the Retail Maxim retail survey. The resulting sales figures include the following:  
 

• $449 per square foot for the restaurant space, reflective of the Retail Maxim restaurant 
category;  

• $357 per square foot for the portion of the retail space allocated to other retail, reflective of 
the Retail Maxim estimate for a range of categories that correspond with other retail; and 

• $434 per square foot for the portion of the retail space allocated to apparel, reflective of the 
Retail Maxim estimate for a range of apparel retailers.  

 
The sales per square foot assumptions are presented in Exhibit 2, with back up data in Exhibit B-1.  
 
Projected Project Sales 
 
Total Projected Store Sales. The estimate of Safeway expansion, restaurant, and other retail store sales 
is documented in Exhibit 2. The total Project sales in 2011 dollars are estimated at $26.1 million. This 
equates to $687 in average sales per square foot.  
 
Projected Market Area Project Sales. Materials published by major industry organizations support that 
a retail store’s trade area generally supplies 70% to 90% of the store’s sales, while the remaining 10% 
to 30% of sales are attributed to consumers residing outside of the store’s market area. In its 
Shopping Center Development Handbook, Third Edition, the Urban Land Institute (ULI) states the 
following: 
 

“A site generally has a primary and a secondary trade area, and it might have a tertiary area. 
The primary trade area should generally supply 70 to 80 percent of the sales generated by the 
site. These boundaries are set by geographical and psychological obstacles.”6 

 
ULI is a nonprofit research and education organization representing the entire spectrum of land use 
and real estate development disciplines. Among real estate, retail, and economic development 
professionals, this organization is considered a preeminent educational forum.  
 
Information published by the International Council of Shopping Centers (ICSC), a trade association 
for the shopping center industry, also provides instructional information about market area definitions. 
In the recent publication Developing Successful Retail in Secondary & Rural Markets, the ICSC says: 
 

“A trade area is the geographic market that you will be offering to potential retailers as a 
consumer market. … Defining a retail trade area is an art and a science. In general, a trade 
area should reflect the geography from which 75-90 percent of retail sales are generated. 

                                                
6 Shopping Center Development Handbook, Third Edition, Urban Land Institute, 1999, page 44. 
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Different stores can have different trade areas based on their individual drawing power and 
the competitive market context.”7 

 
For the purpose of this study Safeway made available customer sales data for the College & 
Claremont store. These data included point in time sales generated by shoppers on a zip code basis. 
From these data, it was possible to determine the zip code areas that generate the greatest level of 
support for the existing Safeway store at College & Claremont avenues. Analysis of these data 
indicated that the zip codes generating the greatest store sales collectively contributed about 80% of 
store sales. Based on this information it is assumed that 20% of the Project’s sales will be attributed to 
consumers residing outside of the Project’s market area. Pursuant to this assumption the estimated 
Project sales originating from market area residents is $20.8 million (see Exhibit 2), with $17.4 million 
for the Safeway store and $3.4 million for the other commercial spaces. This is the sales figure that is 
central to the urban decay analysis, as it comprises Project demand generated by market area 
residents. These are the sales that have the potential to be diverted away from other retailers, 
including retailers in the market area, and thus are the sales of interest in determining the risk of 
potential store closures that could ultimately lead to deterioration and decay.  

Projected Sales by Category 
 
Retail Sales Categories. It is necessary to allocate the Project’s sales into appropriate retail categories 
to determine the potential impact on those specific categories. Subsequent analysis in this report 
compares Project sales to estimated market area sales in store categories used by governmental data 
sources, facilitating a comparison between retail supply and demand. Accordingly, the retail 
categories used to analyze the Project’s sales match the categories used to estimate relevant market 
area sales. 
 
The new sales generated by the Project will be spread across only a few merchandising categories due 
to the Project’s nature and relatively small size. However, other merchandising categories also have 
relevancy to the study to facilitate characterization of the retail base. This study uses the retail 
categories as defined by the State of California Board of Equalization (“BOE”), which reports taxable 
sales by retail category for cities and counties. To maximize the use of these data it is important to use 
the BOE’s defined retail sales categories for analytical purposes. Accordingly, ALH Economics’ 
analysis is benchmarked to these categories and the sales reported by the BOE. These categories, as 
typically reported for cities, include the following: 
 
 Motor Vehicle & Parts Dealers  
 Home Furnishings & Appliances  
 Building Materials & Garden Equipment  
 Food & Beverage Stores  
 Gasoline Stations  
 Clothing & Accessories  
 General Merchandise Stores  
 Food Services & Drinking Places (Restaurants) 
 “Other Retail” Group8 

 
                                                
7 Developing Successful Retail in Secondary & Rural Markets, International Council of Shopping Centers in 
cooperation with National Association of Counties, 2007, page 7. 
8 Other retail stores include a wide range of retailers, such as gift shops, pet supplies, office supplies, 
sporting goods, book stores, florists, and gifts. 
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Safeway Sales Distribution by Category. The Safeway’s sales will be reported by the BOE in the food & 
beverage stores category. The impact of these sales is most appropriately analyzed relative to all the 
retail categories that include stores competitive with or complementary to the Safeway. This generally 
includes other grocery stores, but will also include pharmacies given the pharmacy sales that will be 
included in the expanded Safeway. The BOE classifies pharmacies in the “other retail” category. 
Therefore, the $17.4 million in sales generated by market area residents are assumed to comprise 
$17.0 million in food & beverage sales and $0.4 million in other retail.  
 
Additional Retail Space Sales by Category. The additional 10,657 square feet of space includes the 
space designated for restaurant space and additional space with undetermined tenants. As cited 
earlier, the analysis assumes this additional space will be allocated 2/3 to other retail tenants and 1/3 
to apparel retailers. Based on these assumptions, the market area resident sales generated for this 
portion of the Project will comprise $1.0 million in restaurant sales, $1.5 million in other retail sales, 
and $0.9 million in apparel sales.  
 
Distributed Sales. Table 1 below allocates sales from the Safeway and the other Project retail and 
sums the total sales of the Project by BOE retail category. This is for the 80% share of sales generated 
by market area residents, totaling $20.8 million. 
 

Table 1 
Estimated Expanded College & Claremont Safeway Project Sales by Retail Category (1) 

2011 Dollars 
          

  
Estimated Retail 

  Retail Category   Sales Volume   Percent 

     Motor Vehicles & Parts 
 

$0 
 

0.0% 
Home Furnishings & Appliances 

 
$0 

 
0.0% 

Building Materials & Garden Equip. 
 

$0 
 

0% 
Food & Beverage Stores 

 
$17,024,000 

 
81.7% 

Clothing & Accessories 
 

$906,640 
 

4.3% 
General Merchandise 

 
$0 

 
0% 

Food Services & Drinking Places 
 

$985,130 
 

4.7% 
Other Retail Group 

 
$1,930,168 

 
9.3% 

        Total   $20,845,938   100.0% 

(1) Based on California Board of Equalization retail categories. 
  Source: Exhibit 2; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics.  
   

As noted above, the Project is estimated to capture $20.8 million in sales generated by market area 
residents. The sales distribution will include 81.7% in the food & beverage category, 9.3% in the other 
retail group, and near equal shares of 4.7% in the food services & drinking places (restaurant) group 
and 4.3% in the clothing & accessories group (apparel).  
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IV. MARKET AREA DEFINITION 
 
This report chapter discusses the approach to examining the Project’s market area, which is the area 
from which the majority of shoppers are anticipated to originate. This chapter defines the Project’s 
anticipated market area based on this approach and provides information regarding locations of 
major retail corridors and nodes within the market area, especially the location of other grocery 
stores. 
 
APPROACH 
 
ALH Economics defined a market area for the Project for the purpose of analyzing the prospective 
urban decay impacts. The market area definition is based on the principle that most consumers will 
travel to the shopping destination most convenient to their homes given the type of goods available. A 
market area is the geographic area from which the majority of a retail shopping center’s demand is 
anticipated to originate. Several tasks were completed to identify the market area, foremost of which 
included mapping the location of the Project relative to other Safeway stores, especially existing or 
planned Lifestyle stores, and consideration of consumer origin data provided by Safeway. 
 
MARKET AREA DESCRIPTION AND BOUNDARIES 
 
ALH Economics conducted research to develop an estimate of the market area for the Project, i.e., the 
area from which the majority of shoppers will originate. Because of the Project’s location at the border 
between the cities of Berkeley and Oakland, both Berkeley and Oakland residents are assumed to 
comprise a strong consumer base for the Project.  
 
As a starting point for the market area definition ALH Economics reviewed detailed Safeway customer 
data provided by zip code (zip + four). This included point-in-time data for shoppers by residential 
location. ALH Economics rolled up all the zip + four areas into just the zip codes to comprise a more 
manageable database, indicating the percent of store shoppers by zip code. The zip codes that 
encompassed approximately 80% of the Safeway shoppers were then mapped to observe their 
geographical locations and distribution. Because zip codes are large and irregularly shaped, ALH 
Economics superimposed the zip codes over a census tract map to identify the census tracts that would 
best comprise the market area for the Project. An additional benefit is the greater ability to obtain and 
analyze data at the census tract level while retaining the potential for replication by interested parties.  
 
Once the zip codes and census tracts were superimposed, ALH Economics refined the edges of the 
market area based on the location of other Safeway stores, especially existing and planned Lifestyle 
stores. This refinement is based upon the assumption that consumers will shop at the Safeway store 
closest to their home, especially other Lifestyle or otherwise updated and expanded stores. Relative to 
the existing and planned Safeway Lifestyle stores to the north and west of the Project site, a number of 
intersections throughout portions of Berkeley were identified for research purposes. These intersections 
were then tested using mapping software to determine which Safeway store was closest in proximity 
and involved the shortest travel time. The stores used for this analysis included the Safeway stores 
located at Rose and Shattuck in Berkeley (currently being expanded), the new Lifestyle store in El 
Cerrito near the Del Norte BART Station, and the Safeway store on Solano Avenue in Albany. The 
testing results identified the northern and western boundaries of the market area, which generally 
comprise Dwight Way on the north and San Pablo Avenue on the west. This boundary can be seen in 
Exhibit 3.  
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The eastern and southern boundaries of the market area were defined largely based on the consumer 
shopping data provided by Safeway as well as consideration of the Rockridge Safeway store at 
Broadway and Pleasant Valley Road in Oakland, which is also in the process of a planned expansion, 
with environmental documents under preparation. The eastern edge of the market area corresponds 
with the census tracts that comprise zip code 94705, which is the zip code that generates the greatest 
level of shoppers for the College & Claremont Safeway store. This zip code is almost exclusively 
located to the north of the Tunnel Road portion of Highway 13, which extends into the Berkeley and 
Oakland Hills.  
 
The market area’s southern boundary was defined based on customer proximity and the location of 
the Rockridge Safeway store. There is a geographical area south of the College & Claremont Safeway 
store within which residents are largely equidistant from the two stores. The Safeway consumer data 
indicate that residents in this area shop at both stores. Therefore, the area south of the Project site up 
to the location of the Rockridge store is considered part of the Project market area. This area generally 
extends south to 51st Street and then extends to the western edge of the market area via 52nd Street, 
then 53rd Street, then 54th Street. To the east this boundary extends through the Upper Rockridge 
neighborhood until it connects to Highway 13. Exhibit 3 depicts this boundary. In addition, Exhibit 4 
identifies the area that is common to the market area for both the College & Claremont Safeway store 
and the Rockridge Safeway store. As can be seen, this common area is a thin band of geography in 
Oakland.  
 
As referenced above, the market area geography was defined based on aggregations of census 
tracts. The advantage of using census tracts is that the market area definition is easily defined, easily 
replicable, and key demographic estimates and projections are readily available in this format. The 
market area’s census tracts are listed in Exhibit B-2. The census tracts in the portion of the market area 
in common with the Rockridge Safeway store are listed in Exhibit B-3.  For data collection purposes it 
was necessary to use both 2000 and 2010 census tract definitions. In most cases the census tracts are 
the same but there are some slight variations due to census tract splits or aggregations between the 
decennial censuses.  
 
KEY MARKET AREA SHOPPING CORRIDORS  
 
Within the market area there are several key shopping corridors. Radiating out from the Project site, 
these shopping areas include College Avenue, Claremont Avenue, Telegraph Avenue, Shattuck 
Avenue, Adeline Street, Martin Luther King Junior Way, Sacramento Street, and San Pablo Avenue, all 
of which are north/south corridors. The nature of retail along each of these corridors varies 
considerably, briefly discussed below. While the type and nature of existing retailers in these shopping 
districts is relevant to this urban decay analysis, of equal if not greater importance is the physical 
condition of the commercial shopping districts and character and volume of existing retail vacancies. 
Accordingly, this section of the report also provides select information about the commercial real 
estate conditions along these corridors. Generally, the corridors are discussed in a northern 
progression, i.e., from south to north.  
 
College Avenue  
 
The College Avenue corridor, where Safeway is located, comprises the market area’s most cohesive 
shopping district with numerous small shops and restaurants targeted to upscale and other shoppers. 
This includes portions of College Avenue in the City of Berkeley, i.e., the Elmwood District, and 
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portions of College Avenue in the City of Oakland, i.e., the Rockridge District. Both the Elmwood and 
Rockridge Districts include many restaurants, coffee shops, clothing retailers, gift shops, housewares, 
service providers, food stores, and other small retailers targeting pedestrian-oriented shoppers.  
 
In addition to the College & Claremont Safeway being located on College Avenue, there is a cluster of 
food stores just across College Avenue from the Safeway, including a fresh produce market, butcher 
and seafood store, and bakery. Less than ½ mile to the south in Oakland there is a Trader Joe’s 
grocery store and Market Hall, a collection of food retailers providing a wide variety of food items 
such as fresh pasta products, baked goods, wine, organic meats, seafood, and produce. The 
Rockridge BART station is also located near this cluster of food retailers. College Avenue continues to 
extend south all the way to Broadway, fronted by retail, restaurants, and services such as a City of 
Oakland library branch, for the entire length, which ends just before the location of another Safeway 
store at Rockridge Plaza, located at Broadway and Pleasant Valley Road. This Safeway store is also 
engaged in the environmental review process seeking expansion and redevelopment of the shopping 
center where it is situated. There are very few, if any retail vacancies in the Oakland portion of 
College Avenue. Vacancies that do occur tend to be filled quickly.  
 
The Elmwood District is one of several City of Berkeley shopping districts where a quota system is in 
place, guiding land use decisions and regulating the number, type, and size of stores allowable in the 
shopping district, such as restaurants and clothing stores. No such quota system is in place in 
Oakland. These shopping districts are very popular, with retail vacancies typically leased quickly. For 
example, the tea shop A Cuppa Tea recently relocated from a corner site close to the College & 
Claremont Safeway (College Avenue and Alcatraz Avenue) to a location several blocks north in the 
Elmwood District. The space vacated by this shop was backfilled within a matter of weeks by a new 
Peet’s coffee shop. This quick leasing activity is an indicator of the market strength of this retail district. 
There are some retail availabilities in the Elmwood District, primarily in redeveloped space formerly 
occupied by a car body and repair shop. These spaces are gradually leasing up, with the leasing 
agent reportedly choosing tenants very selectively.  
 
Claremont Avenue  
 
The College & Claremont Safeway store is located at the intersection of College & Claremont avenues 
in Oakland. Claremont Avenue features a small amount of commercial space, in both Oakland and 
Berkeley. The Oakland portion of Claremont Avenue is immediately across the street and also to the 
south of the Safeway site, and includes a photo shop, personal services (hair, nails, and massage), 
restaurants, bars, and a rug store. A bit farther south is another small node of commercial space 
including a music store, café, and medical offices. These spaces are small, older commercial 
properties. To the north of the Safeway site on Claremont Avenue there is a small neighborhood 
shopping district near the entrance to the Berkeley’s Uplands residential neighborhood. This small 
node includes a bakery, the Star Grocery (a small neighborhood grocery store), bookstores, florist, 
Judaica store, dry cleaners, and clothing store. Commercial vacancies in this node typically fill quickly. 
  
Telegraph Avenue  
 
Other retail districts within the market area have a different character than the Elmwood and 
Rockridge Districts. Telegraph Avenue extending from 51st Street up to the University of California at 
Berkeley campus has a wide array of retailers and is only pedestrian-oriented close to the campus.  
The portion of Telegraph Avenue included in the market area extends to just south of the campus-
oriented shopping district, at Dwight Way. The many varied uses along this stretch of Telegraph 
Avenue include fast food restaurants, gas stations, sound equipment shop, pawn shops, an auction 
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house, bicycle shops, car wash, laundromat, pet supplies, window shade shop, florists, antiques, book 
stores, ethnic foods and goods, tattoo parlor, hardware store, phone shop, medical offices, 
pharmacies, camera store, yoga studio, personal services such as nail salons, and clothing and 
accessories stores. The Berkeley portion of Telegraph Avenue also includes a middle school and a 
closed public pool.  
 
The quality and caliber of the retail shops generally improves as one travels north on Telegraph 
Avenue. The market area portion of Telegraph Avenue generally extends all the way to the University 
of California at Berkeley campus. This portion of Telegraph Avenue near the campus is another area 
of Berkeley where there is a retail quota system in place regulating the number, type, and size of 
select retail operations. One major grocery store is located in the market area on Telegraph Avenue in 
Berkeley - Whole Foods at the corner of Telegraph and Ashby avenues. Until recently, there was a 
second major grocery store located in this portion of the market area – an Andronico’s at the corner 
of Telegraph Avenue and Derby Street. However, as of mid-December 2011, this Andronico’s store 
location was closed. While at one point in time media outlets indicated Fresh & Easy was a potential 
new tenant for the space, it is confirmed that the property will be backfilled by a CVS Pharmacy.9  
 
Along Telegraph Avenue there are very few retail vacancies, only one of which is a chronic vacancy. 
This is the former Wolf Camera site at the northeast corner of Telegraph and Ashby avenues, catty 
corner from the Whole Foods. This retail space is very small, oriented on the parcel at an angle, and 
with limited parking at a very busy intersection. Given its size and location it is a difficult property to 
lease. This property, which may have landmark-related constraints, has boarded up windows and 
some graffiti, indicating the beginnings of urban decay. However, just across Ashby Avenue from this 
site, a new mixed use development on a former gas station site is under construction, indicating the 
overall market appeal of this location despite this long-term vacancy. There have been other mixed 
use projects developed on Telegraph Avenue in recent years, one near this site location and another 
near the Andronico’s grocery store site.  
 
Another vacancy further north on Telegraph Avenue is part of the former offices of the Center for 
Independent Living, a non-profit dedicated to serving the needs of the disabled that relocated to the 
Ed Roberts Campus at the Ashby BART station on Adeline Street, also in the market area. A portion of 
this space is already occupied by a wheelchair service provider, but the street frontage portion 
remains vacant. This vacancy, however, comprises office space, and is in the process of being leased 
to a group of other non-profit organizations, so this apparent vacancy will soon be occupied, limiting 
the amount of vacant space available on Telegraph Avenue. The remainder of Telegraph Avenue 
features many student-oriented retailers, including restaurants, bars, clothing stores, sundries, coffee 
shops, bookstores, music stores, and personal services. There is one small chronic vacant parcel in 
this area, the site of a former hotel burned down in a fire, where the property owner has steadfastly 
rebuffed City intervention. Recent information suggests the City of Berkeley may be foreclosing on this 
property and thus will have more control over property maintenance and disposition. This parcel is 
very near a property that was the victim of an unfortunate fire in November 2011, burning down an 
almost 100-year-old building with commercial on the ground floor under 39 apartment units. This 
property will be demolished by the City of Berkeley, and will likely become a future development site. 
In addition, the former Cody’s bookstore space has been vacant for several years. This is one of the 
largest retail spaces available in the Telegraph Avenue corridor, and its size, with no dedicated 

                                                
9 See http://www.berkeleyside.com/2011/11/30/infusion-of-money-should-spiff-up-remaining-
andronicos/ 
 

http://www.berkeleyside.com/2011/11/30/infusion-of-money-should-spiff-up-remaining-andronicos/
http://www.berkeleyside.com/2011/11/30/infusion-of-money-should-spiff-up-remaining-andronicos/
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parking, is presenting a leasing challenge. The streets radiating out from the northern portion of 
Telegraph Avenue also include some retail, primarily restaurants. 
 
Shattuck Avenue  
 
The market area portion of Shattuck Avenue in the City of Oakland has a limited amount of retail, 
mostly auto services, hair salons, bars, a convenience store, and small restaurants. There has been 
some upgrading of the area in recent years, including the opening of several newer coffee shops. In 
general, however, this is an older retail corridor, which in Oakland includes commercial interspersed 
with single-family homes fronting Shattuck Avenue as well as an Oakland public elementary school. 
Near the Berkeley border Shattuck Avenue begins to become more commercial, including the La Pena 
Cultural Center and Starry Plough bar. This area of Shattuck Avenue also includes a day spa in a 
renovated home, restaurants, gas stations, car rental, hardware store, and services such as dry 
cleaner, copy shop, and auto repair shop. The Berkeley Bowl Marketplace is located at the corner of 
Shattuck Avenue and Oregon Street, right across from a Walgreens pharmacy. This commercial node 
also includes a used car lot, a restaurant, and an Any Mountain sporting goods store. Further to the 
north of this area the balance of the commercial in the market area portion of Shattuck Avenue 
includes restaurants, car dealerships, appliances, furniture stores, car stereo equipment, fabrics, 
offices, yoga studio, art supplies, and a City of Berkeley Fire Station. This is generally considered the 
South Shattuck area. If the market area extended further north it would reach into Downtown Berkeley, 
and further north on Shattuck is Berkeley’s Gourmet Ghetto. 
 
Within the South Shattuck area there are a few retail vacancies, the most prominent of which is the 
former Reel video space at Shattuck Avenue and Derby Street. This mid-sized retail property has been 
vacant since Hollywood Video, which owned Reel, closed down the Reel operation in 2010. There was 
a temporary Halloween store in the space during the 2011 Halloween season but the space remains 
available for lease. City of Berkeley sources indicate the property owner will ultimately redevelop the 
property with mixed-use development, but likely not for about five years. Until then the space will 
remain available for lease. Despite being vacant for more than a year, the property is in good 
condition and well maintained. There is a chronic vacancy nearby just to the west of Shattuck Avenue. 
This is the former Berkeley Iceland skating rink at the corner of Milvia and Derby streets. This property 
was closed several years ago when Berkeley Iceland could not meet City of Berkeley regulations 
regarding the facility’s cooling system. Efforts to save the ice rink failed but local efforts resulted in the 
property being designated a historic resource. Even with this designation, plans are underway to 
redevelop the property into a sporting goods store, with an EIR in progress. In the meantime, however, 
the property is characterized by boarded up windows and doors as well as graffiti, and thus has a 
negative commercial appearance. There are a few other commercial properties in the South Shattuck 
Corridor that are not well maintained, primarily owned by another Berkeley landlord with a reputation 
for weak property maintenance.  
 
Adeline Street and Martin Luther King Junior Way  
 
Adeline Street and Martin Luther King Junior Way in Oakland and Berkeley also include select, older 
retail properties with a mix of retail tenants. These include beauty supplies, restaurants, sporting 
goods, antiques, furniture, bakery, several performing arts theaters, and a few small convenience or 
food stores. This area also include the Ashby BART station, which every weekend hosts a flea market. 
Most of the commercial properties in this area are older, but appear to be reasonably well 
maintained. There are few retail vacancies along these corridors.  
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Sacramento and San Pablo Avenues  
 
Sacramento and San Pablo avenues are at the western edge of the market area. There are no major 
grocery or food stores in the market area portion of these corridors and thus little risk of existing stores 
being displaced due to diverted sales from the College & Claremont Safeway expansion. Most food 
stores located along these corridors are very neighborhood or ethnic focused, and thus not 
competitive with a large grocery store. This includes the small Gateway Market, which is on San Pablo 
Avenue and features a meat counter and many southern-style food products. The retail along these 
corridors, many located in older commercial storefronts, comprises a mix of uses, including personal 
services, restaurants, and martial arts studios. The most serious node in this general area is located on 
San Pablo Avenue near Dwight Way, at the furthest corner of the market area. This node includes 
restaurants, furniture stores, lighting stores, jewelry stores, and other housewares. This area is a 
popular shopping district in Berkeley, and vacancies tend to fill relatively quickly.  
 
Summary  
 
In summary there is a wide variety of retail offerings within the College & Claremont Safeway market 
area. The major grocery stores and food stores are generally located along corridors with strong real 
estate market conditions and well-kept commercial properties. The age and quality of commercial 
buildings vary, but vacancy is generally low. The few more prominent properties with chronic 
vacancies or poor conditions are isolated examples, at least one of which has plans for 
redevelopment (Berkeley Iceland) and thus will result in improved commercial conditions and 
neighborhood reinvestment. Information presented later in this report quantifies vacancy trends in 
Berkeley and Oakland, and discusses them in the context of the Project-specific urban decay analysis 
findings.  
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V. RETAIL SALES BASE CHARACTERIZATION 

 
This chapter analyzes the retail sales leakage and attraction profile of the Project’s market area. The 
analysis focuses on the extent to which the market area captures resident household spending as well 
as sales generated from outside the area. This analysis provides a characterization of the sales 
performance of the retail sales base, an estimate of the size of the sales base, and an estimate of 
existing demand for retail. ALH Economics conducts this analysis as a building block towards 
determining the extent to which the Project may or may not divert sales away from existing market 
area retailers.  
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Approach 
 
ALH Economics uses a retail model that estimates retail spending potential for an area based upon 
household counts, income, and consumer spending patterns. The model then computes the extent to 
which the area is or is not capturing this spending potential based upon taxable sales data published 
by the State of California Board of Equalization (BOE) or provided by local government municipal tax 
consultants. This analysis can be most readily conducted for cities, groupings of cities, or counties, 
consistent with the geographies reported by the BOE. 
 
For any study area, retail categories in which spending by locals is not fully captured are called 
“leakage” categories, while retail categories in which more sales are captured than are generated by 
residents are called “attraction” categories. This type of study is generically called a retail demand, 
sales attraction, and spending leakage analysis. Generally, attraction categories signal particular 
strengths of a retail market while leakage categories signal particular weaknesses. ALH Economics’ 
model, as well as variations developed by other urban economic and real estate consultants, 
compares projected spending to actual sales. 
 
For the purpose of generating a Retail Demand, Sales Attraction, and Spending Leakage Analysis for 
the Project’s market area, ALH Economics obtained taxable retail sales data for mid-2009 through 
mid-2010 as reported by the BOE and adjusted the taxable sales to reflect total, more current sales. 
These were the most recent BOE data available at the time the study was conducted. Using the retail 
sales data, combined with household counts estimated by the U.S. Census for the cities and market 
area census tracts, household projections prepared by the Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG), and income estimates provided by Claritas, Inc., ALH Economics conducted a Retail Demand, 
Sales Attraction, and Spending Leakage Analysis. This analysis compared total estimated household 
spending to actual retail sales in the market area. Sales estimates for the market area were prepared 
based on the available citywide BOE data for Berkeley and Oakland, which were then benchmarked 
to retail sales estimates prepared by Claritas for the portion of the market area not coincident with 
existing city boundaries.  
 
Demographic Characteristics  
 
ALH Economics’ Retail Demand, Sales Attraction, and Spending Leakage Analysis requires household 
count and average household income inputs for the area of analysis. Demographic data assumptions 
for the market area are presented in Exhibit 5. The main assumption relative to the Retail Demand, 
Sales Attraction, and Spending Leakage Analysis is estimated households for 2010. This is the 
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timeframe that best approximates the time period measured by the available BOE retail sales data. 
Based on the aggregations of census tracts identified in Exhibit B-2, the market area household count 
in 2010 totaled 39,419. The household count in the portion of the market area that overlaps with the 
estimated market area of the Rockridge Safeway store is 15,060, or approximately 38% of the 
customer base. While not reflected on Exhibit 5, the average household income for the market area in 
2010 was an estimated $82,874. 
 
To the best of ALH Economics’ knowledge, there are no current household growth projections 
available for Berkeley, Oakland, or portions thereof benchmarked to the 2010 census. As an 
approximation of future growth projections, however, ALH Economics applied the latest ABAG census 
tract household growth rates prepared in 2009 to the relevant census tracts to develop potential 
growth projections for the market area. The ABAG growth rates were applied to the 2010 census data 
to develop a prospective pattern of future growth. The results indicate the potential for the market 
area household count to increase from 39,792 in 2011, the current timeframe, to 41,317 in 2015, or 
growth of 1,526 households (See Exhibit 5, rounded). ALH Economics believes this is a high estimate, 
but at least indicates a prospective pattern of growth.  
 
MARKET AREA RETAIL SALES BASE 
 
ALH Economics estimated sales for the market area by utilizing city BOE data, with adjustments based 
on benchmarked retail sales data estimated by Claritas in order to customize the data to the market 
area. BOE publishes taxable sales figures for counties and major cities; its most recent full-year 
taxable sales figures are for 2009, with additional quarterly data available through 2nd quarter 2010. 
More recent data through BOE were not available as of early November 2011, when this study was 
completed. As a base for estimating the market area’s retail sales base, ALH Economics used BOE’s 
figures for cities located in the market area as published in its publication “Taxable Sales in California” 
for third quarter 2009 through second quarter 2010.  
 
Because BOE presents data corresponding with only taxable sales, ALH Economics included 
adjustments to gross the estimated sales up to total sales. This involved sales adjustments for non-
taxable sales for food, pharmacy, and a portion of general merchandise store sales that include food 
sales. ALH Economics estimates that 70% of food store sales and 67% of drug store sales are non-
taxable based on discussions with the BOE and other industry research, including U.S. Census 
publications. In addition, sales of grocery items at non-drug store general merchandise stores are 
non-taxable and are estimated at 20% of sales for this subset of the retail category in Berkeley and 
Oakland based on analysis of the U.S Economic Census for General Merchandise Stores.10 
Consequently, the BOE taxable sales figures for the general merchandise, food stores, and other retail 
categories are adjusted upward to reflect non-taxable transactions.  
 
The market area sales estimation process is documented in Exhibits 6 and 7 as well as Exhibits B-4 
through B-10. Exhibit 6 identifies the estimation process for the City of Berkeley sales base while 
Exhibit 7 includes estimates for the portion of the City of Oakland located in the market area. The 
entire market area summation is presented in Exhibit 8.  
 
The total estimated market area sales base in 2010 was approximately $622.4 million. The portion of 
the market area in Berkeley comprised $407.7 million of the sales base, or 65.5%. The portion of the 
                                                
10 Per the U.S. Economic Census data, General Merchandise stores encompass a mix of department stores, 
discount department stores, warehouse clubs and Supercenters, variety stores, and other general 
miscellaneous stores. The 20% estimate is based on the existing mix of stores in the City of Oakland.   
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market area in Oakland comprised $214.6 million, or 34.5% of the sales base. Adjustments to this 
sales base occur later in the analysis to reflect more current economic conditions.  
 
Exhibit 9 identifies the estimated sales occurring in the portion of the market area in common with the 
Rockridge Safeway store. These sales total an estimated $200.6 million, or 32.2% the market area 
total. This percentage figure is generally consistent with the share of the Project market area 
households also shared in common with the Rockridge Safeway.  
 
RETAIL LEAKAGE AND ATTRACTION FINDINGS 
 
A Retail Demand, Sales Attraction, and Spending Leakage Analyses as prepared for the market area. 
The analysis was conducted for approximately the 2010 time period. The market area findings were 
then analytically adjusted to approximate conditions in 2011, the current baseline.  
 
Market Area 
 
The Project market area’s Retail Demand, Sales Attraction, and Spending Analysis findings are 
presented in Exhibit 10. The market area, as previously defined, comprises portions of the cities of 
Berkeley and Oakland.  
 
The findings in Exhibit 10 indicate that the market area is characterized by retail leakage in all retail 
categories except food and beverage stores, which is the category most relevant to the Project. This 
means that the market area as a whole does not meet the shopping needs of market area residents 
with the exception of food sales. The leakage is particularly strong in three retail categories: general 
merchandise stores; motor vehicles and parts dealers; and building materials and garden equipment. 
In all three of these categories the leakage is equivalent to 50% or more of anticipated resident 
spending. Leakage is still high in most other categories, totaling approximately $20 million or more 
with the exception of home furnishings & appliances, which has only a modest amount of leakage.  
 
The food sales attraction is estimated to total $24.1 million in sales, indicating that sales in this 
category are 11.6% greater than would be expected based upon the market area’s resident base. This 
food sales attraction is most likely attributable to the sales achieved at three of the market area food 
stores – Trader Joe’s, Whole Foods, and Berkeley Bowl. All three of these stores likely have a larger 
market area than the College & Claremont Safeway store, drawing from a larger geographic area 
because of their unique market niches. While each of the above three stores include other stores in 
their chain in the general region, these other stores are generally more distant from the market area 
than other Safeway stores are relative to the College & Claremont store, with the possible exception of 
Trade Joe’s. Therefore, these three stores are likely drawing from a larger market area than the 
College & Claremont Safeway store, and thus accounting for the noted food sales attraction.  
 
Adjusted Market Area Findings 
 
Because the Retail Demand, Sales Attraction, and Spending Analysis findings were based on 2010 
sales and demand estimates, Exhibit 11 presents a generalized update to 2011 dollars. This update is 
based on applying noted sales tax increases in Berkeley to the entire market area and the consumer 
price index to the estimated level of consumer spending. This is a generalized update, which assumes 
that the percentage changes in the Oakland portion of the market area sales base paralleled the 
changes in the City of Berkeley. Since the City of Berkeley dominates the market area’s retail sales 
base, this assumptions is deemed reasonable for analytic purposes.  
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The result of these adjustments is presented in Exhibit 11, which indicates a market area sales base of 
approximately $650.4 million and total retail leakage of ($478.5) million. This leakage is slightly 
greater than the noted 2010 leakage from Exhibit 10 of ($468.3) million, mostly because inflation 
exceeded the percent increase in the majority of retail category sales. Absent the influence of gasoline 
sales, market area leakage increased slightly from ($421.8) million in 2010 to ($438.7) million in 
2011.  
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VI. PROJECT SALES IMPACTS  
 
The following analysis examines the extent to which the Project’s operations would attract new sales to 
the market area and/or divert sales from existing market area retailers. If some sales are diverted, the 
maximum level of impact on existing retailers is identified. 

APPROACH  
 
ALH Economics has developed an analytic approach that estimates the impact of the Project’s 
incremental sales on existing retailers. For this analysis, the approach assumes that if the Project is 
adding sales to a category in an amount greater than any potential recaptured market area leakage 
in the category, then at worst, the amount of sales in that category in excess of any recaptured 
leakage will be diverted away from existing market area retailers. This is a conservative assumption 
given that diverted sales beyond the amount of recaptured leakage could also occur among other 
retailers beyond the market area boundaries.  

RECAPTURED LEAKAGE POTENTIAL  
 
One potential source of demand for new retail space such as the Project is the share of market area 
residents’ shopping that occurs outside of the market area, comprising the estimated retail leakage. In 
other words, given the identification of retail leakage, market area households clearly spend some 
proportion of their incomes at non-market area stores, including the concentrations of retail in other 
parts of Berkeley and Oakland, as well as nearby Emeryville and beyond. If the addition of the Project 
makes the market area a more convenient shopping destination, local demand could increase 
through the recapture of these sales. 
 
Leakage Categories and Amounts 
 
As summarized in Exhibit 11, the market area experiences ($478.5) million in retail sales leakage. 
Some of this leakage, however, is in categories not relevant to the College & Claremont Safeway 
expansion Project, such as leakage totaling ($122.5) million in motor vehicles sales and ($39.8) 
million in gasoline sales. The retail categories in the market area with leakage relevant to the Project 
include clothing & accessories with ($23.7) million in leakage, food services & drinking places with 
($19.3) million in leakage, and other retail with ($39.2) million in leakage. 
 
Categories Comprising All Recaptured Leakage. The enhanced shopping opportunities provided by 
the Project will serve to help recapture existing retail leakage. The amount of recaptured leakage will 
depend upon the nature of the Project’s retail opportunities and the complexity of the retail purchase. 
As demonstrated in Exhibit 12, the analysis assumes all of the Project’s clothing & accessories stores 
and food services & drinking places sales will be accounted for through recaptured leakage. Together, 
these two categories account for $1.9 million in estimated Project sales. These sales are anticipated to 
be generated through recaptured leakage because they comprise a relatively small share of the 
estimated leakage, such that substantial leakage will still remain in these categories.  
 
Even with these amounts of sales accounted for through recaptured leakage there will still remain 
approximately ($22.0) million in clothing & accessories leakage generated by market area residents 
and over ($18.0) million in food services & drinking places leakage. Market area residents will 
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continue to need to make purchases for these items outside the market area to meet their consumer 
shopping needs.  
 
Categories with Partial Recaptured Leakage. There is one other category of Project sales with noted 
leakage that has the potential for some recapture. This category is the Project’s $1.9 million sales in 
the other retail category. While the market area’s leakage in the category totals approximately ($39.2) 
million, ALH Economics does not assume that all Project sales from market area residents in this 
category will represent recaptured leakage. This is because this is a broad category that encompasses 
a wide range of consumer goods. It is unlikely that all these sales will comprise purchases the market 
area residents would not otherwise make in the market area. Accordingly, the analysis assumes that 
one-half the Project’s other retail sales will constitute recaptured leakage, but that another one-half 
will not. In other words, market area consumers will continue to make other retail purchases outside 
the market area to meet a wide variety of needs, such that some portion of Project sales in this 
category may constitute sales diverted from existing market area retailers. Hence the analysis assumes 
that $965,100 in Project other retail sales will comprise recaptured leakage and another $965,100 
will comprise sales diverted from existing market area retailers.  
 
Total Project Recaptured Leakage. In total, Exhibit 12 indicates that an estimated $2.9 million in 
Project sales will be achieved through recaptured sales leakage in the clothing & accessories, food 
services & drinking places, and other retail categories. While this recaptured sales leakage amount 
translates into new market area sales, the constituent recaptured sales will still occur to the detriment 
of other existing retailers.  
 
In the absence of a detailed survey of market area residents it is difficult to identify which existing 
retailers may experience sales reductions as a result of the Project’s recaptured leakage. These outside 
market area retailers are most likely located over a wide area, depending on the nature of the good, 
and probably include stores in other Berkeley or Oakland locations, Emeryville, and even San 
Francisco. This is such a widely dispersed area that it is unlikely that any particular store outside the 
market area would lose sufficient sales directly attributable to the Project resulting in store closure, and 
thus would not lead to urban decay in this more generalized area. This is especially the case given the 
low amount of assumed recaptured sales, totaling $2.9 million.  
 
Remaining Market Area Leakage. Following the Project’s estimated recapture of market area leakage, 
there will still remain extremely high amounts of retail leakage from the market area, estimated to 
total ($475.6) million. Every major retail category will exhibit leakage except food & beverage sales. 
Leakage will be highest in general merchandise stores, followed by motor vehicles & parts dealers, 
building materials & garden equipment, gasoline stations, other retail, clothing & accessories, food 
services & drinking places, and home furnishings & appliances. Therefore, even with development of 
the Project, the market area as a whole will continue to exhibit retail sales leakage in numerous retail 
categories. Therefore, if any retail vacancies occur due to negative sales impacts of the Project, there 
would be strong potential for backfilling by new stores positioned to satisfy unmet retail shopping 
needs.  
 
ESTIMATED MARKET AREA SALES IMPACTS  
 
Absent the share of Project sales anticipated to be generated by consumers outside the market area 
and the above-referenced recaptured leakage, Exhibit 12 indicates the potential for $18.0 million in 
sales to be diverted from market area retailers. This sales volume includes all of the Project’s 
anticipated $17.0 million in food sales generated by market area residents as well as $965,100 in 
other retail sales.  
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The market area is characterized by food sales attraction. Consequently, the analysis conservatively 
assumes that any Project food sales generated by market area residents will occur to the detriment of 
existing food & beverage retailers in the market area. This is a conservative assumption, in that food 
sales captured by the expanded College & Claremont Safeway store could also be attracted away 
from other grocery and food stores located outside the market area. In similar fashion, the portion of 
other retail sales generated by market area residents not accounted for through recaptured leakage is 
also conservatively assumed to be diverted away from existing other market area retailers.  
 
Because of the amount of food sales impacts, this topic is fully discussed in the following section. 
However the $965,100 in other retail sales impacts is equivalent to 1.0% of the market area sales 
base in other retail. This level of impact is relatively minor, both with respect to dollar amount and 
percent of sales base. At the assumed $357 per square foot sales figure attributed to other retail 
space in the analysis (see Exhibit 2), this is equivalent to support for about 2,700 square feet. It is very 
unlikely that any one retailer in the other retail category in the market area will incur all these sales 
impacts, such that any existing stores will close. Accordingly, these impacts are anticipated to be minor 
and insignificant relative to the existing market area retail base.  
 
In contrast, the estimated $17.0 million in diverted food & beverage store sales comprises 7.9% of the 
estimated market area food & beverage retail sales base (see Exhibit 12). This is a moderate amount 
of sales impact, which warrants consideration relative to the composition of the grocery store and 
other food stores sales base in and around the market area. This topic is probed in the following 
chapter.  
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VII. GROCERY AND FOOD STORE IMPACTS  
 
This chapter provides information and analysis about the grocery and food stores in and around the 
market area most germane to the College & Claremont Safeway expansion Project. Stores are 
identified and discussed relative to their potential competitiveness with the Project. In addition to their 
relevance to the College & Claremont Safeway store, many of the stores are included because they 
are also relevant on a cumulative basis, meaning when additional food sales impacts occur after the 
addition of cumulative retail projects such as the Rockridge Safeway redevelopment and expansion. 
The cumulative impacts are discussed in a later report chapter, but this chapter discusses the extent 
and nature of potential market area food sales impacts, and possible existing grocery and food stores 
that may experience negative sales impacts following completion of the Project.   
 
COMPETITIVE GROCERY AND FOOD STORES IDENTIFICATION AND PERFORMANCE 
 
Identification of Competitive Grocery and Food Stores  
 
The market area has an abundant and diverse supply of grocery and food stores located in a variety 
of settings, including shopping centers and downtown “Main Street” type areas. Also relevant, 
especially from a cumulative perspective, are grocery and food stores located outside the market 
area. ALH Economics visited many of these stores, viewing product mixes, customer volume, level of 
service, unique attributes, and commercial real estate settings. The food and grocery stores are 
diverse in their target consumer. Some are high-end, upscale stores that focus on providing extensive 
or exclusive product selection often in a stylized setting, others offer a conventional supermarket 
setting, a few are discount-oriented stores, and many are smaller niche markets that serve a very 
localized clientele or narrow produce niche, such as mostly fresh fruits and vegetables. Most stores fit 
in one of the reference market orientations; Safeway, however, has a mix of conventional and upscale 
stores.  
 
ALH Economics visited select portions of the Oakland, Berkeley, Emeryville, Albany, El Cerrito, and 
Piedmont area retail markets in October 2011 to visually assess food and grocery store market 
performance, to determine market niches, to qualitatively assess the degree to which stores might 
incur lost sales due to the College & Claremont Safeway store expansion, and to assess overall retail 
market conditions. The competitive food store locations are mapped on Exhibit 3. This includes many 
of the smaller food stores and all of the large grocery stores in the College & Claremont Safeway 
market area. These stores are also listed on the next page in Table 2, which additionally identifies 
each store’s distance from the Project. While these materials do not include all stores selling food 
items in and around the market area they include the stores deemed most competitive with or relevant 
to analysis of the College & Claremont Safeway store expansion.  
 
Given the market orientation and locational distribution of the food stores relative to Safeway, ALH 
Economics believes it is most meaningful to classify the competitive food stores by orientation and 
location. Accordingly, the following individualized store discussions and analyses are presented in this 
manner. While not located in the market area, some of the identified stores could experience negative 
sales impacts from the College & Claremont Safeway expansion. However, these additional stores are 
most relevant to the later discussion on cumulative project impacts, which includes the redevelopment 
and expansion of the Rockridge Safeway store.  
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Table 2: College & Claremont Safeway Store Market Area Select Grocery Stores 

Store, Address, City Orientation Miles from Safeway 

   Within the Market Area   

Yasai Produce Market, 6301 College Avenue Niche 0.0 

Ver Brugge Foods, 6321 College Avenue Niche 0.0 

Trader Joe’s, 5727 College Avenue, Oakland Niche 0.3 

Star Grocery, 3068 Claremont Avenue, Oakland Niche 0.4 

Market Hall, 5655 College Avenue, Oakland Upscale 0.5 

Ashby Marketplace, 2642 Ashby Avenue, Berkeley Niche 0.6 

Whole Foods, 3000 Telegraph Avenue, Berkeley Upscale 1.0 

Andronico’s, 2655 Telegraph Avenue, Berkeley (closed mid-12/11) Conventional 1.2 

Berkeley Bowl, 2020 Oregon Street, Berkeley Upscale/Conv. 1.7 

Gateway Market, 5908 San Pablo, Oakland Niche 2.4 
   
Near and Outside the Market Area   

Village Market, 5885 Broadway Terrace, Oakland Upscale 1.5 

Piedmont Grocery, 4038 Piedmont Avenue, Oakland Upscale 1.8 

Monte Vista Food Center, 4000 Piedmont Avenue Niche 1.8 

Grocery Outlet, 2900 Broadway, Oakland Discount 2.4 

Safeway, 3747 Grand Avenue, Oakland Conventional 2.5 

Mulberry’s Market, 335 Highland Avenue, Piedmont Niche 2.6 

Trader Joe’s, 1885 University Avenue, Berkeley Niche 2.7 

Berkeley Bowl West, 920 Heinz Avenue, Berkeley Upscale 2.7 

Pak ‘n Save, 3889 San Pablo Avenue, Emeryville Discount 2.9 

Andronico’s, 1550 Shattuck Avenue, Berkeley Conventional 3.1 

Safeway, 1444 Shattuck Avenue, Berkeley Conventional 3.2 

Trader Joe’s, 5700 Christie Avenue, Emeryville Niche 3.1 

Trader Joe’s, 3250 Lakeshore Avenue, Oakland Niche 3.2 

Safeway, 2096 Mountain Boulevard, Oakland Conventional 3.7 

Whole Foods, 230 Bay Place, Oakland Upscale 3.7 

Lucky, 1963 Mountain Boulevard, Oakland Conventional 3.8 

Lucky, 247 E. 18th Street, Oakland Conventional 4.0 

Monterey Market, 1550 Hopkins Street, Berkeley Niche 4.0 

Andronico’s, 1850 Solano Avenue, Berkeley Conventional 4.2 

Grocery Outlet, 2001 4th Street, Berkeley Discount 4.2 

Berkeley Natural Grocery, 1336 Gilman Street Niche 4.2 

Safeway, 1500 Solano Avenue, Albany Conventional 4.7 

Farmer Joe’s Marketplace, 3426 Fruitvale Avenue, Oakland Niche 5.1 

Safeway, 3550 Fruitvale Avenue, Oakland Conventional 5.2 

Safeway, 4100 Redwood Boulevard, Oakland Conventional 6.4 

Farmer Joe’s Marketplace, 3501 MacArthur Blvd, Oakland Niche 6.6 

Lucky, 4055 MacArthur Boulevard, Oakland Conventional 7.0 

Safeway, 11450 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito Upscale 8.5 

   Sources: ALH Urban & Regional Economics; and Maps.Google.com.  
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Grocery Store Sales Performance Information  
 
For the purpose of this study, ALH Economics obtained information about select grocery store 
performance in and around the Project’s market area. These data were obtained from Nielsen Trade 
Dimensions, which provides individual store weekly sales estimates as well as each store’s estimated 
sales selling area. From these data, generalized analysis can be conducted to assess the relative sales 
performance of the stores. Nielsen’s Terms of Use for the Trade Dimensions data prevent publishing 
individual store performance information. However, information about store performance in general 
and in relation to other stores can be divulged.  
 
Based on the Nielsen Trade Dimensions data acquired by ALH Economics, it appears that most of the 
market area and many of the outside market area stores are performing at or above general grocery 
industry standards sales per square foot or the averages sales per square foot figures for the relevant 
chains, such as Trader Joe’s and Whole Foods. According to Retail Maxim, the Trade Joe’s chain 
nationally in 2010 achieved $1,941 sales per square foot, while the equivalent figure for Whole 
Foods was $806. The high sales of these stores locally is a strong indicator of store success despite the 
continuing poor economic conditions following the most recent national recession. The greatest 
relevancy of this information is its use as an indicator of the potential for some existing stores to 
withstand potential sales declines while still retaining above industry or chain sales performance.  
 
INDIVIDUALIZED STORE ANALYSIS WITHIN THE MARKET AREA  
 
Following are discussions of the Exhibit 3 and Table 2 grocery and food stores located in the market 
area. All discussions of negative sales impacts pertain exclusively to impacts associated with the 
College & Claremont Safeway expansion. These discussions are based on ALH Economics experience 
with and field visits to the identified stores.  
 
Conventional Grocery Stores within the Market Area  
 
Conventional stores are full-service grocery stores that offer most or all of the following: a fresh 
bakery; fresh meat and seafood; frozen foods including frozen meat; fresh produce; a deli counter; 
and prepared foods. Other specialties sometimes include organic foods, a flower selection, a 
pharmacy, or a photo center. 
 
Andronico’s, 2655 Telegraph Avenue, Berkeley – 1.2 miles. Andronico’s is a regional chain, 
conventional-style grocery store. This Andronico’s store was a stand-alone store, the closure of which 
was announced on November 30, 2011 and completed by mid-December, 2011. The Andronico’s 
ownership filed for bankruptcy during summer 2011. Shortly thereafter the chain was purchased, with 
the first underperforming store in Berkeley closed in October 2011.11 Media reports indicated that this 
Telegraph Avenue store was perceived as the next weakest store in the chain, which ultimately led to 
its closure. Prior to bankruptcy of the Andronico’s ownership this Telegraph Avenue store underwent 
product and internal store layout changes, in an effort to freshen the store and enhance its customer 
appeal. However, these actions appeared insufficient to give the store a lift, and its closure leaves a 
gap in the conventional food market in the immediately surrounding neighborhood. 
 

                                                
11 “Breaking: Andronico’s to Shutter University Avenue store,” October 16, 2011, Berkeleyside.com. 
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The sales of this store are included in the market area’s retail sales base, especially in the food sales 
category. This store, once considered upscale, but with a more conventional feel during its final years, 
offered an extensive deli counter with prepared foods and featured gourmet cheese options, baked 
goods, fresh and packaged meat and seafood, a large bulk foods section, organic/health goods, an 
ATM, and a small floral selection. The quality of the store and parking lot was a bit worn, but well 
kept. The store appeared to achieve low shopper sales volume. The hours of operation were 8:00AM 
– 10:00PM, Monday-Sunday.  
 
Upscale Grocery Stores within the Market Area 
 
Upscale stores focus on providing extensive or exclusive product selection often in a stylized setting. 
There is usually an emphasis on fresh foods, gourmet products, and organic foods at upscale stores. 
These stores have wider aisles and nicer decors, such as wood flooring in the produce section. 
 
Whole Foods, 3000 Telegraph Avenue, Berkeley – 1.0 mile. Whole Foods is a natural and organic 
food store with locations in North America and the United Kingdom. This location is a large store with 
Ashby Flowers occupying a pad space. This store offers a fresh bakery, extensive deli counter, 
gourmet cheese options, an olive bar, prepared foods, fresh and packaged meat and seafood, a 
large bulk foods sections, ethnic foods, fresh coffee, organic/health goods,  a florist, and Allegro 
Coffee. The quality of the store and parking area is excellent. While visiting the store ALH Economics 
observed that the store and parking lot had extremely high volume. The hours of operation are 
Monday-Sunday, 8:00AM–10:00PM. Given its size, upscale orientation, and distance from the 
College & Claremont Safeway (1.0 mile) this store is expected to compete with the College & 
Claremont Safeway expansion and will likely experience some negative impacts. 
 
Berkeley Bowl, 2020 Oregon Street, Berkeley – 1.7 miles. Berkeley Bowl is an independent 
supermarket chain with two locations in Berkeley. This location, the main store, is a large stand-alone 
store, but is located across the street from a Walgreens pharmacy. This store is located in a former 
Safeway grocery store space, closed in the late 1990s/early 2000s timeframe. This store offers a fresh 
bakery, extensive deli counter, gourmet cheese options, an olive bar, prepared foods, fresh and 
packaged meat and seafood, a large bulk foods sections, ethnic foods, fresh coffee, organic/health 
goods,  and a florist. The store appearance is modest, without high qualify fixtures. The quality of the 
store and parking area is excellent. While visiting the store ALH Economics observed that the store and 
parking lot had extremely high volume. The hours of operation are Monday-Saturday, 9:00AM–
8:00PM, and Sunday, 10:00AM-6:00PM. Given the store’s independent nature and somewhat 
upscale orientation (the store is hard to classify, and is thus considered a hybrid upscale/conventional 
store) and distance from the College & Claremont Safeway (1.7 miles) this store is expected to 
compete with the College & Claremont Safeway expansion and will likely experience some negative 
impacts. 
 
Niche-Market Grocery and Food Stores within the Market Area 
 
Niche-market stores are usually smaller stores that are distinguished from other stores by offering a 
certain type of grocery selection that is different than conventional stores. This may be the stores own, 
local, or imported brands of items. 
 
Yasai Produce Market, 6301 College Avenue - 0.0 miles.  Yasai Produce Market is a very small 
produce market located directly across College Avenue from the Claremont & College Safeway store. 
This market is located in a strip of retail that also includes Ver Brugge Meat-Fish Poultry (see below), 
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La Farine bakery, several fine dining restaurants, a candy shop, a clothing store, and a new Peet’s 
coffee shop. This market has coexisted with the Safeway for many years in this location. Yasai 
specializes in well-priced fresh, local produce, has a small Asian-themed section, and bread and dairy 
sections. The store has a strong local following and is open daily, with hours of operation including 
9:00AM – 7:00 PM Monday through Saturday, and 9:00AM – 6:00 PM on Sundays. This store has no 
dedicated parking. After expansion the Safeway store will have greater produce and fruit options, 
including organic, and thus will be more competitive with Yasai Produce Market. Accordingly, Yasai 
Produce Market might incur some negative sales impacts as a result. However, because this market is 
specialized, well-established, and has a loyal following, ALH Economics anticipates that the sales 
impacts will be low.  
 
Ver Brugge Meat-Fish Poultry, 6321 College Avenue – 0.0 miles. Ver Brugge Meat-Fish Poultry is 
located a few storefronts to the north of Yasai Produce Market. Ver Brugge specializes in meat, 
including homemade sausages, poultry, and seafood, and also features a good selection of cheeses. 
Like Yasai Produce Market, Ver Brugge is a very well-established local food business, with a strong 
customer base. Store hours are 10:00AM – 6:00 PM Monday – Friday, 9:00AM – 6:00PM Saturday, 
and 10:00 – 5:00PM Sunday. Similar to Yasai Produce Market, ALH Economics believes that some 
negative sales impacts might be incurred by Ver Brugge while Safeway customers explore the 
expanded meat, poultry, and seafood options at Safeway. However, such impacts are not anticipated 
to be substantial, and will likely lessen over time as Ver Brugge customers assert their loyalty to this 
specialized food store.  
 
Trader Joe’s, 5727 College Avenue, Oakland – 0.3 miles. This is a smaller niche-market type grocery 
store. This Trader Joe’s is in a small center that also has a Pharmaca pharmacy. This store is larger 
than most Trader Joe’s; it has wider aisles and a larger selection. The store is very well-maintained. 
While visiting the store ALH Economics observed the parking lot to be extremely busy and shopper 
volume was very high. The hours of operation are 9:00AM- 9:00PM, Monday-Sunday. Given its 
distance from the College & Claremont Safeway (0.3 miles), and focus on some of the higher end 
packaged goods that are sold at Safeway Lifestyle stores, this store may potentially experience some 
sales impacts from the expansion. 
 
Star Grocery, 3068 Claremont Avenue, Berkeley - 0.4 miles. Star Grocery is a small neighborhood 
market. Founded in 1922, this market has a long history of serving the community. This market has a 
limited selection of fresh meat, seafood, and produce. The store also features a bulk foods section 
and many specialty food items, including a strong selection of cheeses, crackers, chocolates, vinegars, 
and beer. The store sells many household items and provides friendly customer service. Store hours 
are 8:00AM – 7:00PM Monday – Saturday and 10:00AM – 5:00PM on Sunday. Despite its proximity 
to Safeway, ALH Economics does not believe Star Grocery will experience substantial negative sales 
impacts from the Claremont & College Safeway expansion. This store already coexists with Safeway 
just a few blocks down the road and Safeway’s expansion is not likely to add products that will 
substantially enhance its competitiveness with Star Grocery. There may be some initial sales decline at 
Star Grocery as shoppers explore the offerings at the expanded Safeway, but this market is anticipated 
to continue to serve a strong neighborhood convenience function. While Star Grocery does not have 
any dedicated parking, the store is very accessible and lends itself to convenience shopping, which will 
become even more evident when the Safeway is redeveloped as a two-story structure.  
 
Market Hall, 5655 College Avenue, Oakland – 0.5 miles. Market Hall is a collection of 8 specialty 
shops under one roof near the Rockridge BART station. The shops sell a variety of food products, and 
include Highwire Coffee Roasters, Market Hall Produce, Marin Sun Farms Butcher Shop, Hapuku Fish 
Market, the Pasta Shop, Bloomies Flowers, and Paul Marcus Wines. These shops sell a variety of fresh 
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and specialty food products, including produce, meat, fish, pasta, baked goods, and wine, and 
appear to achieve high shopper volume. The hours of operation for most of the shops are 9:00AM – 
8:00PM, Monday – Friday, 9:00 AM – 7:00 PM Saturday, and 10:00AM – 7:00PM Sunday. The shops 
at Market Hall are very specialized and unique, with a strong local following, and thus are not 
anticipated to experience any sales impact upon expansion of the College & Claremont Safeway 
store, despite their location 0.5 miles from the Safeway store.  
 
Ashby Marketplace, 2642 Ashby Avenue, Berkeley – 0.6 miles. Ashby Marketplace is a small 
neighborhood market focused primarily on non-perishable foodstuffs. The store has a very small fresh 
produce section and no fresh meat or seafood but offers many unique features, including a large 
gluten-free products section, a large spice section, grains, some bulk products, and an extensive and 
growing selection of teas and chocolates. Many products are organic or natural, including cleaning 
supplies. The store also features fresh sandwiches prepared daily. Store hours are Monday – Saturday, 
10:00AM – 9:00PM and Sunday 11:00 AM to 8:00 PM.  The store is staffed by the charismatic owner 
who is very focused on serving the neighborhood clientele. This store is not anticipated to experience 
any sales impact upon expansion of the College & Claremont Safeway store, despite its location 0.6 
miles from the Safeway store.  
 
Gateway Market, 5908 San Pablo Avenue, Oakland – 2.4 miles. This small market is very 
neighborhood-oriented. The space is not very well maintained, and does not appear to be fully 
utilized, but it achieves high customer volume. The store sells a small amount of basic grocery store 
items, and includes a small fresh produce area. Where this market distinguishes itself is with its meat 
counter, which includes a wide variety of pork, beef, and poultry. Given the mix of products available 
the store appears to have an emphasis on southern cooking. The meat counter extends most of the 
length of the store and appears to be the store’s primary draw, based upon fieldwork observations. 
Store hours are 9:00AM – 6:00PM Monday –Saturday and 10:00AM – 3:00 PM on Sundays. Given its 
neighborhood orientation, extensive meat counter, and 2.4-mile distance from the College & 
Claremont Safeway store, the Gateway Market is not anticipated to experience any negative sales 
impacts upon the opening of the College & Claremont Safeway store.  
 
Discount Grocery Stores within the Market Area 
 
Discount stores are characterized by lower-than-average price points. Sometimes these are manifested 
by bulk sales, which allow the customer to get more for their dollar relative to most other grocery 
stores. There are no discount grocery stores located within the College & Claremont Safeway market 
area. 
 
OTHER FOOD STORES NEAR THE MARKET AREA  
 
There are many other grocery stores located outside, but near the market area that were evaluated by 
ALH Economics. These stores were examined because, given their proximity to the College & 
Claremont Safeway market area boundary, it is likely that they draw some of their shoppers from 
within the College & Claremont Safeway market area, and may be vulnerable to negative sales 
impacts if some of these shoppers shift their grocery shopping to the expanded Safeway store. These 
stores are also relevant to the later discussion regarding cumulative impacts.  
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Conventional Grocery Stores Near or Outside the Market Area 
 
Safeway, 3747 Grand Avenue, Oakland – 2.5 miles. This is a smaller grocery store located along a 
main thoroughfare with the parking lot located on the side of the store. This Safeway store has a deli 
counter, fresh and packaged meat and seafood, prepared foods, a florist, and some organic/health 
foods. Both the store and parking lots are well maintained and in excellent condition. The hours of 
operation are 6:00AM – Midnight, Monday-Sunday. While visiting the store ALH Economics observed 
this Safeway to have high shopper volume. This store is not anticipated to experience negative sales 
impacts due to the College & Claremont Safeway expansion, primarily due to distance, and the fact 
that this store is closer to the Rockridge Safeway store, which is also anticipated to be converted to a 
Lifestyle store.  
 
Andronico’s, 1550 Shattuck Avenue, Berkeley – 3.1 miles. Andronico’s is a regional chain of 
conventional-style grocery stores. This Andronico’s store is a stand-alone store with a parking lot in 
the front and is located in the Gourmet Ghetto district of Berkeley. This store offers a fresh bakery, 
extensive deli counter, gourmet cheese options, an olive bar, a sushi bar, prepared foods, fresh and 
packaged meat and seafood, a large bulk foods sections, organic/health goods, an ATM, and a small 
floral selection. The quality of the store and parking area is a little worn, but well kept. While visiting 
the store ALH Economics observed moderate to high shopper volume. The hours of operation are 
8:00AM – 10:00PM, Monday-Sunday. Given its conventional orientation and distance from the 
College & Claremont Safeway (3.1 miles) this store is not anticipated to experience negative sales 
impacts from the College & Claremont Safeway store expansion. 
 
Safeway, 1444 Shattuck Avenue, Berkeley – 3.2 miles. This stand-alone grocery store is currently under 
construction for an expansion and renovation (as of November 2011), which is estimated to be 
complete in June 2012. The expanded store will offer a deli counter, fresh bakery, fresh and 
packaged meat and seafood, fresh coffee, a Signature Café, a florist, and some organic/health 
foods. This Safeway also currently has a video rental kiosk and a digital photo center located inside. 
The expanded store will offer parking on two levels as well as expanded bicycle parking. There will 
also be an outdoor eating area along Shattuck Avenue.12 The current hours of operation are 6:00AM 
– 11:00 PM, Monday-Sunday. While visiting the store ALH Economics observed that the parking lot 
and store had high shopper volume. Given the similarity in store brand and products, as well as 
distance from the College & Claremont Safeway store (3.1 miles), this store is not anticipated to 
experience sales impacts from the College & Claremont Safeway expansion. 
 
Andronico’s, 1414 University Avenue, Berkeley – 3.3 miles. This former Andronico’s was shuttered in 
October 2011. Andronico’s declared Chapter 11 bankruptcy in August 2011 and was purchased by 
Renwood Opportunities Fund in October 2011.13 The University Avenue Andronico’s store was closed 
because it had the weakest sales of the chain. According to the Daily Californian and the City of 
Berkeley Economic Development Department, the 1414 University property owner is aware that local 
residents want another grocery store in the space and is hoping to bring in another local grocery 
operator.14 
 

                                                
12 http://www.safewayonshattuck.com/id13.html (accessed November 10, 2011). 
13 Mercury News, “Andronico's sale to Renovo nears even as grocer decides to close a Berkeley store,” 
October 26, 2011 (accessed November 9, 2011). 
14 The Daily Californian, “Andronico’s on University Slated to Close this Month, “October 19, 2011 
(accessed November 9, 2011). 

http://www.dailycal.org/2011/08/22/andronicos-community-markets-files-for-chapter-11-bankruptcy-talks-sale/
http://www.dailycal.org/2011/10/16/company-saves-bay-areas-a-g-ferrari-andronicos-from-bankruptcy/
http://www.safewayonshattuck.com/id13.html
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Safeway, 2096 Mountain Boulevard, Oakland 3.7 miles. This is a smaller, stand-alone grocery store. 
This Safeway store has a deli counter, fresh and packaged meat and seafood, a florist, and some 
organic/health foods. This Safeway also has a cafe, a Blockbuster Express, and a digital photo center 
located inside. The store offers parking in front and on top of the store. There is also an outdoor 
eating area on the rooftop. Both the store and parking lots are well maintained and appear to be on 
the newer side. The hours of operation are 6:00AM – Midnight, Monday-Sunday. While visiting the 
store ALH Economics observed high shopper volume. Given the conventional orientation and distance 
from Safeway (3.7 miles), this store is not expected to compete with the College & Claremont Safeway 
expansion and will not likely experience any impacts. 
 
Lucky, 1963 Mountain Boulevard, Oakland – 3.8 miles. This Lucky store is located in the downtown 
area of the Montclair neighborhood in Oakland and is adjacent to a Rite-Aid and a Bank of America 
office building. This store has two-level parking with an automatic walkway between floors that allows 
grocery carts. Inside the store there is a fresh bakery, deli counter, fresh and packaged meat and 
seafood, organic/health goods, and a florist. There is also a bank and video rental kiosk inside the 
store. The quality of the store and parking area are good and appear to be on the newer side. While 
visiting the store ALH Economics observed high shopper volume. The hours of operation are 6:00AM 
– Midnight, Monday-Sunday. Given its conventional orientation and distance from Safeway (3.8 miles) 
this store is not expected to compete with the College & Claremont Safeway expansion and will not 
likely experience any negative impacts. 
 
Lucky, 247 E. 18th Street, Oakland – 4.0 miles. This large Lucky store is located in the Lake Merritt 
area of Oakland and is adjacent to the Merritt Restaurant and Bakery. This store offers a fresh bakery, 
deli counter, and fresh and packaged meat and seafood. There is also a pharmacy, bank, and video 
rental kiosk inside the store. The quality of the store and parking area are good, although the outside 
of the store needs some upkeep. While visiting the store ALH Economics observed moderate to high 
shopper volume. The hours of operation are 6:00AM – Midnight, Monday-Sunday. The pharmacy 
hours are 9:00AM – 7:00PM, Monday-Friday, 9:00AM-5:00PM, Saturday, and closed on Sunday. 
Given its orientation and distance from the College & Claremont Safeway (4.0 miles) this store is not 
likely to compete with the College & Claremont Safeway expansion or experience negative impacts 
due to the expansion. 
 
Andronico’s, 1850 Solano Avenue, Berkeley – 4.2 miles. Andronico’s is a local chain of conventional-
style grocery stores. This Andronico’s store is a stand-alone store with a parking lot in the rear and is 
located in a “Main Street” type area of North Berkeley. This store offers a fresh bakery, extensive deli 
counter with an olive bar, prepared foods, fresh and packaged meat and seafood, bulk foods, 
organic/health goods, an ATM, and a floral section. The quality of the store and parking area is 
excellent and well maintained. While visiting the store ALH Economics observed moderate to high 
shopper volume. The hours of operation are 9:00AM – 9:00PM, Monday-Sunday. Given its distance 
from the College & Claremont Safeway (4.2 miles) this store is not likely to compete with the Safeway 
expansion or experience any negative impacts. 
 
Safeway, 1500 Solano Avenue, Albany, 4.7 miles. This Safeway is a stand-alone grocery store located 
in a “Main Street” type area in the City of Albany. This Safeway store has a deli counter, fresh and 
packaged meat, packaged seafood, and a florist. This Safeway also has a Blockbuster Express, and a 
digital photo center located inside. The store offers parking in front of the store. Both the store and 
parking lots are well maintained, but show signs of wear and tear. The hours of operation are 
9:00AM – 8:00PM, Monday-Friday and 9:00AM – 5:30PM Saturday and Sunday. While visiting the 
store ALH Economics observed moderate shopper volume. Given its distance from College & 
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Claremont Safeway (4.7 miles), this store is not expected to be competitive and is not likely to 
experience negative sales impacts. 
 
Safeway, 3550 Fruitvale Avenue, Oakland – 5.2 miles. This Safeway is located next to an Oakland 
Police Department substation. This store has a deli counter, fresh and packaged meat and seafood, 
and a floral section. This Safeway also has a Starbucks, a pharmacy, and a Blockbuster Express inside 
the store. The store’s parking lot is in front. Both the store and parking lots are well maintained. The 
hours of operation are 6:00AM – Midnight, Monday-Sunday, the pharmacy hours are 9:00AM-
8:00PM Monday – Friday and 9:00AM-5:30PM Saturday and Sunday. While visiting the store ALH 
Economics observed high shopper volume. Given the distance from the college & Claremont Safeway 
(5.2 miles), this store is not expected to compete with the expansion and will likely not experience sales 
impacts. 
 
Safeway, 4100 Redwood Boulevard, Oakland – 6.4 miles. This Safeway is located in the Lincoln 
Square shopping center. This Safeway is a small store that offers packaged meat and seafood, and a 
small floral selection. This is an older store that needs updating. The hours of operation are from 
6:00AM – Midnight, Monday- Sunday. While visiting the store ALH Economics observed moderate 
shopper volume. Given its size and distance from the College & Claremont Safeway (6.4 miles), this 
store is not expected to compete with the Safeway expansion or experience any sales impacts.  
 
Lucky, 4055 MacArthur Boulevard Oakland – 7.0 miles. This smaller Lucky store is located in the 
Laurel District in Oakland. This store offers packaged meat and seafood, bulk foods, an ATM, and a 
Money Gram stand. The quality of the store and parking area are poor and in need of updating, the 
outside of the store also requires some upkeep. While visiting the store ALH Economics observed 
moderate to high shopper volume. The hours of operation are 6:00AM – 11:00PM, Monday-Sunday. 
Given its distance from the College & Claremont Safeway (7.0 miles) this store is not likely to compete 
with expansion and will not experience negative sales impacts. 
 
Upscale Grocery and Food Stores Near or Outside the Market Area 
 
Village Market, 5885 Broadway Terrace, Oakland – 1.5 miles. Village Market is a local, upscale 
grocery store. This store is located in the Montclair neighborhood in Oakland adjacent to a coffee and 
gift store, nursery, and auto repair shop. This store offers a deli counter, cheese deli, prepared foods, 
packaged meat and seafood, organic/health goods, and floral section. The quality of the store and 
parking are excellent and well kept. While visiting the store ALH Economics observed the parking lot to 
be very busy and the store to have high shopper volume. The hours of operation are 7:00AM – 
9:00PM, Monday-Saturday and 8:00AM-8:00PM, Sunday. Given its upscale and local market 
orientation, this store would not be considered competitive, but given the distance from the College & 
Claremont Safeway (1.5 miles) this store may experience some impacts. 
 
Piedmont Grocery, 4000 Piedmont Avenue, Oakland – 1.8 miles. Piedmont Grocery is a local, upscale 
grocery store with strong neighborhood loyalty. This store is located in a “Main Street” type area of 
Oakland with the parking lot located in the rear. This store offers a fresh bakery, deli counter, 
prepared foods, fresh and packaged meat and seafood, organic/health goods, and a section with 
candles and gift-type items. The quality of the store and parking area are in good condition and well 
kept. While visiting the store ALH Economics observed the parking lot to be busy and the store to have 
high shopper volume. The hours of operation are 9:00AM – 8:00PM, Monday-Saturday and 9:00AM-
7:00PM, Sunday. Given its upscale and local market orientation this store would not be considered 
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competitive, but given the distance from the College & Claremont Safeway (1.8 miles) this store may 
experience some impacts.  
 
Berkeley Bowl West, 920 Heinz Avenue, Berkeley – 2.7 miles. Berkeley Bowl is an independent, local 
supermarket. This is a large, new, stand-alone store. This store offers a fresh bakery, extensive deli 
counter with gourmet cheese options, an olive bar,  sushi bar, taquería, prepared foods, fresh and 
packaged meat and seafood, a large bulk foods sections, ethnic foods, fresh coffee, organic/health 
goods,  a florist, and a cafe. The quality of the store and parking area are excellent. While visiting the 
store ALH Economics observed the store and parking lot to have extremely high shopper volume. The 
hours of operation are Monday-Saturday, 9:00AM – 8:00PM, and Sunday, 10:00AM-6:00PM. Given 
its upscale and independent orientation and distance from the College & Claremont Safeway (2.7 
miles) this store is not expected to compete with the Safeway expansion and is not likely to experience 
negative impacts. 
 
Whole Foods, 230 Bay Place, Oakland – 3.7 miles. Whole Foods is a natural and organic food store 
with locations in North America and the United Kingdom. This Whole Foods location is a very large 
store. This store offers a fresh bakery, extensive deli counter, gourmet cheese options, an olive bar, an 
extensive prepared foods section, fresh and packaged meat and seafood, a large bulk foods sections, 
ethnic foods, fresh coffee, organic/health goods,  a florist, a gelato stand, and a Café Gratitude. The 
quality of the store and parking area are excellent. While visiting the store ALH Economics observed 
extremely high shopper volume. The hours of operation are Monday-Sunday, 8:00AM – 10:00PM. 
Given its upscale orientation and distance from the College & Claremont Safeway (3.7 miles) this 
store is not expected to compete with the Safeway expansion and is not anticipated to experience any 
negative sales impacts. 
 
Safeway, 11450 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito – 8.5 miles. This is a brand new stand-alone grocery 
store located adjacent to the del Norte BART station with a strip of in-line retail stores including Pet 
Food Express and Supercuts. This is a new lifestyle branded Safeway store. The store opened in August 
2011 and replaced the Safeway store that was located at 10636 San Pablo Avenue. This large store 
offers an extensive deli counter with Asian food,  olive  and sushi bars, a fresh bakery, fresh and 
packaged meat and seafood, a Signature Café, an extensive floral section, Starbucks, and some 
organic/health foods. This Safeway also has a pharmacy and a bank. There is an outdoor eating 
area. The hours of operation are 5:00AM–1:00AM, Monday-Sunday, the pharmacy is open from 
9:00AM-8:00PM, Monday–Friday and 9:00AM–5:30PM, Saturday and Sunday. While visiting the 
store ALH Economics observed high shopper volume. Given the distance from the College & 
Claremont Safeway store (8.5 miles), this store is not considered competitive and is not anticipated to 
incur any sales impacts due to the College & Claremont Safeway expansion. 
 
Niche Grocery and Food Stores Near or Outside the Market Area 

Mulberry’s Market, 335 Highland Avenue, Piedmont – 2.6 miles. Mulberry’s Market is very small local 
neighborhood market. This niche store is very upscale and offers a fresh bakery, deli counter with an 
espresso and coffee area, prepared foods, fresh and packaged meat and seafood,  and 
organic/health goods. The quality of the store and small parking area is excellent. While visiting the 
store ALH Economics observed extremely high shopper volume. The store is located in the small 
downtown area of Piedmont. The hours of operation are Monday-Friday, 7:00AM – 8:00PM, 
Saturday, 8:00AM-8:00PM, and Sunday, 8:00AM-7:00PM. Given its small neighborhood orientation 
and distance from the College & Claremont Safeway (2.6 miles) this store is not expected to compete 
with the Safeway expansion and is not anticipated to experience negative impacts. 
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Trader Joe’s, 1885 University Avenue, Berkeley – 2.7 miles. This is a smaller, niche-market type 
grocery store. This Trader Joe’s store is located in a mixed-use structure with condos above, on a 
major thoroughfare in a more urban area of the City of Berkeley. The parking lot is located in a 
garage that is accessed behind the store. The store is relatively new and is very well maintained. While 
visiting the store ALH Economics observed the parking lot to be extremely busy and shopper volume 
was very high. The hours of operation are 8:00AM- 10:00PM, Monday-Sunday. Given its orientation 
and distance from the College & Claremont Safeway (2.7 miles), this store is not likely to experience 
impacts from the College & Claremont Safeway expansion. 
 
Trader Joe’s, 5700 Christie Avenue, Emeryville – 3.1 miles. This is a smaller, niche-market type grocery 
store. This Trader Joe’s store is a located in the Powell Street Plaza shopping center. Adjacent uses in 
the center include Ross, Marshall’s, PetsMart, BevMo!, DB Shoes, Lane Bryant, Men’s Warehouse, 
Sleeptrain, Starbucks, Burger King, Jamba Juice, and other local retail stores. This is an older, larger 
store that is showing some signs of wear-and-tear, though the store is well-maintained. While visiting 
the store ALH Economics observed moderate shopper volume. The hours of operation are 8:00AM- 
10:00PM, Monday-Sunday. Given its niche orientation and distance from the College & Claremont 
Safeway (3.1 miles), this store is not likely to experience negative sales impacts. 
 
Trader Joe’s, 3250 Lakeshore Avenue, Oakland – 3.2 miles. This is a smaller, niche-market type 
grocery store. This Trader Joe’s store is located along a “Main Street” type area in the Lakeshore 
neighborhood. Adjacent uses include CVS, Peet’s Coffee, and other local retail stores. This is a 
standard-sized Trader Joe’s store in excellent condition and is well-maintained. While visiting the store 
ALH Economics observed the parking lot to be very busy and shopper volume was high. The hours of 
operation are 9:00AM- 9:00PM, Monday-Sunday. Given its niche orientation and distance from the 
College & Claremont Safeway (3.2 miles), this store is not likely to experience impacts. 

Monte Vista Food Center, 4000 Piedmont Avenue - 1.8 miles.  Monte Vista Food Center is a small 
neighborhood market. It is located just a few doors down from Piedmont Grocery. This store offers a 
small fresh produce section with a variety of organic fruits and vegetables. The store also includes 
packaged meats and other convenience food items. While visiting the store, ALH Urban & Regional 
Economics observed extremely low shopper volume. The hours of operation are 8:00AM-7:00PM, 
Monday-Saturday, and 9:30AM-7:00PM Sunday. This store is located approximately 1.8 miles from 
the College & Claremont Safeway store. Given this store’s local market orientation, small size, and 
convenience orientation, it is not anticipated to be competitive with the College & Claremont Safeway.  

Monterey Market, 1550 Hopkins Street, Berkeley – 4.0 miles. Monterey Market is a small produce 
market that specializes in a wide variety of fresh and organic fruits and vegetables, many locally 
grown. Well regarded for its favorable pricing, this market also sells a variety of other items including 
dairy, bread, eggs, flowers, and fresh orange juice. There are bulk food options and many specialty 
items. Monterey Market also sells non-perishable items, such as a variety of vinegars, but it is most 
widely regarded for its produce options. Store hours are Monday – Friday, 9:00AM – 7:00PM, 
Saturday, 8:30AM – 6:00PM and Sunday, 10:00AM – 5:00PM. Monterey Market is a very popular 
market with high consumer volume. Because of its distance from the College & Claremont Safeway 
store, and strong customer following, Monterey Market is not anticipated to experience any negative 
sales impacts from the Safeway expansion Project.  
 
While not listed separately, there are other food vendors near the Monterey Market, also on Hopkins 
Street. These include Magnani’s Poultry, Country Cheese and coffee, Monterey Fish Market, and 
Hopkins Street Bakery. Similar to Monterey Market, and because of their specialized nature, distance, 
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and loyal clientele, these vendors are not anticipated to experience any negative sales impacts 
attributable to the College & Claremont Safeway expansion.  
 
Berkeley Natural Grocery Company, 1336 Gilman Street, Berkeley – 4.2 miles. The Berkeley Natural 
Grocery store is a small neighborhood-oriented grocery store with many natural, organic, and fair 
trade foods and personal products, including vitamins, soaps, and homeopathic products. The store 
features fresh produce and all natural products, including nuts for freshly ground nut butters. Prices 
can be on the high side at this store. There is a bulk foods section and strong dairy section. Store 
hours are daily 9:00AM – 8:00PM. Because of its distance from the College & Claremont Safeway 
store and niche orientation, this store is not anticipated to experience any negative sales impacts due 
to the college & Claremont Safeway expansion.  
 
Farmer Joe’s Marketplace, 3426 Fruitvale Avenue, Oakland – 5.1 miles. Farmer Joe’s Marketplace is a 
local, family-run supermarket that specializes in organic and natural foods. This store offers a fresh 
bakery, extensive deli counter, gourmet cheese options, an olive bar, sushi bar, juice bar, prepared 
foods, fresh and packaged meat and seafood, bulk foods, organic/health goods, a florist, Joe’s Grill, 
and an on-site massage area. The quality of the store and small parking area are excellent. While 
visiting the store ALH Economics observed extremely high shopper volume. The store is located 
adjacent to a CVS. The hours of operation are Monday-Sunday, 8:30AM – 8:30PM. Given its organic 
orientation and distance from the College & Claremont Safeway (5.1 miles) this store is not expected 
to compete with the Safeway expansion and is not likely to experience negative sales impacts. 
 
Farmer Joe’s Marketplace, 3501 MacArthur Boulevard, Oakland – 6.6 miles. Farmer Joe’s 
Marketplace is a local family-run supermarket that specializes in organic and natural foods. This store 
offers fresh and packaged meat and seafood, bulk foods, organic/health goods, and a small floral 
section. The quality of the store is decent, but well-kept and the parking area needs to be resurfaced. 
While visiting the store ALH Economics observed moderate shopper volume. The hours of operation 
are Monday-Friday, 9:00AM – 8:00PM and 9:00AM-7:30PM Saturday and Sunday. Given its organic 
orientation and distance from the College & Claremont Safeway (6.6 miles) this store is not expected 
to compete with Safeway expansion and is not likely to experience negative impacts. 
 
Discount Grocery Stores Near or Outside the Market Area 
 
Grocery Outlet, 2900 Broadway, Oakland – 2.4 miles. Grocery Outlet is a national discount grocery 
store chain. This is an older, larger store and shows signs of wear and tear, and is not very well-
maintained. While visiting the store ALH Economics observed moderate shopper volume. This store is 
located approximately 2.4 miles from the College & Claremont Safeway store. Given this store’s 
discount orientation it is not anticipated to be competitive with the College & Claremont Safeway. 
 
Pak ‘N Save, 3889 San Pablo Avenue, Emeryville, 2.9 miles. Pak ’N Save is a discount oriented 
grocery chain owned by Safeway. This store is located in the East Bay Bridge shopping center. 
Adjacent stores include Subway, Casual Male XL, Baskin Robbins, Little Caesar’s, and Mattress 
Discounters. This large discount store offers a fresh bakery, deli counter, fresh and packaged meat, 
and packaged seafood. Inside the store is also an ACE Check Cashing stand and video rental kiosk. 
This store is showing signs of wear-and-tear. The needed renovation of this store has been approved 
by the City of Emeryville and will include a redesigned northern façade including additional entry, 
replacement of all signs and two new signs, and minor improvements to parking lot including new 
landscaping. While visiting the store ALH Economics observed moderate shopper volume. The hours 
of operation are 6:00AM-Midnight, Monday-Sunday. Give this store’s discount orientation and 
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distance from the College & Claremont Safeway (2.9 miles), this store is not anticipated to experience 
negative sales impacts from the expansion project. 
 
Grocery Outlet, 2001 4th Street, Berkeley – 4.2 miles. Grocery Outlet is a national discount grocery 
store chain. This store is a small, adequately maintained market located approximately 4.2 miles from 
the College & Claremont Safeway store. While visiting the store ALH Economics observed moderate 
shopper volume. Given this store’s discount orientation and distance from Safeway, it is not likely to 
be competitive with the College & Claremont Safeway expansion. 
 
GROCERY AND FOOD STORES MOST SUSCEPTIBLE TO IMPACTS  
 
Summary of Impacts  
 
The Project impacts analysis in Exhibit 12 estimated $17.0 million in food & beverage sales impacts 
attributable to the Project. Exhibit B-1, which provides historical stores sales trend data, suggests an 
average grocery store benchmark sales performance figure of about $500 per square foot. At this 
performance level, the estimated $17.0 million in sales impacts is equivalent to support for 34,000 
square feet. This amount is equivalent to a moderate-sized grocery store, larger than the existing 
College & Claremont Safeway store but smaller than the Berkeley Bowl Marketplace or Whole Foods.  
 
However, many of the market area’s larger grocery stores perform above this industry standard level. 
As cited earlier, the national average for Trader Joe’s in 2010 was $1,941 per square foot, while the 
equivalent figure for Whole Foods was $806. All indications are that Berkeley Bowl also achieves 
higher than the $500 overall industry average. Therefore, the $17.0 million in sales impacts would 
translate into much lesser store impacts given consideration of the actual performance of the existing 
base of grocery stores, as discussed in the following section.  
 
Stores Likely to Experience Sales Impacts  
 
ALH Economics believes that grocery stores with conventional and upscale orientations are most 
susceptible to sales impacts from the expanded College & Claremont Safeway store given the store’s 
repositioning as a Lifestyle brand store, which is considered more upscale than the standard Safeway 
stores. Among the larger stores, there are two upscale grocery stores and one niche grocery store in 
the market area. The closest upscale store is the Whole Foods on Telegraph Avenue located 
approximately 1.0 mile away; the second quasi-upscale store is the Berkeley Bowl on Oregon Street in 
Berkeley, located approximately 1.7 miles away. The closest larger niche store is Trader Joe’s, just 0.3 
miles from the Safeway store location. All three of these stores are anticipated to experience some 
negative sales impacts following the expansion and repositioning of the Claremont & College Safeway 
store. In addition, the nearby niche food markets of Yasai Produce Market and Ver Brugge Meat-Fish 
Poultry are anticipated to at least initially experience some sales impacts. It will be incumbent upon 
these small stores to continue to build customer loyalty and provide quality products, especially during 
the time period when the Safeway store will be closed for construction. Customers gained during this 
period will bode well for the stores when the expanded Safeway opens and is more competitive 
because of its expanded produce, meat, and seafood departments. Like Yasai and Ver Brugge, the 
nearby Star Grocery may experience initial sales impacts, but these are not anticipated to be lasting as 
the market’s role as a neighborhood convenience store is reasserted and long-term customers remain 
loyal to the store. It is notable that these stores have coexisted with Safeway for many years. They 
therefore already offer products and services valued by customers that are not available at Safeway. 
Even with the greater volume of goods that will be available at the expanded Safeway these niche 
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stores will continue to provide quality of service and products not available at Safeway, such as the 
personal customer service available at Star Grocery, the local farm-based market fresh produce at 
Yasai, and the unparalleled meat and fish products available at Ver Brugee.  
 
As noted above, many of the market area grocery stores are outperforming national averages. This 
was likely not true of the recently closed Andronico’s store on Telegraph Avenue. Because of their 
strong performance, Trader Joe’s, Whole Foods, and Berkeley Bowl are all anticipated to be able to 
withstand the competition from the expanded Safeway store. These stores are all strong performers 
with a strong customer base. As experienced retailers, all three of these stores are anticipated to be 
able to counterbalance product-based sales losses with new merchandising strategies, and thereby 
retain loyal customers.  
 
If the Andronico’s store on Telegraph Avenue did not recently close, this store would be identified as 
susceptible to high sales impacts from the Safeway expansion, despite its relative shopping 
convenience. Since this store closed, however, there will instead be an infusion of additional grocery 
shopping dollars made available for the remaining market area and nearby grocery stores. Measured 
as the existing baseline, these dollars will serve to significantly offset the estimated College & 
Claremont Safeway Project expansion sales impacts, resulting in much lower impacts on the 
remaining existing sales base. The redistribution of these sales will benefit all existing food stores, and 
reduce the estimated Project impacts. While stores may experience a sales increase prior to the 
opening of the expanded Safeway store, loss of some of these sales could return them close to existing 
conditions pursuant to the baseline established by this report.  
 
It is possible that other upscale, conventional, or niche grocery stores near the market area may also 
experience some negative sales impacts. As identified in the preceding store-by-store analysis, these 
stores could include Village Market in Oakland, 1.5 miles from the Safeway location, and Piedmont 
Grocery in Oakland, 1.8 miles from the Safeway location. As with Yasai Produce Market and Ver 
Brugge Meat-Fish Poultry, however, these stores are not anticipated to experience sales losses severe 
enough to trigger closure. Customers might initially spend their shopping dollars at the Safeway 
expansion while they explore the greater product offerings, but they are anticipated to continue to 
shop at their more convenient neighborhood shopping locations, which are sure to change their 
product offerings and service levels if warranted due to enhanced Safeway competition. However, 
shopping convenience and quality of service and products are anticipated to prevail over the long-run 
to the benefit of these smaller stores, especially since the configuration of the expanded Safeway will 
result in a more time intensive shopping trip for Safeway customers than the current store.  
 
In conclusion, ALH Economics does not believe that any existing stores will experience sales impacts 
attributable to the Project so severe as to induce store closure. The greatest impacts will be 
experienced by stores that are achieving very high sales performance. Moreover, the redistribution of 
market area sales previously captured by Andronico’s will offset a large portion of the Project’s sales 
impacts, especially since the Andronico’s space will be backfilled by a CVS Pharmacy, and not 
another food retailer. 
 
OFFSETTING EFFECTS OF FUTURE GROWTH  
 
The timeframe of the Safeway expansion is undetermined, depending upon the pace and timing of 
the environmental and approvals process for the Project. Regardless of the timing of the Project 
completion, there may be potential for new market area growth to generate yet additional demand 
for food sales in and near the market area. For analytical purposes, this study looks at the potential 
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for new market area demand by 2015, as a proxy for the first full year of operations for the expanded 
store. Relative to the current baseline, this provides the opportunity for four years of market area 
growth.  
  
As cited earlier, demographic projections suggest the potential for 1,526 new households in the 
market area between 2011 and 2015. This projection was prepared based on coupling ABAG market 
area census-tract level household growth projections prepared prior to the 2010 census with the 
actual 2010 household counts identified in the census. Accordingly, these projections may be 
exaggerated. However, they provide a sense of the potential demand that could be generated 
pursuant to residential development in the market area.  
 
As Exhibit 13 indicates, the 1,526 new households are estimated to generate $43.3 million in retail 
demand. The largest component of this demand is $7.3 million for food stores, the great majority of 
which would likely be captured in the market area given the propensity for consumers to purchase 
groceries relatively close to home. This level of demand, therefore, if realized, could offset up to 43% 
of the maximum $17.0 million in food sales impacts. There is demand for yet additional retail 
categories, which would also help offset the estimated Project impacts in the other retail category and 
generally boost the market area’s retail sales base.  
 
While ALH Economics believes that the demographic projections are overstated, and that the 
estimated level of demand is correspondingly aggressive, this analysis nonetheless indicates the 
potential for some increment of new household growth in the market area to be generated prior to the 
completion of the Safeway expansion Project. This new demand will offset some of the Project’s 
anticipated negative sales impacts on existing market area grocery and food stores.  
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VIII. CUMULATIVE PROJECT IMPACTS  
 
This analysis seeks to quantify the impact of the Project taking into consideration other planned 
competitive retail projects within or very near the market areas. The cumulative projects that have 
been assessed for impacts include retail developments that are in various stages of entitlement or 
planning. Because specific development timelines are not available for many of the projects, the 
analysis carefully considers each project prior to determining the set of projects most likely to be 
operational during the approximate same timeframe as the Project.  
 
IDENTIFIED RETAIL DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS  
 
ALH Economics identified 15 potential cumulative retail development projects in the market area and 
surrounding areas. Information about these projects was primarily derived from interviews with local 
government sources, reviews of planning department information, and supplemental news articles. 
These 15 projects are described in Exhibit 14, which also identifies their distance from the Project site.  
 
Only two of the cumulative projects are within the market area. These projects include the following: 
 

• Civiq, located at 51st Street and Telegraph Avenue in Oakland - a mixed-use development 
with 19,500 square feet of retail, 100 residential units, and 60,000 square feet of office 
space, with unknown timing; and 

• Berkeley Iceland redevelopment in Berkeley – Sports Basement with 71,000 square feet of 
retail space, EIR in progress. 

 
These two projects vary in distance from the Project site, ranging from 1.2 miles for the 51st Street and 
Telegraph Avenue project and 1.8 miles for Sports Basement.  
 
The 13 other projects are located in Oakland, Berkeley, and Emeryville, ranging 1.1 to 10.9 miles 
from the Project site. These projects are included because their market areas may overlap to some 
extent with the Project’s market area, thus providing competition for market area resident retail 
expenditures.  
 
These 13 additional projects and their net amount of planned retail space are as follows, by city: 
 
City of Berkeley 
 
 Shattuck Safeway expansion, located on Shattuck Avenue near Rose Street in Berkeley, is 

under construction with 17,250 net incremental square feet of retail space, 3.1 miles from the 
Project site, completion anticipated 2012. 

 
City of Oakland 
 
 Rockridge Safeway expansion, located at 51st and Pleasant Valley Road, 137,072 net new 

square feet of retail, including redevelopment, expansion, and conversion of a Safeway store 
to a Lifestyle store, 1.1 miles from the Project site, EIR in progress, potential completion date 
2014;  

 Macarthur BART Transit Village, another planned residential project with 42,500 square feet 
of retail/commercial, 1.6 miles from the Project site, currently under construction; 
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  Valdez & 23rd Street project, with 12,000 square feet of retail and planned residential units, 
with prior approval extended, 2.8 miles from the Project site, completion date unknown; 

 Kaiser Center in Oakland, approved project with potentially 22,000 square feet of retail space 
3.6 miles from the Project site, completion not anticipated for a number of years;  

 Jack London Square redevelopment in Oakland, approved with 10,000 square feet of 
additional retail, 4.6 miles from the Project site; 

 Oak to Ninth mixed use project in Oakland, approved, with up to 200,000 square feet of 
planned commercial space, located 5.6 miles from the Project site, with potential opening by 
2015 (this project also includes planned residential development); and 

 Foothill Square Redevelopment Project, 85,844 net new square feet of retail, 10.9 miles from 
the project site, approved with expected completion in 2013. 
 

City of Emeryville 
 
 Pak ‘n Save Foods, on San Pablo Avenue between Peralta Street and Yerba Buena Avenue, 

2.4 miles from the Project site, a store update and minor parking lot and landscaping 
improvements, no increment in retail space, approved and anticipated to be completed in 
2012;  

 Parkside Project, bounded by Powell, Hollis, and Doyle streets and Stanford Avenue, 
residential project with 10,222 square feet of retail, 2.8 miles from the Project site, approved 
with opening anticipated fall 2013; 

 Bay Street, Site A, proposed development at the northeast corner of Christie Avenue and 
Shellmound Street, 2.9 miles from the Project site, totaling 20,400 square feet of retail, 
development timing unknown; 

 Bay Street, Suite B, a proposed 150,000-square-foot Macy’s department store 2.9 miles from 
the Project site, development timing unknown; and 

 Gateway@Emeryville, a proposed mixed-use project with 14,100 square feet of retail space 
along with residential and hotel uses, 3.0 miles from the Project site, development timing 
unknown. 

 
Because of uncertainties in the entitlement and development process, compounded by the effects of 
the economy on development plans, ALH Economics does not assume that all these projects have the 
potential of being developed coincident with the timeframe for the Project. Other projects are not 
considered in the cumulative process because they are not deemed likely to draw from the same 
market area as the Project, such as the small amount of retail associated with the Parkside Project in 
Emeryville. Of the cited projects, 9 are assumed to comprise cumulative projects for analytical 
purposes. These projects are identified on Exhibit 16, and include all of the Berkeley projects, 7 of the 
Oakland projects, and only one of the Emeryville projects (i.e., the Pak ‘n Save update). The excluded 
Oakland projects include the Valdez and 23rd Street project and the Kaiser Center, all due to lack of 
market area overlap and anticipated timing, i.e., unknown timing. 
 
CUMULATIVE PROJECT SALES ESTIMATES AND SALES IMPACTS 
 
Sales Estimates  
 
Sales figures for the 9 cumulative projects are estimated in Exhibit 16. The estimates were developed 
with sensitivity to the size and nature of the prospective retail space, and range from $251 per square 
foot to $800 per square foot, as general sales estimations. These figures reflect estimates for 
neighborhood shopping centers, several types of food stores, generalized other retail sales, or other 
specific retail categories, depending upon the orientation of the cumulative project. For the full 
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amount of planned retail development among the cumulative projects, which totals 583,266 square 
feet, these estimated sales total $237.7 million.  
 
The cumulative retail projects will compete with the Project’s market area only to the extent that their 
market areas overlap. Exhibit 16 also shows estimates of the share of each cumulative project sales 
anticipated to be sourced from the same market area as the Project. These estimates are the result of 
generalized assumptions, based on consideration of the location of the projects, their distance from 
the College & Claremont Safeway expansion site, and the anticipated nature of their retail space and 
likely consumer. For example, Civiq at 51st and Telegraph Avenue project is located closest in 
proximity to the site, situated 1.2 miles distant at the edge of the market area. This project is 
anticipated to have a 50% overlap with the Project’s market area. A greater figure is not used because 
this is a relatively small project, unlikely to have a significant market draw, and thus is not anticipated 
to draw customers from the northern portion of the Project’s market area. The other cumulative 
projects are assumed to have 5% to 33% market area overlap with the Project, with the cumulative 
projects located outside the Project’s market area assumed to be at the low end of this range. The 
project with the 33% overlap is the planned Sports Basement in the former Berkeley Iceland space.  
 
Of particular relevance to the cumulative analysis are the plans for the Rockridge Safeway site. As 
referenced in Exhibit 14, an existing 185,464-square foot shopping center will be redeveloped 
featuring a relocated and expanded Safeway store. The existing CVS store at the center, which also 
anchors the shopping center along with Safeway, will be closed and the Safeway will relocate to this 
portion of the site. Additional retail and non-retail space will be built at the center, with the result 
comprising a net increase of 137,072 square feet of commercial space.  
 
This 137,072-square-foot net figure includes the net addition of 17,038 square feet to the space 
occupied by Safeway, the loss of 87,220 square feet housing the current CVS pharmacy, the net 
addition of 166,769 square feet available for other retail users, and a net change of 25,564 square 
feet for non-retail uses (see Exhibit 15). As presented in Exhibit 15, this net increment of retail space is 
estimated to generate $66.1 million in net new retail sales, of which 80% are estimated to be 
generated by this project’s market area residents, or $52.9 million. A retail space distribution for the 
166,769 square feet of net new retail space for users other than Safeway was developed by ALH 
Economics, based upon trends at other comparably-sized retail centers, and includes 15% each for 
home furnishings & appliances and general merchandise, 20% for clothing & accessories, and 50% 
other retail.  
 
Only a portion of the market area for the Rockridge Safeway project will be competitive with and 
overlap with the College & Claremont Safeway expansion Project. In a separate urban decay analysis, 
in progress for the Rockridge Safeway store, ALH Economics developed an estimate of the market 
area for the Rockridge Safeway store. This market area includes a greater portion of Oakland than 
the College & Claremont store, and also includes the City of Piedmont and totals 53,546 in 2010. 
Based on this demographic estimate associated with the Rockridge Safeway store market area, ALH 
Economics estimates that 28% of the College & Claremont Safeway store’s market area households 
are in common with the Rockridge Safeway project. Thus, the competitive stores analysis in Exhibit 16 
indicates that $18.5 million of the sales at the Rockridge Safeway project are anticipated to be 
generated by the market area for the College & Claremont Safeway Project.  
 
Pursuant to the market area overlap assumptions, $42.4 million of cumulative project estimated sales 
are assumed to be competitive with the Project and generated by residents within the Project’s market 
area. These retail sales are then distributed by retail category in Exhibit 17. The sales distributions are 
based upon industry averages identified by type of retail shopping center, as presented in Exhibit B-
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11. The results indicate that the largest portions of cumulative project market area sales will occur in 
two retail categories: food and beverage stores, with $12.5 million, or 29% the competitive total; and 
other retail, with $13.0 million, or 31% the competitive total (both percentages rounded). The 
remaining categories include food service & drinking places with $4.2 million in sales, general 
merchandise with $5.7 million in sales, clothing & accessories with $4.4 million in sales, home 
furnishings & appliances with $2.3 million in sales, and building materials & garden equipment with a 
scant $0.4 million in sales.  
 
Impact Analysis  
 
In an analysis parallel to the Project impact analysis, the cumulative project impact analysis is 
documented in Exhibit 18. This exhibit takes into consideration the anticipated sales by retail category 
from the College & Claremont Safeway expansion and the cumulative projects, focusing on the sales 
anticipated to originate from each project’s market area. As with the Project’s sales impact analysis, 
the cumulative projects analysis includes recapture of a portion of the estimated market area leakage 
for retail categories where leakage was identified. The assumptions underlying the share of sales 
recaptured for the cumulative projects are similar to the assumptions described for the Project’s impact 
analysis.  
 
The results in Exhibit 18 indicate maximum cumulative project impacts on market area retailers 
totaling $43.3 million. This compares to the Project’s impact analysis of $18.0 million. Table 3 
highlights the comparative sales impact findings for just the Project as well as the Project in 
combination with the competitive portion of the cumulative retail projects.  

 
The figures in Table 3 indicate that four categories will experience incremental sales impacts that are 
more than negligible, especially relative to the existing sales base. These include an incremental 
$12.5 million in food & beverage store impacts and an incremental $6.5 million in other retail 
impacts. Inclusive of the Project’s impacts, the impacts in these two categories are estimated at $29.5 
million and $7.5 million, respectively. In addition, two categories not estimated to experience impacts 
from just the Project alone are anticipated to experience cumulative project impacts, including home 
furnishings & appliances and clothing & accessories stores, with $1.1 million and $2.7 million in 
estimated impacts, respectively.  
 
Yet one other retail category is anticipated to have impacts associated with the cumulative projects, 
totaling $2.6 million in food services & drinking places. For this category, the percentage of impact on 
the existing retail base is minor, totaling 2.1%. Because this impact is relatively minor, both in dollar 
amount and percentage of market area sales, it is not anticipated to lead to any existing store 
closures, and thus have no potential to contribute to or cause urban decay.  

As with the Project impacts, extensive market area retail leakage will still remain following 
development of the cumulative projects. This remaining leakage provides an opportunity for other 
retailers to enter the marketplace focused on satisfying unmet retail demand.  
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Table 3 
Comparative Sales Impacts  

College & Claremont Safeway Project and Cumulative Projects  
              

    
Incremental 

 
All Cumulative 

Retail Category   Project   Cum. Projects   Projects 

       Motor Vehicles & Parts 
 

$0 
 

$0 
 

$0 

Home Furnishings 
 

$0 
 

$1,146,062 
 

$1,146,062 

Bldg Mat'ls/Garden 
 

$0 
 

$0 
 

$0 
Food & Beverage 
Stores 

 
$17,024,000 

 
$12,470,759 

 
$29,494,759 

Gasoline Stations 
 

$0 
 

$0 
 

$0 

Clothing & Accessories 
 

$0 
 

$2,660,104 
 

$2,660,104 

General Merchandise 
 

$0 
 

$0 
 

$0 

Food Services/Drinking 
 

$0 
 

$2,572,699 
 

$2,572,699 

Other Retail 
 

$965,084   $6,510,029   $7,475,113 

          Total   $17,989,084   $25,359,651   $43,348,735 

Note: Figures may not total due to rounding. 

Sources: Exhibits 12 and 18.  
 

 
Other Retail Impacts. The nature of the other retail impacts will be dependent upon the type of 
retailers that locate in all of the cumulative projects. Almost every cumulative project is estimated to 
have some component of sales in this broad category, which can include sporting goods, office 
supplies, pet supplies, jewelry, toy stores, pharmacy, and gifts and hobbies, among other retailers. In 
all likelihood, each project will have a different mix of retailers comprising this category, such that one 
narrow type of retail will not experience all the estimated cumulative other retail impacts. This will 
serve to spread and thereby minimize the impacts. Moreover, the estimated $7.5 million in other retail 
impacts is equivalent to support for about 20,900 square feet of retail space based on the estimated 
$357 per square foot sales performance figure for the other retail category.15 Because this increment 
of space is so small, the more likely scenario is that existing retailers will lose some small increment of 
sales, but not so much as to induce store closure. Therefore, ALH Economics does not believe the 
other retail impacts will result in any store closures and will therefore have no potential to contribute to 
or cause urban decay.  
 
Home Furnishing & Appliances and Clothing & Accessories Impacts. The impacts in these categories 
are relatively small, totaling $1.1 million in home furnishings & appliances and $2.7 million in 
clothing & accessories. They are referenced as impacts, however, because as a share of market area 
sales for their sales categories, these sales levels are equal to 4.2% and 9.5% the market area sales 
base, respectively. This high percentage of market area sales impact is primarily an indicator of the 
market area’s low sales base in these categories, and not an indicator of strong market impacts. For 
both these categories, market area leakage is estimated to persist, even after absorption of the 
cumulative project sales. The analysis, however, conservatively assumed that not all the sales would be 
absorbed through leakage, and that some market area impacts could occur. However, as with the 

                                                
15 See Exhibit B-1 for this sales per square foot estimate. 
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other retail impacts, the square footage equivalent of these impacts is quite minor, comprising 3,500 
square feet for home furnishings & appliances (assuming $327 sales per square foot) and 6,130 
square feet for clothing & accessories stores (assuming $434 per square foot.16 Similar to the other 
retail impact analysis, these increments of space are so small, the more likely scenario is that existing 
retailers will lose some small increment of sales, but not so much as to induce store closure. 
Therefore, ALH Economics does not believe the home furnishings & appliances and clothing & 
accessories impacts will result in any store closures and will therefore have no potential to contribute 
to or cause urban decay.  
 
Food Store Impacts. The cumulative food sales impact is estimated at $29.5 million, including the 
$12.5 million incremental impacts attributable to the cumulative projects. While Exhibit 18 represents 
these sales impacts as a share of the market area’s food & beverage store retail sales base, these 
impacts are likely to be experienced in a more dispersed geography. This wider dispersion is 
attributable to the wide variety of food store shopping opportunities available throughout the region 
and the nature of the projects generating the incremental cumulative food sales impacts. For example, 
approximately $1.7 million of the estimated cumulative food sales is attributable to the planned Foods 
Co. discount grocery store at Foothill Square outside the market area (see Exhibit 17). Given its 
discount orientation this store will be most likely to divert sales from other discount food operators. 
The market area does not have any existing discount food retailers, but there are a Grocery Outlet 
and Pak ’N Save nearby. These two stores and other discount shopping locations such as Smart & 
Final might be more likely to experience sales impacts attributable to the Foods Co. than the market 
area’s predominantly existing upscale and niche groceries and food stores.  
 
Another component of the estimated cumulative food sales impacts is the result of ALH Economics 
assumptions regarding cumulative project composition. For several of the projects, food sales were 
assumed because of the likely neighborhood orientation of their planned retail space, such as the 
19,600 square feet planned at Civiq, located at 51st Street and Telegraph Avenue. While tenants have 
not yet been identified for this project, the analysis assumed 40% of the sales would be in the food & 
beverage category because this is generally consistent with the tenant composition of neighborhood 
shopping centers (See Exhibit B-11). Similar food & beverage tenant assumptions were made for other 
cumulative projects in the absence of identified tenant strategies. Thus, there is the potential that the 
cumulative food sales are overstated, contributing to overestimation of the potential food sales 
impacts.  
 
In addition, two factors will serve to minimize the cumulative food sales impacts. As with the Project 
impacts, these include the closure of the Andronico’s store on Telegraph Avenue and the redistribution 
of its store sales within the market area, and future demand pursuant to household growth. Therefore, 
the food sales impacts will be lower than the $29.5 million figure analytically estimated in Exhibit 18 
and reported in Table 3. The majority of the impacts that remain following these offsetting factors will 
likely continue to be experienced by the same stores anticipated to incur impacts from the College & 
Claremont Safeway Project, namely the Trader Joe’s, Whole Foods, and Berkeley Bowl. This is 
because the majority of the cumulative sales continue to be generated by Safeway, such that stores 
directly competitive with Safeway will likely be the stores most impacted. Because of the strong 
performance of these market area food retailers, the cumulative project food sales impacts are not 
anticipated to result in any store closures, and therefore are not anticipated to contribute to or cause 
urban decay.  
 

                                                
16 Ibid. 
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As with the Project impacts, some smaller grocery and food stores within the market area and beyond 
might experience some short-term changes in demand as shoppers explore the expanded shopping 
opportunities presented by the cumulative projects. However, these shoppers are ultimately anticipated 
to restore some, if not all of their diverted shopping to these small grocery or food stores after an 
initial time period, especially if the cumulative projects do not comprise a substantially new food store 
offering, which is not anticipated. If, however, any existing stores do close as a result of food sales 
impacts, the extent to which such store closures become problematic for the retail market will also 
depend upon the market strength, regulatory controls, and actions pursued by property owners. These 
market area characteristics and the resulting likelihood of potential vacancies causing urban decay 
are discussed in the following chapter. 
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IX. URBAN DECAY DETERMINATION  
 
The purpose of this chapter is to assess the degree to which development of the College & Claremont 
Safeway expansion Project in Oakland will or will not contribute to urban decay. This includes impacts 
associated with the cumulative impacts of the Project and other planned retail development. This 
chapter discusses the definition of urban decay, the study’s approach to determining urban decay 
potential, and ALH Economics’ urban decay determination.  
 
STUDY DEFINITION OF URBAN DECAY 
 
For the purpose of this analysis, urban decay is defined as, among other characteristics, visible 
symptoms of physical deterioration that invite vandalism, loitering, and graffiti that is caused by a 
downward spiral of business closures and long term vacancies. The outward manifestations of urban 
decay include, but are not limited to, plywood-boarded doors and windows, parked trucks and long 
term unauthorized use of the properties and parking lots, extensive gang and other graffiti and 
offensive words painted on buildings, dumping of refuse on site, overturned dumpsters, broken 
parking barriers, broken glass littering the site, dead trees and shrubbery together with weeds, lack of 
building maintenance, homeless encampments, and unsightly and/or dilapidated fencing. A project’s 
economic impacts on a community are only considered significant if they lead to adverse physical 
changes in the environment. 
 
APPROACH TO DETERMINING URBAN DECAY POTENTIAL  
 
ALH Economics engaged in several tasks to assess the probability of urban decay ensuing from Project 
development and the identified cumulative projects. These tasks revolved around assessing the 
potential for closed retail store spaces, if any, to either (a) remain vacant for a prolonged period of 
time such that they contribute to the multitude of causes that could eventually lead to urban decay, or 
(b) be leased to other retailers within a reasonable marketing period. 
 
The purpose of this research was to determine if sufficient retailer demand exists to absorb vacated 
space in the event existing retailers close due to any negative economic impacts of the Project and the 
development of other planned retail. ALH Economics conducted field research and contacted real 
estate brokers and third party resources to determine the commercial health of the market area.  
 
THE CURRENT ENVIRONMENT 

ALH Economics conducted fieldwork throughout the Berkeley and Oakland portions of the market 
area. The purpose of this fieldwork was to perform reconnaissance of the Project site, identify and visit 
select competitive retailers, such as grocery stores and other food-related vendors, examine the 
physical condition of major shopping centers and shopping corridors, and identify existing retail 
vacancies and assess their condition and appearance. Much of the findings from this field 
reconnaissance were presented earlier during the review of the market area’s retail corridors and the 
individual grocery and food store descriptions. These personal observations are complemented by 
historical and current retail market performance data, demonstrating the underlying strength or 
weakness of the local commercial retail market.  
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Retail Market Statistics  
  
Historically, both the cities of Berkeley and Oakland have generally maintained relatively healthy retail 
market sectors. Historical trend data in Exhibit 19 presents general vacancy, absorption, and new 
construction trends in Berkeley by quarter beginning in 2006. The same data are presented for 
Oakland in Exhibit 20. Such trend data are not available exclusively for the Berkeley and Oakland 
portions of the market area. However, citywide trends in general are informative, and the fieldwork 
conducted in the Berkeley and Oakland portions of the market area suggested that overall market 
conditions in these parts of Berkeley and Oakland are likely as strong as they are citywide.  
 
Exhibit 19 indicates that as of third quarter 2011, Berkeley had an overall retail vacancy rate of 3.6%. 
This rate is one of the lowest rates noted during the 2006 to 2011 time period, with vacancy as high 
as 10% or 11% in 2006. Throughout the course of the recession retail vacancy has been low in 
Berkeley, never exceeding 6% since the second quarter of 2007. This indicates a very strong retail 
market in the City of Berkeley, which has a base of approximately 6.7 million square feet of retail 
space. In general, retail markets are deemed most healthy when there is some increment of vacancy, 
at least 5.0%, which allows for market fluidity and growth of existing retailers. Thus, the current 
Berkeley retail vacancy rate of 3.6% is a low vacancy rate, indicative of a very strong and tight retail 
market. In like manner, the data presented for Oakland in Exhibit 20 indicates that Oakland is 
generally characterized by a strong retail market, with third quarter 2011 vacancy similar to Berkeley’s 
at 3.8%, and a peak over the past 5.5 years of 4.9% earlier in 2011. The retail base in Oakland, 
however, is much larger than Berkeley, estimated at almost 22.4 million square feet. These figures 
suggest the retail markets in Berkeley and Oakland as a whole are very strong.  
 
Retail Lease Transactions 
 
Exhibit 21 demonstrates that retail vacancies in Berkeley are finding new tenants. This exhibit includes 
information about 60 leases transacted during a recent one-year period from October 2010 to 
October 2011. These 60 leases accounted for absorption of approximately 128,000 square feet of 
retail space in Berkeley, averaging about 2,100 square feet each. While most of these lease 
transactions are for a relatively small increment of space, they are indicative of strong interest in the 
Berkeley retail market. Similar information regarding executed leases in the entire City of Oakland, 
presented in Exhibit 22, identified 104 retail leases executed over the same one-year time frame, 
totaling approximately 198,000 square feet of leased space, with an average size of about 1,900 
square feet. As in the case of Berkeley, this volume of lease transactions, during a period of time still 
effected by the most recent national recession, is an indicator of strong interest in Oakland’s 
commercial retail market.  
 
Retail Vacancies 
 
Exhibits 23 and 24 present listings of retail vacancies as of October 2011 for Berkeley and Oakland, 
respectively. Similar to the lease transactions identified in Exhibits 21 and 22, most of these vacancies 
are relatively small. The lists are extensive, and include properties throughout both cities, not just 
within the Project’s market area. The lists should therefore not be interpreted as lists of market area 
vacancies. Quite the contrary, only a small minority of the listed vacancies are in the Project’s market 
area.  
 
Within the market area portion of the City of Berkeley, the largest existing vacancies for which 
development plans are not in progress total about 8,500 square feet. There are about two of these 
size vacancies in the market area, located along major retail notes. Both vacancies, however, include 
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multiple spaces adding up to this figure. One such vacancy is a total of 8,575 square feet vacant on 
Telegraph Avenue south of the UC Berkeley campus, with the largest space available totaling 4,200 
square feet. The other vacancy of this size, totaling 8,417 square feet, is on Ashby Avenue in the 
Elmwood District. This is not one but several retail spaces that are in the lease up phase, the largest of 
which is 3,461 square feet. ALH Economics understands that the commercial broker for this space is 
being very selective about new tenants to ensure they complement the existing mix of retailers in the 
District. The City of Berkeley’s quota system in the Elmwood District is also impacting the lease up 
process for this space. These spaces comprise redevelopment of a former auto body and repair shop, 
and are in prime condition. The largest identified vacancy in all of Berkeley is 34,563 square feet, 
located on Camelia Street quite distant from the market area, in the northwestern corner of the City. 
As with the market area vacancies, this vacancy is an aggregation of small spaces, with the largest 
individual vacancy totaling 11,200 square feet. Notably, most retail vacancies in the prime shopping 
districts of Berkeley proximate to the Project site fill quickly, with any existing vacancies such as the 
redeveloped property on Ashby Avenue maintained in top notch condition.   
 
The listing of retail vacancies in Oakland presented in Exhibit 24 is much more extensive than the 
listing for Berkeley. In reviewing this list it is important to remember that despite the vast number of 
vacancies, Oakland’s retail vacancy rate was measured at 3.8% during the timeframe represented by 
these vacancies. Moreover, very few of the listed vacancies are within the Project’s market area. As 
cited earlier, a recent vacancy near the College & Claremont Safeway store created when the shop A 
Cuppa Tea relocated a few blocks away was backfilled within a matter of weeks by a Peet’s coffee 
shop. This is a strong indicator that when the expanded Safeway store opens and the Safeway 
pharmacy on College Avenue closes, this space will be quickly backfilled by a tenant new to this 
shopping district.  
 
The most notable vacancy in the Oakland portion of the market area is at the edge of the market 
area, comprising the former Poppy Fabric store on Broadway just north of 51st Street. This property, 
located near the cumulative Rockridge Safeway project, shows evidence of past graffiti, but is being 
reasonably well-maintained given its relatively long term vacancy. No other major market area 
vacancies within the City of Oakland are included in Exhibit 24, indicating that the commercial real 
estate market within the Oakland portion of the market area is healthy and that vacancies generally 
fill quickly.  
 
POTENTIAL FOR URBAN DECAY RESULTING FROM THE PROJECT 
 
Contributing Causes to Urban Decay  
 
Before considering how the Project and cumulative projects might affect the market and environs, it is 
useful to focus on what constitutes the environmental impact known as urban decay.  The leading 
court case on the subject, Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 
Cal.App.4th 1184, 1204, described the phenomenon as “a chain reaction of store closures and long-
term vacancies, ultimately destroying existing neighborhoods and leaving decaying shells in their 
wake.” The court also discussed prior case law that addressed the potential for large retail projects to 
cause “physical deterioration of [a] downtown area” or “a general deterioration of [a] downtown 
area.” (Id. at pp. 1206, 1207). When looking at the phenomenon of urban decay, it is also helpful to 
note economic impacts that do not constitute urban decay. For example, a vacant building is not 
urban decay, even if the building were to be vacant over a relatively long time. Similarly, even a 
number of empty storefronts will not constitute urban decay. Based on the preceding descriptions 
regarding urban decay, therefore, ALH Economics’ analysis examined whether there was sufficient 
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market demand to support the Project without affecting existing retailers so severely such as to lead to 
a downward spiral toward decay.  
 
There are existing retail vacancies in the market area, most notably in the Berkeley portion of the 
market area and to a lesser extent the Oakland portion of the market area. Most of the vacant retail 
spaces observed during field reconnaissance of the market area are in good condition, with limited 
signs of deterioration or decay. These vacancies are occurring independent of Project or cumulative 
project development. The condition of the vacancies indicates that property owners are, in the most 
part, engaging in property maintenance efforts and providing upkeep even in the absence of tenants. 
The few exceptions to this observation are very limited. 
 
The findings presented earlier regarding the Project’s sales impacts indicate the potential for $18.0 
million in market area sales diversions, in the categories of food & beverage stores and other retail. 
When the broader range of cumulative projects is considered, sales impacts were additionally 
identified in the home furnishings & appliances, clothing & accessories, and food service & drinking 
places categories, with the cumulative total of all sales impacts increasing to $43.3 million. These are 
impacts remaining after sales leakage is captured by the Project as well as the cumulative projects. A 
portion of these impacts are anticipated to be absorbed through new growth, recaptured sales from 
the closed Andronico’s on Telegraph Avenue, and some retailer repositioning. The level of impacts 
that may remain even after new demand and retailer repositioning are accounted for can lead to any 
one or more of the following consequences: 
 

1. sales diversion from existing market area retailers; 
2. slower than anticipated completion and opening of space at the Project and the cumulative 

retail developments; 
3. lower initial sales volumes at the Project and the cumulative retail developments; and 
4. a longer than estimated period of time to reach stabilized sales among the new retail 

developments. 
 
In other words, the estimated sales impacts are likely to affect two types of businesses/retailers:  
existing retailers (#1 above); and the developers and future tenants of the other retail centers 
proposed for the market (#2-#4 above). With regard to the impact on existing retailers, some existing 
stores in the impact categories could sustain a short-term reduction in sales while others may sustain 
more long-term reductions. It is when stores close that concerns about urban decay come to the 
forefront. However, ALH Economics does not anticipate store closures relative to development of the 
Project and cumulative projects, thereby limiting the potential for urban decay to ensue as a result of 
Project development.  
 
Urban Decay Conclusion  
 
In developing a conclusion regarding the potential for urban decay, ALH Economics relied on the 
definition presented earlier in this chapter, which focused on determining whether or not physical 
deterioration would likely result from the opening of the Project and other cumulative retail 
developments. ALH Economics’ conclusion is based on consideration of current market conditions, 
findings regarding diverted sales, and regulatory controls, as summarized below: 
 
 Current Market Conditions: The field research, market research, and broker 

interviews indicated that retail market conditions are strong in the portions of the 
market area in Berkeley and Oakland. Both cities have low retail vacancy rates, with 
few vacancies in the portions within the market area, indicating that while there are a 



 

College & Claremont Urban Decay Analysis   57                                        ALH Urban & Regional Economics 

 

few such properties, long-term retail vacancy is not a prevalent issue in the market 
area. Existing retail vacancies generally appear well-maintained, and retail brokers 
indicate that vacancies near the Project site are typically absorbed quickly. There are 
only limited instances of poorly maintained retail vacancies, mostly at the extreme 
edges of the market area, especially in Berkeley.  
 

 Diverted Sales and Additional Retail Leakage: ALH Economics anticipates that 
despite the Project’s and cumulative projects’ sales impacts, especially in the food & 
beverage category, existing retailers will not close as a result of the new project 
openings. The most competitive existing stores are high retail sales performers and are 
anticipated to be able to withstand the enhanced competition. In addition, the closure 
of the Andronico’s on Telegraph Avenue will result in redistribution of existing sales, 
which will help offset impacts associated with the Project and cumulative projects. 
However, if any stores do close, the market area is anticipated to be characterized by 
continued retail leakage in almost all major retail categories. This remaining leakage 
provides an opportunity for other retailers to enter the marketplace focused on 
satisfying unmet retail demand.  
 

 Regulatory Controls: City ordinances, such as the City of Oakland Municipal Code 
of Ordinances Chapter 8.10 on Graffiti, Chapter 8.18.060 on Noxious Weeds, 
Chapter 8.24 on Property Blight, Chapter 8.38.170 on Dumping Garbage, Chapter 
8.54 on Vacant Building Registration, Chapter 12.04 on Sidewalk, Driveway, and 
Curb Construction and Maintenance, require property owners to maintain their 
properties so as not to create a nuisance by creating a condition that reduces property 
values and promotes blight and neighborhood deterioration. Enforcement of these 
ordinances can help prevent physical deterioration due to any long-term closures of 
retail spaces. Code enforcement is managed by the City of Oakland’s Building 
Services Division. They look into the accumulation of trash, debris, graffiti, and other 
blight on properties. The Building Services Division is responsible for enforcement and 
is allowed to take actions needed to enforce the ordinances. Also, according to 
Municipal Code Chapter 15.08.110, the owner in violation, “is liable for any costs, 
expenses, accruing interest, and disbursements paid for or incurred by the City of 
Oakland and any of its contractors in correction, abatement, and prosecution of the 
violation.”17 Citizens can report code violations through a telephone hotline or online 
form. Once a complaint is issued and determined valid, the owner has 16 days to pay 
the violation ticket or work with the City to fix the violation.  

 
Similar codes also exist in the City of Berkeley, such as the City of Berkeley Municipal 
Code of Ordinances Chapter 12.32.020 on the Prohibition of the Accumulation of 
Rubbish, Chapter 12.32.070 Dumping at Unauthorized Disposal Site prohibited, 
Chapter 12.40 on Litter, Debris, and Noxious plants, Chapter 12.92 on Anti-blight, 
Chapter 13.98 on the Prohibition of Graffiti on Property, which require property 
owners to maintain their properties so as not to create a nuisance by creating a 
condition that promotes blight and poses threats to the public’s health, safety, and 
welfare. Enforcement of these ordinances can help prevent physical deterioration due 
to any long-term closures of retail spaces. If properties require nuisance abatement 

                                                
17 City of Oakland Municipal Code 15.08.110, “Abatement of Violations,” 
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientid=16308&stateid=5&statename=california (accessed 
November 18, 2011). 
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there are controls in place to provide this abatement. The property owner will received 
a written notice from the City, the owner has seven calendar days to fix the nuisance 
or 15 calendar days to appeal, if neither of these actions are taken then the owner will 
be charged for the violation or a lien will be placed on the property.  

 
During the fieldwork conducted in October, 2011, there were only a few visible signs 
of litter, graffiti, weeds, or rubbish associated with existing commercial nodes in the 
Project’s market area, most notably in Berkeley. These were mostly associated with 
properties engaged in the development planning process, or under the control of one 
property owner with a reputation for weak property maintenance. Thus, ALH 
Economics concludes that existing measures to maintain private commercial property 
in good condition in the market area are generally effective and will serve to help 
preclude the potential for urban decay and deterioration in the event any existing 
retailers in the market area close following the operations of the Project and other 
cumulative retail projects.  
 

Based upon these findings, ALH Economics concludes that the College & Claremont Safeway 
expansion Project and the identified cumulative projects will not cause or contribute to urban decay.  
 



 

  

 

ASSUMPTIONS AND GENERAL LIMITING CONDITIONS 
 
ALH Urban & Regional Economics has made extensive efforts to confirm the accuracy and 
timeliness of the information contained in this study. Such information was compiled from a 
variety of sources, including interviews with government officials, review of City and County 
documents, and other third parties deemed to be reliable. Although ALH Urban & Regional 
Economics believes all information in this study is correct, it does not warrant the accuracy of 
such information and assumes no responsibility for inaccuracies in the information by third 
parties. We have no responsibility to update this report for events and circumstances occurring 
after the date of this report. Further, no guarantee is made as to the possible effect on 
development of present or future federal, state or local legislation, including any regarding 
environmental or ecological matters. 
 
The accompanying projections and analyses are based on estimates and assumptions 
developed in connection with the study. In turn, these assumptions, and their relation to the 
projections, were developed using currently available economic data and other relevant 
information. It is the nature of forecasting, however, that some assumptions may not 
materialize, and unanticipated events and circumstances may occur. Therefore, actual results 
achieved during the projection period will likely vary from the projections, and some of the 
variations may be material to the conclusions of the analysis. 
 
Contractual obligations do not include access to or ownership transfer of any electronic data 
processing files, programs or models completed directly for or as by-products of this research 
effort, unless explicitly so agreed as part of the contract. 
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Exhibit 1
College & Claremont Safeway Store
Project Description

Site Use

Grocery 24,260 50,860 26,600
   In-store Pharmacy (1) 0 650 650

subtotal 24,260 51,510 27,250

Restaurant 0 2,744 2,744
Retail 1,120 (2) 7,913 6,793

subtotal 1,120 10,657 9,537

Total 25,380 62,167 36,787

 

Net Change Square Feet

(1) The Safeway store upon completion will include a pharmacy. In July 2011, Safeway purchased the Chimes 
Pharmacy across College Avenue from the Safeway site. This site is now functioning as a Safeway facility, and 
the operation will be moved into the expanded Safeway upon completion.

Sources: City of Oakland, "Safeway Shopping Center – College and Claremont Avenues Draft Environmental 
Impact Report," July 1, 2011; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

(2) The existing space comprises shop space associated with the former 76 gasoline station and auto repair 
garage on the site. While this space will be replaced, the existing space is not currently generating any sales. 
Therefore, all of the proposed other retail space will comprise net new operational space.

Net ChangeExisting Proposed
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Exhibit 2
College & Claremont Safeway Store
Distribution of Sales and Net Sales Estimates
in 2011 Dollars

Store Characteristic
California Board of Equalization 

Sales Category

Grocery Food and Beverage Stores 26,600 $800 (3) $21,280,000 $17,024,000
   In-store Pharmacy Other Retail 650 $800 (3) $520,000 $416,000 (4)

subtotal 27,250 $21,800,000 $17,440,000

Restaurant Food Services and Drinking Places 2,744 $449 (5) $1,231,412 $985,130

Retail (6) Other Retail 5,302 $357 (7) $1,892,710 $1,514,168
Apparel 2,611 $434 (8) $1,133,300 $906,640

subtotal 7,913 (9) $3,026,010 $2,420,808

Total/Weighted Average 37,907 $687 $26,057,422.53 $20,845,938.02

Source:  ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

(1) See Exhibit 1.

Sales per 
Square Foot 
Estimates

Net New Square 
Feet (1) Total

Net New Sales
Generated by Market 

Area Residents (2)

(8) The sales per square foot estimate for the apparel space is based on the average for apparel, see Exhibit B-1.

(2) ALH Urban & Regional Economics estimates that 20 percent of sales at the expanded Safeway will be attributed to consumers residing outside of the store's market 
area. This estimate is based on industry standards for defining grocery store market areas, the location of the expanded Safeway, its proximity to major highways, and 
review of Safeway consumer geographic data.
(3) The sales per square foot estimates for Safeway were estimated by analyzing sales for representative Safeway stores in and near the market area provided by 
Nielson, Trade Dimensions.
(4) The pharmacy sales will not all be net new sales. To be conservative, however, the analysis treats these sales as net new to avoid underestimating the potential 
increment in new sales once the pharmacy operation is incorporated into the Safeway store space.

(9) While only 6,793 square feet are net new per Exhibit 1, the existing space being replaced is currently vacant. Thus, all of the planned other retail space will generate 
net new sales.

(5) The sales per square foot estimate for the restaurant space is based on the restaurant category, see Exhibit B-1.
(6) Tenants for this additional space have not yet been identified. Reflective of the general mix in the Project area, the analysis assumes tenants will comprise 2/3 in the 
other retail category, which includes gifts, books, jewelry, and florists, among others, and 1/3 in the apparel category. 
(7) The sales per square foot estimate for the other retail space is based on the average for other retail, see Exhibit B-1.
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Exhibit 3: College & Claremont Safeway Market Area and Competitive Grocery Stores
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This map contains information from sources we believe to be reliable, but we make no representation, warranty or guaranty of its accuracy. This map
 is published for the use of ALH Economics and its clients only. Redistribution in whole or part to any third party without the prior written consent of
 ALH Economics is strictly prohibited.
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Exhibit 5
College & Claremont Safeway Store
Household Estimates and Projections   
Project Market Area  
2000 - 2015

 
Geographies

Households

College & Claremont Store Market Area 35,916 39,419 39,792 40,168 40,547 40,931 41,317 0.95%

Market Area in Common with Rockridge Store (5) 12,929 15,060 15,139 15,218 15,297 15,377 15,458 0.52%
  

Population

College & Claremont Store Market Area 83,179 89,269 90,113 90,965 91,824 92,692 93,568 0.95%

Market Area in Common with Rockridge Store (5) 28,928 28,950 29,101 29,254 29,407 29,560 29,715 0.52%

(1) 2000 Census data provided by Claritas.
(2) 2010 Census data prepared by U.S. Census Bureau.

(4) The population compound annual average growth rate is assumed to be the same as the household growth rate, as only household projections are prepared by ABAG.

Compound Annual Average 
Growth Rates (4)

2015 (3)

Sources: Claritas; U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census; 'Initial Vision Scenario' Report released by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) on March 11, 2011; and ALH 
Urban & Regional Economics.

(3) ABAG provides household estimates and projections in five-year increments. Market area demographic estimates for 2011 to 2015 were prepared by ALH Urban & Regional 
Economics based on the estimated incremental growth rates between 2010-2015 provided by ABAG.

(5) Safeway is simultaneously engaged in the process of seeking approvals to expand the Rockridge Safeway store. A comparable study for this study has also defined a market 
area, a portion of which overlaps with the College & Claremont store. These data identify the demographic characteristics of the overlapping area. 

2000 (1) 2010 (2) 2011 (3) 2012 (3) 2013 (3) 2014 (3) 2010-2015



7/3/2012 C:\ALH Econ\2011 Projects\1109 Safeway\Exhibits\College & Claremont\Admin Draft #3 Exhibits\C& C Report Exhibits r03.xlsx/E6, Berk MA Sales

Exhibit 6
College & Claremont Safeway Store
City of Berkeley Taxable Sales and Share of Market Area Sales in the City of Berkeley
in Current Dollars
Second Half 2009 and First Half 2010

Type of Retailer

Motor Vehicle and Parts Dealers $29,693,000 $26,428,000 $26,336,000 $27,757,000 $110,214,000 $110,214,000 51.8% $57,106,906
Home Furnishings and Appliances $14,767,000 $16,359,000 $16,043,000 $15,028,000 $62,197,000 $62,197,000 28.4% $17,635,393
Building Materials and Garden Equip. $21,927,000 $19,623,000 $17,561,000 $21,226,000 $80,337,000 $80,337,000 11.2% $8,982,626
Food and Beverage Stores $20,344,000 $23,946,000 $19,726,000 $21,149,000 $85,165,000 (3) $283,883,333 42.6% $121,063,701
Gasoline Stations $19,660,000 $20,138,000 $18,657,000 $20,374,000 $78,829,000 $78,829,000 36.2% $28,531,802
Clothing and Clothing Accessories $13,741,000 $15,196,000 $11,818,000 $13,748,000 $54,503,000 $54,503,000 43.3% $23,594,062
General Merchandise Stores $2,363,000 $2,408,000 $1,902,000 $2,161,000 $8,834,000 (4) $11,042,500.0 12.2% $1,344,348
Food Services and Drinking Places $56,925,000 $55,740,000 $55,411,000 $58,188,000 $226,264,000 $226,264,000 31.4% $71,126,633
Other Retail Group $64,553,000 $62,687,000 $57,445,000 $57,458,000 $242,143,000 (5) $320,361,241 24.5% $78,348,998

Total $243,973,000 $242,525,000 $224,899,000 $237,089,000 $948,486,000 $1,227,631,074 32.5% $407,734,470

(3) Sales for Food and Beverage Stores have been adjusted to account for non-taxable sales; only 30% of all food store sales are estimated to be taxable.

Sources: California State Board of Equalization, "Taxable Sales in California" reports, for Third Quarter 2009, Fourth Quarter 2009, First Quarter 2010, and Second Quarter 2010; and ALH Urban & Regional 
Economics.

(4) Sales for General Merchandise Stores have been adjusted to account for non-taxable food sales, since some General Merchandise Store sales include non-taxable food items. ALH Urban & Regional Economics 
estimates that at least 20% of General Merchandise sales are for grocery items that are also non-taxable. This estimate is based on analysis of the 2007 U.S. Economic Census, which attributes 21 percent of General 
Merchandise Stores sales to food.
(5) Sales for the Other Retail Group have been adjusted to account for non-taxable drug store sales, since drug store sales are included in the Other Retail Group category. ALH Urban & Regional Economics estimates 
that 33% of drug store sales are taxable, based on discussions with the California BOE and examination of U.S. Census data. In Alameda County, drug store sales in Q3 2009, Q4 2009, Q1 2010 and Q2 2010 
represented approximately 15.91% of all Other Retail Group sales. ALH Urban & Regional Economics applied that percentage and then adjusted upward for non-taxable sales.

(1) See footnotes 4 through 6 regarding taxable sales adjustment.
(2) See Exhibits B-4, B-5, and B-6 for the analytical bridge between Claritas retail sales categories and BOE sales categories. The purpose of this exhibit is estimate the share of Berkeley retail sales occurring in the 
Berkeley portion of the College & Claremont store market area.

Taxable Retail Sales City of Berkeley
Total Retail Sales in City of  Ratio of Market 

Area Portion to 
City (2)

Portion 
Taxable Sales in Berkeley Adjusted of Market Area

Q3 2009 Q4 2009 Q1 2010 Q2 2010 for Total Sales (1) Retail Sales 
[A] [B] [C] [D] [E = A + B + C +D] [F] [G] [H = F* G]

City of Berkeley
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Exhibit 7

City of Oakland Taxable Sales and Share of Market Area Sales in the City of Oakland
in Current Dollars
Second Half 2009 and First Half 2010

Type of Retailer

Motor Vehicle and Parts Dealers $91,143,000 $76,792,000 $74,481,000 $82,354,000 $324,770,000 $324,770,000 0.4% $1,157,005
Home Furnishings and Appliances $30,645,000 $40,421,000 $29,786,000 $30,865,000 $131,717,000 $131,717,000 6.7% $8,874,631
Building Materials and Garden Equip. $44,043,000 $37,381,000 $34,491,000 $39,887,000 $155,802,000 $155,802,000 2.4% $3,677,198
Food and Beverage Stores $58,633,000 $64,567,000 $55,561,000 $60,451,000 $239,212,000 (3) $797,373,333 10.8% $85,754,009
Gasoline Stations $108,168,000 $105,557,000 $107,270,000 $116,880,000 $437,875,000 $437,875,000 10.9% $47,838,565
Clothing and Clothing Accessories $14,817,000 $17,459,000 $14,789,000 $16,408,000 $63,473,000 $63,473,000 6.3% $4,000,576
General Merchandise Stores $20,994,000 $25,705,000 $19,446,000 $20,862,000 $87,007,000 (4) $108,758,750 4.3% $4,707,923
Food Services and Drinking Places $121,765,000 $120,564,000 $117,142,000 $126,079,000 $485,550,000 $485,550,000 9.2% $44,433,244
Other Retail Group $69,410,000 $75,019,000 $66,850,000 $70,606,000 $281,885,000 (5) $372,940,900 3.8% $14,184,739

Total $559,618,000 $563,465,000 $519,816,000 $564,392,000 $2,207,291,000 $2,878,259,984 6.7% $214,627,889

(2) See Exhibits B-7, B-8, and B-9 for the analytical bridge between Claritas retail sales categories and BOE sales categories. The purpose of this exhibit is estimate the share of Oakland retail sales occurring in the Oakland portion of the 
College & Claremont store market area.

Sources: California State Board of Equalization, "Taxable Sales in California" reports, for Third Quarter 2009, Fourth Quarter 2009, First Quarter 2010, and Second Quarter 2010; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

(3) Sales for Food and Beverage Stores have been adjusted to account for non-taxable sales; only 30% of all food store sales are estimated to be taxable.
(4) Sales for General Merchandise Stores have been adjusted to account for non-taxable food sales, since some General Merchandise Store sales include non-taxable food items. ALH Urban & Regional Economics estimates that at least 
20% of General Merchandise sales are for grocery items that are also non-taxable. This estimate is based on the analyses of the 2007 U.S. Economic Census, which attributes 21% of General Merchandise Stores sales to food.

(5) Sales for Other Retail Group have been adjusted to account for non-taxable drug store sales, since drug store sales are included in the Other Retail Group category. ALH Urban & Regional Economics estimates that 33% of drug store 
sales are taxable, based on discussions with the California BOE and examination of U.S. Census data. In Alameda County, drug store sales in Q3 2009, Q4 2009, Q1 2010 and Q2 2010 represented approximately 15.91% of all Other 
Retail Group sales. ALH Urban & Regional Economics applied that percentage and then adjusted upward for non-taxable sales.

(1) See footnotes 3 through 6 regarding taxable sales adjustment.

Q3 2009 Q4 2009

College & Claremont Safeway Store

Taxable Retail Sales City of Oakland
Total Retail Sales in City of Ratio of Market 

Area Portion to 
City (2)

Portion
Taxable Sales in Oakland Adjusted of Market Area

Q2 2010 City of Oakland for Total Sales (1) Retail Sales
[A] [B] [C] [D] [E = A + B + C + D] [F] [G] [H = G * F]

Q1 2010
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Exhibit 8

Market Area Retail Sales Base
in Current Dollars
Second Half 2009 and First Half 2010

Type of Retailer

Motor Vehicle and Parts Dealers $57,106,906 $1,157,005 $58,263,911
Home Furnishings and Appliances $17,635,393 $8,874,631 $26,510,024
Building Materials and Garden Equip. $8,982,626 $3,677,198 $12,659,824
Food and Beverage Stores $121,063,701 $85,754,009 $206,817,710
Gasoline Stations $28,531,802 $47,838,565 $76,370,366
Clothing and Clothing Accessories $23,594,062 $4,000,576 $27,594,639
General Merchandise Stores $1,344,348 $4,707,923 $6,052,271
Food Services and Drinking Places $71,126,633 $44,433,244 $115,559,877
Other Retail Group $78,348,998 $14,184,739 $92,533,737

Total $407,734,470 $214,627,889 $622,362,359

Source: ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

(1) See Exhibit 6.
(2) See Exhibit 7.

[A] [B] [C = A + B]

College & Claremont Safeway Store

Market Area 
Portion of City 
of Berkeley (1)

Market Area 
Portion of City 
of Oakland (2)

Total Retail Sales in 
Market Area
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Exhibit 9
Overlapping Market Area of the two Proposed Safeway Stores (1)
Market Area Retail Sales within City of Oakland
in 2010 Dollars

Sales
Ratio

Type of Retailer [C = A / B]

Motor Vehicles & Parts $1,517,044 $504,271,533 0.3% $977,034
Home Furnishings and Appliances $13,681,666 $207,079,039 6.6% $8,702,513
Building Materials and Garden Equip $5,818,781 $257,353,152 2.3% $3,522,699
Food and Beverage Stores $117,727,017 $1,094,670,503 10.8% $85,754,009
Gasoline Stations $42,891,157 $392,590,487 10.9% $47,838,565
Clothing and Clothing Accessories $6,047,473 $97,331,041 6.2% $3,943,770
General Merchandise $10,814,003 $249,816,651 4.3% $4,707,923
Food Services and Drinking Places $34,840,313 $509,491,060 6.8% $33,203,162
Other Retail Group $27,213,794 $848,833,065 3.2% $11,956,576

Total $260,551,248 $4,161,436,531 6.3% $200,606,249

Source: ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

(1) See Exhibit 4 for a map of the overlapping area and Exhibit B-2 for a census tract definition of the overlapping area. 

Claritas Retail Sales Estimates 

Retail Sales of
Common Market Areas Total Retail Sales in 

 Estimated Common Market 
Area Sales Benchmarked to 

BOE Sales Data (4) 
[A] [B]

(2) See Exhibit B-10.
(3) See Exhibit B-8.
(4) Claritas common market area sales are benchmarked to the City of Oakland sales estimated in Exhibit 7.

within City of Oakland (2) City of Oakland  (3)
[D = C * Oakland Sales]
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Exhibit 10
College & Claremont Safeway Store
Market Area Retail Demand, Sales Attraction, and Spending Analysis (1)

(in $000s)

Type of Retailer Percent

Motor Vehicles and Parts Dealers $4,503 $1,478 $177,515 $58,264 ($119,252) (67.2%)
Home Furnishings and Appliance Stores $770 $673 $30,343 $26,510 ($3,833) (12.6%)
Building Materials and Garden Equip (6) $2,349 $321 $92,612 $12,660 ($79,952) (86.3%)
Food and Beverage Stores (7) $4,636 $5,247 $182,764 $206,818 $24,053 11.6%
Gasoline Stations $3,118 $1,937 $122,915 $76,370 ($46,545) (37.9%)
Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores $1,265 $700 $49,847 $27,595 ($22,253) (44.6%)
General Merchandise Stores (8) $4,373 $147 $172,369 $6,052 ($166,317) (96.5%)
Food Services and Drinking Places $3,414 $2,932 $134,579 $115,560 ($19,019) (14.1%)
Other Retail Group (9) $3,241 $2,630 $127,745 $92,534 ($35,211) (27.6%)

Total $27,669 $16,065 $1,090,690 $622,362 ($468,328) (42.9%)

Sources: Claritas; 2010 U.S. Census; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

(1) All figures are expressed in constant 2010 dollars.
(2) The household spending estimates were generated by ALH Urban & Regional Economics Retail Demand, Sales Attraction, and Spending Leakage Analysis.

2010

Retail Sales 
Attraction/(Leakage)Per Household (2) (3)

Spending Sales

Market Area 
Household 
Demand (4)

Market Area 
Sales (5) Amount

(8) Sales for General Merchandise stores have been adjusted to account for non-taxable sales.
(9) Other Retail Group includes drugs stores, health and personal care, gifts, art goods and novelties, sporting goods, florists, photographic equipment and 
supplies, musical instruments, stationary and books, office and school supplies, second-hand merchandise, and miscellaneous other retail stores. 

(3) The household count is estimated at 39,419 per the 2010 U.S. Census. The analysis assumes an average household income in 2010 of $82,874 as estimated 
by Claritas, Inc. 
(4) Represents per household spending multiplied by the market area household count. 
(5) See Exhibit 8.
(6) Building Materials and Garden Equipment includes hardware stores, plumbing  and electrical supplies, paint and wallpaper products, glass stores, lawn and 
garden equipment, and lumber.
(7) Sales for Food and Beverage stores have been adjusted to account for non-taxable sales; only 30% of all food store sales are estimated to be taxable.
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Exhibit 11
College & Claremont Safeway Store
Adjusted Market Area Retail Sales Base
2011 Estimate

Type of Retailer

Motor Vehicle and Parts Dealers $58,263,911 5.1% $61,235,370 $177,515,452 3.5% $183,740,167 ($122,504,797) (66.7%)
Home Furnishings and Appliances $26,510,024 2.0% $27,040,225 $30,342,716 3.5% $31,406,707 ($4,366,482) (13.9%)
Building Materials and Garden Equip. $12,659,824 0.0% $12,659,824 $92,611,846 3.5% $95,859,351 ($83,199,527) (86.8%)
Food and Beverage Stores $206,817,710 4.0% $215,090,418 $182,764,261 3.5% $189,173,030 $25,917,389 12.0%
Gasoline Stations $76,370,366 14.5% $87,444,070 $122,915,037 3.5% $127,225,147 ($39,781,078) (31.3%)
Clothing and Clothing Accessories $27,594,639 1.0% $27,870,585 $49,847,189 3.5% $51,595,118 ($23,724,533) (46.0%)
General Merchandise Stores $6,052,271 1.8% $6,161,212 $172,369,425 3.5% $178,413,691 ($172,252,479) (96.5%)
Food Services and Drinking Places $115,559,877 3.8% $119,951,152 $134,579,358 3.5% $139,298,486 ($19,347,334) (13.9%)
Other Retail Group $92,533,737 0.5% $92,996,406 $127,744,692 3.5% $132,224,158 ($39,227,752) (29.7%)

Total $622,362,359 $650,449,262 $1,090,689,975 $1,128,935,856 ($478,486,595) (42.4%)

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; City of Berkeley; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

Percent 
Increase (3) 2010/2011

(3) Percent increase based upon CPI index from September 2010 to September 2011. 

2009/2010 (1) 2009/2010 (1)
Percent 

Increase (2)

(2) The sales base is adjusted pursuant to 2010 to 2011 taxable retail sales trends in the City of Berkeley. Quarterly data for the City of Berkeley were provided by category through 2nd quarter 
2011. Since the City of Berkeley dominates the market area sales base, the analysis applies similar increases to the entire sales base, including the Oakland portion. 

Household Demand

(1) See Exhibit 10.

Amount Percent

Retail Sales 
Attraction/(Leakage)

2010/2011

Sales Base
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Exhibit 12
College & Claremont Safeway Store
Potential Sales Impacts
in 2011 Dollars

Retail Category Amount

Motor Vehicles and Parts Dealers $0 $61,235,370 ($122,504,797) $0 $0 0.0%
Home Furnishings and Appliance Stores $0 $27,040,225 ($4,366,482) $0 $0 0.0%
Building Materials and Garden Equip $0 $12,659,824 ($83,199,527) $0 $0 0.0%
Food and Beverage Stores $17,024,000 $215,090,418 $0 N/A $17,024,000 7.9%
Gasoline Stations $0 $87,444,070 ($39,781,078) $0 $0 0.0%
Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores $906,640 $27,870,585 ($23,724,533) ($906,640) $0 0.0%
General Merchandise Stores $0 $6,161,212 ($172,252,479) $0 $0 0.0%
Food Services and Drinking Places $985,130 $119,951,152 ($19,347,334) ($985,130) $0 0.0%
Other Retail Group $1,930,168 $92,996,406 ($39,227,752) ($965,084) $965,084 1.0%

Total $20,845,938 $650,449,262 ($504,403,983) ($2,856,854) $17,989,084 2.8%

Source: ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

(1) See Exhibit 2.
(2) See Exhibit 11. If there is no leakage, then the figure reported in this column in $0.

[C] [D]

% of Market Area 
Sales Base

(3) Potential Project leakage recapture figures are based upon assumptions prepared by ALH Urban & Regional Economics. The assumptions vary by category, depending upon the 
nature of the prospective Project tenant, the type of existing Market Area retailers, and the likelihood that retailers outside the Market Area will continue to attract sales from the Market 
Area retailers due to their brand, national orientation, or regional prevalence. 

Market Area 
Sales for the 

College & 
Claremont Safeway 

Store (1)
[E = A - D][A]

Sales Impacts

[B]
Sales Base (2)
Market Area

[F = E / B]
Leakage (2)

Potential Project 
Recapture (3)

Market Area



Exhibit 13
College & Claremont Safeway Store
New Demand Generated by Household Growth in the Market Area
2011-2015

Retail Category

Motor Vehicles and Parts Dealers $4,618 $7,045,951
Home Furnishings and Appliance Stores $789 $1,204,364
Building Materials and Garden Equip $2,409 $3,675,953
Food and Beverage Stores $4,754 $7,254,287
Gasoline Stations $3,197 $4,878,749
Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores $1,297 $1,978,537
General Merchandise Stores $4,484 $6,841,695
Food Services and Drinking Places $3,501 $5,341,730
Other Retail Group $3,323 $5,070,448

Total $28,371 $43,291,713

Source: ALH Urban & Regional Economics. 

(2) See Exhibit 5 for projections of 1,526 new market area households between 2011 and 2015.

Demand in 2011

[B = A x 1526] (2)[A]

Demand From 

2011-2015
New Households

Per Household

Dollars (1)

(1) Household demand is equal to the demand per category presented in Exhibit 10, adjusted 
upward to 2011 dollars based on the 3.5% inflation rate presented in Exhibit 11, and multiplied 
by the estimated new household growth. 
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Exhibit 14
College & Claremont Safeway Store
Cumulative Major Retail Developments (10,000+ Square Feet)
Within and Near the Market Area (1)

Project City Description Status Location

Market Area 

1. Civiq (2) Oakland This project will retain the previously approved entitlements or increase 
ground floor retail to19,600  square feet, 100 residential units, and 60,000 
square feet of office space.

19,600 Approved 5110 Telegraph 
Avenue at 51st Street

1.2 N/A

2. Berkeley Iceland Berkeley This project entails redevelopment of the Berkeley Iceland facility. Sports 
Basement is planning to redevelop the property with 61,100 square feet of 
retail, 1,325 square feet of office, and 476 square feet of storage.

61,100 EIR in progress 2727 Milvia Street; 
southeast corner of 
Milvia and Derby 

1.8 2013

Outside the Market Area

3. Rockridge Safeway Oakland Redevelopment of existing shopping center with new 295,690 SF shopping 
center. This center will replace an existing 185,464-square-foot center, 
resulting in a110,226 net square feet of retail developed (see Exhibit 15).

110,226 Proposed 5050-5100 Broadway 1.1 2014

4. Macarthur BART Transit 
Village (2)

Oakland This is an affordable housing and redevelopment project located on 6.84 
acres adjacent to the BART station. The project comprises 624 residential 
units,  42,500 square feet of retail/commercial space, and surface parking.

42,500 Under Construction, 
Phased

W. MacArthur 
Boulevard, Telegraph 
Avenue, 40th Street, 
and Highway 24

1.6 2020

5. Pak 'N Save Foods Emeryville Store update, featuring redesigned northern façade including additional entry, 
replacement of all signs and two new signs, minor improvements to parking 
lot including new landscaping.

0 Approved 3889 San Pablo 
Avenue

2.4 2012

6. Parkside Project Emeryville Construction of a new rental project with 168 residential units, 5 live-work 
units, 3 flex space units, 10,222 square feet of retail space including space for 
one restaurant, and 299 parking spaces. Project includes new park along 
Stanford Avenue to replace City parking lot. 

10,222 Approved Block bounded by 
Powell, Hollis, and
Doyle streets and 
Stanford Avenue

2.6 2013

7. Valdez & 23rd Street 
Project

Oakland This project includes 281 residential units, 500-car parking structure, including 
250 public spaces, and potential space for 12,000 square feet of retail.

12,000 Extension granted 
January 2009

Valdez and 23rd 
Streets

2.8 N/A

8. Bay Street – Site A Emeryville Completion of development of South Bayfront Retail/Mixed Use Project PUD 
with a hotel and retail north of Christie Avenue. The preliminary site plan offers 
three retail spaces of 4,400, 6,000, and 10,000 square feet. Tenant types are 
unknown.

20,400 Proposed NE of Christie Avenue
and Shellmound Street

2.9 N/A

9. Bay Street – Site B Emeryville This project comprises a 150,000-square-foot Macy's department store and 
public parking garage.

150,000 Proposed Shellmound and Powell 
streets

2.9 N/A

10. Gateway @ Emeryville Emeryville This is a mixed use project that includes 265 residential rental units, 14,100 
square feet of retail space, and a 142- room hotel.

14,100 Proposed 5801 - 5861 Christie 
Avenue

3.0 N/A

June 2012

Expected 
Opening/

Completion

Distance
From

Safeway

Estimated Net 
New Retail 

Square Footage
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Exhibit 14
College & Claremont Safeway Store
Cumulative Major Retail Developments (10,000+ Square Feet)
Within and Near the Market Area (1)

Project City Description Status Location

June 2012

Expected 
Opening/

Completion

Distance
From

Safeway

Estimated Net 
New Retail 

Square Footage
11. Shattuck Safeway Berkeley Remodel an existing 28,250-square-foot Safeway grocery store, construct 

17,250 square feet of new floor area, and extend the hours of operation for 
the store.

17,250 Under Construction 1425 Shattuck Avenue 3.1 2012

12. Kaiser Center Oakland This project includes demolition of 280,000 square feet, construction of 2 new 
towers: one 42-stories with 780,000 square feet of office space and one 34-
stories with 565,000 square feet of office space, and potentially 22,000 square 
feet of retail.

22,000 Approved 300 Lakeside Drive 3.6 N/A

13. Jack London Square 
Redevelopment (2)

Oakland Master Plan of 1.2 million square feet of mixed-use retail, commercial, and 
office. The remaining phase of the project includes a 140,000-square-foot 
office building, 250-room hotel, an eight-story, 155,000-square-foot office 
building, and 10,000 square feet of retail.

10,000 Approved Site Alice, 2nd, and 
Harrison streets, and 
Embarcadero

4.6 N/A

14. Oak to Ninth Mixed Use Oakland The project is part of a new planned waterfront zoning district comprising 64.2 
acres and has the potential for 3,100 residential units, 200,000 square feet of 
commercial space (which would include neighborhood serving retail), 3,950 
structured parking spaces, 29.9 acres public open space, 2 renovated 
marinas, 170 boat slips, and a wetlands restoration area.  In January 2012 the 
Port Commission extended the deadline for the close of escrow until January 
31, 2013. This project is estimated to break ground in 2013.

200,000 (3) Approved Waterfront site 
bounded by Fallon 
Street, Embarcadero 
Road, 10th Ave., and 
the Oakland Estuary

5.6 2015

15. Foothill Square 
Redevelopment Project

Oakland Redevelopment and expansion of a 157,642 square-foot commercial 
shopping center to 200,916 square feet. Tenants include a new 71,950-
square foot Foods Co., a decrease of the Ross store to 24,000 square feet, 
and many of the smaller existing tenants will remain. The existing 29,380-
square-foot grocery space has been vacant for approximately six years. The 
total net new space is 43,274 square feet. They are scheduled to break 
ground in 2012

85,844 (4) Approved 10700 Mac Arthur 
Boulevard

10.9 2013

(1) Projects listed based on distance from the Project site.
(2) The project planner is not responding to queries. Information observed from other sources and may not be current. 
(3) According to the project planner, the 200,000 square feet of commercial space would not likely consist of all retail; however, to be conservative, ALH Urban & Regional Economics is allocating all of the space to retail.
(4) Although the total net new square footage for Foothill Square is 43,724 square feet, ALH Urban & Regional Economics is including the entire Foods Co. in net new sales since the existing grocery space has been vacant for approximately 
six years.

Sources: Planning Departments in the cities of Oakland, Berkeley, and Emeryville; Jayphares-Corporation, "Foothill Square Redevelopment Project Description"; San Francisco Business Journal, "Pulse Quickens on Oakland Waterfront," 
July 2011 and "Oakland's MacArthur Transit Village Breaks Ground," May 2011;  and ALH Urban & Regional Economics.



Exhibit 15
College & Claremont Safeway Store
Rockridge Safeway Shopping Center Distribution of Net Sales Estimates
in 2011 Dollars

Store Characteristic
California Board of Equalization Sales 

Category

Retail Use

Grocery Food and Beverage Stores (2) 17,038

Restaurant Food Services and Drinking Places 14,921

Pharmacy Other Retail (5) (87,220)

Retail (7) Home Furnishings and Appliances 25,015            
Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores 33,354            
General Merchandise Stores 25,015            
Other Retail Group 83,385            

166,769

Non-Retail Uses (13)

Bank/Financial N/A (12,574)
Office, Other N/A 8,835
Common Space N/A 29,303

subtotal 25,564

Total 137,072

Sources:  Safeway; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

Net New Square 
Feet

             subtotal/weighted average (12)



Exhibit 16
College & Claremont Safeway Store
Sales Estimates for Cumulative Projects (1)
in 2011 Dollars

Miles
From

Project Name Safeway

Market Area

1. 51st and Telegraph 1.2 19,600 $411 (2) $8,064,783 $4,032,392 (3)

2. Berkeley Iceland/Sports Basement 1.8 71,000 $251 (4) $17,821,000 $5,880,930 (5)

Outside the Market Area

3. Rockridge Safeway Shopping Center 1.1 137,072 $357 (6) $66,130,390 $18,516,509 (7)

4. Macarthur BART Transit 1.6 42,500 $411 (8) $17,487,412 $1,748,741 (9)

5. Pak N Save Upgrade 2.4 0 N/A         N/A          N/A

11. Shattuck Safeway 3.1 17,250 $800 (10) $13,800,000 $2,760,000 (11)

13. Jack London Square Redevelopment 4.6 10,000 $357 (12) $3,573,279 $357,328 (9)

14. Oak to Ninth Mixed Use 5.6 200,000 $357 (12) $71,465,586 $7,146,559 (9)
 

15. Foothill Square Redevelopment Project 10.9
    Foods Co. 71,950 $467 (13) $33,616,298 $1,680,815 (14)
    Neighborhood Retail 13,894 $411 (8) $5,716,944 $285,847 (14)

subtotal 85,844 $39,333,242 $1,966,662

Total 583,266 $237,675,693 $42,409,121

Sources: The Kroger Co., "Form 10-K Report for the Fiscal Year ending January 29, 2011"; and  ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

(2) See Exhibit 14.
(3) ALH Urban & Regional Economics estimates that 50% of sales for this project will be attributed to consumers residing inside the Market Area. 
(4) Average sales per square foot for the average of the sporting goods category, see Exhibit B-1.
(5) ALH Urban & Regional Economics estimates that 33% of sales for this project will be attributed to consumers residing from inside the Market Area. 
(6) See Exhibit 15 for derivation of average sales per square foot. 

(8) Average sales per square foot for the neighborhood center category, see Exhibit B-1.
(9) ALH Urban & Regional Economics estimates that 10% of sales for this project will be attributed to consumers residing from inside the Market Area. 
(10) See Exhibit 2 for estimated area Safeway stores sale per square foot.
(11) ALH Urban & Regional Economics estimates that 20% of sales for this project will be attributed to consumers residing from inside the Market Area. 
(12) Average sales per square foot for the average of the other retail categories, see Exhibit B-1.

(14) ALH Urban & Regional Economics estimates that 5% of sales for this project will be attributed to consumers residing from inside the Market Area. 

 [D = A x % MA Sales]

(13) Average sales per square foot for the Foods Co. was calculated based on the annual 10-K report from The Kroger Co.. The reported total supermarket sales 
without fuel was $67.882 Million, the total supermarket square footage was 149,000,000. The 2010 sales per square foot figure was then inflated to 2011 dollars 
based on the CPI for 2010 to 2011 of 2.6%.

(7) ALH Urban & Regional Economics estimates that 28% of sales for this project will be attributed to consumers residing in the Market Area based on market 
area demographic overlap, see Exhibit 5.

Estimated Sales Generated 
by Market Area Residents

(1) Projects with an undetermined timeline are too speculative to include their sales in this analysis, as well as projects that are too far from the Site and too small 
to be considered competitive. Project numbers match the numbers on Exhibit 13.

Total SalesSq. Ft.
Sales perEstimated

Sq. Ft. (1)

[A] [B] [C = A x B]
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Exhibit 17
College & Claremont Safeway Store
Estimate of Cumulative Project Sales by BOE Category (1)
in 2011 Dollars

Estimated

Market Area

Planned Store Type (2) Sales (3)

Market Area

1. 51st and Telegraph $4,032,392 $0 $0 $1,612,957 $0 $806,478 $806,478 $806,478

2. Sports Basement $5,880,930 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,880,930

Outside the Market Area

3. Rockridge Safeway (4) $18,516,509 $2,292,123 $0 $3,816,512 $4,056,240 $1,980,327 $1,874,888 $4,496,419

4. Macarthur BART Transit $1,748,741 $0 $0 $699,496 $0 $349,748 $349,748 $349,748

11. Shattuck Safeway $2,760,000 $0 $0 $2,760,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

13. Jack London Square $357,328 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $357,328

14. Oak to Ninth Mixed Use $7,146,559 $0 $357,328 $1,786,640 $357,328 $2,501,295 $1,071,984 $1,071,984

15. Foothill Square Redevelopment 
    Foods Co. $1,680,815 $0 $0 $1,680,815 $0 $0 $0 $0
    Neighborhood Retail $285,847 $0 $0 $114,339 $0 $57,169 $57,169 $57,169

subtotal $1,966,662

Total (5) $42,409,121 $2,292,123 $357,328 $12,470,759 $4,413,568 $5,695,018 $4,160,268 $13,020,057

Source: ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

(1) Retail categories to which no sales are allocated are not shown in this exhibit. Project numbers match the numbers on Exhibit 13. 

(2) Retail allocations estimated by ALH Urban & Regional Economics, see Exhibit B-11.

(3) See Exhibit 16.

(5) Figures may not total due to rounding. 

(4) All figures are 28% of the share of sales generated by market area residents included in Exhibit 15, given the allocation of the share of sales overlapping with the College & Claremont Safeway store market area. 

Clothing and Clothing 
Accessories Stores

General 
Merchandise 

Stores

Food Services 
and Drinking 

Places Other Retail Group
Home Furnishings and 

Appliance Stores
Building Materials and 

Garden Equip
Food and 

Beverage Stores



Exhibit 18
College & Claremont Safeway Store
Potential Sales Impacts from Cumulative Projects
in 2011 Dollars

Retail Category Total

Motor Vehicles and Parts Dealers $0 $0 $0 $61,235,370 ($122,504,797) $0 $0 0.0%
Home Furnishings and Appliance Stores $0 $2,292,123 $2,292,123 $27,040,225 ($4,366,482) ($1,146,062) $1,146,062 4.2%
Building Materials and Garden Equip $0 $357,328 $357,328 $12,659,824 ($83,199,527) ($357,328) $0 0.0%
Food and Beverage Stores $17,024,000 $12,470,759 $29,494,759 $215,090,418 $0 $0 $29,494,759 13.7%
Gasoline Stations $0 $0 $0 $87,444,070 ($39,781,078) $0 $0 0.0%
Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores $906,640 $4,413,568 $5,320,208 $27,870,585 ($23,724,533) ($2,660,104) $2,660,104 9.5%
General Merchandise Stores $0 $5,695,018 $5,695,018 $6,161,212 ($172,252,479) ($5,695,018) $0 0.0%
Food Services and Drinking Places $985,130 $4,160,268 $5,145,397 $119,951,152 ($19,347,334) ($2,572,699) $2,572,699 2.1%
Other Retail Group $1,930,168 $13,020,057 $14,950,225 $92,996,406 ($39,227,752) ($7,475,113) $7,475,113 8.0%

Total $20,845,938 $42,409,121 $63,255,059 $650,449,262 ($504,403,983) ($19,906,323) $43,348,735 6.7%

Source: ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

(1) See Exhibit 2.  
(2) See Exhibit 17.  
(3) See Exhibit 11.  

(5) Includes the proposed College & Claremont Safeway store. Calculations of negative dollar values are shown as $0, indicating that no related impacts are anticipated.

Sales Generated by Market Area Residents Sales Impacts (5)
Percent of 

Market Area 
Sales Base

Market Area
Market Area Leakage

(4) Potential Cumulative Project leakage recapture figures are based upon assumptions prepared by ALH Urban & Regional Economics. The assumptions vary by category, depending upon the nature of the prospective 
Project tenant, the type of existing Market Area retailers, and the likelihood that retailers outside the Market Area will continue to attract sales from the Market Area retailers due to their brand, national orientation, or 
regional prevalence. 

[A] [C]
Sales Base (3)

[B]
Leakage (3)

Potential Cumulative 
Projects Recapture (4)

[D] [E]

College & 
Claremont 

Safeway (1)
Cumulative 
Projects (2)

[F = E / C]
Amount

[F = A + B + D]



Exhibit 19
College & Claremont Safeway Store
City of Berkeley Vacancy Trends
2006 Through Q3 2011

Period # Bldgs Total SF Occupied SF
2011 3Q 1,006 6,704,343 239,826 3.6% 6,464,517 54,073 23 46,179 0 0 0 0
2011 2Q 1,006 6,704,343 293,899 4.4% 6,410,444 (34,854) 15 35,543 0 0 0 0
2011 1Q 1,006 6,704,343 259,045 3.9% 6,445,298 19,819 12 14,951 0 0 0 0
2010 4Q 1,007 6,705,993 280,514 4.2% 6,425,479 83,493 21 40,365 0 0 0 0
2010 3Q 1,007 6,705,993 364,007 5.4% 6,341,986 16,060 24 76,041 0 0 0 0
2010 2Q 1,007 6,705,993 380,067 5.7% 6,325,926 (8,591) 10 38,585 1 5,320 0 0
2010 1Q 1,006 6,700,673 366,156 5.5% 6,334,517 (30,434) 20 37,297 0 0 1 5,320
2009 4Q 1,006 6,700,673 335,722 5.0% 6,364,951 (4,449) 22 38,608 0 0 1 5,320
2009 3Q 1,006 6,700,673 331,273 4.9% 6,369,400 (18,643) 26 61,760 1 8,434 1 5,320
2009 2Q 1,006 6,695,011 306,968 4.6% 6,388,043 (65,560) 18 52,665 0 0 2 13,754
2009 1Q 1,006 6,695,011 241,408 3.6% 6,453,603 (22,195) 12 18,292 1 5,798 2 13,754
2008 4Q 1,005 6,689,213 213,415 3.2% 6,475,798 36,154 12 22,617 0 0 2 14,232
2008 3Q 1,005 6,689,213 249,569 3.7% 6,439,644 (13,486) 9 23,645 0 0 1 5,798
2008 2Q 1,005 6,689,213 236,083 3.5% 6,453,130 20,994 13 20,466 0 0 0 0
2008 1Q 1,006 6,695,490 263,354 3.9% 6,432,136 220,137 18 34,775 2 202,183 0 0
2007 4Q 1,005 6,496,575 284,576 4.4% 6,211,999 (2,909) 13 53,746 0 0 2 202,183
2007 3Q 1,004 6,495,059 280,151 4.3% 6,214,908 (20,698) 7 24,217 0 0 3 203,699
2007 2Q 1,004 6,495,059 259,453 4.0% 6,235,606 137,294 3 18,780 0 0 2 158,699
2007 1Q 1,006 6,568,451 470,139 7.2% 6,098,312 37,494 3 12,316 1 1,516 0 0
2006 4Q 1,006 6,568,451 507,633 7.7% 6,060,818 151,781 4 9,330 0 0 0 0
2006 3Q 1,006 6,568,451 659,414 10.0% 5,909,037 111,019 12 38,813 0 0 0 0
2006 2Q 1,006 6,568,451 770,433 11.7% 5,798,018 (45,159) 6 29,647 0 0 0 0
2006 1Q 1,006 6,568,451 725,274 11.0% 5,843,177 (194,590) 5 28,150 2 11,784 0 0

Source: Costar; and CB Richard Ellis.

RBA 
Delivered

# Under 
Const

RBA Under 
Const

Rentable Building Area Leasing Activity New Construction

Vacant SF
Percent 
Vacant

Total Net 
Absorption

Total 
Deals

Total SF 
Leased

Number 
Delivered



Exhibit 20
College & Claremont Safeway Store
City of Oakland Vacancy Trends
2006 Through Q3 2011

Period # Bldgs Total SF Occupied SF
2011 3Q 3,139 22,383,779 846,307 3.8% 21,537,472 64,702 27 38,275 0 0 1 10,367
2011 2Q 3,151 22,422,195 949,425 4.2% 21,472,770 23,640 25 55,440 0 0 1 10,367
2011 1Q 3,181 22,555,379 1,106,249 4.9% 21,449,130 (169,837) 32 51,283 0 0 0 0
2010 4Q 3,181 22,555,379 936,412 4.2% 21,618,967 11,773 22 48,202 0 0 0 0
2010 3Q 3,181 22,555,379 948,185 4.2% 21,607,194 915 15 28,666 0 0 0 0
2010 2Q 3,181 22,555,379 949,100 4.2% 21,606,279 (10,179) 26 63,451 1 14,740 0 0
2010 1Q 3,181 22,548,515 932,057 4.1% 21,616,458 (3,299) 37 60,699 1 4,974 1 14,740
2009 4Q 3,180 22,543,541 923,784 4.1% 21,619,757 148,311 36 67,643 2 11,720 2 19,714
2009 3Q 3,178 22,531,821 1,060,375 4.7% 21,471,446 (27,784) 31 65,918 2 40,430 4 31,434
2009 2Q 3,177 22,493,555 994,325 4.4% 21,499,230 (82,604) 44 74,386 1 10,000 5 57,124
2009 1Q 3,177 22,498,058 916,224 4.1% 21,581,834 (295,030) 30 62,728 2 6,062 6 67,124
2008 4Q 3,176 22,494,193 617,329 2.7% 21,876,864 195,064 12 41,703 2 193,874 5 56,492
2008 3Q 3,172 22,296,455 614,655 2.8% 21,681,800 69,262 23 51,588 0 0 9 254,230
2008 2Q 3,174 22,357,223 744,685 3.3% 21,612,538 (114,064) 13 27,925 0 0 7 248,168
2008 1Q 3,174 22,357,223 630,621 2.8% 21,726,602 53,352 16 18,794 4 27,781 3 224,304
2007 4Q 3,172 22,333,306 660,056 3.0% 21,673,250 (4,486) 25 80,356 1 2,425 4 63,397
2007 3Q 3,170 22,328,975 651,239 2.9% 21,677,736 113,272 16 36,313 2 26,177 6 67,728
2007 2Q 3,167 22,192,798 628,334 2.8% 21,564,464 140,401 2 24,798 0 0 6 178,082
2007 1Q 3,165 22,186,898 762,835 3.4% 21,424,063 157,817 9 45,472 7 186,388 8 183,982
2006 4Q 3,164 22,308,089 1,041,843 4.7% 21,266,246 (44,526) 10 40,063 0 0 10 228,293
2006 3Q 3,164 22,308,089 997,317 4.5% 21,310,772 (18,194) 2 6,439 1 28,875 5 72,913
2006 2Q 3,161 22,269,620 940,654 4.2% 21,328,966 4,104 5 13,526 0 0 5 98,112
2006 1Q 3,161 22,269,620 944,758 4.2% 21,324,862 251,931 9 16,181 7 250,152 3 38,469

Source: Costar; and CB Richard Ellis.
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Exhibit 21 
College & Claremont Safeway Store 
Recent Lease Transactions 
City of Berkeley  
October 2010 to October 2011 



Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

2076-2086 University Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

20,000 SF

6,666 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

4,503 SF

10/15/2010

11/14/2010

-

$1.81/mg(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon, Ito Ripsteen

-

Move In

1952-1958 University Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

3,500 SF

1,750 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

700 SF

10/15/2010

10/15/2010

-

$2.00/ig(est)

Office/Direct

-

2

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon, Ito Ripsteen

-

Move In

1585-1587 University Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94703

10,306 SF

5,153 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

2,750 SF

10/15/2010

11/14/2010

-

$1.85/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon

-

Move In

1883-1885 Solano Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94707

2,325 SF

2,325 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

1,172 SF

10/15/2010

11/14/2010

-

$3.50/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon, Ito Ripsteen

-

Move In

2546-2554 Bancroft Ext

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

7,955 SF

7,955 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

879 SF

10/15/2010

10/15/2010

-

$4.00/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon, Ito Ripsteen

-

Move In

1601 University Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94703

3,500 SF

3,500 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

3,444 SF

10/29/2010

11/28/2010

11/27/2013

$1.10/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Commercial Lessors, Inc. / 510-548-3900

-

-

Dave Carlson

-

Move In

Retail Leasing Activity Report_Berkeley

10/03/2010 to 10/03/2011

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
10/3/2011

Page  1



Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

2532-2534 Durant Ave

Retail

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

4,678 SF

2,339 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

963 SF

10/29/2010

10/29/2010

10/28/2012

$1.55/mg(est)

Office/Direct

-

1

Commercial Lessors, Inc. / 510-548-3900

-

-

Dave Carlson

-

Move In

2431-2437 Durant Ave

Sather Lane Shops

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

18,680 SF

9,340 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

557 SF

10/29/2010

10/29/2010

-

$4.22/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Commercial Lessors, Inc. / 510-548-3900

-

-

Dave Carlson

-

Move In

2400 Telegraph Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

25,787 SF

5,157 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

1,186 SF

11/12/2010

12/12/2010

-

$5.00/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon, Ito Ripsteen

-

Move In

3264-3268 Adeline St

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94703

4,500 SF

1,604 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

2,723 SF

11/12/2010

12/12/2010

-

$0.91/mg(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon, Ito Ripsteen

-

Move In

1600 Shattuck Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94709

27,954 SF

39,615 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

1,425 SF

11/17/2010

12/17/2010

12/16/2013

$2.25/+util(est)

Office/Direct

-

2

The Shamszad Group / 510-704-1240

-

-

David Shamszad

-

Move In

Retail Leasing Activity Report_Berkeley

10/03/2010 to 10/03/2011

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
10/3/2011

Page  2



Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

2500 Martin Luther King Jr Way

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94703

14,348 SF

4,568 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

1,022 SF

11/20/2010

12/20/2010

12/19/2011

$1.57/fs

Office/Direct

-

1

Dudum Real Estate Group / 925-937-4000

-

-

Mike McCutcheon

EduArts

Move In

1572 Capistrano Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94707

3,201 SF

1,872 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

3,200 SF

12/01/2010

12/01/2010

11/30/2013

$1.90/ig

Retail/Direct

-

1,2

Colliers International / 510-986-6770

Aileen Dolby

Colliers International / 510-986-6770

Aileen Dolby

Ped Shoes

Move In

2136-2140 University Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

5,514 SF

2,757 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

1,600 SF

12/02/2010

01/01/2011

12/31/2015

$1.94/mg(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1,2

Cassidy Turley BT Commercial / 415-781-8100

-

-

Thomas Niu

-

Move In

1610-1640 University Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94703

45,822 SF

10,000 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

1,500 SF

12/02/2010

01/01/2011

-

$0.95/+util(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1

MRE Commercial Real Estate / 510-450-1400

-

-

Roger Mills

-

Move In

811 University Ave

Retail

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94710

29,000 SF

26,539 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

4,110 SF

12/08/2010

01/07/2011

-

$1.24/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

2

Commercial Lessors, Inc. / 510-548-3900

-

-

Dave Carlson

CorePower Yoga

Move In

1581-1589 University Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94703

15,242 SF

7,621 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

2,750 SF

12/13/2010

01/12/2011

-

$1.85/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon, Ito Ripsteen

-

Move In

Retail Leasing Activity Report_Berkeley

10/03/2010 to 10/03/2011

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
10/3/2011

Page  3



Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

2560-2580 Bancroft Way

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

26,082 SF

26,082 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

3,481 SF

12/13/2010

01/12/2011

-

$3.00/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon, Ito Ripsteen

-

Move In

1610-1640 University Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94703

45,822 SF

10,000 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

2,400 SF

12/22/2010

01/21/2011

01/20/2014

$1.50/+util(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

Move In

841-843 Gilman St

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94710

12,000 SF

12,000 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

1,776 SF

01/01/2011

01/01/2011

12/31/2012

$1.06/nnn

Retail/Direct

-

1

Robinson Real Estate / 510-914-8785

Scott Robinson

Robinson Real Estate / 510-914-8785

Scott Robinson

Berkeley Office Interiors

Move In

64 Shattuck Sq

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

19,511 SF

9,755 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

500 SF

01/19/2011

01/19/2011

-

$1.59/+char(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

The Shamszad Group / 510-704-1240

-

-

David Shamszad

-

Move In

1639-1659 San Pablo Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94702

8,173 SF

4,086 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

700 SF

01/21/2011

01/21/2011

-

$0.50/fs

Retail/Direct

-

1

Pacific Basin Building / 510-847-4745

-

-

Kim Anno

-

Move In

1401-1415 Martin Luther King Jr Way

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94709

4,200 SF

4,200 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

1,135 SF

02/01/2011

03/01/2011

02/29/2016

$1.23/nn

Retail/Direct

-

1

K & S Co. Inc. / 510-528-1900

Al Satake

K & S Co. Inc. / 510-528-1900

Al Satake

Festoon Full Service Salon

Move In

Retail Leasing Activity Report_Berkeley

10/03/2010 to 10/03/2011
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Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

3225 Adeline St

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94703

6,084 SF

2,028 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

3,684 SF

02/04/2011

03/06/2011

-

$1.30/mg(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1,2

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon, Ito Ripsteen

-

Move In

2048 Lincoln Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94709

5,492 SF

2,746 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

275 SF

02/16/2011

02/16/2011

-

$2.91/fs(est)

Office/Direct

-

2

The Shamszad Group / 510-704-1240

-

-

David Shamszad

-

Move In

2165-2175 Kittredge St

Oxford Plaza

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

8,434 SF

7,063 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

1,243 SF

02/22/2011

03/24/2011

-

$2.35/nnn(est)

Retail/New

-

1

Ventura Partners / 415-409-2904

-

-

Kim Frentz

-

Move In

1075 Dwight Way

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94702

3,420 SF

3,420 SF

Retail/Auto Repair

-

3,420 SF

02/24/2011

03/26/2011

-

$0.75/ig(est)

Warehse/Direct

-

1

MRE Commercial Real Estate / 510-450-1400

-

-

Richard Odenheimer, Toby Parks

-

Move In

1475-1479 San Pablo Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94702

2,780 SF

2,780 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

543 SF

03/09/2011

03/09/2011

-

$1.66/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon

-

Move In

2629-2635 Ashby Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94705

15,275 SF

13,309 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

925 SF

03/09/2011

03/09/2011

-

$3.25/nnn(est)

Retail/New

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon

-

Move In

Retail Leasing Activity Report_Berkeley

10/03/2010 to 10/03/2011

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
10/3/2011

Page  5



Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

1749-1757 Solano Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94707

3,681 SF

3,681 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

750 SF

03/17/2011

04/01/2011

03/31/2014

$2.42/nnn

Retail/Direct

-

1

Todd Conversano / 310-273-6993

-

-

Todd Conversano

-

Move In

2576-2578 Shattuck Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

3,000 SF

1,500 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

113 SF

04/13/2011

04/13/2011

04/12/2012

$3.05/fs

Office/Direct

-

1

Cedar Properties / 510-834-0782

-

-

Benny Tsui

-

Move In

1749-1757 Solano Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94707

3,681 SF

3,681 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

750 SF

04/15/2011

04/15/2011

04/14/2014

$2.38/nnn

Retail/Direct

-

1

Todd Conversano / 310-273-6993

-

-

Todd Conversano

-

Move In

64 Shattuck Sq

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

19,511 SF

9,755 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

500 SF

04/25/2011

05/01/2011

04/30/2013

$1.83/fs

Off/Med/Direct

-

2

The Shamszad Group / 510-704-1240

-

-

David Shamszad

Adrienne Saltzberg - CMT

Move In

2024-2026 Shattuck Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

10,749 SF

5,374 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

2,650 SF

04/28/2011

05/28/2011

-

$2.50/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

2

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon, Ito Ripsteen

-

Move In

3200-3206 College Ave

Rockridge Retail

Oakland-North

Berkeley, CA  94705

10,146 SF

5,073 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

2,020 SF

04/28/2011

05/28/2011

-

$4.00/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon

-

Move In
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Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

64 Shattuck Sq

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

19,511 SF

9,755 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

800 SF

05/01/2011

05/01/2011

04/30/2012

$1.50/n

Office/Direct

-

2

The Shamszad Group / 510-704-1240

-

-

David Shamszad

Fund for the Public Interest

Move In

1600 Shattuck Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94709

27,954 SF

39,615 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

430 SF

05/01/2011

05/01/2011

04/30/2012

$2.77/ig

Office/Direct

-

2

The Shamszad Group / 510-704-1240

-

-

David Shamszad

Madera Group

Move In

2130 Center St

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

21,643 SF

10,821 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

1,200 SF

05/25/2011

06/24/2011

06/23/2015

$2.75/nnn

Off/Ret/Direct

-

3

Panoramic Interests / 510-883-1000

-

-

Patrick Kennedy, Cara Houser

Center for Investigative Reporting

Move In

2369 Telegraph Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

4,350 SF

2,175 SF

Retail/Convenience 
Store

-

4,350 SF

06/03/2011

07/03/2011

-

-

Retail/Direct

-

1,MEZZ

Colliers International / 510-986-6770

-

-

Reesa Tansey

-

Move In

1025-1099 Ashby Ave

Ashby Plaza

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94710

45,000 SF

45,000 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

8,000 SF

06/03/2011

08/02/2011

-

-

Retail/Direct

-

1

Colliers International / 510-986-6770

-

-

Reesa Tansey

-

Move In

2560-2580 Bancroft Way

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

26,082 SF

26,082 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

2,847 SF

06/10/2011

07/10/2011

-

$2.50/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon, Ito Ripsteen

-

Move In

Retail Leasing Activity Report_Berkeley
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Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

3264-3268 Adeline St

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94703

4,500 SF

1,604 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

2,723 SF

06/10/2011

07/10/2011

-

$1.10/mg(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon

-

Move In

80-92 Shattuck Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

2,700 SF

2,700 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

800 SF

07/19/2011

07/19/2011

-

$1.88/mg(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

MRE Commercial Real Estate / 510-450-1400

-

-

Richard Odenheimer, Toby Parks

-

Move In

1401-1415 Martin Luther King Jr Way

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94709

4,200 SF

4,200 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

1,363 SF

07/26/2011

08/25/2011

-

$1.50/nn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

K & S Co. Inc. / 510-528-1900

-

-

Al Satake

-

Move In

2103-2107 Woolsey St

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94705

7,600 SF

3,800 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

1,550 SF

08/02/2011

09/01/2011

08/31/2012

$0.94/mg

Office/Direct

-

1

America Asia Investment Inc. / 415-386-6668

-

-

Yvonne Lee

-

Move In

1639-1659 San Pablo Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94702

8,173 SF

4,086 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

1,500 SF

08/02/2011

09/01/2011

-

$1.38/fs(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Pacific Basin Building / 510-847-4745

-

-

Kim Anno

-

Move In

2629-2635 Ashby Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94705

15,275 SF

13,309 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

950 SF

08/04/2011

08/04/2011

-

$3.25/nnn(est)

Retail/New

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon

-

Move In
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Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

1680-1684 University Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94703

5,000 SF

2,500 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

1,000 SF

08/10/2011

08/10/2011

-

$2.60/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon, Ito Ripsteen

-

Move In

2460-2470 Telegraph Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

15,100 SF

5,033 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

4,200 SF

08/10/2011

09/09/2011

-

$2.55/mg(est)

Office/Direct

-

2

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon, Ito Ripsteen

-

Move In

2018-2020 Shattuck Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

2,850 SF

2,850 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

2,850 SF

08/10/2011

09/09/2011

-

$3.51/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon

-

Move In

3140 Martin Luther King Jr. Way

Bldg A

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94710

2,300 SF

2,300 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

2,300 SF

08/10/2011

09/09/2011

-

$1.21

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon

-

Move In

1916-1922 Martin Luther King Jr Way

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

12,320 SF

6,160 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

560 SF

08/10/2011

08/10/2011

-

$2.32/mg(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

Kevin Gordon

-

Move In

1300-1328 Gilman St

Gilman Village

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94710

36,413 SF

36,413 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

3,523 SF

08/10/2011

09/09/2011

-

-

Retail/Direct

-

1

Main Street Property Services, Inc. / 925-299-8170

-

-

Craig Semmelmeyer, Michael Semmelmeyer

Firehouse Art Collective

Move In
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Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

1664-1666 Shattuck Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94709

2,600 SF

1,300 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

1,300 SF

09/06/2011

10/06/2011

10/05/2014

$2.20/nnn(est)

Office/Direct

-

2

MRE Commercial Real Estate / 510-450-1400

-

-

Matt Gondak

-

Move In

1300-1328 Gilman St

Gilman Village

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94710

36,413 SF

36,413 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

4,400 SF

09/15/2011

10/15/2011

-

-

Retail/Direct

-

1

Main Street Property Services, Inc. / 925-299-8170

-

-

Craig Semmelmeyer, Michael Semmelmeyer

Eastern Classics

Move In

1779 Solano Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94707

3,754 SF

3,754 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

3,754 SF

09/20/2011

10/20/2011

-

-

Retail/Direct

-

1

Main Street Property Services, Inc. / 925-299-8170

-

-

Craig Semmelmeyer

-

Move In

1581-1589 University Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94703

15,242 SF

7,621 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

9,500 SF

09/21/2011

11/20/2011

-

$1.65/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon, Ito Ripsteen

-

Move In

2460-2470 Telegraph Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

15,100 SF

5,033 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

3,000 SF

09/21/2011

10/21/2011

-

$3.25/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1,2

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon

-

Move In

2948-2956 College Ave

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94705

7,500 SF

3,750 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

900 SF

09/21/2011

09/21/2011

-

$3.89/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon

-

Move In
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Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

2546-2554 Bancroft Ext

-

Berkeley

Berkeley, CA  94704

7,955 SF

7,955 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

2,729 SF

09/21/2011

10/21/2011

-

$2.50/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon, Ito Ripsteen

-

Move In
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Exhibit 22 
College & Claremont Safeway Store 
Recent Lease Transactions 
City of Oakland  
October 2010 to October 2011 



Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

1415 Webster St

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94612

9,760 SF

4,880 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

700 SF

10/04/2010

10/04/2010

10/03/2013

$1.17/+util

Retail/Direct

-

1

Daniel Park / 510-893-1004

-

-

Daniel Park

Xpress Travel

Move In

3265 Grand Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94610

4,380 SF

2,190 SF

Retail/Bank

-

4,380 SF

10/04/2010

10/04/2010

-

-

Retail/Direct

-

1,2

-

-

-

-

Monkey Forest Road

Move In

2201 14th Ave

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94606

3,771 SF

1,885 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

950 SF

10/05/2010

10/05/2010

10/04/2011

$0.97/fs(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1

Ian Teng / 510-547-1265

-

-

Ian Teng

-

Move In

2201 14th Ave

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94606

3,771 SF

1,885 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

600 SF

10/05/2010

10/05/2010

10/04/2011

$0.97/fs(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

2

Ian Teng / 510-547-1265

-

-

Ian Teng

-

Move In

4021-4029 International Blvd

Bldg B,Melrose Fruitvale Center

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94601

3,596 SF

3,596 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

2,000 SF

10/08/2010

11/07/2010

-

$2.38/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Jay-Phares Corp. / 510-562-9500

-

-

John Jay

-

Move In

5900-5902 College Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94618

3,000 SF

3,000 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

1,400 SF

10/15/2010

11/14/2010

-

$3.50/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon

-

Move In

Retail Leasing Activity Report - Oakland
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Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

14 Glen Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

600 SF

521 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

600 SF

10/26/2010

10/29/2010

10/28/2013

$3.33/mg(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Retail Pacific, Inc. / 925-200-0888

-

-

Greg Labarthe

-

Move In

347 14th St

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94612

4,642 SF

4,642 SF

Retail

-

2,841 SF

10/29/2010

11/28/2010

-

$1.60/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Commercial Lessors, Inc. / 510-548-3900

-

-

Dave Carlson

-

Move In

2006-2010 Macarthur Blvd

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94602

2,180 SF

2,180 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

650 SF

11/11/2010

12/01/2010

11/30/2011

$1.38/+util

Retail/Direct

-

1

Community Realty Property Management Inc / 510-530-1005

-

-

Tony Torres

1 Nails

Move In

7000-7200 Bancroft Ave

Eastmont Town Center

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94605

85,958 SF

35,658 SF

Retail

-

14,000 SF

11/30/2010

11/30/2010

11/29/2025

-

Retail/Direct

-

1

Cornish & Carey Commercial Newmark Knight Frank / 
415-445-8888

Deborah Perry

Grubb & Ellis / 925-939-3500

Julie Taylor, Tom Neuburger

CVS

Move In

3333 Telegraph Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94609

5,000 SF

2,500 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

5,000 SF

12/01/2010

01/21/2011

01/31/2014

$1.15/nnn

Office/Direct

-

1,2

KK&C Realty / 510-663-8818

-

-

Alan Siu

Center Point, Inc.

Move In

3906 Macarthur Blvd

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94619

750 SF

750 SF

Retail

-

750 SF

12/01/2010

12/01/2010

01/31/2021

$3.11/mg

Retail/Direct

-

1

Weinstein Commercial / 510-763-3066

-

-

Richard Weinstein

Clips N Snips

Move In
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Building/Park Name
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RBA
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Building Type
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Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

3217-3237 Grand Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94610

16,584 SF

5,528 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

800 SF

12/01/2010

12/01/2010

-

$1.50/mg(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Lycette Company / 650-591-3400

-

-

Robert Lycette, Dawn Fehr

-

Move In

1440-1446 Franklin St

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94612

9,534 SF

10,835 SF

Retail

-

1,090 SF

12/02/2010

01/01/2011

-

$1.25/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Ivy Lo & Mrs Chan / 650-756-1628

-

-

Lin (Ivy) Chan

-

Move In

1300-1430 7th St

-

Oakland-West

Oakland, CA  94607

4,807 SF

1,602 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

1,272 SF

12/02/2010

01/01/2011

-

$1.25/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

GRND

Blatteis Realty Co. Inc. / 415-981-2844

-

-

Jonathan Blatteis, Jeremy Blatteis

-

Move In

2928-2930 Telegraph Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94609

13,019 SF

1,412 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

1,500 SF

12/15/2010

01/01/2011

12/31/2012

$1.00/mg

Retail/Direct

-

1

D & J Company LLC / 510-282-7219

-

-

Michael Jones, Iris Davis

-

Move In

1156 Mckinley Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94610

724 SF

724 SF

Retail

-

724 SF

12/15/2010

01/01/2011

12/31/2011

$0.81/mg

Retail/Direct

-

1

Coldwell Banker Commercial NRT / 510-583-5400

-

-

Phillip Hunt

The Famous "Oh My Nappy Hair"

Move In
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Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

461-471 9th St

Gladstone Building,Old Oakland

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94607

23,089 SF

18,423 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

1,025 SF

12/27/2010

02/01/2011

-

$1.50/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Cornish & Carey Commercial Newmark Knight Frank / 
925-974-0100

-

-

Erika Elliott, Stephen Rusher

-

Move In

411 26th St

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94612

9,800 SF

9,800 SF

Retail/Auto Repair

-

9,800 SF

12/31/2010

01/01/2011

12/31/2015

$0.63/nnn

Warehse/Direct

-

1,MEZZ

Hanford-Freund & Company / 925-283-2010

-

-

Jan Yale

Classic Cars West

Move In

4179-4183 Piedmont Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

4,179 SF

2,089 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

900 SF

01/01/2011

01/01/2011

12/31/2011

$2.77/mg

Office/Direct

-

2

Ellwood Commercial Real Estate / 510-238-9111

-

-

Barbara Kami

-

Move In

6200-6204 Antioch St

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

14,660 SF

4,887 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

1,500 SF

01/01/2011

01/01/2011

12/31/2013

$2.50/ig

Office/Direct

-

2

Ellwood Commercial Real Estate / 510-238-9111

-

LOH Realty & Investment / 510-339-9825

Patrick Ellwood, Barbara Kami

International City Mortgage

Move In

444 23rd St

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94612

11,400 SF

11,400 SF

Retail/Auto Repair

-

11,400 SF

01/01/2011

02/01/2011

01/31/2012

$0.70/mg(est)

Warehse/Direct

-

1

Signature Properties / 925-463-1122

-

-

Shelly Sheehan

Bauer Porsche Repair

Move In

4925-4931 Shattuck Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94609

2,264 SF

2,194 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

2,264 SF

01/02/2011

02/01/2011

-

$2.35/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gloria S Gee / 510-527-7816

-

-

Gloria Gee

-

Move In

Retail Leasing Activity Report - Oakland

10/03/2010 to 10/03/2011

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
10/3/2011

Page  4



Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA
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Building Type
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Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers
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Transaction Type

1955-1959 Mountain Blvd

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

12,237 SF

6,118 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

450 SF

01/11/2011

01/11/2011

-

$2.00/fs(est)

Office/Direct

-

2

Sturtevant / 925-283-6795

-

-

Patty Evans

-

Move In

2001-2009 International Blvd

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94606

2,456 SF

2,456 SF

Retail/Restaurant

-

1,588 SF

01/11/2011

02/10/2011

-

$0.49/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

JW Silveira Co. / 510-834-9812

-

-

Desiree Silveira

-

Move In

8135 Bancroft Ave

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94605

2,874 SF

2,874 SF

Retail/Convenience 
Store

-

2,160 SF

01/12/2011

02/11/2011

-

$1.62/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Bay Area Property Managers / 510-667-6471

-

-

Wonda Kidd

-

Move In

1407 Foothill Blvd

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94606

6,040 SF

6,040 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

2,500 SF

01/13/2011

02/12/2011

-

$1.00/mg(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Yi S & Ching C Teng / 510-388-1949

-

-

Yi Teng

-

Move In

200 Frank H Ogawa Plz

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94612

11,571 SF

1,284 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

2,000 SF

01/18/2011

02/17/2011

-

$2.00/fs(est)

Office/Direct

-

7

Colliers International / 510-986-6770

-

-

Mike Corbett

-

Move In

1121-1129 Webster St

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94607

18,644 SF

9,322 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

900 SF

01/25/2011

01/25/2011

-

$0.94/nnn(est)

Office/Direct

-

2

Webster Group, LLC / 510-836-3138

-

-

Timothy Chen

-

Move In
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2087 Mountain Blvd

Montclair Plaza

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

12,281 SF

6,978 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

984 SF

01/26/2011

04/01/2011

03/31/2021

$3.38/nnn

Retail/Direct

-

1

Starboard TCN Worldwide Real Estate / 415-765-6900

-

-

Jane Woolley

Subway

Move In

1013 Harrison St

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94607

6,969 SF

3,484 SF

Retail

-

300 SF

01/27/2011

01/27/2011

01/26/2012

$2.00/mg(est)

Office/Direct

-

2

Sum Wu / 510-504-2266

-

-

Sum Wu

-

Move In

1013 Harrison St

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94607

6,969 SF

3,484 SF

Retail

-

130 SF

01/27/2011

01/27/2011

01/26/2012

$2.00/mg(est)

Office/Direct

-

2

Sum Wu / 510-504-2266

-

-

Sum Wu

-

Move In

1013 Harrison St

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94607

6,969 SF

3,484 SF

Retail

-

360 SF

01/27/2011

01/27/2011

01/26/2012

$1.80/mg(est)

Office/Direct

-

2

Sum Wu / 510-504-2266

-

-

Sum Wu

-

Move In

3312-3318 Lakeshore Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94610

3,300 SF

3,300 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

950 SF

01/28/2011

02/27/2011

02/26/2014

$3.16/mg(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

MRE Commercial Real Estate / 510-450-1400

-

-

Erik Housh

-

Move In

474 7th St

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94607

11,487 SF

11,487 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

1,067 SF

01/28/2011

02/27/2011

-

$1.68/mg(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

Move In

5941-5947 Macarthur Blvd

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94613

2,500 SF

2,500 SF

Retail

-

1,700 SF

01/30/2011

03/01/2011

02/29/2012

$0.45/+util

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1

George Zeidan / 510-658-2634

-

-

George Zeidan

-

Move In
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3436 Dimond Ave

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94602

2,000 SF

2,000 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

2,000 SF

01/30/2011

03/01/2011

02/29/2016

$0.83/mg

Retail/Direct

-

1

Moyer Realty Company / 510-769-0300

John Moyer

Moyer Realty Company / 510-769-0300

John Moyer

Paw & Claws Natural Pet Food 
Store

Move In

2706-2712 Macarthur Blvd

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94602

900 SF

450 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

450 SF

01/31/2011

01/31/2011

-

$1.44/mg(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Ruth C Carano / 510-262-9511

-

-

Ruth Carano

-

Move In

300-320 17th St

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94612

5,138 SF

2,569 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

598 SF

02/01/2011

02/01/2011

01/31/2012

$1.34/ig

Office/Direct

-

1

LCB Associates / 510-763-7016

-

-

Daniel Fichte

James E. Roberts-Obayashi Corp.

Move In

4471-4473 International Blvd

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94601

3,199 SF

1,599 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

1,599 SF

02/04/2011

03/06/2011

-

$0.68/+util(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1

Kebede S & Mamo A Living Trust / 510-763-1281

-

-

Joe Kebede

-

Move In

6239 College Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94618

9,608 SF

3,203 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

1,125 SF

02/07/2011

02/14/2011

02/13/2014

$2.14/mg

Office/Direct

-

3

Ellwood Commercial Real Estate / 510-238-9111

-

-

Barbara Kami

-

Move In
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2014 Park Blvd

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94606

3,843 SF

3,624 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

700 SF

02/11/2011

02/11/2011

02/10/2014

$1.07/mg

Retail/Direct

-

1

Goodman Trust / 510-469-5495

Joanne Lampke

Goodman Trust / 510-469-5495

Joanne Lampke

-

Move In

4138-4144 Macarthur Blvd

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94619

4,200 SF

4,200 SF

Retail

-

1,000 SF

02/18/2011

03/01/2011

03/31/2016

$1.40/mg

Retail/Direct

-

1

Weinstein Commercial / 510-763-3066

Carol Robbiano

Wells & Bennett Realtors / 510-531-7000

Richard Weinstein

Dr. Hai Nguyen

Move In

3199 Lakeshore Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94610

4,040 SF

4,040 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

2,706 SF

02/25/2011

03/27/2011

03/26/2016

$3.00/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Friedkin Investment Company / 510-452-3000

-

-

Becky Gimbel

-

Move In

600 98th Ave

-

Oakland-Airport

Oakland, CA  94603

3,403 SF

3,403 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

2,300 SF

02/28/2011

03/30/2011

-

$1.00/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Kim Han Do & Charlie

-

-

Han Do Kim

-

Move In

3800-3816 Piedmont Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

4,575 SF

2,287 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

830 SF

03/01/2011

03/01/2011

-

$1.75/mg(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1

LOH Realty & Investment / 510-339-9825

-

-

Kevin Nakahara

J.A. Health Care

Move In

201 4th St

New Market Lofts

Oakland-Port/Jack London

Oakland, CA  94607

6,000 SF

1,200 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

922 SF

03/01/2011

03/01/2011

02/28/2014

$1.25/mg

Office/Direct

-

1

Ellwood Commercial Real Estate / 510-238-9111

-

-

Barbara Kami

-

Move In
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701-723 E 12th St

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94606

10,000 SF

10,000 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

800 SF

03/14/2011

03/14/2011

-

$1.50/mg(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

David Wong / 510-689-8328

-

-

David Wong

-

Move In

436 E 12th St

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94606

3,600 SF

3,600 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

3,600 SF

03/14/2011

04/13/2011

-

$1.00/mg(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

David Wong / 510-689-8328

-

-

David Wong

-

Move In

3010 Foothill Blvd

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94601

1,500 SF

1,500 SF

Retail/Restaurant

-

1,500 SF

03/20/2011

04/01/2011

03/31/2013

$1.67/fs

Retail/Direct

-

1

Community Realty Property Management Inc / 510-530-1005

-

-

Tony Torres

-

Move In

440-464 Santa Clara Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94610

20,514 SF

10,257 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

1,300 SF

04/11/2011

05/11/2011

-

$1.25/mg(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Lycette Company / 650-591-3400

-

-

Robert Lycette, Dawn Fehr

-

Move In

3900 Foothill Blvd

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94601

6,300 SF

6,300 SF

Retail/Auto Repair

-

6,300 SF

04/14/2011

04/14/2011

04/13/2014

$0.52/+util

Retail/Direct

-

1

Wells & Bennett Realtors / 510-531-7000

Kiran Karnad

Funding One Mortgage Corp. / 510-430-1999

Catherine Vallee

Quron Reaves Enterprises

Move In

4270 Broadway

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

5,658 SF

5,658 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

5,658 SF

04/22/2011

04/22/2011

-

-

Retail/Direct

-

1

-

-

-

-

Jeremys Department Store

Move In

461-471 9th St

Gladstone Building,Old Oakland

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94607

23,089 SF

18,423 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

1,511 SF

04/22/2011

05/22/2011

-

$2.25/fs(est)

Office/Direct

-

2

Cushman & Wakefield, Inc. / 510-763-4900

-

-

Charlie Allen, Anthony Shell

-

Move In
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461-471 9th St

Gladstone Building,Old Oakland

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94607

23,089 SF

18,423 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

1,552 SF

04/27/2011

-

-

-

Office/Direct

-

2

Cushman & Wakefield, Inc. / 510-763-4900

-

-

Anthony Shell

Youth Business America

Renewal

5825 Telegraph Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94609

2,469 SF

2,469 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

2,469 SF

04/28/2011

05/28/2011

-

$1.50/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / 510-704-1800

-

-

John Gordon, Ito Ripsteen

-

Move In

3823-3825 Macarthur Blvd

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94619

3,582 SF

3,581 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

1,900 SF

05/02/2011

06/01/2011

05/31/2013

$1.03/nnn

Retail/Direct

-

1

Young Tommie L

-

-

Tommie Young

Miracle Toes Dance Studio

Move In

2232-2236 Martin Luther King Jr Way

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94612

8,520 SF

2,840 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

8,520 SF

05/06/2011

07/05/2011

-

$0.82/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1-3

CB Richard Ellis / 510-874-1900

Ken Morris

CB Richard Ellis / 510-874-1900

Ken Morris

Starline Social Club

Move In

700 Clay St

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94607

2,443 SF

3,180 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

2,443 SF

05/06/2011

03/01/2013

-

-

Retail/New

-

GRND

Doherty Painting and Construction, Inc. / 415-695-1494

-

-

Patrick Doherty

-

Move In

2060-2070 Mountain Blvd

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

6,475 SF

2,453 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

144 SF

05/10/2011

06/01/2011

-

$3.13/fs

Office/Direct

-

2

Fae Bidgoli / 510-526-0900

-

-

Fae Bidgoli

-

Move In
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Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

3417 Lakeshore Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94610

3,850 SF

3,850 SF

Retail

-

1,900 SF

05/11/2011

06/10/2011

-

$2.40/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

LCB Associates / 510-763-7016

-

-

Steven Banker, Ryan Dalton

-

Move In

2334 Park Blvd

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94606

6,330 SF

2,110 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

650 SF

05/16/2011

06/01/2011

05/31/2012

$1.23/+util

Retail/Direct

-

1

Community Realty Property Management Inc / 510-530-1005

-

-

Tony Torres, Daniela Ruiz

-

Move In

6529 Telegraph Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94609

1,609 SF

804 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

1,609 SF

05/18/2011

06/17/2011

-

$1.57/nnn(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1,2

-

-

-

-

Bay Area Vital Link

Move In

5795 Foothill Blvd

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94605

2,400 SF

2,400 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

2,400 SF

05/19/2011

06/18/2011

06/17/2016

$1.04/mg(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Sam Chin / 415-572-5312

-

-

Sam Chin

-

Move In

3935-3953 Piedmont Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

13,135 SF

9,275 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

1,140 SF

05/30/2011

06/01/2011

05/31/2014

$2.63/mg

Retail/Direct

-

1

Brigantine Sales / 510-653-8998

-

-

Jim Diamantine

-

Move In

3639 Grand Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94610

2,803 SF

1,593 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

600 SF

05/31/2011

05/31/2011

-

$2.50/+util(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Fae Bidgoli / 510-526-0900

-

-

Fae Bidgoli

-

Move In
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Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

1701-1711 Telegraph Ave

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94612

5,104 SF

5,800 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

2,200 SF

06/01/2011

07/01/2011

06/30/2016

$1.00/+util

Retail/Direct

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

Move In

102-106 International Blvd

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94606

7,096 SF

3,548 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

2,330 SF

06/01/2011

07/01/2011

-

$0.94/nnn(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1

Realty World

-

-

Joe Tran

-

Move In

1418-1424 Fruitvale Ave

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94601

2,100 SF

2,100 SF

Retail

-

1,400 SF

06/01/2011

07/01/2011

06/30/2013

$1.07/mg

Retail/Direct

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

Move In

2877 Chapman St

Chapman Lofts

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94601

9,107 SF

5,266 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

1,350 SF

06/01/2011

07/01/2011

-

$1.30/mg(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

2

Ayanian Realty Inc. / 415-661-4265

-

-

Zaven Ayanian

-

Move In

2071 Mountain Blvd

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

6,156 SF

3,078 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

671 SF

06/03/2011

07/01/2011

06/30/2012

$2.08/mg

Office/Direct

-

2

Broadway Management / 510-865-8250

-

-

Edward Hirshberg

-

Move In

201 4th St

New Market Lofts

Oakland-Port/Jack London

Oakland, CA  94607

6,000 SF

1,200 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

1,590 SF

06/10/2011

06/10/2011

-

-

Retail/Direct

-

2

-

-

-

-

James P Ryugo

Move In
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Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

3201-3209 Lakeshore Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94610

10,479 SF

5,239 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

1,380 SF

06/14/2011

07/14/2011

-

$2.00/mg(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Stephens Property Management / 925-930-7760

-

-

Paul Chahin

-

Move In

6529 Telegraph Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94609

450 SF

450 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

450 SF

06/17/2011

06/17/2011

-

$3.86/nnn(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1

-

-

-

-

Bay Area Vital Link

Move In

8460 Edgewater Dr

Hegenberger Gateway Retail Center

Oakland-Airport

Oakland, CA  94621

9,888 SF

9,888 SF

Retail

-

2,723 SF

06/24/2011

-

-

-

Retail/Direct

-

1

Cushman & Wakefield of California / 415-397-1700

Grant Guidinger

Cushman & Wakefield of California / 415-397-1700

Grant Guidinger

Payless ShoeSource

Renewal

3600-3606 Grand Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94610

6,590 SF

3,295 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

700 SF

06/27/2011

06/27/2011

-

$2.24/+elec(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1

Research in Progress / 800-821-1573

-

-

-

Aebra Adams Hair & Fashion

Move In

3600-3606 Grand Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94610

6,590 SF

3,295 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

900 SF

06/27/2011

06/27/2011

-

$2.03/+elec(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1

Research in Progress / 800-821-1573

-

-

-

California Competition Team

Move In

1940-1950 Fruitvale Ave

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94601

5,000 SF

2,500 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

250 SF

07/01/2011

07/01/2011

-

$2.00/nnn

Office/Direct

-

2

-

-

-

-

-

Move In
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Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

327-331 19th St

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94612

3,401 SF

1,700 SF

Retail

-

2,001 SF

07/06/2011

09/01/2011

-

$1.25/mg(est)

Office/Direct

-

2

Grubb & Ellis / 415-433-1050

-

-

Shaun Bloomquist

-

Move In

3000-3100 E 9th St

The Fruitvale Station

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94601

70,000 SF

70,000 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

3,990 SF

07/08/2011

09/15/2011

09/14/2016

$2.29/nnn

Retail/Direct

-

1

Keegan & Coppin - ONCOR International / 415-461-1010

Edward Grammens

Cushman & Wakefield of California / 415-397-1700

Vesa Becam

Comcast

Move In

481-485 9th St

Ross House,Old Oakland

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94607

14,757 SF

4,919 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

10,237 SF

07/08/2011

10/06/2011

10/05/2018

$2.25/fs(est)

Office/Direct

-

2,3

Cushman & Wakefield, Inc. / 510-763-4900

Scott Stone

Aegis Realty Partners / 510-273-2000

Charlie Allen, Anthony Shell

Beeson Tayer

Move In

3540 Grand Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94610

3,000 SF

1,500 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

1,400 SF

07/15/2011

08/01/2011

-

$1.64

Office/Direct

-

1

Cornish & Carey Commercial Newmark Knight Frank / 
510-923-6200

-

-

Thomas Southern

-

Move In

3901-3911 Piedmont Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

18,202 SF

6,067 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

2,900 SF

07/18/2011

08/17/2011

-

$1.72/+u&ch(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

1

Rose Henry S & Michael W & James A & R H / 209-293-7149

-

-

Sue Rose

-

Move In

1950-1954 Mountain Blvd

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

4,938 SF

2,469 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

480 SF

07/18/2011

08/01/2011

07/31/2012

$1.75/fs

Office/Direct

-

2

LOH Realty & Investment / 510-339-9825

-

-

Paul Loh, Jillian Loh

Blue Point Planning

Move In
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Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

9750 Golf Links Rd

Shell

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94605

1,624 SF

1,624 SF

Retail/Service Station

-

1,624 SF

07/18/2011

07/18/2011

-

-

Retail/Direct

-

1

-

-

-

-

SC Fuels

Move In

3924-3928 Macarthur Blvd

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94619

876 SF

875 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

875 SF

07/25/2011

08/01/2011

07/31/2012

$0.75/nnn

Retail/Direct

-

1

Property Investment Services / 510-523-1115

-

-

Victor Jin

-

Move In

5831-5833 Bancroft Ave

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94605

2,178 SF

2,178 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

1,089 SF

07/25/2011

08/24/2011

08/23/2016

$0.96/nnn

Retail/Direct

-

1

Premier Properties

-

-

Rashid Kaddoura

-

Move In

5831-5833 Bancroft Ave

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94605

2,178 SF

2,178 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

1,089 SF

07/25/2011

08/24/2011

08/23/2016

$0.96/nnn

Retail/Direct

-

1

Premier Properties

-

-

Rashid Kaddoura

-

Move In

3869-3883 Piedmont Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

8,411 SF

4,205 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

144 SF

07/26/2011

08/25/2011

-

-

Office/Sublet

-

2

Bonney Lynch / 510-655-0903

-

-

Bonney Lynch

-

Move In

888 98th St

-

Oakland-South

Oakland, CA  94603

10,000 SF

4,745 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

600 SF

07/28/2011

08/27/2011

-

$1.00/nnn(est)

Office/Direct

-

2

Nguyet Tammy Vu / 408-416-1512

-

-

Tammy Vu

-

Move In
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Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA

Typical Floor

Building Type

SF Leased

Class

Sign Date

Move Date

Expiration Date

Rent Paid/mo

Space Use/Type

Mailing Suite

Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

3211-3219 Lakeshore Ave

Retail

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94610

7,000 SF

2,820 SF

Retail

-

3,000 SF

08/02/2011

09/01/2011

08/31/2016

$1.75/nnn

Retail/Direct

-

1

Padco Properties / 510-590-6070

-

-

Terry Gardner

-

Move In

1585-1593 Madison St

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94612

4,551 SF

4,551 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

640 SF

08/03/2011

08/03/2011

-

$1.25/mg(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

Move In

3650-3654 Grand Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94610

5,776 SF

1,925 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

1,240 SF

08/22/2011

09/21/2011

09/20/2014

$0.62/+elec

Retail/Direct

-

1

Wells & Bennett Realtors / 510-531-7000

-

-

Kelly Klingler

-

Move In

3700-3706 Telegraph Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94609

3,138 SF

3,138 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

900 SF

08/31/2011

08/31/2011

-

$1.22/mg

Retail/Direct

-

1

Kevin & Yuenhan Suen / 510-742-1387

-

-

Kevin Suen

-

Move In

2011-2017 Mountain Blvd

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

2,025 SF

2,025 SF

Retail/Freestanding

-

2,025 SF

08/31/2011

09/30/2011

09/29/2014

$2.52/mg

Retail/Direct

-

1

Ellwood Commercial Real Estate / 510-238-9111

Andrew Schmieder

Cornish & Carey Commercial Newmark Knight Frank / 
510-923-6200

Patrick Ellwood, Barbara Kami

Golden State Fitness & 
Performance

Move In

3217-3237 Grand Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94610

16,584 SF

5,528 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

900 SF

09/01/2011

11/01/2011

08/31/2013

$1.50/mg(est)

Retail/Direct

-

3

Lycette Company / 650-591-3400

Robert Lycette

Lycette Company / 650-591-3400

Robert Lycette, Dawn Fehr

-

Move In
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Building Address

Building/Park Name

Submarket

City

RBA
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Move Date
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Space Use/Type
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Leased Floor #s

Leasing Company / Phone

Leasing Company Brokers

Tenant Rep / Phone

Tenant Rep Brokers

Tenant Name

Transaction Type

3931 Telegraph Ave

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94609

13,080 SF

4,360 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

-

1,200 SF

09/13/2011

10/13/2011

-

$2.00/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Ruthie's Cafe

-

-

Ruth Treisman

Ruthie's Cafe

Move In

1955-1959 Mountain Blvd

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

12,237 SF

6,118 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

316 SF

09/13/2011

09/13/2011

-

$2.00/fs(est)

Office/Direct

-

2

Sturtevant / 925-283-6795

-

-

Patty Evans

-

Move In

1955-1959 Mountain Blvd

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

12,237 SF

6,118 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

1,700 SF

09/13/2011

10/13/2011

-

$2.25/mg(est)

Off/Ret/Direct

-

LL

Sturtevant / 925-283-6795

-

-

Patty Evans

-

Move In

1955-1959 Mountain Blvd

-

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94611

12,237 SF

6,118 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

337 SF

09/13/2011

09/13/2011

-

$2.00/fs(est)

Office/Direct

-

2

Sturtevant / 925-283-6795

-

-

Patty Evans

-

Move In

730-736 Washington St

-

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94607

2,874 SF

2,874 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

510 SF

09/16/2011

09/16/2011

-

$2.33/fs(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Commonwealth Companies Real Estate / 510-832-5195

-

-

Ted Dang

-

Move In

811-815 Broadway

Studio Bldg,Old Oakland

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94607

7,500 SF

3,750 SF

Retail/Storefront

-

1,229 SF

09/21/2011

10/21/2011

-

$1.50/nnn(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Cornish & Carey Commercial Newmark Knight Frank / 
925-974-0100

-

-

Erika Elliott, Stephen Rusher

-

Move In
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Transaction Type

461-471 9th St

Gladstone Building,Old Oakland

Oakland-Downtown

Oakland, CA  94607

23,089 SF

18,423 SF

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Office

-

173 SF

09/21/2011

10/21/2011

-

$2.25/fs(est)

Office/Direct

-

2

Cushman & Wakefield, Inc. / 510-763-4900

-

-

Charlie Allen, Anthony Shell

-

Move In

5666 Telegraph Ave

Veterinary Hospital

Oakland-North

Oakland, CA  94609

1,600 SF

1,600 SF

Retail/Veterinarian/Kenn
el

-

250 SF

09/27/2011

09/27/2011

-

$3.50/fs(est)

Retail/Direct

-

1

Thomas S Anthony / 510-653-6000

-

-

Tom Anthony

-

Move In
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Exhibit 23 
College & Claremont Safeway Store 
Existing Berkeley Retail Vacancies  
October 2011 



Retail/Auto Repair

3,600 SFBuilding Size:

0.08  AC

Stories:

Built 1935

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,600 SF

$1.00

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1931 Addison St

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

1

For Sale: For Sale at $2,500,000 as part of a portfolio of 3 properties - 
Pending

Smallest Space:

3,600 SF

3,600 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.67/sf

Sales Company: Korman & Ng: Michael Korman (510) 525-2562 x11

Landlord Rep: Korman & Ng / Michael Korman 510-525-2562x11 -- 3,600 SF (3,600 SF)

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

12,347 SFBuilding Size:

0.15  AC

Stories:

Built 2003

5

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,000 SF

$1.50

59.5%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2002 Addison St

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

2

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,000 SF

1,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $12.18/sf

Parking: 20 Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: MRE Commercial Real Estate / Roger Mills 510-450-1424 -- 4,000 SF (2,200-4,000 SF)

Retail/Storefront

3,360 SFBuilding Size:

0.12  AC

Stories:

Built 1925

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,360 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1850 Alcatraz Ave

Berkeley, CA 94703

Alameda County

3

For Sale: For Sale at $265,000 ($78.87/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

3,360 SF

3,360 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.83/sf

Sales Company: Better Homes & Gardens Mason-McDuffie: Keith Tower (510) 868-1400

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

Retail

2,940 SFBuilding Size:

0.11  AC

Stories:

Built 1924

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

2,940 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1854 Alcatraz Ave

Berkeley, CA 94703

Alameda County

4

For Sale: For Sale at $275,000 ($93.54/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

2,940 SF

2,940 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $2.07/sf

Sales Company: Better Homes & Gardens Mason-McDuffie: Keith Tower (510) 868-1400

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

Property Description: Strip Center

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Freestanding

5,635 SFBuilding Size:

0.16  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,635 SF

$1.20

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:915 Ashby Ave

Berkeley, CA 94710

Alameda County

5

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

5,635 SF

5,635 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.87/sf

Landlord Rep: Hanford-Freund & Company / Jan Yale 925-283-2014x2 -- 5,635 SF (5,635 SF)

Retail/Freestanding

45,000 SFBuilding Size:

10.32  AC

Stories:

Built 2008

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

8,000 SF

Negotiable

82.2%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1025-1099 Ashby Ave

Berkeley, CA 94710

Alameda County

6

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

8,000 SF

2,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $8.17/sf

Parking: 40 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 0.88/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: Colliers International / Reesa Tansey 510-433-5808 -- 8,000 SF (2,000-8,000 SF)

Ashby Plaza. Retail, Office, and light industrial spaces.

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

2,722 SFBuilding Size:

0.09  AC

Stories:

Built 1927

-

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

2,722 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2047-2049 Ashby Ave

Berkeley, CA 94703

Alameda County

7

For Sale: For Sale at $675,000 ($247.98/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

2,722 SF

2,722 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $4.66/sf

Parking: 4 Surface Spaces are available; 4 One-Car Garage Spaces are 
available;  Ratio of 2.94/1,000 SF

Sales Company: Century Properties: Ninous Ashour (415) 948-6565

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

Property Description: RETAIL/APARTMENT BUILDING

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Storefront

15,275 SFBuilding Size:

0.31  AC

Stories:

Built 1918, Renov Nov 2009

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

8,417 SF

$2.50-$3.00

44.9%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2629-2635 Ashby Ave

Berkeley, CA 94705

Alameda County

8

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

3,461 SF

1,235 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.62/sf

Landlord Rep: Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / John Gordon 510-704-1800 -- 3,461 SF (3,461 SF)

Property Description: Storefront

Retail/(Strip Ctr)

26,082 SFBuilding Size:

0.61  AC

Stories:

Built 1958

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,492 SF

$3.00

78.9%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2426-2590 Bancroft Way

Bancroft Commons

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

9

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,892 SF

600 SF

Max Contig:

Parking: Free Surface Spaces; Free Covered Spaces

Landlord Rep: Commercial Lessors, Inc. / Jason Tobin 510-548-3900 -- 4,892 SF (4,892 SF)

Located in Bancroft Commons Retail Strip Center directly across from UC
Berkeley Campus; over 44,00 students, faculty and staff. On-site parking.
Surrounding retailers include the Gap, Urban Outfitters, Bancroft Clothing,
Express, Jamba Juice, Noah's Bagels, Blockbuster, Bath & Body Works,
Sunglass Hut, EB Games.

Retail/Bank

6,040 SFBuilding Size:

0.15  AC

Stories:

Built 1963

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,329 SF

$2.00

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2460-2462 Bancroft Way

Bancroft Commons

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

10

For Sale: For Sale at $3,025,000 ($500.83/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

4,329 SF

740 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $3.71/sf

Sales Company: TRI Commercial/CORFAC International: Dick W. Sullivan (925) 296-3319

Landlord Rep: TRI Commercial/CORFAC International / Dick W. Sullivan 925-296-3319 -- 3,589 SF (3,589 SF)

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

76,156 SFBuilding Size:

1.93  AC

Stories:

Built 1943

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

34,563 SF

$1.25-$1.50

90.3%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1001-1003 Camelia St

Camelia Outlet Center

Berkeley, CA 94710

Alameda County

11

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

11,200 SF

3,600 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.31/sf

Parking: 20 free Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Cornish & Carey Commercial Newmark Knight Frank / Jeff Lahr 510-923-6208 / James B. Clark 
510-923-6247 /  Andrew Schmieder 510-923-6206 -- 23,450 SF (3,600-11,200 SF)

Sublet Contact: DJM Realty Services, LLC / Emilio Amendola 631-752-1100x223 -- 11,113 SF (11,113 SF)

Retail/Storefront

8,272 SFBuilding Size:

0.17  AC

Stories:

Built 1914

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,000 SF

$1.00-$2.00

39.6%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2510 Durant Ave

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

12

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

5,000 SF

1,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $2.38/sf

Landlord Rep: Eid Abdallah / Eid Abdallah 510-848-5000 -- 3,000 SF (1,000-3,000 SF)

Property Description: STOREFRONT

Retail/Storefront

27,372 SFBuilding Size:

0.63  AC

Stories:

Built 1970

3

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,892 SF

Negotiable

82.1%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2516-2518 Durant Ave

Retail

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

13

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,892 SF

4,892 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.40/sf

Parking: 5 Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Commercial Lessors, Inc. / Jason Leung 510-548-3900 -- 4,892 SF (4,892 SF)

1 Block From UC Campus, 3 Floor Retail Plus Mezzanine Office, Elevator

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Storefront (Strip Ctr)

36,413 SFBuilding Size:

1.56  AC

Stories:

Built 1965

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

15,095 SF

Negotiable

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1300-1328 Gilman St

Berkeley, CA 94710

Alameda County

14

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

6,368 SF

554 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.83/sf

Parking: 85 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 2.33/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: Main Street Property Services, Inc. / Craig Semmelmeyer 925-299-8170x204 /  Michael 
Semmelmeyer 925-299-8170 -- 8,968 SF (2,600-6,368 SF)

Gilman Village is a collection of cutting edge retailers and artisans in one of Berkeley's most dynamic shopping district. Gilman Village is a great show 
case for local Artisans and Manufacturers who are looking for a retail presence in West Berkeley market-nestled between I-80 and San Pablo Avenue. 

The Gilman Street corridor is an East Bay shopping destination, with its collection of chic, eclectic artisans, retailers and restaurateurs. The area offers 
the unique retailer an opportunity to tap into this desirable marketplace. Gilman Street offers individuality and quality to its more sophisticated consumer. 

Gilman Village features Ethnic Arts which has been a Berkeley institution for many years and T-Rex which has become a BBQ destination for the East 
Bay food culture. 

Nearby co-tenants include REI, The North Face Outlet, Pyramid Brewery and Ale House, as well as many other retailers and restaurants. 

Average Household income in the immediate trade area is over $100,000.

The daytime population within three miles is 111,167.

Retail/Freestanding

24,507 SFBuilding Size:

0.69  AC

Stories:

Built 1968

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

8,674 SF

Negotiable

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1448-1452 San Pablo Ave

Berkeley, CA 94702

Alameda County

15

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

8,674 SF

8,674 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.45/sf

Parking: 12 free Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Main Street Property Services, Inc. / Craig Semmelmeyer 925-299-8170x204 -- 8,674 SF (8,674 SF)

The building features high, open timber ceiling, plenty of natural lighting, great visability and street front view, ample building signage with monument on 
San Pablo Avenue, a roll-up door, on-site parking and easy access from I-80.

Retail/Storefront

4,425 SFBuilding Size:

0.11  AC

Stories:

Built 1955

-

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,425 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1469 San Pablo Ave

Berkeley, CA 94702

Alameda County

16

For Sale: For Sale at $650,000 ($146.89/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

4,425 SF

4,425 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.08/sf

Sales Company: Alliance Bay Realty: David Browning (510) 742-6600

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Storefront

7,624 SFBuilding Size:

0.17  AC

Stories:

Built 1951

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

7,624 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1507-1511 San Pablo Ave

Berkeley, CA 94702

Alameda County

17

For Sale: For Sale at $650,000 ($85.26/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

7,624 SF

7,624 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $2.05/sf

Parking: 4 free Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: Touchstone Commercial Partners, Inc.: Jamie Harrison (415) 989-1200 x106, Zach Haupert (415) 
989-1200 x121

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

Property Description: Storefront

Retail/Auto Repair

2,500 SFBuilding Size:

0.06  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

2,500 SF

$1.20

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1513 San Pablo Ave

Berkeley, CA 94702

Alameda County

18

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

2,500 SF

2,500 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.21/sf

Landlord Rep: Marchetti Rose E / Ray Marchetti 925-457-1911 -- 2,500 SF (2,500 SF)

Retail/Storefront

6,973 SFBuilding Size:

0.20  AC

Stories:

Built 1942

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,400 SF

$0.99

51.2%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2025-2043 San Pablo Ave

Berkeley, CA 94702

Alameda County

19

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

3,400 SF

3,400 SF

Max Contig:

Landlord Rep: Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / John Gordon 510-704-1800 -- 3,400 SF (3,400 SF)

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
10/4/2011

Page  6



Retail/Freestanding (Strip Ctr)

3,127 SFBuilding Size:

0.11  AC

Stories:

Proposed

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,127 SF

$1.75

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2113-2117 San Pablo Ave

Berkeley, CA 94702

Alameda County

20

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

3,127 SF

627 SF

Max Contig:

Landlord Rep: Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / John Gordon 510-704-1800 /  Ito Ripsteen 510-524-4410 
-- 2,500 SF (2,500 SF)

* Dramatic 24’ high ceilings on the ground floor. 12’ ceilings in the mezzanine

* 18’ exposed brick wall

* Mezzanine opens to rear patio/deck with clerestory windows on the south facing side

* Perfect for galleries, showrooms, designer spaces, home décor establishments

* Join neighbors Baldwin Brass and Metro Lighting

* Join a 2 mile stretch of home furnishings, accessories and fix-up stores include
Fenton MacLaren, Earthly Basics, Berkeley Lighting, Ohmega Salvage, and others

* Adjacent to Berkeley’s growing international food district

* Easy street parking

*

Retail/Freestanding

5,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.31  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,000 SF

$1.60

20.0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2234-2236 San Pablo Ave

Berkeley, CA 94702

Alameda County

21

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,000 SF

4,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.90/sf

Landlord Rep: Norheim & Yost / John Norheim 510-527-3400x10 -- 4,000 SF (4,000 SF)

Retail/Storefront

5,666 SFBuilding Size:

0.16  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,666 SF

$3.71

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1491-1495 Shattuck Ave

Berkeley, CA 94709

Alameda County

22

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

5,666 SF

1,966 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $4.19/sf, 2009 Est Tax @ $4.40/sf; 2009 Est Ops @ 
$3.60/sf

Landlord Rep: Commercial Lessors, Inc.Jason Tobin 510-548-3900 -- 3,700 SF (3,700 SF)

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Restaurant

5,750 SFBuilding Size:

0.12  AC

Stories:

Built 1921

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,750 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1974 Shattuck Ave

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

23

For Sale: For Sale at $1,750,000 ($304.35/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

5,750 SF

5,750 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2010 Tax @ $6.43/sf; 2010 Ops @ $2.14/sf

Sales Company: Red Oak Realty: Scott J. Bovard (510) 292-2000

Landlord Rep: Red Oak Realty / Scott J. Bovard 510-292-2000 -- 5,750 SF (5,750 SF)

Restaurant & liquor license included

* One block from UC Campus

* Located in the heart of downtown Berkeley

* Building has 3 lounges, full bar & banquet room

* Lower floor & upper level mezzanine

Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

25,662 SFBuilding Size:

0.25  AC

Stories:

Built 1972

3

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

8,400 SF

$1.75-$2.06

67.3%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2278-2286 Shattuck Ave

Pasand Courtyard

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

24

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

6,800 SF

1,600 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $2.40/sf

Landlord Rep: Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / John Gordon 510-704-1800 /  Ito Ripsteen 510-524-4410 
-- 6,800 SF (6,800 SF)

Office building with restaurant space on the bottom floor.

Retail/Storefront

4,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.10  AC

Stories:

Built 1930, Renov Oct 2009

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,999 SF

Negotiable

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2428-2430 Shattuck Ave

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

25

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

3,999 SF

3,999 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 1999 Combined Tax/Ops @ $0.75/sf

Landlord Rep: Michael Giotinis / Ernie Giotinis 650-430-1244 -- 3,999 SF (3,999 SF)

Short walk to downtown BART station with 22,000 daily riders. Just blocks for UC Berkeley campus with 44,000 daily population.

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

18,570 SFBuilding Size:

0.60  AC

Stories:

Built 2004

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,650 SF

$1.75

75.0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2451-2461 Shattuck Ave

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

26

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,650 SF

4,650 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $26.80/sf

Parking: 26 Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 1.92/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: MRE Commercial Real Estate / Roger Mills 510-450-1424 -- 4,650 SF (4,650 SF)

The property is the former location of historic Fine Arts Cinema, just on the edge of downtown Berkeley. It is a short walk to Downtown Berkeley BART 
station and close to UC Berkeley with 44,000 daily population.

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

19,600 SFBuilding Size:

-

Stories:

Proposed, breaks ground Sep 
2012

5

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

19,600 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2600 Shattuck Ave

Parker Place

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

27

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

19,600 SF

19,600 SF

Max Contig:

Parking: 188 Covered Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: CityCentric / Ali Kashani 510-420-6900x301 /  Mark Rhoades 510-420-6900x306 -- 19,600 SF (19,600 
SF)

Retail/Freestanding

8,051 SFBuilding Size:

0.22  AC

Stories:

Built 1998

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

8,051 SF

$1.75

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2655 Shattuck Ave

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

28

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

8,051 SF

8,051 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 1997 Combined Tax/Ops @ $0.75/sf

Parking: 28 Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / John Gordon 510-704-1800 -- 8,051 SF (8,051 SF)

Retail/Storefront

11,531 SFBuilding Size:

0.19  AC

Stories:

Built 1995

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,152 SF

$2.40

72.7%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1495 Solano Ave

Berkeley, CA 94707

Alameda County

29

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

3,152 SF

3,152 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $3.52/sf

Landlord Rep: MRE Commercial Real Estate / Erik Housh 510-450-1410 -- 3,152 SF (3,152 SF)

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Storefront

3,754 SFBuilding Size:

0.09  AC

Stories:

Built 1948

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,754 SF

$2.00

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1779 Solano Ave

Berkeley, CA 94707

Alameda County

30

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

3,754 SF

3,754 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $3.22/sf

Landlord Rep: Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / Kevin Gordon 510-704-1800 -- 3,754 SF (3,754 SF)

Retail/Storefront

8,100 SFBuilding Size:

0.21  AC

Stories:

Built 1928

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,500 SF

$1.79-$1.85

66.7%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1831 Solano Ave

Berkeley, CA 94707

Alameda County

31

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

2,800 SF

2,700 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $5.79/sf

Parking: 10 Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Ritchie Commercial / Linda Martin 925-935-7050x107 -- 5,500 SF (2,700-2,800 SF)

Great Solano Location!
Across street from Adronico's, La Farine, and other Solano Ave hot spots.

Retail/Movie Theatre

16,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.37  AC

Stories:

Built 1925

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

16,000 SF

$0.65

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1861-1877 Solano Ave

Berkeley, CA 94707

Alameda County

32

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

16,000 SF

8,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $3.22/sf

Landlord Rep: Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / John Gordon 510-704-1800 -- 16,000 SF (8,000 SF)

6 retail stores, second floor offices & a 2-screen movie theater. ±21,324 total square feet. Building is designated as an historic landmark.

Retail/Freestanding

2,900 SFBuilding Size:

0.16  AC

Stories:

Built 1978

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

2,900 SF

$2.41

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1882 Solano Ave

Berkeley, CA 94707

Alameda County

33

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

2,900 SF

2,900 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $2.94/sf

Landlord Rep: Joseph Fahmie Properties LLC / Darlene Fahmie 510-526-6083 -- 2,900 SF (2,900 SF)

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Storefront

3,500 SFBuilding Size:

0.16  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,500 SF

$1.71

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2431-2433 Telegraph Ave

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

34

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

3,500 SF

500 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $9.28/sf

Landlord Rep: Kenneth & Brown Lauri Sarachan / Ken Sarachan 510-848-9018 -- 3,000 SF (3,000 SF)

Retail/Storefront

15,100 SFBuilding Size:

0.20  AC

Stories:

Existing

3

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

8,575 SF

$2.50-$5.25

43.2%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2460-2470 Telegraph Ave

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

35

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,200 SF

900 SF

Max Contig:

Landlord Rep: Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / John Gordon 510-704-1800 /  Ito Ripsteen 510-524-4410 
-- 7,675 SF (1,300-4,200 SF)

Just 3 blocks from UC Berkeley campus with 44,000 daily population. In the heart of the Telegraph Avenue shopping district. Close to downtown 
amenities, BART, AC Bus Lines. Building meets U.C. Seismic requirements.

Retail/Freestanding

29,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.86  AC

Stories:

Built 1952

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

6,127 SF

$1.40

78.9%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:811 University Ave

Retail

Berkeley, CA 94710

Alameda County

36

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,100 SF

2,027 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $2.17/sf, 2009 Est Tax @ $2.31/sf; 2009 Est Ops @ 
$3.96/sf

Parking: 30 Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Commercial Lessors, Inc. / Jason Leung 510-548-3900 / Jason Tobin 510-548-3900 -- 4,100 SF 
(4,100 SF)

First Floor Approximately 15,700 Square Feet, Second Floor Approximately 13,300 Square Feet

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Storefront

11,200 SFBuilding Size:

0.33  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

11,200 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1074-1084 University Ave

Berkeley, CA 94710

Alameda County

37

For Sale: For Sale at $2,400,000 ($214.29/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

11,200 SF

11,200 SF

Max Contig:

Parking: 14 Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 1.25/1,000 SF

Sales Company: Marcus & Millichap: Taylor Flynn (510) 379-1200 x1267

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

Location Corner: SW

Property Description: Storefront

Retail/Freestanding

6,964 SFBuilding Size:

0.32  AC

Stories:

Built 1987

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

6,964 SF

$1.95

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1824 University Ave

Berkeley, CA 94703

Alameda County

38

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

6,964 SF

6,964 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $3.96/sf

Landlord Rep: Norheim & Yost / John Norheim 510-527-3400x10 -- 6,964 SF (6,964 SF)

Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

11,200 SFBuilding Size:

0.28  AC

Stories:

Built 1952

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,600 SF

$1.75

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2029-2035 University Ave

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

39

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,600 SF

2,300 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 1994 Tax @ $0.63/sf

Parking: 20 free Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Kidder Mathews / Dave Berry 415-229-8915 -- 4,600 SF (2,300-4,600 SF)

Property Description: RETAIL/RESIDENTIAL BUILDING

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Movie Theatre

15,216 SFBuilding Size:

0.18  AC

Stories:

Existing

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

15,216 SF

$1.15

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2036 University Ave

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

40

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

15,216 SF

7,608 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.67/sf

Landlord Rep: Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / John Gordon 510-704-1800 /  Ito Ripsteen 510-524-4410 
-- 15,216 SF (7,608 SF)

This is a +/- 1,000 seat movie theater.  Just 2 blocks to Downtown Berkeley BART station and just 2/10 of a mile from UC Berkeley campus.  There is 
heavy foot traffic and car counts 7 days a week.  This property backs onto Downtown Arts District Close to site of UC's newly proposed 12 story Hotel, 
Musem and Conference Center.  It is nearby to new 160,000 sq. ft. permanent home of Vista College and close to 2,000 new residential units in the 
works for Downtown Berkeley.

Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

20,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.29  AC

Stories:

Built 1917

3

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

7,953 SF

$1.75-$1.98

60.2%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2076-2086 University Ave

Berkeley, CA 94704

Alameda County

41

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,503 SF

1,250 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $4.09/sf

Landlord Rep: Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / John Gordon 510-704-1800 -- 4,503 SF (4,503 SF)

This building is located in the heart of downtown Berkeley.
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Exhibit 24 
College & Claremont Safeway Store 
Existing Oakland Retail Vacancies  
October 2011 
 
 



Retail/Freestanding

30,430 SFBuilding Size:

0.92  AC

Stories:

Built Sep 2009

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

30,081 SF

Negotiable

1.2%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:255 2nd St

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

1

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

30,081 SF

4,942 SF

Max Contig:

Parking: 100 Covered Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Ellis Partners LLC / Will Miller 510-645-9292x232 -- 30,081 SF (4,942-30,081 SF)

• Prime Jack London Square neighborhood serving retail space 

• Connected to Jack London Market via sky-bridge

• Ground floor of 1000+ stall parking structure

• Easy access to AC Transit, Alameda/San Francisco ferry 
service, upcoming BART shuttle and Amtrak

• On-site property management

• Brand new construction

• 17’ clear height

• Prominent signage available

• Short term street front parking

• Significant Enterprise Zone Tax incentives available

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

3,389 SFBuilding Size:

0.14  AC

Stories:

Built 1957

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,389 SF

$3.25

36.3%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:721-745 5th St

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

2

For Sale: For Sale at $375,000 ($110.65/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

3,389 SF

2,159 SF

Max Contig:

Sales Company: California Commercial Investments: Gary M. Bettencourt (510) 268-8500 x33

Landlord Rep: California Commercial Investments / Gary M. Bettencourt 510-268-8500x33 -- 3,389 SF (3,389 SF)

C-40, Community Thoroughfare Commercial, which allows for a wide range of uses
(including retail, wholesale, administrative & commercial); typically appropriate along
major thoroughfares; permitted uses include residential, retail, general wholesale,
automotive services/repair & manufacturing activities

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Supermarket

18,367 SFBuilding Size:

0.26  AC

Stories:

Built 1997

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,000 SF

$1.00

83.7%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:410 7th St

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

3

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

3,000 SF

3,000 SF

Max Contig:

Parking: 120 Covered Spaces are available;  Ratio of 6.53/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: Joyce Kung / Joyce Kung 510-708-7785 -- 3,000 SF (3,000 SF)

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

6,318 SFBuilding Size:

0.82  AC

Stories:

Built Sep 2007

7

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

6,318 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:423 7th St

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

4

For Sale: This property has one 3,108 condo for sale.

Smallest Space:

3,210 SF

3,108 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2006 Tax @ $5.54/sf

Parking: 45 Covered Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Colusa Pacific Capital / Tom Tsukiyama 510-318-6388 -- 6,318 SF (3,108-3,210 SF)

Prominent high-visibility ground floor retail suites located at the intersection of Broadway & 7th St. 
Dramatic space in an architecturally significant luxury high-rise building.
Situated at the gateway to Oakland's Chinatown, Jack London Waterfront, Old Oakland & City Center/Central Business Districts.
Convenient location with easy access to major freeways (580 & 880) and public transportation (AC Transit, BART, Ferry).

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

17,600 SFBuilding Size:

0.13  AC

Stories:

Built 1900

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,900 SF

$1.00

72.2%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1632-1642 7th St

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

5

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

2,600 SF

115 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $0.13/sf

Landlord Rep: SLPM Property Management / Joel Rotario 510-343-4852 -- 2,600 SF (115-2,600 SF)

Property Description: RETAIL/RESIDENTIAL BLDGS

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

43,468 SFBuilding Size:

-

Stories:

Built 1989

4

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

7,446 SF

$1.40-$4.00

82.9%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:401-409 8th St

Phoenix Plaza

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

6

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

2,615 SF

948 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2011 Tax @ $0.58/sf; 2011 Est Ops @ $6.60/sf

Parking: 50 free Covered Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: LOH Realty & Investment / Jillian Loh 510-339-9825x111 / Ricardo J. da Silva 510-339-9825x103 /  
Paul M. Loh 510-339-9825x101 -- 2,615 SF (2,615 SF)

Retail building on 8th St.  Storefront space with signage.

Located in the Chinatown sub-market within easy walking distance to City Center and the Jack London Waterfront District. 

Convenient access to major freeways (580, 980 & 24)and public transportation (AC Transit, BART)

Retail/Storefront Retail/Office 
(Neighborhood Ctr)

88,000 SFBuilding Size:

2.24  AC

Stories:

Built 1993

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

22,657 SF

$3.00

74.3%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:388 9th St

Pacific Renaissance Plaza

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

7

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

6,117 SF

380 SF

Max Contig:

Parking: Free Surface Spaces

Landlord Rep: LOH Realty & Investment / Ricardo J. da Silva 510-339-9825x103 -- 15,163 SF (3,859-6,117 SF)

Property consists of retail/office portion of the "Pacific Renaissance Plaza", comprising approximately 88,000 SF on the first and second floors of the 
mixed use development, which has residential components above the subject property.

Retail/Freestanding

6,900 SFBuilding Size:

0.17  AC

Stories:

Built 1965

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

6,900 SF

$0.95

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:628-636 9th St

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

8

For Sale: For Sale - Active

Smallest Space:

6,900 SF

6,900 SF

Max Contig:

Parking: 10 Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 1.45/1,000 SF

Sales Company: Colliers International: Benjamin F. Harrison (510) 433-5852

Landlord Rep: Colliers International / Benjamin F. Harrison 510-433-5852 -- 6,900 SF (6,900 SF)

+/- 6,900 sf free-standing building with secure adjacent parking lot.
3,600sf on the ground floor.
3,300sf on mezzanine space.
Roll up door in back.
Exclusive parking lot with 10 spaces.
2 blocks from Old Oakland and the Farmer's Market.
Situated around several new housing development projects.
Short walk to BART.

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Freestanding 
(Community Ctr)

70,000 SFBuilding Size:

13  AC

Stories:

Built 1996

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

10,489 SF

Negotiable

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3000-3100 E 9th St

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

9

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

10,489 SF

5,234 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $8.61/sf, 2011 Est Tax @ $4.83/sf; 2011 Est Ops @ 
$5.28/sf

Parking: 321 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 4.58/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: Colliers International / Solomon Ets-Hokin 510-433-5840

Leasing Company: Colliers International / Solomon Ets-Hokin 510-433-5840 -- 10,489 SF (5,234-5,255 SF)

Directly fronting the I-880 Freeway (477,000 ADT) and accessible via both Fruitvale Ave and 29th Ave. The site serves a population of over 470,000 in 
a 5 mile radius and over 270,000 in a 3 mile radius.

Retail/Bar

8,500 SFBuilding Size:

0.20  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

8,500 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1658 12th St

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

10

For Sale: For Sale at $599,000 ($70.47/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

8,500 SF

8,500 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.37/sf

Sales Company: LOH Realty & Investment: Martin Chan (510) 339-9825 x105, Kevin O. Nakahara (510) 339-9825 x107

Landlord Rep: LOH Realty & InvestmentMartin Chan 510-339-9825x105 Kevin O. Nakahara 510-339-9825x107 -- 
8,500 SF (8,500 SF)

Building features include stage, large wood dance floor, tiered balcony, three bars, two commercial kitchens, brick BBQ, ticket booth, DJ room, office 
space and additional storage.
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Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

10,500 SFBuilding Size:

0.10  AC

Stories:

Built 1964, Renov 2005

3

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

7,400 SF

$1.75

29.5%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3700 E 12th St

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

11

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

7,400 SF

250 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.55/sf

Landlord Rep: Amigo Realty / Robert Hernandez 510-533-6333 -- 7,400 SF (250-3,700 SF)

Complete renovation (exterior & interior) in progress including HVAC and electrical. The property offers great visibility/access.

Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

4,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.06  AC

Stories:

Built 1920

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,000 SF

For Sale Only

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:327-329 14th St

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

12

For Sale: For Sale at $489,000 ($122.25/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

4,000 SF

4,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.53/sf

Parking: 4 Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: Coldwell Banker Residential Brokerage: Gary A. Robinson (510) 339-4700

Landlord Rep: Anna Chan / Anna N. Chan 510-537-6795

Leasing Company: Coldwell Banker Residential Brokerage / Gary A. Robinson 510-339-4700 -- 4,000 SF (4,000 SF)
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Retail/Convenience Store

5,200 SFBuilding Size:

0.12  AC

Stories:

Built 1982

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,200 SF

$2.70

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:600-606 14th St

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

13

For Sale: For Sale at $3,000,000 ($576.92/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

5,200 SF

200 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.48/sf

Parking: 5 free Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: Blatteis Realty Co. Inc.: David Blatteis (415) 981-2844 x307

Landlord Rep: Blatteis Realty Co. Inc.David Blatteis 415-981-2844x307 -- 5,000 SF (5,000 SF)

Retail

4,400 SFBuilding Size:

0.46  AC

Stories:

Built 1946

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,400 SF

$1.25

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:10401 E 14th St

Oakland, CA 94603

Alameda County

14

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,400 SF

4,400 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.42/sf

Parking: 6 Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Canela Property Management / Vanessa Orozco 510-536-7832x12 -- 4,400 SF (4,400 SF)

Property Description: RESTAURANT BUILDING

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

2,539 SFBuilding Size:

0.10  AC

Stories:

Built 1895

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

2,539 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:799 17th St

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

15

For Sale: For Sale at $400,000 ($157.54/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

2,539 SF

2,539 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.65/sf

Sales Company: Nationwide Realty: Oral L. Brown (510) 638-0981

Landlord Rep: Nationwide Realty / Oral L. Brown 510-638-0981 -- 2,539 SF (2,539 SF)

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Auto Repair

20,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.88  AC

Stories:

Built 1967

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

2,682 SF

$1.21

86.6%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:435-515 23rd Ave

Oakland, CA 94606

Alameda County

16

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

2,682 SF

2,682 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $0.33/sf

Parking: 5 Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 0.25/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: Cushman & Wakefield, Inc. / Ted Anderson 510-891-5833 -- 2,682 SF (2,682 SF)

Three grade-level doors; ceiling height is 15' - 17'.

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

6,308 SFBuilding Size:

0.17  AC

Stories:

Built 1932

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

6,308 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1217-1229 23rd Ave

Oakland, CA 94606

Alameda County

17

For Sale: For Sale at $460,000 ($230,000.00/Unit) - Active

Smallest Space:

6,308 SF

6,308 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 1994 Tax @ $0.54/sf

Parking: 2 Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: Voit Real Estate Services: Peter Beauchamp (949) 851-5100 x356

Voit Real Estate Services: Tyler T. Sheldon (916) 772-8648

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

Property Description: Storefront Retail/Residential

Retail/Auto Repair

16,648 SFBuilding Size:

0.65  AC

Stories:

Built 1920

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

16,500 SF

$0.75-$1.00

0.9%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:421 24th St

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

18

For Sale: For Sale at $7,150,000 as part of a portfolio of 3 properties - 
Active

Smallest Space:

16,500 SF

5,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.72/sf

Parking: 10 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 3.27/1,000 SF

Sales Company: California Commercial Investments: Gary M. Bettencourt (510) 268-8500 x33, Damian Fink (510) 
268-8500 x35

Landlord Rep: California Commercial Investments / Gary M. Bettencourt 510-268-8500x33 -- 16,500 SF (5,
000-10,000 SF)
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Retail/Auto Repair

7,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.14  AC

Stories:

Built 1922

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

7,000 SF

For Sale Only

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:450 24th St

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

19

For Sale: For Sale - Active

Smallest Space:

7,000 SF

7,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.07/sf

Parking: 20 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 4.29/1,000 SF

Sales Company: California Commercial Investments: Gary M. Bettencourt (510) 268-8500 x33

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

400 amps, 3 phase 240 volts, skylights, office. Bathroom. Compressed air lines.  Second floor is separately metered for PG&E and has separate 
entrance.  Good for work/studio space.

Retail/Freestanding

7,200 SFBuilding Size:

0.74  AC

Stories:

Built 1960

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

7,200 SF

$1.75

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1111 29th Ave

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

20

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

7,200 SF

7,200 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.66/sf

Parking: 15 Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 2.07/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: Pacific Thomas Corporation / Leslie Whitney 925-988-0804x2

Leasing Company: Grubb & Ellis / Sonny O'Drobinak 925-274-2458 Ed F. Del Beccaro 925-274-2409 -- 7,200 SF (7,200 
SF)

Large parking lot with lots of parking.  Gated fence with 24 hour security surveillance.  

Across the street from Fruitvale Shopping Center.  Two blocks from the Fruitvale Bart Station and I-880.  Landscaped lot.  Busy corner with 11,000 
vehicles per day.
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Retail

7,136 SFBuilding Size:

0.31  AC

Stories:

Built 1971

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

2,500 SF

$2.50

65.0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:151 40th St

Oakland, CA 94611

Alameda County

21

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

2,500 SF

2,500 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2011 Tax @ $2.44/sf; 2011 Est Ops @ $1.80/sf

Landlord Rep: Retail Pacific, Inc. / Greg Labarthe 925-743-9888 -- 2,500 SF (2,500 SF)

Retail/Convenience Store

10,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.51  AC

Stories:

Built 1956

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

10,000 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:675 98th Ave

Oakland, CA 94603

Alameda County

22

For Sale: For Sale - Active

Smallest Space:

10,000 SF

10,000 SF

Max Contig:

Parking: 30 free Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: Ong's Realty: Yulanda Y. Ong (408) 737-1898

Landlord Rep: Ong's Realty / Yulanda Y. Ong 408-737-1898 -- 10,000 SF (10,000 SF)

Commercial Property with frontage and apartment units in back.

Retail/Freestanding

3,168 SFBuilding Size:

0.07  AC

Stories:

Under Renovation, delivers 
Jan 2012

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,168 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:6651-6665 Bancroft Ave

Oakland, CA 94605

Alameda County

23

For Sale: For Sale at $499,000 ($157.51/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

3,168 SF

3,168 SF

Max Contig:

Sales Company: Premier Properties: Rashid S. Kaddoura (408) 509-2604

Landlord Rep: JEDCO, Inc. / Ameena Jandali 510-649-0241

Leasing Company: Premier Properties / Rashid S. Kaddoura 408-509-2604 -- 3,168 SF (3,168 SF)

Property Description: RETAIL BUILDING

Property Use Description: Free Standing Retail Building

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
10/4/2011
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Retail/Freestanding

33,500 SFBuilding Size:

1.38  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

33,500 SF

Negotiable

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:Broadway

Pavilion

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

Jack London Square

24

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

33,500 SF

33,500 SF

Max Contig:

Landlord Rep: Ellis Partners LLC / Will Miller 510-645-9292x232 -- 33,500 SF (33,500 SF)

• Prime Jack London Square waterfront retail space

• Excellent restaurant location – outdoor seating available

• Off-street and valet parking available

• Easy access to AC Transit, Alameda/San Francisco ferry 
service, upcoming BART shuttle and Amtrak

• On-site property management

• Adjacent to newly renovated Waterfront Hotel, managed by 
Joie de Vivre

• Significant Enterprise Zone Tax incentives available

Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

16,370 SFBuilding Size:

0.26  AC

Stories:

Existing

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

13,553 SF

$1.50-$2.00

17.2%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1540-1544 Broadway

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

25

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,452 SF

637 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.93/sf

Landlord Rep: LCB Associates / Ryan Dalton 510-763-7016 /  Steven Banker 510-763-7090x206 -- 8,575 SF (4,
123-4,452 SF)

This building is registered with the U.S. Green Building Council and is seeking LEED certification.

The property has 11,370 SF on the ground floor, 2,500 SF on the 2nd floor and a 2,500 SF basement.

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
10/4/2011
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Retail/Storefront

22,700 SFBuilding Size:

0.27  AC

Stories:

Built 1922

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

12,400 SF

$1.75

45.4%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1921-1933 Broadway

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

26

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

12,400 SF

12,400 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $2.55/sf, 2011 Est Tax @ $2.55/sf; 2009 Ops @ 
$1.44/sf, 2011 Est Ops @ $1.32/sf

Landlord Rep: Mahmoud El-Miari & Mohammad El-Miari / Mark El-miaari 650-291-3316 / Mike El-miari 650-291-3315 
-- 12,400 SF (12,400 SF)

Property Description: Storefront

Retail/Storefront

9,200 SFBuilding Size:

0.09  AC

Stories:

Built 1955

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

8,000 SF

For Sale Only

13.0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2021 Broadway

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

27

For Sale: For Sale at $1,325,000 ($144.02/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

8,000 SF

8,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.14/sf

Parking: 2 Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: California Commercial Investments: Gary M. Bettencourt (510) 268-8500 x33

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

Property Description: STRIP RETAIL BUILDING

Retail/Auto Dealership

20,425 SFBuilding Size:

0.49  AC

Stories:

Built 1920

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

10,000 SF

$1.25

51.0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2315-2323 Broadway

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

28

For Sale: For Sale individually at $2,805,000 - Active; also for sale  at 
$7,150,000 ($132.31/SF) as part of a portfolio of 3 properties - 
Active

Smallest Space:

10,000 SF

10,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.31/sf

Parking: 50 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 6.08/1,000 SF

Sales Company: California Commercial Investments: Gary M. Bettencourt (510) 268-8500 x33, Damian Fink (510) 
268-8500 x35

Landlord Rep: California Commercial Investments / Gary M. Bettencourt 510-268-8500x33 /  Damian Fink 
510-268-8500x35 -- 10,000 SF (10,000 SF)

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
10/4/2011
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Retail/Auto Dealership

16,968 SFBuilding Size:

0.42  AC

Stories:

Built 1918

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

15,032 SF

$1.25

11.4%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2337-2345 Broadway

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

29

For Sale: For Sale at $7,150,000 as part of a portfolio of 3 properties - 
Active

Smallest Space:

5,700 SF

3,732 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.71/sf

Parking: 20 Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: California Commercial Investments: Gary M. Bettencourt (510) 268-8500 x33, Damian Fink (510) 
268-8500 x35

Landlord Rep: California Commercial Investments / Damian Fink 510-268-8500x35 /  Gary M. Bettencourt 
510-268-8500x33 -- 15,032 SF (3,732-5,700 SF)

Retail/Auto Dealership

4,899 SFBuilding Size:

1.04  AC

Stories:

Built 1964

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,899 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2600-2630 Broadway

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

30

For Sale: For Sale - Active

Smallest Space:

4,899 SF

4,899 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $11.74/sf

Parking: 40 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 6.93/1,000 SF

Sales Company: CBRE: Katherine J. Kelleher (510) 874-1909, Sid P. Ewing (510) 874-1982

Landlord Rep: CBRE / Katherine J. Kelleher 510-874-1909 /  Sid P. Ewing 510-874-1982 -- 4,899 SF (4,899 SF)

Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

56,522 SFBuilding Size:

0.96  AC

Stories:

Built 1925, Renov 2000

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

52,647 SF

Negotiable

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2735 Broadway

Bay Bridge Auto Group

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

31

For Sale: For Sale - Active

Smallest Space:

52,647 SF

24,135 SF

Max Contig:

Parking: 90 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 2.09/1,000 SF

Sales Company: CBRE: Katherine J. Kelleher (510) 874-1909, Sid P. Ewing (510) 874-1982

Landlord Rep: CBRE / Sid P. Ewing 510-874-1982 / Katherine J. Kelleher 510-874-1909 -- 52,647 SF (24,135-28,512 
SF)

Located at the intersection of 27th and Broadway in the Broadway-Valdez Retail Corridor of Oakland. Walking distance from BART and AC Transit bus 
stop. Property was built by Charles Howard (owner of the famous race horse Seabiscuit).  Property consists of a second story including 17,568 square 
feet of surface parking.

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Auto Repair

13,200 SFBuilding Size:

0.30  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

13,200 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2800 Broadway

Oakland, CA 94611

Alameda County

32

For Sale: For Sale at $2,000,000 ($151.52/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

13,200 SF

13,200 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.43/sf

Parking: 4 Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: Hamilton, Cohn, Thatcher & Assoc.: Thomas C. Thatcher (510) 562-4490 x223

Landlord Rep: Hamilton, Cohn, Thatcher & Assoc. / Robert L. Hamilton 510-562-4490x222 / Thomas C. Thatcher 
510-562-4490x223 -- 13,200 SF (13,200 SF)

Retail/Auto Dealership

8,025 SFBuilding Size:

0.17  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

8,025 SF

$1.25

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2801-2825 Broadway

Oakland, CA 94611

Alameda County

33

For Sale: For Sale - Active

Smallest Space:

8,025 SF

3,905 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.39/sf

Parking: 10 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 1.38/1,000 SF

Sales Company: CBRE: Katherine J. Kelleher (510) 874-1909, Sid P. Ewing (510) 874-1982

Landlord Rep: CBRE / Katherine J. Kelleher 510-874-1909 /  Sid P. Ewing 510-874-1982 -- 8,025 SF (3,905-8,025 
SF)

Retail/Auto Dealership

11,240 SFBuilding Size:

0.22  AC

Stories:

Built 1917, Renov 1989

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

7,950 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3000-3010 Broadway

Oakland, CA 94611

Alameda County

34

For Sale: For Sale at $1,850,000 ($164.59/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

7,950 SF

7,950 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Combined Tax/Ops @ $3.86/sf

Parking: 15 Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: California Commercial Investments: Damian Fink (510) 268-8500 x35

Landlord Rep: California Commercial Investments / Damian Fink 510-268-8500x35 -- 7,950 SF (7,950 SF)

3000 Broadway is located in the center of "Auto Row" in Oakland and is within walking distance of Summitt Medical Center and Kaiser Permanente. 
Potential redevelopment available. Very accessible to the 980 and 580 Freeways and BART.

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Storefront

5,900 SFBuilding Size:

0.14  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,900 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:4101 Broadway

Oakland, CA 94609

Alameda County

35

For Sale: For Sale at $995,000 ($168.64/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

5,900 SF

5,900 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $1.15/sf

Sales Company: Cassidy Turley BT Commercial: Brian Collins (510) 267-6036, Gary Fracchia (510) 267-6042

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

Building features include open showroom with retail counter, rear warehouse, two GL doors, bonus mezzanine offices, three restrooms, and glass 
window line with high ceilings.

Retail/Freestanding

9,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.20  AC

Stories:

Built 1962

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

9,000 SF

$1.25

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:4220 Broadway

Oakland, CA 94611

Alameda County

36

For Sale: For Sale at $3,250,000 ($361.11/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

9,000 SF

530 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $1.09/sf

Parking: 8 Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: Choe 2008 Family Trust: Dae Choe (510) 908-0550

Landlord Rep: Choe 2008 Family Trust / Dae Choe 510-908-0550 -- 8,470 SF (8,470 SF)

Retail/Freestanding

16,553 SFBuilding Size:

0.45  AC

Stories:

Existing

-

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

16,553 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:4242-4266 Broadway

Oakland, CA 94611

Alameda County

37

For Sale: For Sale - Under Contract

Smallest Space:

16,553 SF

16,553 SF

Max Contig:

Parking: 6 Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: Prudential Real Estate: Amy Hayashida (510) 457-2100

Landlord Rep: Prudential Real Estate / Amy Hayashida 510-457-2100 -- 16,553 SF (16,553 SF)

4242, 4244, 4252, 4260 & 4266 Broadway. Warehouse space appx. /- 7,453 sq.ft.; gym appx. /-4,400; Retail/offices appx. /-4,700 sq.ft. Private parking, 
min. 6 spaces. Separately metered, 3 separate HVAC units. Lot appx. 19,600 sq.ft.

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Freestanding

11,185 SFBuilding Size:

0.40  AC

Stories:

Built 1949

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

11,000 SF

Negotiable

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:5151 Broadway

Oakland, CA 94618

Alameda County

38

For Sale: For Sale - Active

Smallest Space:

22,185 SF

2,490 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.38/sf

Parking: 25 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 2.23/1,000 SF

Sales Company: Colliers International: Reesa Tansey (510) 433-5808
Colliers International: Sandra Weck (925) 227-6230

Landlord Rep: Colliers International / Reesa Tansey 510-433-5808 -- 8,510 SF (8,510 SF)

Approximately 11,185sf : 6,000sf retail showroom, 1,350sf improved mezzanine office, 3,385sf warehouse/mezzanine storage.

5151 Broadway is extremely well-positioned on a major thoroughfare at the high-traffic/high-visibility intersection of Broadway and 51st Street, in North 
Oakland. The subject property's exclusive Rockridge District location offers convenient access to Interstate 580, Highway 24 and Highway 13.

Retail/Freestanding

16,839 SFBuilding Size:

0.39  AC

Stories:

Built 1920

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

11,280 SF

$1.25

33.0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3300 Broadway St

Oakland, CA 94611

Alameda County

39

For Sale: For Sale at $2,400,000 ($142.53/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

5,640 SF

5,640 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $1.40/sf

Parking: Free Surface Spaces

Sales Company: California Commercial Investments: Damian Fink (510) 268-8500 x35

Landlord Rep: California Commercial Investments / Len Epstein 510-268-8500 / Damian Fink 510-268-8500x35 -- 
11,280 SF (5,640 SF)

The building is a former Lloyd Wise Oldsmobile dealership and auto shop.

Retail/Auto Repair

7,875 SFBuilding Size:

0.19  AC

Stories:

Built 1921

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

7,875 SF

$0.63

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3475 Champion St

Oakland, CA 94602

Alameda County

40

For Sale: For Sale at $999,000 ($126.86/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

7,875 SF

7,875 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $0.82/sf

Parking: 5 Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 0.63/1,000 SF

Sales Company: Century 21 Mission-Bishop: Ahmad Rismanchi (510) 796-2100

Landlord Rep: Century 21 Mission-Bishop / Ahmad Rismanchi 510-796-2100 -- 7,875 SF (7,875 SF)

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Freestanding

6,527 SFBuilding Size:

1.27  AC

Stories:

Built 1978

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

6,527 SF

For Sale Only

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:8475 Edes Ave

Celestine's Fine Dining

Oakland, CA 94621

Alameda County

41

For Sale: For Sale at $1,395,000 ($213.73/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

6,527 SF

6,527 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $5.18/sf

Parking: 66 Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 9.98/1,000 SF

Sales Company: Acquire Properties: Dan Dianda (925) 570-4331, Ben Dianda (925) 570-4331

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

9,733 SFBuilding Size:

0.14  AC

Stories:

Built 1925

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

9,733 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:5318-5332 Fairfax Ave

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

42

For Sale: For Sale at $825,000 ($84.76/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

9,733 SF

9,733 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $0.64/sf

Parking: 16 Covered Spaces are available

Sales Company: Valva Realty: Paul Valva (510) 451-7317

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Freestanding

17,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.17  AC

Stories:

Proposed, breaks ground Oct 
2011

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

17,000 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:Foothill Blvd @ Seminary 
ave

Oakland, CA 94605

Alameda County

Foothill Blvd, Seminary Ave 
& Bancroft Ave

43

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

17,000 SF

1,200 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.29/sf

Parking: 35 Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Colliers International / Sandra Weck 925-227-6230 -- 17,000 SF (1,200-17,000 SF)

Retail/Freestanding

14,500 SFBuilding Size:

0.56  AC

Stories:

Proposed, breaks ground Oct 
2011

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

14,500 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:Foothill Blvd

Oakland, CA 94605

Alameda County

Foothill Blvd, Seminary Ave 
& Bancroft Ave

44

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

14,500 SF

1,200 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.34/sf

Parking: 31 Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Colliers International / Reesa Tansey 510-433-5808 -- 14,500 SF (1,200-14,500 SF)

Retail/Freestanding

3,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.36  AC

Stories:

Proposed, breaks ground Oct 
2011

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,000 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:Foothill Blvd

Seminary Point

Oakland, CA 94605

Alameda County

Foothill Blvd, Seminary Ave 
& Bancroft Ave

45

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

3,000 SF

1,200 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2007 Tax @ $0.53/sf

Parking: 6 Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Colliers International / Reesa Tansey 510-433-5808 -- 3,000 SF (1,200-3,000 SF)

Retail/Storefront

4,480 SFBuilding Size:

0.10  AC

Stories:

Built 1910

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,480 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2926 Foothill Blvd

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

46

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,480 SF

4,480 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $1.52/sf

Landlord Rep: ManEdge Properties / Simone Thelemaque  -- 4,480 SF (4,480 SF)

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Veterinarian/Kennel

3,450 SFBuilding Size:

0.19  AC

Stories:

Built 1924

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,450 SF

For Sale Only

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3553-3561 Foothill Blvd

Foothill Pet Hospital

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

47

For Sale: For Sale at $478,000 ($138.55/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

3,450 SF

3,450 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.46/sf

Parking: 7 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 2.84/1,000 SF

Sales Company: CBRE: Ben Marcus (510) 874-1977, Eric Stokes (510) 874-1986

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

Property Description: VETERINARY HOSPITAL

Property Use Description: Veterinary Hospital/Clinic

Retail/Storefront

3,639 SFBuilding Size:

0.08  AC

Stories:

Built 1946

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,639 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3651-3655 Foothill Blvd

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

48

For Sale: For Sale at $529,000 ($145.37/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

3,639 SF

3,639 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.62/sf

Sales Company: Progress Investment: Sarah Chin (510) 501-2178

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

Retail

3,525 SFBuilding Size:

0.09  AC

Stories:

Built 1930

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,525 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3744 Foothill Blvd

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

49

For Sale: For Sale at $288,000 ($81.70/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

3,525 SF

3,525 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.47/sf

Parking: 2 free Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: BC Realty: Bonnie H. Chui (510) 835-8888

Landlord Rep: BC Realty / Bonnie H. Chui 510-835-8888 -- 3,525 SF (3,525 SF)

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Freestanding

3,100 SFBuilding Size:

0.11  AC

Stories:

Built 1947

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,100 SF

$0.74

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:5219-5221 Foothill Blvd

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

50

For Sale: For Sale at $400,000 ($129.03/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

3,100 SF

3,100 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.88/sf

Sales Company: Hancock Properties: Annie Kim (415) 962-0174

Landlord Rep: Hancock Properties / Annie Kim 415-962-0174 -- 3,100 SF (3,100 SF)

Retail/Auto Repair

7,891 SFBuilding Size:

0.50  AC

Stories:

Built 1970

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

7,891 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:6821 Foothill Blvd

Oakland, CA 94605

Alameda County

51

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

7,891 SF

7,891 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $3.88/sf

Parking: 8 free Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Private Funding Solutions / Don S. Herbert 925-484-2211x211 -- 7,891 SF (7,891 SF)

Property Description: Auto Repair/Service

Retail/Freestanding

68,692 SFBuilding Size:

1.53  AC

Stories:

Built 1916

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,000 SF

$0.90

94.2%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:143-327 Franklin St

Oakland Produce Market

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

52

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,000 SF

4,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 1992 Tax @ $0.45/sf

Parking: 12 free Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Goldenland Investment / Judy Chu 510-836-6666 -- 4,000 SF (4,000 SF)

Property Description: FOUR RETAIL WAREHOUSE BUILDINGS

Property Use Description: Retail Warehouse

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
10/4/2011

Page  19



Retail/Freestanding

11,969 SFBuilding Size:

0.24  AC

Stories:

Built 1940

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

8,800 SF

$0.50

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1616-1618 Franklin St

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

53

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

8,800 SF

3,300 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.53/sf

Landlord Rep: Advent Properties, Inc / Benjamin Scott 510-250-7918 / Trimaine Eley 510-967-7896 -- 8,800 SF 
(3,300-5,500 SF)

Ideal for office/retail use. Excellent frontage on Franklin.

Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

24,318 SFBuilding Size:

0.29  AC

Stories:

Built 1926, Renov 1988

3

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

7,347 SF

$1.50-$1.70

77.6%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1714-1720 Franklin St

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

Between Lake Merritt & 14th

54

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

3,206 SF

1,900 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $2.01/sf

Parking: 12 Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 0.49/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: Brown Commercial / Kevin Brown 510-844-0070 -- 3,206 SF (3,206 SF)

Well maintained office building with attractive lobby and common areas, central East Bay location with great freeway access; close proximity to City 
Center, the Kaiser Center, Lake Merritt, and 1-block to the Nineteenth Street BART station. Excellent space for nonprofits, engineers, architects, 
attorneys or general office. Additional monthly parking is available directly across the street.

This building includes a remodeled lobby, a modernized elevator, on-site storage, air conditioning and limited on-site parking. It includes a 7,242-SF 
basement.

The property is near BART & AC transit lines.

Retail/Auto Repair

2,659 SFBuilding Size:

0.15  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

2,659 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1014 Fruitvale Ave

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

55

For Sale: For Sale at $700,000 ($263.26/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

2,659 SF

2,659 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.58/sf

Sales Company: MCC Realty Group, Inc: Zachary Anderson (925) 287-8747

Landlord Rep: MCC Realty Group, Inc / Dan Moylan 925-287-8747 -- 2,659 SF (2,659 SF)
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Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

5,855 SFBuilding Size:

0.14  AC

Stories:

Existing

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,000 SF

$1.20

48.8%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3166 Fruitvale Ave

Oakland, CA 94602

Alameda County

56

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

3,000 SF

3,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.55/sf

Landlord Rep: John Busk / John Busk 510-535-0355 -- 3,000 SF (3,000 SF)

This property is a single-story, general retail building totaling approximately 5,855sf.  The building features street-parking only and is able to 
accomodate multiple tenants.  This property features great visibility and high pedestrian traffic.

Retail/Storefront

26,615 SFBuilding Size:

0.17  AC

Stories:

Built 1920

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

7,400 SF

$2.50

72.2%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:25-41 Grand Ave

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

22nd Ave

57

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,000 SF

1,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $0.42/sf

Parking: 5 Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Shahal Davoudi / Shala Davoudi 415-453-2125 -- 4,000 SF (4,000 SF)

Retail/Freestanding

20,600 SFBuilding Size:

1.53  AC

Stories:

Built 1940

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

6,000 SF

$1.25

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:925-949 W Grand Ave

Grand Food Store

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

58

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,000 SF

1,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $1.79/sf, 2011 Est Tax @ $1.80/sf; 2011 Est Ops @ 
$2.40/sf

Parking: 200 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 9.59/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: Kim Myung S / Kim Myung 510-763-9805 -- 4,000 SF (4,000 SF)

Unique building for sale.  part retail, part warehouse. Multiple tenancy.  Building is retail in front and wharehouse in back.

Retail/Freestanding

5,380 SFBuilding Size:

0.06  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,380 SF

$0.85

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1025 Harrison St

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

59

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

5,380 SF

780 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.40/sf

Landlord Rep: Norheim & Yost / John Norheim 510-527-3400x10 -- 4,600 SF (4,600 SF)
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Retail/Freestanding

5,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.16  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,000 SF

$3.00

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2344 Harrison St

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

60

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

5,000 SF

5,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.15/sf

Parking: 8 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 0.84/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: Cushman & Wakefield of California / Grant S. Guidinger 415-773-3551 /  David Scanlon 415-658-3612 
-- 5,000 SF (5,000 SF)

Retail/Freestanding

3,087 SFBuilding Size:

1.17  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,087 SF

$3.08

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:110 Hegenberger Rd

Oakland, CA 94621

Alameda County

61

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

3,087 SF

3,087 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $3.02/sf

Parking: 4 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 3.09/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: CBRE / Michael Barry 510-874-1926 -- 3,087 SF (3,087 SF)

Retail/(Neighborhood Ctr)

29,582 SFBuilding Size:

1.56  AC

Stories:

Built 1960

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

8,791 SF

$1.43-$2.00

70.3%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1448-1470 High St

Highland Square

Oakland, CA 94605

Alameda County

62

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

5,614 SF

1,497 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.16/sf

Parking: 76 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 2.26/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: LCB Associates / Steven Banker 510-763-7090x206 -- 5,614 SF (5,614 SF)

Retail/Storefront

6,762 SFBuilding Size:

0.16  AC

Stories:

Built 1955

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

6,762 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1527 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94606

Alameda County

63

For Sale: For Sale at $1,000,000 ($147.89/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

6,762 SF

6,762 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.83/sf

Parking: 3 free Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: Insignia Real Estate Services: Sunny Sidhu (866) 910-6565

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time
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Retail/Auto Repair

4,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.24  AC

Stories:

Built 1931

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,000 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1632 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94606

Alameda County

64

For Sale: For Sale at $720,000 ($180.00/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

4,000 SF

4,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 1994 Tax @ $0.39/sf

Parking: 3 Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: Colliers International: Mark D. Maguire (510) 433-5835, Kevin Hatcher (510) 433-5818

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

4,000 square foot building on a parcel of ±10,500 square feet
±350 square feet of office area
Three (3) drive-in doors
Drive through capability
Fenced yard area
Retail type exposure on International Boulevard
Access from two streets
Great natural light
Easy access to I-880

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

10,692 SFBuilding Size:

0.10  AC

Stories:

Existing

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

10,246 SF

$0.83-$1.10

72.9%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2276-2284 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94606

Alameda County

65

For Sale: For Sale at $998,888 ($93.42/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

7,346 SF

1,100 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.33/sf; 2007 Ops @ $3.67/sf

Sales Company: US Homes & Loan: Son M. Luu (510) 742-6301

A. Vasquez, Real Estate Broker: A Vasquez (408) 938-0876

Landlord Rep: US Homes & Loan / Son M. Luu 510-742-6301 -- 7,346 SF (7,346 SF)

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

5,502 SFBuilding Size:

0.08  AC

Stories:

Built 1950

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

2,500 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2816 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

66

For Sale: For Sale at $850,000 ($212,500.00/Unit) - Active

Smallest Space:

2,500 SF

2,500 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $3.89/sf

Parking: 6 Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 1.09/1,000 SF

Sales Company: Tyche & Thalia Realty Group: Monica Galli (925) 465-0408

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

Property Description: Storefront Retail/Residential

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Freestanding

11,400 SFBuilding Size:

0.09  AC

Stories:

Existing

3

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

11,400 SF

$0.75

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2920 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94502

Alameda County

67

For Sale: For Sale at $999,000 ($87.63/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

11,400 SF

3,800 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.62/sf, 2011 Est Tax @ $0.66/sf; 2011 Est Ops @ 
$3.53/sf

Parking: 24 Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 2.00/1,000 SF

Sales Company: Vanguard Properties: Alex Kolovyansky (415) 255-6674

Landlord Rep: Vanguard Properties / Alex Kolovyansky 415-255-6674 -- 11,400 SF (3,800 SF)

Location Corner: NE

Property Description: Free Standing Retail Building

Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

3,810 SFBuilding Size:

0.06  AC

Stories:

Built 1934

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

2,500 SF

$2.00

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3439-3445 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

68

For Sale: For Sale at $1,100,000 ($288.71/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

2,500 SF

2,500 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $2.80/sf

Sales Company: Amigo Realty: Robert Hernandez (510) 533-6333

Landlord Rep: Amigo Realty / Robert Hernandez 510-533-6333 -- 2,500 SF (2,500 SF)

APN:  033-2196-006
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Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

9,152 SFBuilding Size:

0.12  AC

Stories:

Built 1946

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,400 SF

$0.69

41.0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3501 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

69

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

5,400 SF

1,430 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $0.87/sf

Landlord Rep: Valva Realty / Paul Valva 510-451-7317 -- 3,970 SF (3,970 SF)

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

15,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.36  AC

Stories:

Built 1930

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

15,000 SF

Negotiable

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3751-3759 International Blvd

International Plaza

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

70

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

15,000 SF

15,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2007 Tax @ $3.15/sf; 2007 Ops @ $1.85/sf

Parking: 6 free Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Realty Professionals / Jane Yoon 510-410-7736 -- 15,000 SF (15,000 SF)

Retail/Storefront

7,553 SFBuilding Size:

0.20  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,500 SF

$1.00

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3934 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

71

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,500 SF

2,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.95/sf

Landlord Rep: Jim Wong / Jim Wong 510-261-2338 -- 4,500 SF (2,000-4,500 SF)

Retail/Freestanding

4,823 SFBuilding Size:

0.13  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,823 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3958 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

72

For Sale: For Sale - Active

Smallest Space:

4,823 SF

4,823 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $1.76/sf

Parking: 4 free Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: BellaVista Capital, Inc.: Daniel J. Shaw (408) 354-8424

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time
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Retail/Freestanding

28,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.77  AC

Stories:

Built 1933

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

27,682 SF

$1.19

1.1%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:4030-4064 International Blvd

Plaza del Sol

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

73

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

16,890 SF

4,549 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2004 Tax @ $1.91/sf

Parking: 14 Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: BC Realty / Bonnie H. Chui 510-835-8888 -- 27,682 SF (4,549-16,890 SF)

April/2004: Mason Au purchased the building from Achim & Koharig Ehrhardt. B.C. Realty represented both sides of the transaction.

Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

14,740 SFBuilding Size:

0.59  AC

Stories:

Built Jun 2010

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

8,740 SF

$1.00-$2.00

40.7%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:4108 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

74

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,740 SF

900 SF

Max Contig:

Parking: Free Surface Spaces;  Ratio of 3.26/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: Steven Zheng / Steven Zheng 510-396-9863 -- 4,740 SF (900-4,740 SF)

Retail/Freestanding

14,168 SFBuilding Size:

-

Stories:

Built 1965

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

6,366 SF

Negotiable

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:4240 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

75

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

6,366 SF

6,366 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.78/sf

Parking: 70 free Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Colliers International / Rene Brochier 925-227-6242

Sublet Contact: CBRE / Eric Stokes 510-874-1986 -- 6,366 SF (6,366 SF)

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

13,006 SFBuilding Size:

0.32  AC

Stories:

Built 1900

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,500 SF

$0.55

65.4%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:4559 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

76

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,500 SF

4,500 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.52/sf

Parking: 3 One-Car Garage Spaces are available; 3 Surface Spaces are 
available;  Ratio of 0.18/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: ManEdge Properties / Simone Thelemaque  -- 4,500 SF (4,500 SF)

Property Description: Storefront Retail/Residential
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Retail/Freestanding

4,536 SFBuilding Size:

0.13  AC

Stories:

Built 1933

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,536 SF

$0.77

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:4778 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

77

For Sale: For Sale - Active

Smallest Space:

4,536 SF

4,536 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.18/sf

Parking: 2 Surface Spaces are available; 2 Reserved Spaces are available;  
Ratio of 0.47/1,000 SF

Sales Company: Chang Real Estate: Guadalupe Chang (415) 668-3125

Landlord Rep: Chang Real Estate / Guadalupe Chang 415-668-3125 -- 4,536 SF (4,536 SF)

Property Description: RETAIL BUILDING

Property Use Description: Free Standing Retail Building

Retail/Supermarket

27,644 SFBuilding Size:

0.81  AC

Stories:

Existing

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

27,644 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:5424 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

78

For Sale: For Sale at $450,000 ($16.28/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

13,822 SF

13,822 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.51/sf

Parking: 22 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 3.98/1,000 SF

Sales Company: Tony N Tieu & Lynn T Truong: Lynn Troung

Landlord Rep: Tony N Tieu & Lynn T Truong / Lynn Troung  -- 27,644 SF (13,822 SF)

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

4,266 SFBuilding Size:

0.05  AC

Stories:

Existing

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,266 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:6708-6710 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94621

Alameda County

79

For Sale: For Sale at $550,000 ($128.93/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

4,266 SF

4,266 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.31/sf

Parking: 2 Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: RE/MAX Accord: Lucille Evans (925) 242-9000

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time
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Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

9,375 SFBuilding Size:

0.22  AC

Stories:

Built 1930

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,688 SF

For Sale Only

50.0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:7200-7210 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94621

Alameda County

80

For Sale: For Sale at $595,900 ($63.56/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

4,688 SF

4,688 SF

Max Contig:

Sales Company: Valva Realty: Cecil Reeves (510) 451-7317

Landlord Rep: Valva Realty / Cecil Reeves 510-451-7317 -- 4,688 SF (4,688 SF)

Mixed-use building currently consists of commercial on ground level and upper floor residential.  Plans approved for 4 commercial units on ground floor 
and 4-bed/2-bath and 3-bed/2-bath units on the second floor.

Retail/Freestanding

4,500 SFBuilding Size:

0.14  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,500 SF

$0.77

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:7514 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94621

Alameda County

81

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,500 SF

4,500 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.85/sf

Parking: 2 Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Ulises Jimenez / Tinya Nguyen 925-827-3183 -- 4,500 SF (4,500 SF)

Retail/Auto Dealership

2,684 SFBuilding Size:

0.14  AC

Stories:

Built 1925

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

2,684 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:7820 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94621

Alameda County

82

For Sale: For Sale at $399,000 ($148.66/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

2,684 SF

2,684 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $1.81/sf

Parking: 6 Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: Cerda Zein: Vivian Hung (510) 522-5888

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

The property is a small auto dealership that consists of two small buildings on two lots.   Bldg 1 is 1,100 square feet of office space and bldg 2 is 1,584 
square feet and composed of metal.  The metal building has 3 roll-up doors.
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Retail/Auto Repair

4,500 SFBuilding Size:

0.23  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,500 SF

$1.11

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:7933 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94621

Alameda County

83

For Sale: For Sale at $700,000 ($155.56/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

4,500 SF

4,500 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.91/sf

Parking: 8 Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: Independent Real Estate Brokers: Archie Azizian (510) 276-7900

Landlord Rep: Independent Real Estate Brokers / Archie Azizian 510-276-7900 -- 4,500 SF (4,500 SF)

Retail/Convenience Store

3,800 SFBuilding Size:

0.13  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,800 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:8431 International Blvd

Oakland, CA 94621

Alameda County

84

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

3,800 SF

3,800 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $0.81/sf

Parking: 3 Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: KW Commercial / Aziz Khatri 510-368-8347 -- 3,800 SF (3,800 SF)

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

3,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.21  AC

Stories:

Proposed, breaks ground Jul 
2012

6

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,000 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1417-1431 Jefferson St

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

85

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

3,000 SF

3,000 SF

Max Contig:

Parking: 26 Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Menlo Capital Group / Karan Suri 415-762-8200 -- 3,000 SF (3,000 SF)

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
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Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

9,700 SFBuilding Size:

0.11  AC

Stories:

Built 1960

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

9,700 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3014 Lakeshore Ave

Oakland, CA 94610

Alameda County

86

For Sale: For Sale at $1,550,000 ($159.79/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

9,700 SF

9,700 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $1.53/sf

Sales Company: TRI Commercial/CORFAC International: Bill Karr (925) 296-3334, Frank Arthur (925) 296-3300

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

9,700sf office building located across from Oakland's Lake Merritt.
Walk to the many shops, banks and restaurants of Lakeshore and Grand Lake Shopping districts.
Direct access to Interstate 580 (MacArthur Freeway) via "Laksehore/Grand Avenue" ramps.
19th Street BART Station serviced via AC Transit Line 12 for employees and visitors.
Two-story (plus basement and mezzanine) air-conditioned office building with 400 Amps of power.
Sited on a 4,900sf parcel within C-30 ("District Thoroughfare") zoning and completed in 1960.
Month-to-month and on-street parking nearby.

Retail/Storefront

4,895 SFBuilding Size:

0.13  AC

Stories:

Built 1946

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,895 SF

$2.45-$2.60

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3233 Lakeshore Ave

Oakland, CA 94610

Alameda County

87

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,895 SF

2,450 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2010 Est Tax @ $3.55/sf; 2010 Est Ops @ $3.60/sf

Parking: 4 Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: LCB Associates / Steven Banker 510-763-7090x206 /  Ryan Dalton 510-763-7016 -- 4,895 SF (2,
450-4,895 SF)

This is ground floor space located in one of Oakland's premier retail districts.  Property is located across the street from a new Trader Joe's and 
Walgreens.  There is metered parking in front of the building and free two-hour parking for patrons in the two-story City of Oakland parking structure.

Retail/Freestanding

15,012 SFBuilding Size:

1.03  AC

Stories:

Built 1945

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

7,100 SF

$2.00

52.7%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3525-3533 MacArthur Blvd

Oakland, CA 94619

Alameda County

88

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

7,100 SF

3,100 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2011 Tax @ $2.15/sf; 2010 Ops @ $2.02/sf, 2011 Est Ops @ 
$2.04/sf

Parking: 67 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 3.93/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: Retail Pacific, Inc. / Greg Labarthe 925-743-9888 -- 7,100 SF (3,100-7,100 SF)

The property is a general retail building with a great mix of tenants.  Generous parking.
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Retail/Storefront

3,062 SFBuilding Size:

0.08  AC

Stories:

Built 1932

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,062 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3731 MacArthur Blvd

Oakland, CA 94619

Alameda County

89

For Sale: For Sale at $600,000 ($195.95/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

3,062 SF

3,062 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $3.04/sf

Sales Company: Quang C and Teresa Van: Quang C. Van (510) 533-1455, Teresa Van (510) 533-1455, Jackie Chan (510) 
533-1455

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

Property Description: STRIP RETAIL BUILDING

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

5,500 SFBuilding Size:

0.07  AC

Stories:

Built 1931

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

2,500 SF

$0.80

54.6%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3830-3838 Macarthur Blvd

Oakland, CA 94619

Alameda County

90

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

2,500 SF

2,500 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.94/sf

Landlord Rep: Louis R & Maritz Rivera / Louis Rivera 510-530-2769 -- 2,500 SF (2,500 SF)

Two story bldg with retail on ground floor and two apartments above.

3,000sf parcel with small yard at rear of bldg. 
2,750sf on each floor. 

1st floor : entitled for restaurant use.
2nd floor : two recently refurbished apartments, two bedroom, one bath, good lighting, skylights, serviced by seperate entrace.
One apartment currently rented short term.
Retail open floor plan, some retrofiting has been done.

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

8,752 SFBuilding Size:

0.16  AC

Stories:

Existing

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

2,500 SF

$1.00

71.4%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3835-3841 Macarthur Blvd

Oakland, CA 94619

Alameda County

91

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

2,500 SF

2,500 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.52/sf

Landlord Rep: Selective Cuts / Rell Greffen 510-530-1314 -- 2,500 SF (2,500 SF)
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Retail/Convenience Store

3,417 SFBuilding Size:

0.11  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,417 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:4005 Macarthur Blvd

Oakland, CA 94619

Alameda County

92

For Sale: For Sale at $395,000 ($115.60/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

3,417 SF

3,417 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $2.13/sf

Parking: 20 free Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: MB Realty & Investment: Mickey Huey (510) 693-6088

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

3,885 SFBuilding Size:

0.12  AC

Stories:

Existing

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,885 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:6341 Macarthur Blvd

Oakland, CA 94605

Alameda County

93

For Sale: For Sale at $320,000 ($82.37/SF) - Pending

Smallest Space:

3,885 SF

3,885 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $3.71/sf

Sales Company: Valva Realty: Paul Valva (510) 451-7317, Mike Bresso (510) 451-7317

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time
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Retail/Storefront

4,202 SFBuilding Size:

0.20  AC

Stories:

Existing

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,202 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:7954-7956 Macarthur Blvd

Oakland, CA 94605

Alameda County

94

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,202 SF

4,202 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.48/sf

Landlord Rep: Helmut E & Brigitte Jacobi / Helmut Jacobi  -- 4,202 SF (4,202 SF)

4,202 SF of showroom/shop/storage space. Possible redevelopment site w/corner location, close to Highway 13.

Retail/Freestanding 
(Community Ctr)

6,000 SFBuilding Size:

-

Stories:

Proposed

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

6,000 SF

$2.25

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:10700 MacArthur Blvd

Bldg 1

Oakland, CA 94605

Alameda County

95

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

6,000 SF

6,000 SF

Max Contig:

Landlord Rep: Jay-Phares Corp. / John Jay 510-562-9500 -- 6,000 SF (6,000 SF)

Build to suit

Retail/Freestanding 
(Community Ctr)

4,980 SFBuilding Size:

-

Stories:

Proposed

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,980 SF

$2.25

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:10700 MacArthur Blvd

Bldg 9

Oakland, CA 94605

Alameda County

96

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,980 SF

600 SF

Max Contig:

Landlord Rep: Jay-Phares Corp. / John Jay 510-562-9500 -- 4,980 SF (600-4,980 SF)

Build to suit
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Retail

21,500 SFBuilding Size:

0.80  AC

Stories:

Built 1994

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

17,459 SF

$0.95

18.8%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:10715-10739 Macarthur Blvd

Oakland, CA 94605

Alameda County

97

For Sale: For Sale at $2,495,000 ($116.05/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

14,759 SF

2,700 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.67/sf

Parking: 32 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 1.49/1,000 SF

Sales Company: Prudential California Realty: Jerry Morks (650) 871-3654

Landlord Rep: Prudential California Realty / Jerry Morks 650-871-3654 -- 17,459 SF (2,700-14,759 SF)

The property is a mutitenant storefront retail building with several units.  One unit is approved for restaurant use.  Excellent exposure and corner 
location.

Retail/Freestanding 
(Neighborhood Ctr)

64,400 SFBuilding Size:

7  AC

Stories:

Built 1983

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

20,876 SF

$1.65

67.6%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:900 Market St

Jack London Gateway

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

98

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

15,956 SF

1,200 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Est Ops @ $3.60/sf

Parking: 354 Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 5.50/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: Colliers International / Reesa Tansey 510-433-5808 -- 15,956 SF (15,956 SF)

Retail/Restaurant

14,000 SFBuilding Size:

1.02  AC

Stories:

Proposed

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

14,000 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:900 Market St

Restaurant Pad

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

99

For Sale: For Sale - Active

Smallest Space:

14,000 SF

4,000 SF

Max Contig:

Parking: 77 Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 5.50/1,000 SF

Sales Company: Colliers International: Reesa Tansey (510) 433-5808
Colliers International: Sandra Weck (925) 227-6230

Landlord Rep: Colliers International / Sandra Weck 925-227-6230

Leasing Company: Colliers International / Reesa Tansey 510-433-5808 -- 14,000 SF (4,000-10,000 SF)
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Retail/Auto Repair

6,141 SFBuilding Size:

0.45  AC

Stories:

Built 1950

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

6,141 SF

$1.30

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2110-2126 Market St

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

100

For Sale: For Sale at $1,650,000 ($268.69/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

6,141 SF

6,141 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $1.33/sf

Parking: 10 Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: New Star Realty Inc: John So (650) 652-2406

Landlord Rep: New Star Realty Inc / John So 650-652-2406 -- 6,141 SF (6,141 SF)

An approx. 6,141 square foot building w/a 3br house on 19,487 square foot lot. Currewntly an auto body shop.

Retail/Auto Repair

6,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.17  AC

Stories:

Built 1957

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

6,000 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2605 Market St

Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda County

101

For Sale: For Sale at $850,000 ($141.67/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

6,000 SF

6,000 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $1.24/sf

Parking: 12 Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 2.27/1,000 SF

Sales Company: Coldwell Banker Commercial NRT: Phillip Hunt (510) 583-5400

Landlord Rep: Best Auto Repair / 510-268-9366

Leasing Company: Coldwell Banker Commercial NRT / Phillip Hunt 510-583-5400 -- 6,000 SF (6,000 SF)

Property Description: AUTO REPAIR BUILDING
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Retail/Auto Dealership

21,225 SFBuilding Size:

4.35  AC

Stories:

Built 2005

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

21,225 SF

Negotiable

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:7201 Oakport St

Oakland, CA 94621

Alameda County

102

For Sale: For Sale - Active

Smallest Space:

21,225 SF

21,225 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $7.61/sf

Parking: 120 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 6.45/1,000 SF

Sales Company: Jones Lang LaSalle: Sam Swan (510) 465-9401
Jones Lang LaSalle: Jason Ovadia (925) 944-2168, Kevin R. Ahaesy (925) 944-2140

Landlord Rep: Jones Lang LaSalle / Sam Swan 510-465-9401 -- 21,225 SF (21,225 SF)

Office Area:
• 2,220 s.f. parts storage room with 20’clear height, HVAC and roll up grade level door
• Manager’s office
• Kitchen/Lunch room for general staff
• Separate men’s and women’s bathrooms

Warehouse Area:
• Concrete block construction
• 2005 Construction
• Fully insulated
• 6,600 s.f. auto repair shop with18’ clear height
Fully equipped former auto dealership - Can be acquired with or without automotive contents.
• Four (4) grade level roll up doors with drive through access
• Alignment rack and Quick Lift
• Skylights throughout
• Eye-On alarm system with video surveillance
• Sprinkler Density: .20/1,500
• Power: 800 AMPS 3phase 4 wire 480/277 Volts
• 22 inch slab thickness
• Floor drains to sanitary sewer with interceptor for oil and gas
• Exhaust system
• Fully secured, paved and fenced yard with lights
• Covered Wash Bay
• Roof is TPO Construction
• Men’s and women’s restroom with lockers for the warehouse and separate break room/dining
area for warehouse
• Zoning:IO (Industrial Office)

Retail/Freestanding

4,500 SFBuilding Size:

0.15  AC

Stories:

Existing

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

4,500 SF

$1.60

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:4382 Piedmont Ave

Oakland, CA 94611

Alameda County

103

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,500 SF

4,500 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $3.71/sf

Parking: 5 free Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: LCB Associates / Steven Banker 510-763-7090x206 -- 4,500 SF (4,500 SF)
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Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

18,022 SFBuilding Size:

0.40  AC

Stories:

Built 1912

3

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

18,022 SF

$1.10

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:8024 Rudsdale St

Oakland, CA 94621

Alameda County

104

For Sale: For Sale at $3,500,000 ($194.21/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

18,022 SF

6,007 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $2.68/sf

Sales Company: Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services: John Gordon (510) 704-1800, Ito Ripsteen (510) 524-4410

Landlord Rep: Gordon Commercial Real Estate Services / John Gordon 510-704-1800 -- 18,022 SF (6,007-6,008 SF)

Retail/Restaurant

3,200 SFBuilding Size:

0.07  AC

Stories:

Proposed

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,200 SF

$0.50

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1608 San Pablo Ave

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

105

For Sale: For Sale at $115,000 ($35.94/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

3,200 SF

1,800 SF

Max Contig:

Sales Company: California Commercial Investments: Mike McGuire (510) 268-8500 x15

Landlord Rep: California Commercial Investments / Mike McGuire 510-268-8500x15 -- 3,200 SF (1,800-3,200 SF)

HIGHLIGHTS
Adjacent to new 320 stall garage 
Close proximity to BART/AC Transit 
Easy access to all major freeways 
Heavy foot traffic 
Prime location 
Broadway Avenue frontage 

COMMENTS
With over 13 million SF of office space and 70,000 daytime downtown office workers within half of a mile, this piece of land has the potential to be a 
bustling new restaurant or retail location. Neighboring businesses include the Fox Theatre and various City Center restaurants and shops.
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Retail

113,000 SFBuilding Size:

-

Stories:

Proposed, breaks ground Oct 
2011

3

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

96,100 SF

Negotiable

15.0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1800 San Pablo Ave

The Fox Uptown

Oakland, CA 94601

Alameda County

106

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

39,000 SF

2,200 SF

Max Contig:

Landlord Rep: CBRE / Ben Lazzareschi 415-772-0335 /  Laura Sagues 415-772-0122 -- 93,900 SF (2,600-39,000 
SF)

Three levels of retail space. Up to approximately 113,000 Square feet of available space with 309 to 515 car parking garage. Dominant ground floor 
presence with extensive window line.
The Bay Area's hottest emerging area for new dining and entertainment venues. The "Fox Block" is located opposite the Fox Court Plaza, on the same 
black as the Fox Theater, and south of the Oakland Ice Center.

Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

110,000 SFBuilding Size:

1.56  AC

Stories:

Built 2007

4

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,000 SF

Negotiable

95.5%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2000 San Pablo Ave

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

107

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

5,000 SF

5,000 SF

Max Contig:

Landlord Rep: Northridge Group / John Guillory 510-847-6939 -- 5,000 SF (5,000 SF)

This is a 242,000 square foot mixed-use develoopment on 1.56 acres of land in downtown Oakland's Redevelopment area.

Retail/Service Station

6,110 SFBuilding Size:

0.47  AC

Stories:

Built 1999

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,610 SF

$1.99

8.2%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3420 San Pablo Ave

Oakland, CA 94608

Alameda County

108

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

5,610 SF

5,610 SF

Max Contig:

Parking: Ratio of 4.09/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: Business Team Monterey / Flora F. Chong 831-372-5888 -- 5,610 SF (5,610 SF)

Space suitable for retail, office or as previous used- a classroom training facility. It is located adjacent to 580 freewayin Oakland, bordoring Emeryville. 
The suite shares the same building as a gas station convenience store. The premises has 2 large classrooms, 2 conference rooms, kitchen, 2 
restrooms, 5-6 offices, security system, computer-ready hook-ups, separate meter. Lease could be long term. Tenant is responsible for interior. 
Landlord is responsible for exterior.
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Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

8,300 SFBuilding Size:

0.06  AC

Stories:

Built 1922

-

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

8,300 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1635 Telegraph Ave

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

109

For Sale: For Sale at $800,000 ($96.39/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

8,300 SF

8,300 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $0.59/sf

Parking: 2 Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: Hamilton, Cohn, Thatcher & Assoc.: Thomas C. Thatcher (510) 562-4490 x223

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

APN#: 8-620-2, Parcel Size 2,500± SF
ZONING: CBD-P, Central Business District – Pedestrian Retail
IMPROVEMENTS: Two (2) floors of 2500± each – 5,000±
Third floor of 800±
Full 2500± basement for storage
Small restaurant area with frontage on Broadway

Retail/Storefront

3,979 SFBuilding Size:

0.12  AC

Stories:

Built 1925

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

2,500 SF

$2.00

37.2%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1715-1717 Telegraph Ave

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

110

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

2,500 SF

2,500 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $1.66/sf

Landlord Rep: LCB Associates / Steven Banker 510-763-7090x206 -- 2,500 SF (2,500 SF)

Near New Ice Rink

Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

13,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.25  AC

Stories:

Built 1920

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

13,000 SF

$2.00

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1920-1932 Telegraph Ave

J.J. Newberry Co. Bldg

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

111

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

13,000 SF

2,500 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $2.03/sf, 2011 Est Tax @ $2.03/sf; 2009 Ops @ 
$1.92/sf, 2011 Est Ops @ $1.80/sf

Landlord Rep: Mahmoud El-Miari & Mohammad El-Miari / Mike El-miari 650-291-3315 /  Mark El-miaari 
650-291-3316 -- 13,000 SF (2,500-13,000 SF)
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Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

9,050 SFBuilding Size:

1.70  AC

Stories:

Built Dec 2008

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

9,049 SF

$1.85

0.0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1951 Telegraph Ave

The Uptown

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

112

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

4,753 SF

1,800 SF

Max Contig:

Landlord Rep: California Commercial Investments / Mike McGuire 510-268-8500x15 -- 2,830 SF (2,830 SF)

Retail/Freestanding

7,050 SFBuilding Size:

0.34  AC

Stories:

Built 1968

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

7,050 SF

$0.84

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2025 Telegraph Ave

Office

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

Corner of 21st Street

113

For Sale: For Sale at $3,000,000 ($425.53/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

7,050 SF

7,050 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2011 Tax @ $5.45/sf; 2011 Ops @ $1.01/sf

Parking: 20 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 3.67/1,000 SF

Sales Company: Ritchie Commercial: Arthur Goldman (925) 935-7050 x110

Landlord Rep: Ritchie Commercial / Arthur Goldman 925-935-7050x110 -- 7,050 SF (7,050 SF)

Property Description: Auto Repair/Service
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Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

4,720 SFBuilding Size:

0.25  AC

Stories:

Built 2004

5

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

3,360 SF

For Sale Only

28.8%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2401-2421 Telegraph Ave

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

114

For Sale: This property has one 3,360 condo for sale.

Smallest Space:

3,360 SF

3,360 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.96/sf

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

The Telegraph is a brand new mixed-use development, a five-story 45-unit condominium development,  located just north of Downtown Oakland, in the 
burgeoning multicultural section known as "Korea Town/Northgate." Already a heavily trafficked corridor, new residential construction projects will bring 
thousands of units to the area. In the vicinity are grocery stores, cafes, bars/clubs, galleries, light manufacturing, and the largest Korean grocery store in 
the Bay Area. In addition, a Whole Foods Store is planning to open nearby in the coming years. No restaurant uses.

Retail/Storefront 
Retail/Residential

9,328 SFBuilding Size:

0.11  AC

Stories:

Built 1900

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

2,500 SF

For Sale Only

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2402-2408 Telegraph Ave

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

115

For Sale: For Sale at $1,299,000 ($649,500.00/Unit) - Active

Smallest Space:

2,500 SF

2,500 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $1.65/sf

Parking: 2 free Surface Spaces are available

Sales Company: Sybarite Investments: Phil Chen (415) 271-1920

Landlord Rep: Company information unavailable at this time

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
10/4/2011
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Retail/Freestanding

17,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.49  AC

Stories:

Built 1954

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

17,000 SF

$2.75

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2538 Telegraph Ave

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

116

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

17,000 SF

8,500 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $1.06/sf

Parking: 36 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 3.00/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: California Commercial Investments / Damian Fink 510-268-8500x35 /  Gary M. Bettencourt 
510-268-8500x33 -- 17,000 SF (8,500 SF)

The building is in the heart of Oakland Koreatown.

Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

5,350 SFBuilding Size:

0.07  AC

Stories:

Built 1956

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,350 SF

$0.75

12.8%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2701 Telegraph Ave

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

117

For Sale: For Sale at $725,000 ($135.51/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

2,500 SF

2,164 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2011 Tax @ $1.36/sf; 2011 Ops @ $1.06/sf

Sales Company: California Commercial Investments: Gary M. Bettencourt (510) 268-8500 x33, Damian Fink (510) 
268-8500 x35

Landlord Rep: California Commercial Investments / Damian Fink 510-268-8500x35 / Gary M. Bettencourt 
510-268-8500x33 -- 5,000 SF (2,500 SF)

Property Description: Free Standing Retail Building

Property Use Description: Free Standing Retail Building

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
10/4/2011
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Retail/Storefront

5,412 SFBuilding Size:

0.14  AC

Stories:

Built 1935

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,412 SF

For Sale Only

0%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2721 Telegraph Ave

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

118

For Sale: For Sale at $995,000 ($183.85/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

5,412 SF

5,412 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $2.65/sf

Sales Company: California Commercial Investments: Damian Fink (510) 268-8500 x35

Landlord Rep: California Commercial Investments / Damian Fink 510-268-8500x35 -- 5,412 SF (5,412 SF)

Location Corner: SW

Property Description: Free Standing Retail Building

Property Use Description: Free Standing Retail Building

Retail/Storefront Retail/Office

11,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.22  AC

Stories:

Built 1950

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

6,455 SF

$1.25-$1.75

56.3%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:2900-2914 Telegraph Ave

Oakland, CA 94609

Alameda County

119

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

3,100 SF

1,650 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.80/sf, 2010 Est Tax @ $1.05/sf; 2010 Est Ops @ 
$1.05/sf

Parking: 5 Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 0.66/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: Peterson Properties / Steve Peterson 510-835-0200 /  Ted Peterson 510-835-0200 -- 3,100 SF (2,
100-3,100 SF)

Retail/Freestanding

20,341 SFBuilding Size:

0.95  AC

Stories:

Built 1955

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

5,000 SF

$1.00

75.4%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:3343-3415 Telegraph Ave

Oakland, CA 94609

Alameda County

120

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

5,000 SF

5,000 SF

Max Contig:

Parking: 30 free Surface Spaces are available;  Ratio of 0.97/1,000 SF

Landlord Rep: Kly Piedmont Property / Suk Hee Yoo 510-547-8388 -- 5,000 SF (5,000 SF)

Lot size is 41,479 square feet which includes a 4,100 square foot parking lot across the street.

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
10/4/2011

Page  43



Retail/Storefront

6,436 SFBuilding Size:

0.15  AC

Stories:

Built 1925

1

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

6,436 SF

$2.25

100%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:4881 Telegraph Ave

Oakland, CA 94609

Alameda County

121

For Sale: Not For Sale

Smallest Space:

6,436 SF

6,436 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2009 Tax @ $3.30/sf, 2011 Est Tax @ $3.30/sf; 2011 Est Ops @ 
$2.76/sf

Parking: 25 Surface Spaces are available

Landlord Rep: Mark Borsuk, Inc. / Mark Borsuk 415-922-4740 -- 6,436 SF (6,436 SF)

Location Corner: SE

Property Description: Bank Branch

Property Use Description: Bank Branch

Retail/(Neighborhood Ctr)

30,000 SFBuilding Size:

0.34  AC

Stories:

Built 1950

2

Space Avail:

% Leased:

Rent/SF/Mo:

28,728 SF

For Sale Only

4.2%

Status:

Land Area:

Building Type:1521-1531 Webster St

Shelley Bldg

Oakland, CA 94612

Alameda County

122

For Sale: For Sale at $2,150,000 ($71.67/SF) - Active

Smallest Space:

28,728 SF

28,728 SF

Max Contig:

Expenses: 2008 Tax @ $0.45/sf, 2010 Est Tax @ $0.49/sf; 2010 Est Ops @ 
$4.08/sf

Sales Company: California Commercial Investments: Gary M. Bettencourt (510) 268-8500 x33, Damian Fink (510) 
268-8500 x35

Landlord Rep: Marc Libarle / Marc Libarle 415-928-2400

Leasing Company: California Commercial Investments / Gary M. Bettencourt 510-268-8500x33 Damian Fink 
510-268-8500x35 -- 28,728 SF (28,728 SF)

The property at 1521 Webster St offers a great downtown Oakland location with curb appeal, open space and high ceilings. It is also close to the BART 
and freeway.

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CBRE - 231927.
10/4/2011
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Exhibit B-1
Calculation of Sales Per Square Foot Estimates (1)
Select Retail Stores and Store Types

Store or Category (2)

Apparel
Apparel - Specialty $371 $392 $374 $416 $371 $397 $341 $405 $345 $361 $434

Women's' Apparel $453 $483 $461 $445 $397 $389 $334 $365 $311 $391 $470
Shoe Stores $266 $317 $303 $335 $299 $367 $315 $371 $316 $300 $361
Ross Dress for Less $312 $304 $290 $295 $263 $286 $246 $324 $276 $277 $333
Kohl's $268 $252 $241 $249 $222 $222 $191 $229 $195 $223 $268

Discount Stores $235 $212 $202 $220 $196 $209 $180 $196 $167 $196 $236
Target $282 $288 $275 $304 $271 $282 $242 $282 $240 $262 $315
Wal-Mart $362 $412 $393 $422 $377 $424 $364 $422 $360 $374 $450

Department Stores Category $239 $234 $223 $304 $271 $266 $229 $252 $215 $235 $283

Domestics Category $287 $322 $307 $302 $270 $284 $244 $294 $251 $272 $327
Furniture Category $176 $188 $180 $255 $228 $225 $193 $198 $169 $189 $227

Neighborhood Center Category $322 $340 $325 $392 $350 $399 $343 $434 $370 $342 $411
Food & Drug Anchors $441 $479 $457 $569 $508 $586 $504 $629 $536 $489 $588
Non-Food & Drug Retail $203 $200 $191 $214 $191 $212 $182 $239 $204 $194 $233
Supermarkets $348 $450 $430 $480 $428 $490 $421 $535 $456 $417 $502
Drug Stores $534 $507 $484 $657 $586 $683 $587 $724 $622 $548 $634

Rite Aid $286 $406 $388 $486 $434 $488 $419 $421 $362 $382 $442
CVS $578 $520 $497 $798 $712 $792 $681 $802 $689 $617 $714

Restaurants Category $389 $372 $355 $430 $384 $431 $370 $429 $366 $373 $449

Home Improvement $274 $279 $266 $304 $271 $280 $241 $269 $229 $256 $308

Other Retail Categories
Accessories $742 $868 $829 $788 $703 $774 $665 $778 $663 $720 $866
HBA, Home Fragrances $533 $514 $491 $630 $562 $431 $370 $541 $461 $484 $582
Electronics $426 $490 $468 $447 $399 $508 $437 $686 $585 $463 $557
Office Supplies $283 $304 $290 $341 $304 $277 $238 $263 $224 $268 $322
Sports $209 $243 $232 $246 $220 $226 $194 $226 $193 $209 $251
Pet Supplies $184 $192 $183 $189 $169 $179 $154 $185 $158 $170 $205
Book Superstores $244 $237 $226 $242 $216 $242 $208 $180 $153 $210 $253
Video Stores $106 $106 $101 $117 $104 $58 $50 $89 $76 $87 $105
Toys $231 $227 $217 $367 $328 $350 $301 $320 $273 $270 $325
Music Superstores $247 $242 $231 $340 $303 $294 $253 $318 $271 $261 $314
Gifts, Hobbies & Fabrics $158 $141 $135 $139 $124 $124 $107 $124 $106 $126 $152

Average of Other Retail Categories $306 $324 $309 $350 $312 $315 $271 $337 $287 $297 $357

(1) Estimates in columns A, B, D, F, and H were provided by Retail MAXIM. Columns C, E, G, I, and K were calculated using the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers in the United States.
(2) Includes industry-and category-representative stores.

2010
In 2010$'s In 2003$'s

[H] [I]
In 2011$'s

Sales Per Square Foot
2003 2005 2007 2009 Average Average

In 2003$'s In 2005$'s In 2003$'sIn 2003$'s In 2003$'sIn 2008$'sIn 2003$'s In 2007$'s

Sources: Retail MAXIM, "Alternative Retail Risk Analysis for Alternative Capital" 2004, 2006, 2008, 2010 and 2011; United States Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index -  All Urban Consumers; and  ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

[K]

(CPI = 226.43)

 = (A+C+E+G+I) / 5[E][A]

(CPI = 188.200) (CPI = 197.10) (CPI = 210.89) (CPI = 219.02)

[F] [G][B] [C] [D]

(CPI = 218.)



 Exhibit B-2
College & Claremont Safeway Store
Market Area Census Tracts
Constituent Census Tracts and City Match (1)

City

4001 4001 Oakland
4002 4002 Oakland
4003 4003 Oakland
4004 4004 Oakland
4005 4005 Oakland
4006 4006 Oakland
4007 4007 Oakland
4008 4008 Oakland
4009 4009 Oakland
4043 4043 Oakland
4227 4227 Berkeley
4228 4228 Berkeley
4230 4230 Berkeley
4231 4231 Berkeley
4233 4233 Berkeley
4234 4234 Berkeley
4235 4235 Berkeley

4236.01 4236.01 Berkeley
4236.02 4236.02 Berkeley

4237 4237 Berkeley
4238 4238 Berkeley

4239.01 4239.01 Berkeley
4239.02 4239.02 Berkeley
4240.01 4240.01 Berkeley
4240.02 4240.02 Berkeley

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

2010 Census Tract 2000 Census Tract

(1) For data retrieval purposes it is necessary to identify both the 2000 and 2010 
census tracts for the market area. Some census tracts were split between 2000 and 
2010. If a 2000 tract is followed by a blank then the paired 2010 census tracks are 
identified to the right. 



Exhibit B-3
College & Claremont and Rockridge Safeway Stores
Common Market Area Census Tracts (1)
Constituent Census Tracts and City Match

2000 & 2010
Census Tract (2) City

4002 Oakland
4003 Oakland
4004 Oakland
4005 Oakland
4006 Oakland
4007 Oakland
4008 Oakland
4009 Oakland
4043 Oakland

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

(1) Safeway has two Oakland stores under environmental review, the College & Claremont 
store and the Rockridge store. Urban decay studies are in progress for both stores. This area 
identifies the portion of each store's market area estimated in the urban decay analyses to 
overlap between the two stores. 
(2) For data retrieval purposes it is necessary to identify both the 2000 and 2010 census tracts 
for the market areas.



Exhibit B-4

Translation of Claritas Retail Sales Categories to BOE Categories
Portion of Market Area Sales within Berkeley
in 2010 Dollars (millions)

Claritas Retail
Sales 2010 BOE 

Claritas Sales Category 2010 $'s Category

Motor Vehicle & Parts Dealers
-    Automotive Dealers $77.7
-    Other Motor Vehicle Dealers $0.0
-    Automotive Parts, Accessories, & Tire Stores $3.0
Furniture & Home Furnishings Stores
-    Furniture Stores $7.1
-    Home Furnishing Stores $2.7
Electronics & Appliance Stores
-    Appliance, Television, and Other Electronics $8.5
-       Household Appliances Stores $2.2
-       Radio Television and Other Electronics $6.4
-    Computer and Software Stores $1.4
-    Camera & Photographic Equipment Stores $3.8
Building Material & Garden Equipment & Supply Dealers
-    Building Material & Supply Dealers $11.6
-       Home Centers $3.8
-       Paint and Wallpaper Stores $1.4
-       Hardware Stores $3.2
-       Other Building Materials Dealers $3.3
-          Building Materials, Lumberyards $1.3
-    Lawn and Garden Equipment and Supplies $1.1
-       Outdoor Power Equipment Stores $0.0
-       Nursery and Garden Centers $1.1
Food & Beverage Stores
-    Grocery Stores $165.5
-       Supermarkets and Other Grocery Stores $163.5
-       Convenience Stores $2.0
-    Specialty Food Stores $20.9
-    Beer, Wine, & Liquor Stores $3.1
Health & Personal Care Stores
-    Pharmacies and Drug Stores $21.0
-    Cosmetics, Beauty Supplies and Perfume Stores $0.9
-    Optical Goods Stores $1.2
-    Other Health and Personal Care Stores $1.0
Gasoline Stations
-    Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores $0.0
-    Other Gasoline Stations $11.1
Clothing & Clothing Accessories Stores
-    Clothing Stores $23.8
-       Men's Clothing Stores $0.4
-       Women's Clothing Stores $6.6
-       Children's and Infants' Clothing Stores $0.3
-       Family Clothing Stores $15.4
-       Clothing Accessories Stores $0.2
-       Other Clothing Stores $0.9
-    Shoe Stores $3.8
-    Jewelry, Luggage, & Leather Goods Stores $2.8
-       Jewelry Stores $2.8
-       Luggage, & Leather Goods Stores $0.0
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book, & Music Stores
-    Sporting Goods, Hobby, & Musical Instruments $8.2
-       Sporting Goods Stores $4.6
-       Hobby, Toys and Games Stores $1.2
-       Sew, Needlework, Piece Goods Stores $1.4
-       Musical Instrument and Supplies Stores $1.1
-    Book, Periodical, & Music Stores $18.4
-       Book Stores and News Dealers $10.5
-          Book Stores $10.5
-          News Dealers and Newsstands $0.0
-       Prerecorded Tape, Compact Disc, & Records $8.0
General Merchandise Stores
-    Department Stores excluding Leased Dept Stores $12.7
-    Other General Merchandise Stores $0.9
Miscellaneous Store Retailers
-    Florists $0.9
-    Office Supplies, Stationery, & Gift Stores $5.4
-       Office Supplies and Stationery Stores $0.9
-       Gift, Novelty, and Souvenir Stores $4.5
-    Used Merchandise Stores $5.5
-    Other Miscellaneous Store Retailers $5.0
Non-store Retailers $23.9 Other Retail Group
Foodservice & Drinking Places
-    Full-Service Restaurants $33.6
-    Limited-service Eating Places $39.3
-    Special Foodservices $3.1
-    Drinking Places - Alcoholic Beverages $5.2

TOTAL RETAIL STORES $534.1

BOE Category In Millions

Motor Vehicles & Parts $80.7
Home Furnishings and Appliances $23.5
Building Materials and Garden Equip $12.7
Food and Beverage Stores $189.4
Gasoline Stations $11.1
Clothing and Clothing Accessories $30.4
General Merchandise $13.6
Food Services and Drinking Places $81.2
Other Retail Group $91.5

Retail Total $534.1

Sources: Claritas; State of California Board of Equalization; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics. 

Calculations

Food and Beverage 
Stores

Other Retail Group

Service Stations

Clothing & Clothing 
Accessories

Other Retail Group

General Merchandise 
Stores

Other Retail Group

Food Services & 
Drinking Places

Building Materials 
and Garden Equip. & 

Supplies

College & Claremont Safeway Store

Motor Vehicles & 
Parts

Home Furnishings & 
Appliances



Exhibit B-5

Translation of Claritas Retail Sales Categories to BOE Categories
City of Berkeley
in 2010 Dollars (millions)

Claritas Retail
Sales 2010 BOE 

Claritas Sales Category 2010 $'s Category BOE Category

Motor Vehicle & Parts Dealers Motor Vehicles & Parts $155.8
-    Automotive Dealers $138.5 Home Furnishings and Appliances $83.0
-    Other Motor Vehicle Dealers $2.0 Building Materials and Garden Equip $113.8
-    Automotive Parts, Accessories, & Tire Stores $15.3 Food and Beverage Stores $444.2
Furniture & Home Furnishings Stores Gasoline Stations $30.5
-    Furniture Stores $41.3 Clothing and Clothing Accessories $70.2
-    Home Furnishing Stores $11.5 General Merchandise $111.9
Electronics & Appliance Stores Food Services and Drinking Places $258.2
-    Appliance, Television, and Other Electronics $14.8 Other Retail Group $374.0
-       Household Appliances Stores $2.9
-       Radio Television and Other Electronics $11.9 Retail Total $1,641.4
-    Computer and Software Stores $7.2
-    Camera & Photographic Equipment Stores $8.1
Building Material & Garden Equipment & Supply Dealers
-    Building Material & Supply Dealers $105.1
-       Home Centers $7.8
-       Paint and Wallpaper Stores $2.4
-       Hardware Stores $32.5
-       Other Building Materials Dealers $62.4
-          Building Materials, Lumberyards $24.4
-    Lawn and Garden Equipment and Supplies $8.7
-       Outdoor Power Equipment Stores $0.2
-       Nursery and Garden Centers $8.5
Food & Beverage Stores
-    Grocery Stores $399.3
-       Supermarkets and Other Grocery Stores $394.6
-       Convenience Stores $4.7
-    Specialty Food Stores $31.8
-    Beer, Wine, & Liquor Stores $13.1
Health & Personal Care Stores
-    Pharmacies and Drug Stores $40.8
-    Cosmetics, Beauty Supplies and Perfume Stores $5.1
-    Optical Goods Stores $2.4
-    Other Health and Personal Care Stores $8.9
Gasoline Stations
-    Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores $7.8
-    Other Gasoline Stations $22.8
Clothing & Clothing Accessories Stores
-    Clothing Stores $50.5
-       Men's Clothing Stores $1.2
-       Women's Clothing Stores $29.4
-       Children's and Infants' Clothing Stores $1.2
-       Family Clothing Stores $15.9
-       Clothing Accessories Stores $0.7
-       Other Clothing Stores $2.0
-    Shoe Stores $8.4
-    Jewelry, Luggage, & Leather Goods Stores $11.3
-       Jewelry Stores $10.4
-       Luggage, & Leather Goods Stores $0.9
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book, & Music Stores
-    Sporting Goods, Hobby, & Musical Instruments $44.1
-       Sporting Goods Stores $26.4
-       Hobby, Toys and Games Stores $6.2
-       Sew, Needlework, Piece Goods Stores $3.0
-       Musical Instrument and Supplies Stores $8.4
-    Book, Periodical, & Music Stores $47.5
-       Book Stores and News Dealers $36.8
-          Book Stores $36.0
-          News Dealers and Newsstands $0.7
-       Prerecorded Tape, Compact Disc, & Records $10.7
General Merchandise Stores
-    Department Stores excluding Leased Dept Stores $12.7
-    Other General Merchandise Stores $99.2
Miscellaneous Store Retailers
-    Florists $3.3
-    Office Supplies, Stationery, & Gift Stores $19.0
-       Office Supplies and Stationery Stores $8.4
-       Gift, Novelty, and Souvenir Stores $10.5
-    Used Merchandise Stores $9.0
-    Other Miscellaneous Store Retailers $74.6
Non-store Retailers $119.3 Other Retail Group
Foodservice & Drinking Places
-    Full-Service Restaurants $112.6
-    Limited-service Eating Places $119.9
-    Special Foodservices $16.4
-    Drinking Places - Alcoholic Beverages $9.4

TOTAL RETAIL STORES $1,641.4

BOE Category In Millions

Motor Vehicles & Parts $155.8
Home Furnishings and Appliances $83.0
Building Materials and Garden Equip $113.8
Food and Beverage Stores $444.2
Gasoline Stations $30.5
Clothing and Clothing Accessories $70.2
General Merchandise $111.9
Food Services and Drinking Places $258.2
Other Retail Group $374.0

Retail Total $1,641.4

Sources: Claritas; State of California Board of Equalization; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics. 

Calculations

Food and Beverage 
Stores

Other Retail Group

Service Stations

Clothing & Clothing 
Accessories

Other Retail Group

General Merchandise 
Stores

Other Retail Group

Food Services & 
Drinking Places

Building Materials 
and Garden Equip. & 

Supplies

College & Claremont Safeway Store

Summary by BOE Category
In Millions

Motor Vehicles & Parts

Home Furnishings & 
Appliances



Exhibit B-6

Portion of Market Area Retail Sales within City of Berkeley
in 2010 Dollars

Sales
Ratio

Type of Retailer [C = A / B]

Motor Vehicles & Parts $80,712,190 $155,771,235 51.8%
Home Furnishings and Appliances $23,529,531 $82,984,611 28.4%
Building Materials and Garden Equip $12,721,206 $113,773,358 11.2%
Food and Beverage Stores $189,421,302 $444,175,670 42.6%
Gasoline Stations $11,054,559 $30,542,054 36.2%
Clothing and Clothing Accessories $30,374,162 $70,165,236 43.3%
General Merchandise $13,618,697 $111,864,203 12.2%
Food Services and Drinking Places $81,157,501 $258,173,628 31.4%
Other Retail Group $91,464,132 $373,987,717 24.5%

Total $534,053,280 $1,641,437,712 32.5%

Sources: Claritas, Inc.; California State Board of Equalization; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

(1) Claritas data are in 2010 dollars. See Exhibits B-3 and B-4 for translation of Claritas to BOE categories.

College & Claremont Safeway Store

Claritas Retail Sales Estimates for 2010 (1)

Retail Sales Within 
Berkeley Portion of 

Market Area (2)
Total Retail Sales in 
City of Berkeley (3)

[A] [B]

(2) See Exhibit B-3.
(3) See Exhibit B-4.



Exhibit B-7

Translation of Claritas Retail Sales Categories to BOE Categories
Portion of Market Area within the City of Oakland
in 2010 Dollars (millions)

Claritas Retail
Sales 2010 BOE 

Claritas Sales Category 2010 $'s Category BOE Category

Motor Vehicle & Parts Dealers Motor Vehicles & Parts $1.8
-    Automotive Dealers $0.7 Home Furnishings and Appliances $14.0
-    Other Motor Vehicle Dealers $0.7 Building Materials and Garden Equip $6.1
-    Automotive Parts, Accessories, & Tire Stores $0.4 Food and Beverage Stores $117.7
Furniture & Home Furnishings Stores Gasoline Stations $42.9
-    Furniture Stores $7.9 Clothing and Clothing Accessories $6.1
-    Home Furnishing Stores $3.3 General Merchandise $10.8
Electronics & Appliance Stores Food Services and Drinking Places $46.6
-    Appliance, Television, and Other Electronics $1.9 Other Retail Group $32.3
-       Household Appliances Stores $0.4
-       Radio Television and Other Electronics $1.5 Retail Total $278.3
-    Computer and Software Stores $0.6
-    Camera & Photographic Equipment Stores $0.3
Building Material & Garden Equipment & Supply Dealers
-    Building Material & Supply Dealers $5.9
-       Home Centers $0.0
-       Paint and Wallpaper Stores $0.0
-       Hardware Stores $2.5
-       Other Building Materials Dealers $3.4
-          Building Materials, Lumberyards $1.3
-    Lawn and Garden Equipment and Supplies $0.2
-       Outdoor Power Equipment Stores $0.0
-       Nursery and Garden Centers $0.2
Food & Beverage Stores
-    Grocery Stores $93.6
-       Supermarkets and Other Grocery Stores $93.6
-       Convenience Stores $0.0
-    Specialty Food Stores $15.9
-    Beer, Wine, & Liquor Stores $8.2
Health & Personal Care Stores
-    Pharmacies and Drug Stores $1.9
-    Cosmetics, Beauty Supplies and Perfume Stores $1.0
-    Optical Goods Stores $0.2
-    Other Health and Personal Care Stores $2.5
Gasoline Stations
-    Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores $36.3
-    Other Gasoline Stations $6.6
Clothing & Clothing Accessories Stores
-    Clothing Stores $3.2
-       Men's Clothing Stores $0.0
-       Women's Clothing Stores $2.9
-       Children's and Infants' Clothing Stores $0.1
-       Family Clothing Stores $0.0
-       Clothing Accessories Stores $0.2
-       Other Clothing Stores $0.0
-    Shoe Stores $0.9
-    Jewelry, Luggage, & Leather Goods Stores $2.0
-       Jewelry Stores $2.0
-       Luggage, & Leather Goods Stores $0.0
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book, & Music Stores
-    Sporting Goods, Hobby, & Musical Instruments $2.9
-       Sporting Goods Stores $2.2
-       Hobby, Toys and Games Stores $0.3
-       Sew, Needlework, Piece Goods Stores $0.0
-       Musical Instrument and Supplies Stores $0.3
-    Book, Periodical, & Music Stores $1.9
-       Book Stores and News Dealers $1.6
-          Book Stores $1.6
-          News Dealers and Newsstands $0.0
-       Prerecorded Tape, Compact Disc, & Records $0.3
General Merchandise Stores
-    Department Stores excluding Leased Dept Stores $8.5
-    Other General Merchandise Stores $2.3
Miscellaneous Store Retailers
-    Florists $1.3
-    Office Supplies, Stationery, & Gift Stores $2.1
-       Office Supplies and Stationery Stores $0.5
-       Gift, Novelty, and Souvenir Stores $1.6
-    Used Merchandise Stores $6.6
-    Other Miscellaneous Store Retailers $3.1
Non-store Retailers $8.7 Other Retail Group
Foodservice & Drinking Places
-    Full-Service Restaurants $35.6
-    Limited-service Eating Places $6.1
-    Special Foodservices $1.0
-    Drinking Places - Alcoholic Beverages $4.0

TOTAL RETAIL STORES $278.3

BOE Category In Millions

Motor Vehicles & Parts $1.8
Home Furnishings and Appliances $14.0
Building Materials and Garden Equip $6.1
Food and Beverage Stores $117.7
Gasoline Stations $42.9
Clothing and Clothing Accessories $6.1
General Merchandise $10.8
Food Services and Drinking Places $46.6
Other Retail Group $32.3

Retail Total $278.3

Sources: Claritas; State of California Board of Equalization; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics. 

Calculations
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Exhibit B-8

Translation of Claritas Retail Sales Categories to BOE Categories
City of Oakland
in 2010 Dollars (Millions)

Claritas Retail
Sales 2010 BOE 

Claritas Sales Category 2010 $'s Category

Motor Vehicle & Parts Dealers
-    Automotive Dealers $437.8
-    Other Motor Vehicle Dealers $15.6
-    Automotive Parts, Accessories, & Tire Stores $50.9
Furniture & Home Furnishings Stores
-    Furniture Stores $89.0
-    Home Furnishing Stores $29.8
Electronics & Appliance Stores
-    Appliance, Television, and Other Electronics $39.5
-       Household Appliances Stores $8.4
-       Radio Television and Other Electronics $31.2
-    Computer and Software Stores $42.0
-    Camera & Photographic Equipment Stores $6.8
Building Material & Garden Equipment & Supply Dealers
-    Building Material & Supply Dealers $249.8
-       Home Centers $105.6
-       Paint and Wallpaper Stores $9.3
-       Hardware Stores $42.4
-       Other Building Materials Dealers $92.5
-          Building Materials, Lumberyards $36.2
-    Lawn and Garden Equipment and Supplies $7.5
-       Outdoor Power Equipment Stores $0.8
-       Nursery and Garden Centers $6.7
Food & Beverage Stores
-    Grocery Stores $970.6
-       Supermarkets and Other Grocery Stores $945.1
-       Convenience Stores $25.5
-    Specialty Food Stores $58.2
-    Beer, Wine, & Liquor Stores $65.9
Health & Personal Care Stores
-    Pharmacies and Drug Stores $268.7
-    Cosmetics, Beauty Supplies and Perfume Stores $10.6
-    Optical Goods Stores $3.1
-    Other Health and Personal Care Stores $19.4
Gasoline Stations
-    Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores $292.7
-    Other Gasoline Stations $99.9
Clothing & Clothing Accessories Stores
-    Clothing Stores $61.4
-       Men's Clothing Stores $8.1
-       Women's Clothing Stores $21.6
-       Children's and Infants' Clothing Stores $7.4
-       Family Clothing Stores $13.6
-       Clothing Accessories Stores $2.9
-       Other Clothing Stores $7.7
-    Shoe Stores $12.0
-    Jewelry, Luggage, & Leather Goods Stores $24.0
-       Jewelry Stores $24.0
-       Luggage, & Leather Goods Stores $0.1
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book, & Music Stores
-    Sporting Goods, Hobby, & Musical Instruments $29.5
-       Sporting Goods Stores $18.0
-       Hobby, Toys and Games Stores $6.2
-       Sew, Needlework, Piece Goods Stores $1.9
-       Musical Instrument and Supplies Stores $3.4
-    Book, Periodical, & Music Stores $16.7
-       Book Stores and News Dealers $8.9
-          Book Stores $8.5
-          News Dealers and Newsstands $0.3
-       Prerecorded Tape, Compact Disc, & Records $7.9
General Merchandise Stores
-    Department Stores excluding Leased Dept Stores $103.1
-    Other General Merchandise Stores $146.7
Miscellaneous Store Retailers
-    Florists $6.1
-    Office Supplies, Stationery, & Gift Stores $29.3
-       Office Supplies and Stationery Stores $12.7
-       Gift, Novelty, and Souvenir Stores $16.6
-    Used Merchandise Stores $28.3
-    Other Miscellaneous Store Retailers $29.2
Non-store Retailers $408.0 Other Retail Group
Foodservice & Drinking Places
-    Full-Service Restaurants $227.5
-    Limited-service Eating Places $213.7
-    Special Foodservices $44.5
-    Drinking Places - Alcoholic Beverages $23.8

TOTAL RETAIL STORES $4,161.4

BOE Category In Millions

Motor Vehicles & Parts $504.3
Home Furnishings and Appliances $207.1
Building Materials and Garden Equip $257.4
Food and Beverage Stores $1,094.7
Gasoline Stations $392.6
Clothing and Clothing Accessories $97.3
General Merchandise $249.8
Food Services and Drinking Places $509.5
Other Retail Group $848.8

Retail Total $4,161.4

Sources: Claritas; State of California Board of Equalization; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics. 
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Exhibit B-9
College and Claremont Safeway Store
Project Market Area Retail Sales within City of Oakland
in 2010 Dollars

Sales
Ratio

Type of Retailer [C = A / B]

Motor Vehicles & Parts $1,796,485 $504,271,533 0.4%
Home Furnishings and Appliances $13,952,262 $207,079,039 6.7%
Building Materials and Garden Equip $6,073,982 $257,353,152 2.4%
Food and Beverage Stores $117,727,017 $1,094,670,503 10.8%
Gasoline Stations $42,891,157 $392,590,487 10.9%
Clothing and Clothing Accessories $6,134,581 $97,331,041 6.3%
General Merchandise $10,814,003 $249,816,651 4.3%
Food Services and Drinking Places $46,624,118 $509,491,060 9.2%
Other Retail Group $32,285,211 $848,833,065 3.8%

Total $278,298,816 $4,161,436,531 6.7%

Sources: Claritas, Inc.; California State Board of Equalization; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

(1) Claritas data are in 2010 dollars. See Exhibits B-6 and B-7 for translation of Claritas to BOE categories.
(2) See Exhibit B-6.
(3) See Exhibit B-7.

Claritas Retail Sales Estimates for 2010 (1)
Retail Sales Within 

Oakland Portion of Market 
Area (2)

Total Retail Sales in 
City of Oakland (3)

[A] [B]



Exhibit B-10

Translation of Claritas Retail Sales Categories to BOE Categories
in 2010 Dollars (millions)

Claritas Retail
Sales 2010 BOE 

Claritas Sales Category 2010 $'s Category BOE Category

Motor Vehicle & Parts Dealers Motor Vehicles & Parts $1.5
-    Automotive Dealers $0.7 Home Furnishings and Appliances $13.7
-    Other Motor Vehicle Dealers $0.7 Building Materials and Garden Equip $5.8
-    Automotive Parts, Accessories, & Tire Stores $0.1 Food and Beverage Stores $117.7
Furniture & Home Furnishings Stores Gasoline Stations $42.9
-    Furniture Stores $7.9 Clothing and Clothing Accessories $6.0
-    Home Furnishing Stores $3.3 General Merchandise $10.8
Electronics & Appliance Stores Food Services and Drinking Places $34.8
-    Appliance, Television, and Other Electronics $1.9 Other Retail Group $27.2
-       Household Appliances Stores $0.4
-       Radio Television and Other Electronics $1.5 Retail Total $260.6
-    Computer and Software Stores $0.6
-    Camera & Photographic Equipment Stores $0.0
Building Material & Garden Equipment & Supply Dealers
-    Building Material & Supply Dealers $5.7
-       Home Centers $0.0
-       Paint and Wallpaper Stores $0.0
-       Hardware Stores $2.5
-       Other Building Materials Dealers $3.2
-          Building Materials, Lumberyards $1.2
-    Lawn and Garden Equipment and Supplies $0.2
-       Outdoor Power Equipment Stores $0.0
-       Nursery and Garden Centers $0.2
Food & Beverage Stores
-    Grocery Stores $93.6
-       Supermarkets and Other Grocery Stores $93.6
-       Convenience Stores $0.0
-    Specialty Food Stores $15.9
-    Beer, Wine, & Liquor Stores $8.2
Health & Personal Care Stores
-    Pharmacies and Drug Stores $1.9
-    Cosmetics, Beauty Supplies and Perfume Stores $1.0
-    Optical Goods Stores $0.2
-    Other Health and Personal Care Stores $2.2
Gasoline Stations
-    Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores $36.3
-    Other Gasoline Stations $6.6
Clothing & Clothing Accessories Stores
-    Clothing Stores $3.2
-       Men's Clothing Stores $0.0
-       Women's Clothing Stores $2.9
-       Children's and Infants' Clothing Stores $0.1
-       Family Clothing Stores $0.0
-       Clothing Accessories Stores $0.2
-       Other Clothing Stores $0.0
-    Shoe Stores $0.9
-    Jewelry, Luggage, & Leather Goods Stores $1.9
-       Jewelry Stores $1.9
-       Luggage, & Leather Goods Stores $0.0
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book, & Music Stores
-    Sporting Goods, Hobby, & Musical Instruments $2.9
-       Sporting Goods Stores $2.2
-       Hobby, Toys and Games Stores $0.3
-       Sew, Needlework, Piece Goods Stores $0.0
-       Musical Instrument and Supplies Stores $0.3
-    Book, Periodical, & Music Stores $1.9
-       Book Stores and News Dealers $1.6
-          Book Stores $1.6
-          News Dealers and Newsstands $0.0
-       Prerecorded Tape, Compact Disc, & Records $0.3
General Merchandise Stores
-    Department Stores excluding Leased Dept Stores $8.5
-    Other General Merchandise Stores $2.3
Miscellaneous Store Retailers
-    Florists $1.3
-    Office Supplies, Stationery, & Gift Stores $2.1
-       Office Supplies and Stationery Stores $0.5
-       Gift, Novelty, and Souvenir Stores $1.6
-    Used Merchandise Stores $6.6
-    Other Miscellaneous Store Retailers $2.7
Non-store Retailers $4.3 Other Retail Group
Foodservice & Drinking Places
-    Full-Service Restaurants $23.8
-    Limited-service Eating Places $6.1
-    Special Foodservices $1.0
-    Drinking Places - Alcoholic Beverages $4.0

TOTAL RETAIL STORES $260.6

BOE Category In Millions

Motor Vehicles & Parts $1.5
Home Furnishings and Appliances $13.7
Building Materials and Garden Equip $5.8
Food and Beverage Stores $117.7
Gasoline Stations $42.9
Clothing and Clothing Accessories $6.0
General Merchandise $10.8
Food Services and Drinking Places $34.8
Other Retail Group $27.2

Retail Total $260.6

Sources: Claritas; State of California Board of Equalization; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics. 

Calculations
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Exhibit B-11
Allocations of Unknown Retail Space into BOE Categories by Shopping Center Format (1) 

Format

Neighborhood Centers 0% 0% 0% 40% 0% 0% 20% 20% 20%
Community Centers 0% 0% 5% 25% 0% 5% 35% 15% 15%
Power Centers 0% 5% 10% 15% 0% 10% 45% 5% 10%
Regional Malls 0% 10% 0% 0% 0% 30% 35% 5% 20%
Lifestyle Centers 0% 10% 0% 10% 0% 15% 10% 30% 25%

Sources: International Council of Shopping Centers (ICSC), U.S. Shopping Center Definitions, July 2011 (http://www.icsc.org/srch/lib/SC_TYPES.pdff); and ALH Urban & Regional Economics.

(1) ALH Urban & Regional Economics  estimates for typical shopping center formats were developed based on ICSC shopping center classification criteria.
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FIRM HISTORY, SELECT QUALIFICATIONS, AND RESUME 

 
FIRM INTRODUCTION  
 
ALH Urban & Regional Economics (ALH Economics) is a recently formed sole proprietorship devoted 
to providing urban and regional economic consulting services to clients throughout California. Until 
early summer 2011, Amy L. Herman, Principal of ALH Economics, was a Senior Managing Director 
with CBRE Consulting in San Francisco, a division of the real estate services firm CB Richard Ellis. 
CBRE Consulting was the successor name of Sedway Group, a well established urban economic and 
real estate consulting firm acquired by CB Richard Ellis in the late 1990s. Ms. Herman’s tenure with 
Sedway Group and then CBRE Consulting’s land use and economics practice totaled more than 20 
years. During that time Ms. Herman established a strong professional network and client base 
providing a range of services such as economic development and redevelopment, market feasibility 
analysis, fiscal and economic impact analysis, location analysis, strategic planning, and policy 
analysis. Ms. Herman’s client base includes governmental clients, transportation agencies, 
corporations, environmental consultants, educational and health institutions, non-profits, and 
developers.  
 
During spring 2011, CBRE chose to restructure the land use and economics practice area within CBRE 
Consulting. Ms. Herman took this opportunity to establish her own firm, through which she can 
continue to serve her existing client base and expand her practice in areas that suit her professional 
and personal interests. Examples of clients that have already retained the services of ALH Economics 
include the following: University of California at Berkeley; LSA Associates; Jack Faucett Associates; 
Hanna Novato, LLC; Terry Margerum & Associates; Raney Planning and Management, Inc.; Sedway 
Consulting; University of California at Riverside; During Associates; Lamphier-Gregory; Gresham 
Savage Nolan & Tilden, PC; California Gold Development Corporation; Environmental Science 
Associates (ESA); Arcadia Development Co.; PCR Services Corporation; Catellus Development 
Corporation; Sedgwick LLP; Michael Brandman Associates; and the City of Concord.  
 
During her tenure with CBRE Consulting Ms. Herman developed a strong practice area involving the 
conduct of urban decay analyses as part of the environmental review process for projects with major 
retail components.  A description of these services and recent projects follows. Also included are select 
examples of other economic impact studies conducted by Ms. Herman during her tenure with CBRE 
Consulting. 
 
EXPERIENCE CONDUCTING RETAIL URBAN DECAY STUDIES  

Description of Services 

The Principal of ALH Economics, Amy L. Herman, has performed economic impact and urban decay 
studies for a number of retail development projects in California. These studies have generally been 
the direct outcome of the 2004 court ruling Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control (“BCLC”) v. City of 
Bakersfield (December 2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, requiring environmental impacts analyses to 
take into consideration the potential for a retail project as well as other cumulative retail projects to 
contribute to urban decay in the market area served by the project. Prior to the advent of the 
Bakersfield court decision, Ms. Herman managed these studies for project developers or retailers, 
typically at the request of the host city, or sometimes for the city itself. Following the Bakersfield 
decision, the studies have most commonly been directly commissioned by the host cities or 
environmental planning firms conducting Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) for the projects. Studies 
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are often conducted as part of the EIR process, but also in response to organized challenges to a city’s 
project approval or to Court decisions ruling that additional analysis is required. 
 
The types of high volume retail projects for which these studies have been conducted include single 
store developments, typically comprising a Walmart Store, The Home Depot, Lowe’s Home 
Improvement Warehouse, or Target store (including SuperTarget). The studies have also been 
conducted for large retail shopping centers, typically anchored by one or more of the preceding 
stores, but also including as much as 300,000 to 400,000 square feet or more of additional retail 
space with smaller anchor stores and in-line tenants.  
 
The scope of services for these studies includes numerous tasks. The basic tasks common to most 
studies include the following:  
 

• defining the project and estimating sales for the first full year of operations 
• identifying the market area 
• identifying and touring existing competitive market area retailers 
• evaluating existing retail market conditions at competitive shopping centers and along major 

commercial corridors in the market area 
• conducting retail demand, sales attraction, and spending leakage analyses for the market 

area and other relevant areas  
• forecasting future retail demand in the market area  
• researching the retail market’s history in backfilling vacated retail spaces  
• assessing the extent to which project sales will occur to the detriment of existing retailers (i.e., 

diverted sales)  
• determining the likelihood existing competitive and nearby stores will close due to sales 

diversions attributable to the project 
• researching planned retail projects and assessing cumulative impacts 
• identifying the likelihood the project’s economic impacts and cumulative project impacts will 

trigger or cause urban decay. 
 
Many studies include yet additional tasks, such as assessing the project’s impact on downtown 
retailers; determining the extent to which development of the project corresponds with city public 
policy, redevelopment, and economic development goals; projecting the fiscal benefits relative to the 
host city’s General Plan; forecasting job impacts; analyzing wages relative to the existing retail base; 
and assessing potential impacts on local social service providers.  
 
Recent Projects, Past 3 Years  
 
High volume retail projects for which Ms. Herman has prepared economic impact and urban decay 
studies during just the past three years are listed below. This includes studies for projects that have 
successfully navigated the public approvals process or are currently in progress. Projects are listed 
alphabetically by the California city in which they are located. These projects represent a range of 
entitlement success, from projects already completed to projects lacking certified EIRs.  
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• Alameda, Alameda Landing, totaling 285,000 square feet anchored by a Target, project 

approved 
• Apple Valley, Walmart Superstore, 240,000 square feet plus 9,000 square feet of additional 

retail, replacing existing Walmart Discount Store, EIR certified, engaged in the legal process; 
superseded by local initiative 

• Bakersfield, Bakersfield Commons, totaling 1.2 million square feet of lifestyle retail space and 
400,000 square feet of community shopping center space, EIR Certified and project approved 

• Bakersfield, Crossroads Shopping Center, totaling 786,370 square feet, anchored by a 
Target, EIR Certified and project approved 

• Bakersfield, Silver Creek Plaza, anchored by a WinCo Foods, totaling 137,609 square feet, 
EIR Certified and project approved 

• Concord, Lowe’s Commercial Shopping Center, totaling 334,112 square feet, anchored by a 
Lowe’s Home Improvement Warehouse and a national general merchandise store; EIR 
Certified December 2008 with no subsequent legal challenge; store opened January 2010  

• Eureka, Eureka Balloon Track Development, totaling 327,500 square feet of retail space, 
anchored by Home Depot, EIR certified, engaged in the legal process 

• Fairfield, Green Valley Plaza, totaling 465,000 square feet; EIR certified and project approved, 
not yet under construction 

• Fresno, Fresno 40, totaling 209,650 square feet, project approved and beyond legal 
challenge 

• Hesperia, Main Street Marketplace, totaling 465,000 square feet, anchored by a Walmart 
Superstore and a Home Depot, Walmart under construction, expected completion September 
2012 

• Kern County, Rosedale and Renfro, totaling 228,966 square feet, anchored by a Target, EIR 
Certified and project approved 

• Livingston, Blueberry Crossing, totaling 273,225 square feet, anchored by a large general 
merchandise store, project environmental process on hold 

• Menlo Park, Beverages & More, 8,788-square-foot store opened February 2011 
• Milpitas, Walmart Superstore, 17,640-square-foot expansion to existing Walmart; EIR certified 

by the Planning Commission but not by the City Council; superseded by local initiative 
• Novato, Hanna Ranch, Novato, Hanna Ranch, mixed-use project including 44,621 square 

feet of retail space, 21,190 square feet of office space, and a 116-room hotel; EIR certified 
and project approved  

• Oroville, Walmart Superstore, 213,400 square feet, replacing existing Walmart Discount 
Store, EIR certified but engaged in the legal process 

• Palo Alto, Stanford Shopping Center, 240,000-square-foot expansion; project withdrawn by 
applicant 

• San Francisco, Candlestick Point, 635,000 square feet of regional retail and Hunters Point, 
with two, 125,000-square-foot neighborhood shopping centers; EIR certified but engaged in 
the legal process for reasons not associated with CBRE Consulting’s work effort  

• San Jose, Almaden Ranch, up to 400,000 square feet; FEIR certified by the Planning 
Commission, legal appeal in progress 

• Santa Rosa, Lowe’s Home Improvement Store, 155,454 square feet plus 9,000 square of pad 
space; EIR not certified 

• Sonora, Lowe’s Home Improvement Warehouse, 111,196 square feet; store opened 
December 2010 

• Ukiah, Costco, 148,000-square-foot warehouse membership store; DEIR in progress 
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• Ukiah, Walmart Superstore, 47,621-square-foot expansion to existing Walmart, EIR approved 
but project denied by the City Council  

• Vallejo, WinCo grocery store, 71,393 square feet; FEIR certified by the Planning Commission, 
legal appeal in progress  

 
There have been yet numerous other comparable studies conducted by Ms. Herman in California 
locations prior to the past three years. These also include projects located in Adelanto, American 
Canyon, Carlsbad, Chico, Citrus Heights, Gilroy, Hercules, Madera, Rancho Cordova, Sacramento, 
San Jose, Victorville, West Sacramento, and Willows. 

 
EXPERIENCE CONDUCTING OTHER ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDIES  
 
Following are description of other economic impact studies managed by Ms. Herman. These studies 
have been performed under a range of circumstances, including for existing institutions seeking to 
demonstrate their local and regional impacts to new development projects seeking public approvals. 
These studies were all initiated during Ms. Herman’s tenure with CBRE Consulting; however, Ms. 
Herman is continuing to provide services to some of these projects through ALH Economics.  
 
• University of California at San Diego/Economic Impact Analysis. Ms. Herman managed a 

study of the economic impacts of UC San Diego on the City of San Diego, San Diego County, and 
the State of California. Financial data gathered from the University and companies started by 
alumni and faculty were used to estimate economic benefits in terms of spending, employment, 
and personal income. A model was developed to analyze these impacts using IMPLAN input-
output multipliers. The model was provided to UC San Diego for their use in analyzing these 
impacts going forward. Select qualitative economic impacts were also analyzed and include UC 
San Diego’s extensive contribution to the regional workforce, cultural opportunities, and 
community development efforts. Specifically, the community benefits associated with the medical 
and health sectors include medical training, significant research spending on health issues, and 
healthcare for local residents. 

 
• Kaiser Permanente/Lancaster Medical District Economic Impact Analysis. Ms. Herman 

managed a study of the economic impacts of a planned Kaiser Medical District in Lancaster, 
California. The facility is planned as part of a larger development area and will serve the growing 
Antelope Valley. The economic impacts associated with the hospital and medical office buildings 
include both one-time benefits from construction and on-going operational benefits. The 
quantifiable benefits include new jobs and income, increased local spending by Kaiser, and 
spending by new Kaiser employees. The Kaiser Medical District will also likely result in significant 
economic development impacts such as an increase in the annual community contributions in the 
region, establishment of local medical training programs and job recruitment, and attraction of 
adjacent real estate development. 

 
• Forest City Enterprises/Economic Impact Analysis. Ms. Herman conducted an economic 

impact analysis for a planned mixed-use development project in downtown Fresno, California. 
Ms. Herman estimated the one-time benefits associated with this project including the number of 
direct construction period jobs, indirect jobs associated with the development effort, and 
construction worker spending in the local community. Similarly, on-going benefits were estimated 
to include on-site project management jobs, retail sales generated by project residents, and direct 
and indirect jobs generated by on-site retail spending. These benefits were analyzed on a local 
and regional level. Some of the qualitative benefits associated with green construction and 
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operation were also analyzed, such as increasing the local knowledge base and the creation of a 
green cluster. 

 
• Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory/Economic Impact Study.  Ms. Herman has twice 

conducted an economic impact analysis demonstrating the benefits of Lawrence Berkeley National 
Laboratory (“Berkeley Lab”) to the City of Berkeley, the Bay Area region, and the State of 
California. The study was also intended to be useful to Berkeley Lab in the process of preparing its 
Long Range Development Plan. The study focused on job generation, wages, and local and 
regional spending. The analysis culminated in a brief memorandum of findings, as well as an 
Excel-based economic impact model for Berkeley Lab’s future use that was designed to update 
itself automatically with annual inputs provided by LBL. Recent updates to this study have been 
used as a springboard to analysis of the Lab’s planned second Bay Area campus, for which Ms. 
Herman participated in public meetings. 

 
• Regents of the University of California at Berkeley/Berkeley Art Museum and Pacific Film 

Archive Economic Impact Analysis. The Regents of the University of California at Berkeley is 
planning to relocate the University’s Berkeley Art Museum and Pacific Film Archive (BAM and PFA) 
to a signature building designed by a world-renowned architect in Downtown Berkeley near the 
gateway to the University campus. The project will be a focal point of Berkeley’s evolving Arts 
District. The plan calls for 118,000 square feet, including 2,500 square feet  for  retail, an 88-
space parking garage, two film screening rooms, 12 galleries, a café, and rooftop gardens. The 
Exhibition space is 32,760 square feet.  Ms. Herman conducted an economic impact analysis of 
the new facility upon completion. The economic impacts analyzed construction period and on-
going impacts on the City of Berkeley, Alameda and Contra Costa counties, and the Bay Area 
region. The on-going impacts were based upon visitorship projections prepared for the study, 
forecasted local visitor spending, and anticipated BAM and PFA local spending on payroll as well 
as goods and services pursuant to analysis of historic spending patterns. They study additionally 
included qualitative analysis of the spin-off benefits of the new facility, including revitalization of 
Downtown Berkeley, increasing exposure for local retailers and restaurants, and accelerating 
growth in residential development.  
 

• Transbay Joint Powers Board/Economic Impact of Transbay Development Program. Ms. 
Herman conducted economic impact analysis of select components of the proposed new Transbay 
Terminal and the associated Transbay Terminal Redevelopment Project Area. This included 
analysis of the operations of the Terminal and the impacts of the new riders attracted into San 
Francisco due to expansion of the Terminal’s capacity, the downtown extension of Caltrain, and 
the potential addition of High-Speed Rail service. In anticipation of this major redevelopment 
effort, the City of San Francisco Redevelopment Agency created a Transbay Redevelopment Project 
Area calling for an extensive commercial and residential development program. The analysis 
therefore also projected the economic impacts associated with the construction and operations of 
this program, which included 3,378 residential units, 765,000 square feet of office space, 40,516 
square feet of retail space, and a 1,000-room hotel. The analysis was conducted for a static time 
period, representing estimated stabilization of the various operations, in the year 2020. 

 
• University of California at Riverside/Economic Impact Analysis. Ms. Herman conducted an 

economic impact analysis of the UC Riverside campus and its research centers. The purpose of the 
study was for the University to demonstrate its impacts on the local Riverside community, the 
surrounding region, and beyond, as well demonstrate as its leadership role. These impacts 
include tangible benefits such as job generation, wages, and local and regional spending, as well 
as intangible benefits such as cultural opportunities, intellectual stimulation, and volunteer work. 
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The study was especially relevant to the University’s anticipated Long Range Development Plan 
(LRDP), both in terms of the University’s economic benefits and potential negative impacts. The 
geographies reflected in the study included the City of Riverside, Riverside County, the Inland 
Empire, the State of California, and the nation. The study also included baseline analysis of a new 
Palm Desert campus, with the Heckman Center for Entrepreneurial Management, home of the 
University’s MPB program.  A model update to this analysis in process includes expansion of the 
University’s impacts to the national level. 
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OTHER CLIENTS PREVIOUSLY 
SERVED  

– A.G. Spanos Companies 
– Bohannon Development 

Company 
– Essex Property Trust 
– Forest City Enterprises 
– Gresham Savage Nolan & 

Tilden 
– Lawrence Berkeley National 

Laboratory 
– Lennar 
– Merlone Geier Partners 
– Michael Brandman 

Associates 
– Mills Corporation 
– City of Mountain View  
– Port of San Francisco 
– The Presidio Trust 
– Pulte Homes 
– Santa Clara Valley 

Transportation Authority 
– City of Santa Rosa 
– Shea Properties 
– Sheppard Mullin Richter & 

Hampton LLP 
– Simon Property Group 
– The Sobrato Organization 
– Southbay Development 
– City of Sunnyvale 
– Sunset Development Co. 
– Transbay Joint Powers 

Authority 
– University of Phoenix 
– Westfield Corporation 

Amy L. Herman, Principal of ALH Urban & Regional Economics, has provided urban and regional 
consulting services for almost 30 years. During this time she has been responsible for directing 
assignments for corporate, institutional, non-profit, and governmental clients in key service areas, 
including fiscal and economic impact analysis, economic development and redevelopment, 
feasibility analysis, location analysis, strategic planning, policy analysis, and transit-oriented 
development. Her award-winning economic development work has been recognized by the 
American Planning Association, the California Redevelopment Association, and the League of 
California Cities. 

Prior to forming ALH Urban & Regional Economics in mid-2011, Ms. Herman’s professional 
tenure included 20 years with Sedway Group, inclusive of its acquisition by CB Richard Ellis and 
subsequent name change to CBRE Consulting. Her prior professional work experience includes 5 
years in the Real Estate Consulting Group of the now defunct accounting firm Laventhol & 
Horwath (L&H), preceded by several years with the land use consulting firm Land Economics 
Group, which was acquired by L&H. 

Following are descriptions of select consulting assignments managed by Ms. Herman during the 
course of her career.  

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REDEVELOPMENT 
City of Morgan Hill. Reviewed the City’s economic development practices and compared them 
with “best practices” to other competitive Bay Area cities.  
Solano County Cities. Managed a regional labor market study for Solano County cities designed 
to enhance the recognition of Solano County’s competitiveness as a business location to 
prospective businesses and corporate site selectors.  
City of San Jose Redevelopment Agency. Prepared a study analyzing the costs and benefits 
associated with creating a bioscience incentive zone in the Edenvale industrial redevelopment 
area.  
City of Lake Forest.  Prepared a commercial revitalization plan for the El Toro Corridor, 
including strategies to attract retail tenants, improve design standards, and create a community 
focal point. Led a series of community workshops and assessed the existing retail market.  
City of Palo Alto. Conducted a retail study targeting six of Palo Alto’s retail business districts for 
revitalization, including the identification of barriers to revitalization and recommended strategies 
tailored to the priorities established for each of the individual target commercial areas.  
East Bay Municipal Water District. Managed economic, demographic, and real estate data 
analysis in support of developing market-sensitive adjustments to long-term water demand 
forecasts. 
Redwood City Redevelopment Agency. Conducted a business attraction, retention and 
expansion study designed to preserve and strengthen Redwood City’s industrial and retail bases. 
Outlined a program of economic development incentives, formulated implementation strategies, 
and recommended an organizational structure for a new economic development department. 
 

ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS  
Hospital Council of Northern and Central California. Currently conducting a study to identify 
the economic impact of hospitals and long-term care facilities located in Santa Clara County.  
University of California. Conducted economic impact studies for five University of California 
campuses: Berkeley, Davis, Riverside, San Francisco, and San Diego. Prepared models suitable 
for annual updates by campus personnel. 
Various EIR Firms.  Managed numerous assignments analyzing the potential for urban decay to 
result from development of major big box and other shopping center retailers. The analysis 
comprises a required Environmental Impact Report component pursuant to CEQA.  
Bay Area Rapid Transit District. Conducted an economic impact study demonstrating BART’s 
regional economic benefits, focusing on quality of life, regional competitiveness, smart growth, 
and development impacts. 
Kaiser Permanente. Managed economic impact analysis for planned Kaiser facilities in Modesto 
(hospital) and Lancaster, California (medical office campus). The analyses included multiplier 
impacts for local and regional employment, wages, and vendor expenditures. 
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FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS  
Stanford Management Company and Stanford Hospitals. Managed numerous assignments 
involving fiscal impact analysis for planned facilities developed by Stanford Management 
Company or Stanford Hospitals, including a satellite medical campus in Redwood City, a hotel 
and office complex in Menlo Park, and expansion of the hospital complex and the Stanford School 
of Medicine in Palo Alto. 
Google. As a subconsultant to an architectural firm, prepared a fiscal impact analysis of the 
master planning effort for Google’s expanded headquarters presence in the City of Mountain 
View.  
City of Concord. Structured and managed fiscal impact analysis designed to test the net fiscal 
impact of multiple land use alternatives pertaining to the reuse of the 5,170-acre former Concord 
Naval Weapons Station, leading to possible annexation into the City of Concord, California. 
Currently completing an update to this analysis.  
General Electric Company. Conducted industrial market, retail demand, and comparative fiscal 
impact analysis to support changing 55.1 acres of heavy industrial land to commercial use in San 
Jose, California. The resulting regional shopping center met with strong market acceptance. 
Exxon Mobil Corporation. Prepared a fiscal and economic impact report demonstrating the role 
of general industry, including Exxon Mobil, on the quality of life in Benicia, California. This was 
performed relative to the City’s General Plan Update. 
Catellus (now ProLogis). Demonstrated the fiscal and economic benefits of San Francisco’s 303-
acre planned multi-use Mission Bay development over the 30-year projected build-out period as a 
precondition of City/County and Redevelopment Agency plan approval. 
 

CORPORATE LOCATION ANALYSIS  
Toyota Motor Corporation. Conducted a location analysis study for a distribution facility in the 
San Francisco Bay Area, designed to minimize travel time distance to the majority of area 
dealerships. 
Cisco Systems. Managed multiple corporate location studies for Cisco Systems, headquartered in 
San Jose, California. These studies focused on the formulation of both a regional and a North 
American location strategy. 
Starbucks Coffee Company. Directed analysis examining alternative locations for a new coffee 
roasting plant in the Western United States. A variety of economic, business, and labor market 
data were collected. The roasting plant was successfully sited in Sparks, Nevada. 
Sacramento Regional Transportation District (RTD). Managed a consultant team assisting the 
RTD in planning for its immediate and long-term administrative office space needs, and in 
developing a strategy for maximizing the value of the existing RTD complex. 
Hines. Managed comparative analysis highlighting business and employee costs associated with 
business locations in three competitive Bay Area locations. 
 

DEVELOPMENT FEASIBILITY  
Catellus Development Corporation. Preparing a retail leasing strategy for Alameda Landing, a 
planned a 285,000-square-foot shopping center, identifying tenants suitable for the purpose of 
recapturing identified sales leakage. 
ChevronTexaco. Conducted a regional market analysis of an 8,400-acre oil field retired from 
active oil production in the New Orleans, Louisiana metropolitan area.  
City of San Jose. Managed alternative City Hall location analysis, focused on recommending a 
long-term occupation strategy for the City. Following relocation of City Hall conducted a study 
examining the feasibility of redeveloping the City’s former City Hall location and nearby parking 
facilities for residential, retail, and civic land uses.  
Ford Motor Land Corporation. Managed the market analysis component pertinent to the 
redevelopment of Ford’s 157-acre Ford auto assembly plant site in Milpitas. Ford ultimately 
disposed of the property for the purpose of retail development through adaptive reuse. 
General Motors Corporation. Managed reuse studies for closed manufacturing facilities in 
Indiana (250 acres, 14 sites) and New Jersey (80 acres). Studies focused on the long term reuse 
and redevelopment potential of the closed manufacturing sites. 
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PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 
 American Planning Association (APA) and its Economic Development Division 
 American Institute of Certified Planners (AICP) 
 California Association for Local Economic Development (CALED), former Board Member 
 State of California, Real Estate Salesperson License, License #01821384 

 

EDUCATION 
 Ms. Herman holds a Bachelor of Arts degree in urban studies, magna cum laude, from 

Syracuse University. She also holds a Master of Community Planning degree from the 
University of Cincinnati. She has also pursued advanced graduate studies in City and 
Regional Planning at the University of California at Berkeley. 

 
 

VOLUNTEER ACTIVITIES  
 Board Member, Rebuilding Together (formerly Christmas in April), East Bay North 
 Neighborhood Captain for Earthquake Preparedness, Berkeley, California 
 President, Diablo Pacific Short Line, 501 (c)(3) Portable Modular Train Organization 
 Volunteer, Swanton Pacific Railroad, Santa Cruz County, California 
 Volunteer, Redwood Valley Railway, Tilden Regional Park, California 
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RETAIL WHITE PAPER FOR ABAGIMTC 

BRIDGING THE GAP: 
THE IMPORTANCE OF INCORPORATING 

RETAIL USES INTO SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGIES AND PDA'S 

1. Introduction. 

As one of the most significant pieces of environmental legislation in recent years, SB 375 is 
intended to  "coordinate land use planning and transportation at a regional scale," with the goal 
of reducing the number o f  vehicle trips and concomitant greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 

To date, the focus of the SB 375 regional planning effort has been on creating Sustainable 
Communities Strategies (SCS) with designated Priority Development Areas (PDAs) that 
encourage higher density housing near transit, located within vertical mixed-use developments. 
Largely absent from this dialogue, however, has been reasonable consideration and 
accommodation of a key element of all sustainable communities: vibrant and financially viable 
retail, shopping and support services. 

To address this planning gap, an ad-hoc group of development professionals with backgrounds 
and experience in retail real estate development and brokerage, architectural design, land use 
law and economic development, has been formed. Brought together by a commitment to help 
ensure that retail development - as a critical component of the economy and the quality of life 
in the Bay Area - can continue to be successfully bu'ilt and operated in our communities, this 
group desires to  work collaboratively with ABAG, MTC and other stakeholders during the SB 
375 implementation process. Leaving the retail gap unaddressed will be counterproductive to 
the spirit of the legislation and, as unintended consequences, will encourage retail sprawl, 
longer vehicle trips for shoppers, and, ultimately, not decrease and, potentially, increase GHG 
emissions. 



II. Current PDA Plans Unintentionally Encourage Retail Sprawl By Focusing on High 
Density Housing around Transit that Leaves No room for Most Retail Configurations 

A. Retailers Must Design Stores To Serve Their Customers' Needs 

Shopping patterns have changed dramatically in response to the economy and shopper 
preferences. To understand the psychology of today's shoppers, you only need to look a t  the 
way you shop relative to your socio-economic situation. Most shoppers want the convenience 
of shopping where there is a "critical mass" of retail-a single large store or a number of 
medium-size stores in an area where various types of retailers are concentrated in a shopping 
district-so they can conveniently find essential goods and services. Those who work full time 
and have families typically shop once a week for the bulk of their needs but will also frequent 
grocery and drug stores as needed. 

In addition, the American shopper has high expectations for their retail experience. To 
accommodate these discerning tastes, retailers have had to offer an amazing quality and 
quantity of goods and services in their stores. With the huge range of choice offered to the 
American shopper, there are a corresponding number of store types that need to be 
accommodated in a shopping area to fulfill the shopper's demand for goods and services. 
Retail store types are generally organized into two main categories: 

The larger format retailer which accommodates anchor tenants and draws customers as 
a destination in and of itself 

Smaller shop retailers which accommodate smaller shop tenants that rely on anchors to 
draw customers 

The current SCS/PDA plans place a great deal of emphasis on building denser, vertical mixed- 
use projects in urban centers located near transit. However, this mixed-use development 
solution does not work for many retailers, particularly larger format retailers and it does not 
meet the needs of shoppers. 

Many cities and communities throughout the Bay Area want to create viable, vibrant 
neighborhoods and business districts. This cannot be done with retail using all the formats 
used. Accordingly, the layout and design needs of larger format retailers must play a key role in 
the planning process. 

As discussed later, significant consideration of retail store types must be given in the regional 
planning effort i f  communities can successfully attract and retain retailers. While Bay Area 
shoppers patronize smaller shop tenants, not all the products that they need or want can be 
obtained at these stores. To satisfy shopper preferences and needs, a way to accommodate 
the larger store format into the SCS/PDA plans i s  critical to the long-term economic viability of 
the Bay Area, the retail sector and the successful achievement of SB375's goals. 



B. High Density, Vertical Mixed-Use Formats Are Challenging t o  Build and Operate for 
Larger Format Retailers. 

The larger format retailer (anchor tenant) is typically any tenant that requires approximately 
14,000 square feet square feet or more space. Examples include: TraderJoes; Target; Fresh and 
Easy; CVS; Walgreens; Safeway; Food for Less; Whole Foods; Costco; Office Depot; Gap stores; 
all the department stores; Marshalls; TJ Maxx; Ross Dress for Less; and Borders Books or Barnes 
and Noble. These tenants offer a broad range of products at an affordable cost, which often 
cannot be found at a smaller shop retail space. It is unlikely that there is a parent in the Bay 
Area who can avoid shopping at some of these large format stores at least once or twice a 
month. 

Every larger format retailer has invested millions of dollars and relied on years of experience to  
determine how to  operate their stores in the most cost-effective manner that will yield optimal 
sales. As many of the stores are corporations, their management staff has a fiduciary obligation 
to  maximize sales and minimize costs at each retail location. Therefore, a store layout and its 
operation are vital to  the decision of where to locate new stores. If a particular retailer's 
preferred prototype (store size and layout) cannot be achieved, the retailer typically will not go 
forward with a deal for a new location, since variation from the prototype generally proves 
unacceptable. And since many of these larger format retailers are very large corporations, the 
real estate manager, who identifies the sites for a new store, has absolutely no ability to  make 
decisions on store format changes. 

Each of these larger format retailers has a preferred prototype as follows: 

Note: When considering these store sizes, it is important to remember that one acre is 43,560 
square feet. To place in context, to accommodate the urban size Target store, the ground floor will 
cover two acres not including parking, loading and trash facilities. 



As explained more fully in the examples below, larger configuration stores do not work well 
within a vertical format typically. Traditional suburban retail with a 5:1,000 parking ratio that is  
laid out efficiently will typically have a .22 to .23 FAR. If a minimum FAR requirement of .6 is  
imposed, a retail project (such as one in South San Francisco) could not be developed without 
multiple levels and most likely with structured parking. In all but the densest environments (for 
example, the City of San Francisco), it is  likely that other competing retailers with nearby legacy 
stores will have more traditional retail layouts and formats, thus placing the new retailers at a 
significant disadvantage. In addition, construction costs can become exorbitant i f  retailers are 
required to build podium or roof-top parking structures to accommodate increased FARs and a 
vertical format. Finally, lenders often will not provide financing for vertical mixed-use 
developments. 

In additional to the physical constraints imposed by high density mixed use, there are also 
significant operating constraints for these retailers with respect the following: 

Loading, access and circulation 
Efficient heating and air conditioning with tenants above retail space 
Increase in operating costs with a decrease in sales-per-square foot for two or more 
floors of retail 
Combining residential and retail construction results in a loss of approximately 20 
percent of residential units or a 40 percent increase in parking costs 
Ownership issues-one entity owns the retail, another owns residential and office space 
Incompatibility of retail and residential in terms of noise, access, hours of operation, 
parking, lighting, odors, noise and other patron activity 
Retailers have a shareholder obligation to maximize sales and minimize operational 
costs and theft from stores 

To the extent the SCS/PDA plans restrict larger format retailers such as those listed in the table 
above from building and operating stores consistent with their preferred prototypes, retailers 
will be forced to find other locations with more site planning flexibility and lower land and 
development costs, that are most likely in suburban settings away from transit. As a result, 
shoppers will need to drive longer distances to find these stores, thereby disserving rather than 
facilitating the goals of SB 375. 



Ill. Examples of  High Density Developments that Can Function for Large and Small Format 
Retailers 

There are some examples of high density developments in the Bay Area that accommodate 
larger format retail uses. However, t o  be successful, flexibility in design and layout is  critical. 
Even then, these projects are significantly more expensive to build and operate and can 
negatively affect other uses within the project due t o  perceived and actual incompatibilities. 
Some examples are listed below. 

Safeway Grocery Stores (various Bay Area locations): Safeway, which has been focusing on 
replacing and enlarging existing stores in urban locations such Walnut Creek, Oakland, Los 
Altos, San Francisco, Albany, Burlingame, Los Gatos and Millbrae, is using structured parking for 
some of these upgraded grocery stores. Because customer demands have changed over the 
past few decades, Safeway is enlarging their urban stores to sizes that are between 50,000 and 
65,000 square feet and also targeting new store market areas. The larger stores produce larger 
sales because the stores meet the desires of urban customers who want an increased number 
of  food and non-food items in a single shopping trip. 

Safeway has built podium or roof-top parking configurations to accommodate customer and 
city parking requirements because the urban sites are typically constrained. Conservatively 
estimated, approximately 95% of  Safeway customers use a car to  shop. The podium store 
locates the parking on the ground level with the store directly above on the second level. The 
roof-top parking format, where customers take escalators, elevators or stairs from the parking 
level to  shop, allows the store to  have a larger footprint with the entire sales floor and back-of- 
house on the ground level. ., 

The urban roof-top and podium typologies sometimes contain speculative multi-tenant "shop" 
spaces totaling 10,000 to  15,000 square feet in addition to the grocery and parking structure. If 
housing is mandated by cities, it is typically located adjacent to, not above stores; creating a 
horizontal rather than vertical mixed-use urban form. These urban typologies cost 
approximately 200% more to build than at-grade stores (sometimes up to 300%, depending on 
site constraints and community demands) and take twice as long to build and cost more to 
operate. 

Sometimes, the need to  enlarge the store and stay competitive justifies using this vertical 
integration and the higher construction cost, but only in limited cases. For example, at the 
proposed Safeway on La Playa, a full city block development in San Francisco's Outer Richmond 
district, housing is located along the perimeter of the block. Due t o  existing neighbors' 
sensitivities, this location is particularly difficult and expensive to  design, requiring such 
solutions as underground loading docks and a partially submerged store. This project would not 



be built if vertical mixed use was mandated by the City of San Francisco. Ultimately, Safeway i s  
moving forward with the proposed expansion but needed to have someone else develop the 
housing, to create a horizontal, mixed use development. 

In another example, when the City of Berkeley mandated housing above a local Safeway before 
the City would approve the store being replaced with a more modern Safeway, the project was 
abandoned and the store was simply remodeled. Safeway has steered away from vertical 
formats for its stores that include residential units. 

To the extent Safeway is able to move forward with vertical format stores, it is because they 
typically own the development sites, are well capitalized, are very knowledgeable about the 
entitlement processes and will own and operate the built projects. However, for most retailers 
that have fewer resources, there is a higher barrier to entry, sometimes nearly insurmountable, 
to develop medium and large format stores in these urban locations. This often leaves many 
markets underserved despite their demand for a variety of retail. Horizontal suburban and 
mall-type shopping forms are much easier to design, get entitled, build and operate than the 
urban vertical forms. 

Metro Center, Foster City: This mixed-use project incorporates office, residential, retail and 
other services in a self contained, horizontal layout with direct regional transportation access. 
The project includes a dramatic 20-story, glass and granite tower and two adjacent four-story 
buildings totaling approximately 680,000 square feet of premier office space, along with a 
major neighborhood retail center of service related tenants, totaling 46,489 square feet. The 
total project encompasses 726,489 square feet on 100 acres. The project has had long term 
success because each'use was designed for maximum efficiency in cost and functionality and the 
uses complement each other. However, even in this center, the retail component is typical of 
suburban strip centers with surface parking in front of the stores. 

Bay Meadows, San Mateo: This is another large scale mixed-use development incorporating 
retail, office and residential in a horizontal fabric with direct regional transportation access that 
is successful for the same reasons cited above for the Metro Center. The final development 
program includes 1171 residential units, approx 715,000 square feet of rentable office space, 
and approx 93,000 square feet of retail space, (46,000 square feet is used by the anchor tenant, 
Whole Foods). The project has both surface and underground parking for the retail 
component. 



IV. Examples of High Density, Vertical Mixed-Use Developments That Do Not Work. 

Even i f  a developer is actually able to  finance, entitle and build a high density, mixed-use 
project, these developments are often not viable from a retail perspective. There are 
numerous examples of these kinds of  developmerhs throughout the Bay Area that have been 
unsuccessful in terms of leasing the retail space, often leaving retail space vacant for years. 
Amazingly, lessons have not been learned and more projects continue to  be built. Strong 
examples of  developments that have not been successful are listed below. 

Sycamore North, Hercules: This is a vertical mixed-use project containing 97 residential units 
on three levels above 39,000 square feet of small tenant retaillservice space and underground 
parking. The project cost was excessive, not supported by the market and required extreme 
subsidies which could not bridge the "affordability gap". The retaillservice space area 
exceeded iocal market demand, requiring excessive contributions to improvements in order to 
attract tenant interest. Constructing residential uses on top of a podium increased retail 
flexibility, but dramatically increased construction costs. While limited and poorly designed 
retail access, loading and trash had a negative impact on the leasing, the largest contributor to 
the lack of retail leases is the trade area demand. It is  too small for the amount of retail space 
built. After 1 '/2 years o f  retail leasing, there currently are two tenants committed totaling 
approximately 2500 sf, out of 39,000 sf developed. 

Delancey Street, San Francisco: This development is a 370,000 square foot project in three- 
and four-story buildings with residential units for up to  500 occupants and 35,000 square feet 
of retaillservice space. The residential component is successful but the retaillservice space 
remains virtually unleased after 20 years. The residential design did not take into account the 
functional needs of retail, resulting in inefficient spaces with inadequate height clearance, no 
demising flexibility, poor loading and trash facilities and limited utility availability. 

Orinda Theater Square, Orinda: The project responded to  community demand for 
redevelopment and preservation of the Orinda Theater. The design surrounded the theater 
with two and three story office space over one level of retail with four levels of underground 
parking. The theater is not economically viable due to a limited number of screens (three), 
which makes it compete with modern cinema multiplexes. The second and third floor office 
space had been successful due to  location and access to  BART, but the ground floor 
retaillrestaurant space continues t o  struggle due to  its inward orientation without street 
exposure or street signage; inefficient building design; poor loading and parking circulation; and 
ongoing community objections to  placing typical service tenants on the ground level. Retail 
vacancies average 20%. The parking garage is a financial drain on the project as free parking for 
theater patrons must be provided. 



In general the difficulties of vertically mixed-use, high density projects result from additional 
costs and the real and perceived incompatibility of retail and residential uses that center on 
physical layouts and operating issues. 

V. The Critical Impact of Retail on the Economic Sustainability of the Bay Area. 

A. Communities Suffer Financially When Larger Format Retail Uses Are Unduly 
Constrained or Otherwise Discouraged. 

The focus on vertical, mixed-use development can result in serious financial and revenue 
implications for communities and neighborhoods. Many cities in the Bay Area saw an increase 
in vertical, mixed-use development projects during the real estate and economic boom. But 
now many of those vertical mixed use projects have a significant amount of ground floor retail 
space vacant that is not leasable due to  an oversaturation of poor quality space in the market 
place and many less viable tenants. 

In addition to  vacant ground floor small retail shop space, the recession has initiated many large 
anchor spaces to  be re-tenanted, typically with lower rents, and more discounted oriented 
tenants. These tenants sell items for less, as a survival mode for the recession weary 
customers. 

As a result of the loss of sales tax revenue, many cities cannot continue t o  provide the quality of 
lifestyle amenities for residents that retail typically generates. Retail sales tax normally makes a 
significant contribution to  city general funds and a community's economic sustainability. In 
some cities, sales tax is fifty percent of general fund revenue, although 20-30 percent is  more 
typical. Consequently, cities aggressively recruit new retail, especially larger store formats like 
Costco, Target, IKEA, and others, which historically have been significant sources of sales tax. In 
a good economy, large store format retailers like Costco, IKEA and Sam's Club can each 
generate upwards of $1,500,000 to  $2,000,000 a year in sales tax for an individual city. 

The following paragraphs outline the differences in the amount of sales tax the different types 
of  retail can produce. When you compare the ability for a vertical mixed use development (with 
ground floor small shop retail) to  generate sales taxes compared to  the large format retail 
stores, it is clear why the large format stores make such a difference. Their inability to locate in 
the denser portions of  the Bay Area will cause Cities and communities t o  inadvertently suffer. 



The districts outlined below are comprised of small stores and restaurants with the exception of 
Story Road which has larger shopping centers and some anchor stores like Target and Home 
Depot. While the data is from Fiscal Year 2007-08, the amounts and percentages have probably 
not changed much due to the slow economic recovery. 

Source: City of San Jose and the San Jose Redevelopment Agency 

Winchester 

Total 

Downtowns are also not strong generators of sales tax revenue for cities although they provide 
a quality of life and community amenity desired by many residents. Even with national tenants, 
many downtowns (such as Los Gatos and Burlingame) continue to show a declining or flat trend 
in retail sales that has continued in spite of modest economic growth. Many of these small 
downtowns experience high store vacancy and cannot compete with larger shopping centers in 
terms of offering a critical mass of brand retailers. In comparison, a major shopping center with 
large anchor stores like Oakridge Shopping Center located in San Jose, generated $3.56 million 
in sales tax revenues in 2010. One major shopping center can out-perform (with regard to sales 
tax generation), nine out of ten Neighborhood Business Districts. These examples from San Jose 
are duplicated all over the Bay Area. 

$921,432 

$6.886M 

0.13% 

100% 



B. Significant Job Losses Will Result i f  Larger Format Retailers Are Effectively 
Precluded from Building and Operating in  Many Communities 

Retail jobs are also an important part of  a community's economic sustainability. Except for 
significant job losses at the peak of the recession, retail sector jobs have showed steady but 
slow growth compared t o  manufacturing jobs in California, which have continued to decline for 
the last thirty years. In a service economy, retail jobs play a major role by providing work not 
only for unskilled or low-skilled workers but also for those with college educations and higher 
skills who cannot find stable employment in a continually slow economic recovery. And in 
many cases, retailers (Costco and Whole Foods are two examples) pay higher than union wages 
surpassing all of the Bay Area's "Living Wage" requirements. 

In the retail market today, large format stores such as Target (148,000 square feet), FoodsCo 
(72,000 square feet), Costco (158,000 square feet) and Walmart ( 160,000 square feet) are 
aggressively expanding stores in Northern California and employ as many as 400 workers in 
each store. Consequently, these stores are major job generators for many communities and are 
among the few that are expanding. 

Job growth in a global economy no longer follows historic, traditional or predictable patterns. 
Land use planning that accommodates a variety of industry sectors and jobs is important 
because it i s  the very least a community can do to  maximize job creation opportunities in a 
dynamic economy and rapidly changing market place. A report on job growth projections and 
employment land demand, completed in 2009, for the City of San Jose's "Envision 2040 General 
Plan Update" underscores the importance of that type of planning. The report stated: 

"A community must adequately plan for job growth in areas that provide a variety 
of land use types. Some types of job growth can be accommodated in a 
downtown high-rise office setting, some in a low density manufacturing district 
and some in dispersed neighborhood shopping centers. The expected demand for 
different types of employment space and setting will change over time as 
particular industries grow or wane and as the characteristics of those industries 
change." 

The report further recommended that the City add large retail lands in the planning 
process to  accommodate job growth demand for retail uses. The type of development 
that takes place on these land types is less likely to be accommodated in higher density 
development."' In short, adequately planning for future job growth scenarios i s  very 
critical t o  a community's economic sustainability and retail jobs are a key component of 
that sustainability. The important point i s  that a city or region does not control the 
market place. 

1 Envision San Jose 2040: Job Growth Projections and Employment Land Demand, March 28, 2009, p. 3. 



VI. Conclusion: Finding Creative Solutions that Support Retail Uses and the Goals of 
SB 375 

The current SCSIPDA plans do not accommodate the physical retail space and operating needs 
of larger format stores. Nor do they acknowledge the preferences and needs of shoppers 
which dictate the types of formats used by these retailers. Shoppers have high expectations of 
retailers. They demand shopping convenience and have a high bar for the quality and quantity 
of goods and services. The current SCSIPDA plans focus on higher density, vertical mixed use 
development in urban centers which can accommodate only small shop retailers. A planning 
solution needs to  be found that can accommodate the needs of larger format retailers and their 
customers. 

The fundamental issues center on both the physical and operating incompatibility of large 
format stores with other uses such as residential and office that result in much higher 
construction costs and inconvenience for customers with respect to  parking, access and store 
layouts. Operationally, the challenges for larger format retail in a vertical mixed use structure 
involve hours of operation; costly heating and air conditioning systems; loading, access and 
circulation; and generally higher operating costs for multi-level stores. To the extent the 
SCS/PDA plans constrain larger format retailers from building and operating stores consistent 
with their preferred prototypes that are financially feasible, retailers will be forced to find 
locations that allow more site planning flexibility and lower land, development and operating 
costs, most likely in suburban settings away from transit. 

As a result, locating out of the dense urban sections of the Bay Area and away from customers 
furthers retail sprawl and increased vehicle trips. This defeats, rather than achieves the goals of 
SB 375. There are other unintended consequences for communities that include the potential 
loss of much needed retail jobs, impacts on general fund revenues that rely on sales tax 
generated by large format retailers as well as the loss of vibrant and high quality of life 
amenities for residents. 

This white paper has been thoughtfully prepared with the goal of finding solutions that allow 
the SCSIPDA plans to  be modified to accommodate larger format retail and st i l l  achieve the 
reduction of GHG emissions and a balanced, sustainable quality of life for Bay Area residents. 
Solutions can be achieved through focused working sessions with planners and retail architects 
from ABAG and this stakeholder committee which i s  willing t o  commit time and experience to 
achieve common goals. 
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name refrig_type description system_ca ssys_energssys_hvac_rolling_past_leak_rate_sort leak_rate_psystem_typfull_charge status leak_rate_calculation
1 R-22 1 Commercial Refrigeration Universal 60 Normal Operation

10 R-22 10 Commercial Refrigeration 0 0% Universal 75 Normal Operation 0%
11 R-22 11 Commercial Refrigeration Universal 75 Normal Operation
12 R-22 12 Commercial Refrigeration 0 0% Universal 75 Normal Operation 0%
15 R-22 15 Commercial Refrigeration Universal 60 Normal Operation
16 R-134a 16 Commercial Refrigeration Universal 60 Normal Operation
17 R-134a 17 Commercial Refrigeration Universal 50 Normal Operation
18 R-507 (AZ-50) 18 Commercial Refrigeration Universal 560 Normal Operation
19 R-134a 19 Commercial Refrigeration 50 50% Universal 60 Normal Operation 0%
2 R-22 2 Commercial Refrigeration 50 50% Universal 60 Normal Operation 0%

23 R-404A (HP-62) 23 Commercial Refrigeration Universal 60 Normal Operation
24 R-22 24 Commercial Refrigeration Universal 60 Normal Operation
25 R-22 25 Commercial Refrigeration 100 100% Universal 60 Normal Operation 0%
3 R-22 3 Commercial Refrigeration Universal 75 Normal Operation
4 R-134a 4 Commercial Refrigeration Universal 30 Normal Operation
5 R-22 5 Commercial Refrigeration 50 50% Universal 60 Normal Operation 0%
6 R-22 6 Commercial Refrigeration 0 0% Universal 60 Normal Operation 0%
8 R-22 8 Commercial Refrigeration 0 0% Universal 60 Normal Operation 0%
9 R-22 9 Commercial Refrigeration Universal 60 Normal Operation

AC R-22 AC HVAC HVAC Univ 60 Normal Operation

1720
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Appendix D 

Energy Consumption Data 
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Store Commodity Unit 2010-2 (Period 2) 2010-3 (Period 3) 2010-4 (Period 4) 2010-5 (Period 5) 2010-6 (Period 6) 2010-7 (Period 7) 2010-8 (Period 8)

 0687-SAFEWAY  Electricity  $ 4,898.09 5,232.76 5,169.40 5,949.55   6,409.52 6,068.13

 0687-SAFEWAY  Electricity  kWh 110,766.00 118,222.00 109,505.00 111,347.00   126,065.00 119,086.00

 0687-SAFEWAY  Electricity  kW 200 192 196 202   207 207

 0687-SAFEWAY  Natural Gas  $ 2,132.24 1,973.87 1,639.25 1,235.21 586.35 873.16 921.31

 0687-SAFEWAY  Natural Gas  Therm 1,838.00 1,859.00 1,726.00 1,322.00 0 1,050.00 972

 0687-SAFEWAY  Potable Water  $ 2,336.88   2,789.28   2,882.88   2,712.48

 0687-SAFEWAY  Potable Water  gal 182,512.00   225,896.00   234,872.00   213,928.00



 

Store Commodity Unit

 0687-SAFEWAY  Electricity  $

 0687-SAFEWAY  Electricity  kWh

 0687-SAFEWAY  Electricity  kW

 0687-SAFEWAY  Natural Gas  $

 0687-SAFEWAY  Natural Gas  Therm

 0687-SAFEWAY  Potable Water  $

 0687-SAFEWAY  Potable Water  gal

2010-9 (Period 9) 2010-10 (Period 10) 2010-11 (Period 11) 2010-12 (Period 12) 2010-13 (Period 13) 2011-1 (Period 1)

6,059.54 6,619.78 6,144.27 5,449.10 4,991.42 5,365.07

117,130.00 128,420.00 115,731.00 117,192.00 120,063.00 109,255.00

206 227 215 211 196 201

1,066.91 738.13 880.77 1,402.11 1,976.25 914.83

1,068.00 912 851 1,409.00 2,052.00 2,027.00

  2,635.73   2,774.96    

  198,220.00   210,936.00    



 

Store Commodity Unit

 0687-SAFEWAY  Electricity  $

 0687-SAFEWAY  Electricity  kWh

 0687-SAFEWAY  Electricity  kW

 0687-SAFEWAY  Natural Gas  $

 0687-SAFEWAY  Natural Gas  Therm

 0687-SAFEWAY  Potable Water  $

 0687-SAFEWAY  Potable Water  gal

2011-2 (Period 2) 2011-3 (Period 3) 2011-4 (Period 4) 2011-5 (Period 5) Totals

5,587.35 5,938.48 5,925.59   85,808.05

106,867.00 115,764.00 110,737.00   1,736,150.00

194 189 195   227

1,890.12 1,930.44 1,513.46   21,674.41

1,777.00 2,050.00 1,607.00   22,520.00

2,658.38   4,575.41   23,366.00

200,464.00   364,276.00   1,831,104.00



#687 Oakland   per s.f.
Store Size 24,258 s.f.
Electricity 1,736,150   kWh 71.57     kWh/sq. ft.
Natural Gas 22,520 therms 0.928 therms/sq. ft.
Water 1,831,104   gallons 75.48     gallons/sf. Ft.

New Project #2870 per s.f.
Store Size 51,000 s.f.
Electricity 1,443,300   kWh 28.30     kWh/sq. ft.
Natural Gas 18,768 therms 0.368 therms/sq. ft.

Shops Size 11,000 s.f.  
Electricity 311,300      kWh 28.30     kWh/sq. ft.
Natural Gas 4,048 therms 0.368 therms/sq. ft.

Total Store & Shops
Store Size 62,000 s.f.
Electricity 1,754,600   kWh 28.30     kwh/sq. ft.
Natural Gas 22,816 therms 0.368 therms/sq. ft.
*Based on Santa Cruz
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 66 267 202 5 122 23 148 289 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 0.98 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1425 1766 1532 1350

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.98 0.46 0.93

Satd. Flow (perm) 1350 1741 714 1257

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) 69 281 213 5 128 24 156 304 25 43 382 92

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 2 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 563 0 0 149 0 0 483 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) 506 653 538 354

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18

v/s Ratio Perm c0.42 0.09 0.29 c0.40

v/c Ratio 1.11 0.23 0.90 1.43

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 17.1 17.1 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.42 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 74.6 0.8 20.3 210.0

Delay (s) 99.6 25.1 37.3 238.8

Level of Service F C D F

Approach Delay (s) 99.6 25.1 37.3 238.8

Approach LOS F C D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 117.0 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.18

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 113.9% 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 Existing Plus Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 762 290 539

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) 304 682 991

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 345 991 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) 66.8 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 66.8 0.7 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 15.2

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 Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 18 0 0 101 0 344 86 110 418 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) 0 0 18 0 0 103 0 351 88 112 427 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 1566 1400 638 1163 1360 700 642 538

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1566 1400 638 1163 1360 700 642 538

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 % 100 100 95 100 100 69 100 88

cM capacity (veh/h) 32 94 395 112 99 334 780 945

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 18 103 439 112 435

Volume Left 0 0 0 112 0

Volume Right 18 103 88 0 8

cSH 395 334 1700 945 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.31 0.26 0.12 0.26

Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 32 0 10 0

Control Delay (s) 14.6 20.5 0.0 9.3 0.0

Lane LOS B C A

Approach Delay (s) 14.6 20.5 0.0 1.9

Approach LOS B C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 45.3% 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 Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 108 8 43 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 0.96 0.90 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1716 1655 3504 3434

Flt Permitted 0.78 0.96 0.84 0.89

Satd. Flow (perm) 1383 1597 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 48 4 4 20 73 478 9 37 379 57

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 17 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 9 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 160 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

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 11.7 11.7 36.0 36.0

Effective Green, g (s) 11.7 11.7 36.0 36.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.19 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) 259 299 1714 1772

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.12 0.01 c0.19 0.15

v/c Ratio 0.62 0.04 0.33 2.59dl

Uniform Delay, d1 23.3 20.8 6.9 6.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.3 0.1 0.5 0.4

Delay (s) 27.7 20.9 7.4 7.0

Level of Service C C A A

Approach Delay (s) 27.7 20.9 7.4 7.0

Approach LOS C C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.9 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.40

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 62.5 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.3% ICU Level of Service B

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 Existing Plus Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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) 31.9

Level of Service C

Approach Delay (s) 31.9

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 23 289 123 3 12 310

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 0.80 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) 1474 1770 1196 1342

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.35 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1474 646 1196 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 24 307 131 3 13 330

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 62 441 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) 188 247 457 505

v/s Ratio Prot c0.37

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.10 0.34

v/c Ratio 0.35 0.25 0.96 0.88

Uniform Delay, d1 43.8 23.2 33.3 31.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.0 2.4 34.2 19.2

Delay (s) 48.8 25.7 67.5 50.8

Level of Service D C E D

Approach Delay (s) 48.8 62.3 50.8

Approach LOS D E D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 66.6 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 83.6% 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 Plus Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 94 1 1 109 357 14 41 2 218 224 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 3168

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3159 3168

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) 100 1 1 116 380 15 44 2 232 238 7 18

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 550 0 0 0 0 495 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 c0.17 c0.16

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.01 0.90

Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 44.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 40.4 20.9

Delay (s) 85.9 65.5

Level of Service F E

Approach Delay (s) 85.9 65.5

Approach LOS F E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/25/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 42 104 219 14 90 14 149 319 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) 1390 1790 1552 1351

Flt Permitted 0.96 0.94 0.48 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 1335 1699 757 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) 45 112 235 15 97 15 160 343 23 10 354 80

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 68 0 0 6 0 0 2 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 325 0 0 121 0 0 524 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) 501 637 556 375

v/s Ratio Prot c0.19

v/s Ratio Perm c0.24 0.07 0.31 c0.33

v/c Ratio 0.65 0.19 0.94 1.16

Uniform Delay, d1 20.6 16.8 17.9 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.46 1.00 0.95

Incremental Delay, d2 6.4 0.7 26.3 73.8

Delay (s) 27.0 25.3 44.2 101.0

Level of Service C C D F

Approach Delay (s) 27.0 25.3 44.2 101.0

Approach LOS C C D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 55.0 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 90.7% 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 Existing Plus Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/25/2012 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 Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/25/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 25 0 0 118 0 380 108 134 405 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) 0 0 27 0 0 128 0 413 117 146 440 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 1769 1661 719 1355 1613 756 727 653

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1769 1661 719 1355 1613 756 727 653

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 % 100 100 92 100 100 60 100 83

cM capacity (veh/h) 17 56 333 70 60 317 682 838

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 27 128 530 146 461

Volume Left 0 0 0 146 0

Volume Right 27 128 117 0 21

cSH 333 317 1700 838 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.40 0.31 0.17 0.27

Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 47 0 16 0

Control Delay (s) 16.8 23.8 0.0 10.2 0.0

Lane LOS C C B

Approach Delay (s) 16.8 23.8 0.0 2.4

Approach LOS C C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.3% 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 Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/25/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 93 6 70 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 0.94 0.90 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.97 1.00 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1686 1659 3485 3452

Flt Permitted 0.81 0.98 0.80 0.94

Satd. Flow (perm) 1412 1625 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 75 2 5 17 77 243 6 15 360 54

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 33 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 9 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 148 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

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 10.8 10.8 35.9 35.9

Effective Green, g (s) 10.8 10.8 35.9 35.9

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) 254 293 1688 1949

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.10 0.01 0.12 c0.13

v/c Ratio 0.58 0.03 0.19 2.35dr

Uniform Delay, d1 22.5 20.3 5.5 5.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.4 0.0 0.3 0.3

Delay (s) 25.9 20.3 5.7 5.8

Level of Service C C A A

Approach Delay (s) 25.9 20.3 5.7 5.8

Approach LOS C C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.31

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.5% ICU Level of Service B

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 Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/25/2012 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 29.1

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 18.4

Delay (s) 47.5

Level of Service D

Approach Delay (s) 47.5

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/25/2012 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 26 301 101 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 0.84

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 1269

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.32 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1459 603 1269

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 30 342 115 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 68 465 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) 186 230 485

v/s Ratio Prot 0.37

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.11

v/c Ratio 0.31 0.30 0.96

Uniform Delay, d1 43.6 23.7 33.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.3 3.3 31.8

Delay (s) 47.9 26.9 65.0

Level of Service D C E

Approach Delay (s) 47.9 60.1

Approach LOS D E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 80.6 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 88.2% 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 Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/25/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 289 113 4 4 163 212 9 35 3 205 259 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) 1275 3132 3178

Flt Permitted 0.90 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1146 3132 3178

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) 328 128 5 5 185 241 10 40 3 233 294 17

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 484 0 0 0 0 475 0 0 0 0 571 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) 438 541 549

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.18

v/s Ratio Perm c0.42

v/c Ratio 1.11 0.88 1.04

Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 44.4 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 74.6 18.1 49.0

Delay (s) 108.6 62.4 94.5

Level of Service F E F

Approach Delay (s) 108.6 62.4 94.5

Approach LOS F E F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/25/2012 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 Revised Project - PM - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 66 267 202 5 122 23 148 289 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) 1425 1766 1770 1534 1770 1338

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.98 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1351 1742 1770 1534 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) 69 281 213 5 128 24 156 304 25 43 382 92

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 4 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 563 0 0 149 0 156 325 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) 540 697 221 575 155 435

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09 c0.21 0.02 c0.35

v/s Ratio Perm c0.42 0.09

v/c Ratio 1.04 0.21 0.71 0.57 0.28 1.06

Uniform Delay, d1 24.0 15.7 33.6 19.8 34.1 27.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 50.3 0.7 17.3 4.0 4.4 61.4

Delay (s) 74.3 16.4 50.9 23.8 38.5 88.4

Level of Service E B D C D F

Approach Delay (s) 74.3 16.4 32.5 84.3

Approach LOS E B C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 60.3 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.05

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.8% 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 Revised Project - PM - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 0.97

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) 1734 3527 3330

Flt Permitted 0.96 0.90 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1734 3189 3330

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) 14 0 0 0 26 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 306 0 0 612 473 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 2020 2109

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 0.14

v/s Ratio Perm c0.19

v/c Ratio 0.71 0.30 0.22

Uniform Delay, d1 23.3 5.7 5.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.2 0.4 0.2

Delay (s) 28.6 6.1 5.6

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 28.6 6.1 5.6

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.9 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.42

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 68.2 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 Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Revised Project - PM - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 23 289 123 3 12 310

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 0.80 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) 1474 1770 1199 1344

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.39 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1474 721 1199 1324

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 24 307 131 3 13 330

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 62 441 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) 80 315 523 578

v/s Ratio Prot c0.37

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.09 0.34

v/c Ratio 0.81 0.20 0.84 0.77

Uniform Delay, d1 51.4 19.1 27.6 26.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 57.8 1.4 15.2 9.5

Delay (s) 109.3 20.5 42.9 35.7

Level of Service F C D D

Approach Delay (s) 109.3 40.1 35.7

Approach LOS F D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 54.8 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.87

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.6% 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 Plus Revised Project - PM - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 94 1 1 109 357 14 41 2 218 224 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 3168

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3159 3168

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) 100 1 1 116 380 15 44 2 232 238 7 18

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 550 0 0 0 0 495 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 c0.17 c0.16

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.96 0.86

Uniform Delay, d1 44.6 43.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 28.6 15.3

Delay (s) 73.2 58.9

Level of Service E E

Approach Delay (s) 73.2 58.9

Approach LOS E E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Revised Project - SAT- Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/25/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 42 104 219 14 90 14 149 319 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 0.98 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) 1389 1790 1770 1563 1770 1346

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.94 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1334 1697 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) 45 112 235 15 97 15 160 343 23 10 354 80

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 68 0 0 6 0 0 3 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 324 0 0 121 0 160 363 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) 467 594 243 664 155 488

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09 0.23 0.01 c0.31

v/s Ratio Perm c0.24 0.07

v/c Ratio 0.69 0.20 0.66 0.55 0.06 0.87

Uniform Delay, d1 22.3 18.2 32.7 17.2 33.5 23.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.88 1.05

Incremental Delay, d2 8.3 0.8 13.2 3.2 0.1 2.1

Delay (s) 30.6 19.0 45.9 20.5 29.5 27.0

Level of Service C B D C C C

Approach Delay (s) 30.6 19.0 28.2 27.0

Approach LOS C B C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 27.7 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 72.0% 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 Revised Project - SAT- Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/25/2012 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 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 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1716 3527 3420

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.92 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1716 3245 3420

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) 26 0 0 0 22 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 110 0 0 365 442 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) 6.1 17.8 17.8

Effective Green, g (s) 6.1 17.8 17.8

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 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) 328 1811 1908

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 c0.13

v/s Ratio Perm 0.11

v/c Ratio 0.34 0.20 0.23

Uniform Delay, d1 11.1 3.5 3.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 0.1 0.1

Delay (s) 11.8 3.6 3.6

Level of Service B A A

Approach Delay (s) 11.8 3.6 3.6

Approach LOS B A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 4.8 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.26

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 31.9 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 Revised Project - SAT- Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/25/2012 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 26 301 101 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 0.84

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 1269

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.35 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1459 656 1269

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 30 342 115 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 68 465 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) 80 274 531

v/s Ratio Prot 0.37

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.72 0.25 0.88

Uniform Delay, d1 51.2 20.8 29.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 43.8 2.2 18.1

Delay (s) 95.0 22.9 47.4

Level of Service F C D

Approach Delay (s) 95.0 44.3

Approach LOS F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 55.9 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.89

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 Revised Project - SAT- Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/25/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 289 113 4 4 163 212 9 35 3 205 259 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) 1275 3132 3178

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1236 3132 3178

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) 328 128 5 5 185 241 10 40 3 233 294 17

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 484 0 0 0 0 474 0 0 0 0 571 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) 517 569 636

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.18

v/s Ratio Perm c0.39

v/c Ratio 0.94 0.83 0.90

Uniform Delay, d1 30.6 43.4 42.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 26.5 13.5 17.9

Delay (s) 57.1 56.9 60.8

Level of Service E E E

Approach Delay (s) 57.1 56.9 60.8

Approach LOS E E E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Revised Project - SAT- Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/25/2012 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 2015 Plus Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 320 209 10 170 30 168 294 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) 1439 1768 1521 1345

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.97 0.42 0.90

Satd. Flow (perm) 1358 1722 651 1223

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) 74 337 220 11 179 32 177 309 32 53 385 95

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 3 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 631 0 0 215 0 0 515 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) 509 646 516 344

v/s Ratio Prot c0.20

v/s Ratio Perm c0.46 0.12 0.32 c0.43

v/c Ratio 1.24 0.33 1.00 1.52

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 17.8 19.0 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.34 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 123.8 1.4 39.2 248.5

Delay (s) 148.8 25.2 58.2 277.2

Level of Service F C E F

Approach Delay (s) 148.8 25.2 58.2 277.2

Approach LOS F C E F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 145.7 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.29

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 119.8% 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 Plus Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 849 322 600

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) 246 651 940

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 296 940 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 1.35 0.08 0.26 0.17 0.16

Queue Length 95th (ft) 504 7 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 210.7 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 210.7 1.2 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 50.2

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 Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 20 0 0 101 0 385 86 110 428 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) 0 0 20 0 0 103 0 393 88 112 437 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 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

vC, conflicting volume 1636 1467 660 1220 1433 751 670 583

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1655 1462 543 1182 1424 751 555 583

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 % 100 100 95 100 100 67 100 88

cM capacity (veh/h) 23 74 390 93 79 310 733 907

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 20 103 481 112 457

Volume Left 0 0 0 112 0

Volume Right 20 103 88 0 20

cSH 390 310 1700 907 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.33 0.28 0.12 0.27

Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 35 0 11 0

Control Delay (s) 14.8 22.3 0.0 9.5 0.0

Lane LOS B C A

Approach Delay (s) 14.8 22.3 0.0 1.9

Approach LOS B C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.4% 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 Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 108 8 43 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 0.96 0.92 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1715 1674 3507 3446

Flt Permitted 0.77 0.92 0.84 0.87

Satd. Flow (perm) 1372 1569 2977 3018

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 48 11 4 22 73 599 11 44 457 57

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 17 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 8 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 160 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

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 11.9 11.9 35.5 35.5

Effective Green, g (s) 11.9 11.9 35.5 35.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.19 0.55 0.55

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) 255 291 1649 1671

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.12 0.01 c0.23 0.18

v/c Ratio 0.63 0.07 0.41 3.17dl

Uniform Delay, d1 24.1 21.5 8.3 7.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.8 0.1 0.8 0.5

Delay (s) 28.8 21.6 9.0 8.3

Level of Service C C A A

Approach Delay (s) 28.8 21.6 9.0 8.3

Approach LOS C C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 12.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.45

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 64.1 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.4% ICU Level of Service C

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 Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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) 4.7

Effective Green, g (s) 4.7

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 121

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 1.3

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 Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 30 313 153 10 20 316

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 0.77 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 1147 1318

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.33 1.00 0.85

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 616 1147 1122

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 32 333 163 11 21 336

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 75 507 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) 189 235 438 428

v/s Ratio Prot c0.44

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.12 0.42

v/c Ratio 0.51 0.32 1.16 1.10

Uniform Delay, d1 44.8 23.9 34.0 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 9.6 3.5 93.7 74.3

Delay (s) 54.4 27.5 127.7 108.3

Level of Service D C F F

Approach Delay (s) 54.4 114.8 108.3

Approach LOS D F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 114.9 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 94.4% 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 Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 98 10 10 109 421 20 50 10 229 270 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 3165

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3151 3165

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) 104 11 11 116 448 21 53 11 244 287 11 21

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 643 0 0 0 0 572 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 c0.20 c0.18

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.18 1.04

Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 99.7 50.7

Delay (s) 145.2 96.2

Level of Service F F

Approach Delay (s) 145.2 96.2

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 120 226 20 120 20 158 336 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 1544 1341

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.93 0.46 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1311 1666 715 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) 65 129 243 22 129 22 170 361 32 11 359 86

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 56 0 0 6 0 0 3 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 381 0 0 167 0 0 560 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) 492 625 541 371

v/s Ratio Prot c0.21

v/s Ratio Perm c0.29 0.10 0.34 c0.34

v/c Ratio 0.77 0.27 1.04 1.20

Uniform Delay, d1 22.0 17.4 19.0 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.40 1.00 0.96

Incremental Delay, d2 11.3 1.0 48.1 92.6

Delay (s) 33.3 25.3 67.1 120.1

Level of Service C C E F

Approach Delay (s) 33.3 25.3 67.1 120.1

Approach LOS C C E F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 68.4 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.99

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 98.5% 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 Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 30 0 0 118 0 411 108 134 423 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) 0 0 33 0 0 128 0 447 117 146 460 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 1836 1727 747 1418 1679 798 756 691

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1836 1727 747 1418 1679 798 756 691

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 % 100 100 90 100 100 57 100 82

cM capacity (veh/h) 15 50 318 61 54 297 660 808

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 33 128 564 146 482

Volume Left 0 0 0 146 0

Volume Right 33 128 117 0 22

cSH 318 297 1700 808 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.10 0.43 0.33 0.18 0.28

Queue Length 95th (ft) 8 52 0 16 0

Control Delay (s) 17.6 26.0 0.0 10.4 0.0

Lane LOS C D B

Approach Delay (s) 17.6 26.0 0.0 2.4

Approach LOS C D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 4.0

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 Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 93 6 70 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 0.94 0.92 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1686 1677 3489 3461

Flt Permitted 0.81 0.93 0.81 0.93

Satd. Flow (perm) 1398 1579 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 75 11 5 22 77 330 11 22 419 54

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 33 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 8 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 148 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

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 10.8 10.8 35.6 35.6

Effective Green, g (s) 10.8 10.8 35.6 35.6

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) 253 286 1701 1927

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.11 0.01 0.15 c0.15

v/c Ratio 0.59 0.07 0.25 2.84dl

Uniform Delay, d1 22.4 20.3 5.7 5.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.4 0.1 0.3 0.3

Delay (s) 25.8 20.4 6.0 6.0

Level of Service C C A A

Approach Delay (s) 25.8 20.4 6.0 6.0

Approach LOS C C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.6 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.34

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 59.7 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.9% ICU Level of Service B

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 Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 29.0

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 28.2

Delay (s) 57.2

Level of Service E

Approach Delay (s) 57.2

Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 30 307 107 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 1255

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.31 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1482 576 1255

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 34 349 122 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 79 482 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) 189 220 479

v/s Ratio Prot 0.38

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.14

v/c Ratio 0.54 0.36 1.01

Uniform Delay, d1 45.0 24.4 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 10.6 4.5 42.7

Delay (s) 55.6 28.9 76.7

Level of Service E C E

Approach Delay (s) 55.6 70.0

Approach LOS E E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 122.2 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 100.6% 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 Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 297 116 10 10 166 244 10 40 10 217 288 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) 1266 3132 3170

Flt Permitted 0.77 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 983 3132 3170

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) 338 132 11 11 189 277 11 45 11 247 327 23

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 515 0 0 0 0 526 0 0 0 0 639 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) 375 541 548

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.20

v/s Ratio Perm c0.52

v/c Ratio 1.37 0.97 1.17

Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 45.2 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 184.1 32.6 93.0

Delay (s) 218.1 77.8 138.5

Level of Service F E F

Approach Delay (s) 218.1 77.8 138.5

Approach LOS F E F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 Revised Project - PM- Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 320 209 10 170 30 168 294 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 0.97 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) 1439 1768 1770 1516 1770 1330

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1353 1715 1770 1516 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) 74 337 220 11 179 32 177 309 32 53 385 95

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 4 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 631 0 0 214 0 177 337 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) 558 707 188 569 133 432

v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 c0.22 0.03 c0.35

v/s Ratio Perm c0.47 0.12

v/c Ratio 1.13 0.30 0.94 0.59 0.40 1.09

Uniform Delay, d1 23.5 15.8 35.5 20.1 35.3 27.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 79.5 1.1 51.9 4.5 8.7 68.5

Delay (s) 103.0 16.9 87.4 24.6 44.0 95.5

Level of Service F B F C D F

Approach Delay (s) 103.0 16.9 46.0 90.4

Approach LOS F B D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 73.9 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.14

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.9% 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 Revised Project - PM- Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 0.98

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 3521 3351

Flt Permitted 0.96 0.85 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1725 3026 3351

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) 17 0 0 0 43 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 381 0 0 731 516 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) 14.5 17.6 17.6

Effective Green, g (s) 14.5 17.6 17.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.36 0.44 0.44

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 624 1328 1471

v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 0.15

v/s Ratio Perm c0.24

v/c Ratio 0.61 0.55 0.35

Uniform Delay, d1 10.5 8.3 7.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.8 0.5 0.1

Delay (s) 12.3 8.8 7.6

Level of Service B A A

Approach Delay (s) 12.3 8.8 7.6

Approach LOS B A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 9.2 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.58

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 40.1 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 Revised Project - PM- Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 30 313 153 10 20 316

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 0.77 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 1149 1320

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.37 1.00 0.95

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 681 1149 1262

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 32 333 163 11 21 336

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 75 507 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) 81 291 491 539

v/s Ratio Prot c0.44

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.11 0.37

v/c Ratio 1.20 0.26 1.03 0.88

Uniform Delay, d1 52.0 20.3 31.5 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 162.6 2.1 49.3 17.8

Delay (s) 214.6 22.4 80.8 46.7

Level of Service F C F D

Approach Delay (s) 214.6 73.2 46.7

Approach LOS F E D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 85.9 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 94.4% 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 Revised Project - PM- Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 98 10 10 109 421 20 50 10 229 270 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 3165

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 3151 3165

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) 104 11 11 116 448 21 53 11 244 287 11 21

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 643 0 0 0 0 572 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 c0.20 c0.18

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.12 0.95

Uniform Delay, d1 45.0 43.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 76.1 25.5

Delay (s) 121.1 69.5

Level of Service F E

Approach Delay (s) 121.1 69.5

Approach LOS F E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Revised Project - SAT - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 120 226 20 120 20 158 336 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) 1402 1784 1770 1551 1770 1334

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.93 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1311 1666 1770 1551 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) 65 129 243 22 129 22 170 361 32 11 359 86

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 56 0 0 6 0 0 4 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 381 0 0 167 0 170 389 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) 492 625 221 620 155 450

v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 c0.25 0.01 c0.33

v/s Ratio Perm c0.29 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.77 0.27 0.77 0.63 0.07 0.97

Uniform Delay, d1 22.0 17.4 33.9 19.2 33.5 26.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.88 1.02

Incremental Delay, d2 11.3 1.0 22.3 4.7 0.1 6.9

Delay (s) 33.3 18.4 56.2 24.0 29.4 33.4

Level of Service C B E C C C

Approach Delay (s) 33.3 18.4 33.7 33.3

Approach LOS C B C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 31.9 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.90

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.0% 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 2015 Plus Revised Project - SAT - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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) 1701 3523 3413

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.89 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1701 3154 3413

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) 35 0 0 0 26 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 125 0 0 460 494 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) 6.3 17.1 17.1

Effective Green, g (s) 6.3 17.1 17.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 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) 341 1718 1859

v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 0.14

v/s Ratio Perm c0.15

v/c Ratio 0.37 0.27 0.27

Uniform Delay, d1 10.8 3.8 3.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.1 0.1

Delay (s) 11.5 3.9 3.9

Level of Service B A A

Approach Delay (s) 11.5 3.9 3.9

Approach LOS B A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 5.0 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.29

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 31.4 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 Revised Project - SAT - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 30 307 107 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 1255

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.34 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1482 635 1255

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 34 349 122 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 79 482 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) 81 268 531

v/s Ratio Prot 0.38

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.12

v/c Ratio 1.26 0.29 0.91

Uniform Delay, d1 52.0 20.9 29.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 184.8 2.8 21.8

Delay (s) 236.8 23.7 51.6

Level of Service F C D

Approach Delay (s) 236.8 47.7

Approach LOS F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 83.8 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 100.6% 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 Revised Project - SAT - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 297 116 10 10 166 244 10 40 10 217 288 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) 1267 3132 3170

Flt Permitted 0.86 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1095 3132 3170

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) 338 132 11 11 189 277 11 45 11 247 327 23

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 515 0 0 0 0 526 0 0 0 0 638 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) 463 555 634

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.20

v/s Ratio Perm c0.47

v/c Ratio 1.11 0.95 1.01

Uniform Delay, d1 31.8 44.8 44.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 76.1 27.4 37.3

Delay (s) 107.9 72.1 81.3

Level of Service F E F

Approach Delay (s) 107.9 72.1 81.3

Approach LOS F E F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Revised Project - SAT - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 2035 Plus Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 90 530 209 10 340 60 198 354 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 0.99 1.00 0.98 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 1485 1764 1512 1320

Flt Permitted 0.87 0.98 0.43 0.84

Satd. Flow (perm) 1292 1728 653 1118

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) 90 530 209 10 340 60 198 354 40 80 376 110

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 3 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 829 0 0 403 0 0 589 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) 485 648 515 314

v/s Ratio Prot c0.23

v/s Ratio Perm c0.64 0.23 0.37 c0.50

v/c Ratio 1.71 0.62 1.14 1.77

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 20.4 19.0 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.30 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 327.9 4.4 85.4 358.4

Delay (s) 352.9 30.8 104.4 387.2

Level of Service F C F F

Approach Delay (s) 352.9 30.8 104.4 387.2

Approach LOS F C F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 244.5 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.62

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 144.2% 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 Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 1185 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 4.09 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 Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 20 0 0 101 0 495 86 110 458 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) 0 0 20 0 0 103 0 505 88 112 467 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 0.79 0.79 0.82 0.79 0.79 0.70 0.82 0.70

vC, conflicting volume 1824 1642 710 1375 1603 900 716 707

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1397 1167 537 831 1118 646 543 372

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 % 100 100 94 100 100 57 100 85

cM capacity (veh/h) 24 95 358 137 101 241 674 755

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 20 103 593 112 478

Volume Left 0 0 0 112 0

Volume Right 20 103 88 0 10

cSH 358 241 1700 755 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.06 0.43 0.35 0.15 0.28

Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 50 0 13 0

Control Delay (s) 15.7 30.7 0.0 10.6 0.0

Lane LOS C D B

Approach Delay (s) 15.7 30.7 0.0 2.0

Approach LOS C D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.3% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

8: Mystic Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 108 8 43 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 0.96 0.92 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.97 0.98 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1713 1677 3520 3476

Flt Permitted 0.77 0.92 0.85 0.86

Satd. Flow (perm) 1370 1567 3018 2990

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 45 11 4 21 69 1020 11 42 696 54

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 17 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 150 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

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 11.6 11.6 35.7 35.7

Effective Green, g (s) 11.6 11.6 35.7 35.7

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) 248 284 1683 1668

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.11 0.01 c0.36 0.26

v/c Ratio 0.60 0.07 0.65 4.91dl

Uniform Delay, d1 24.1 21.7 9.8 8.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.1 0.1 2.0 1.0

Delay (s) 28.2 21.8 11.8 9.5

Level of Service C C B A

Approach Delay (s) 28.2 21.8 11.8 9.5

Approach LOS C C B A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 12.8 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.61

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 64.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.2% ICU Level of Service E

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 Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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) 4.7

Effective Green, g (s) 4.7

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07

Clearance Time (s) 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 122

v/s Ratio Prot c0.02

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.28

Uniform Delay, d1 28.0

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.2

Delay (s) 29.3

Level of Service C

Approach Delay (s) 29.3

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 30 403 273 10 30 316

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 1051 1255

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.33 1.00 0.43

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 610 1051 536

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 30 403 273 10 30 316

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 90 0 0 0 110 686 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) 189 233 401 205

v/s Ratio Prot 0.65

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.18 c0.90

v/c Ratio 0.48 0.47 1.71 2.36

Uniform Delay, d1 44.6 25.6 34.0 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.4 6.7 330.3 627.3

Delay (s) 53.0 32.4 364.3 661.3

Level of Service D C F F

Approach Delay (s) 53.0 318.4 661.3

Approach LOS D F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 355.8 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.75

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 120.6% 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 Revised Project - PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 128 10 10 129 721 20 50 10 279 440 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) 128 10 10 129 721 20 50 10 279 440 10 30

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 926 0 0 0 0 767 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 c0.24

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.68 1.40

Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 312.7 189.2

Delay (s) 358.2 234.7

Level of Service F F

Approach Delay (s) 358.2 234.7

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 210 226 30 230 40 188 372 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 0.98 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1440 1780 1535 1339

Flt Permitted 0.91 0.93 0.41 0.96

Satd. Flow (perm) 1324 1665 644 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) 70 210 226 30 230 40 188 372 40 20 374 90

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 36 0 0 7 0 0 3 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 470 0 0 293 0 0 597 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) 497 624 516 364

v/s Ratio Prot c0.23

v/s Ratio Perm c0.35 0.18 0.38 c0.37

v/c Ratio 0.95 0.47 1.16 1.30

Uniform Delay, d1 24.2 19.0 19.0 28.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.37 1.00 0.95

Incremental Delay, d2 28.8 2.5 90.4 137.8

Delay (s) 53.0 28.5 109.4 165.2

Level of Service D C F F

Approach Delay (s) 53.0 28.5 109.4 165.2

Approach LOS D C F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 95.7 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 114.9% 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 Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 1083 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) 166 605 850

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) 262 13 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 100.1 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 100.1 2.2 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 17.1

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 Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 30 0 0 118 0 501 108 134 463 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) 0 0 33 0 0 128 0 545 117 146 503 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 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84

vC, conflicting volume 2028 1914 822 1573 1867 929 831 803

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 2127 1992 695 1587 1936 929 705 803

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 % 100 100 88 100 100 47 100 80

cM capacity (veh/h) 6 27 277 36 29 242 560 724

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 33 128 662 146 525

Volume Left 0 0 0 146 0

Volume Right 33 128 117 0 22

cSH 277 242 1700 724 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.53 0.39 0.20 0.31

Queue Length 95th (ft) 10 71 0 19 0

Control Delay (s) 19.7 35.5 0.0 11.2 0.0

Lane LOS C E B

Approach Delay (s) 19.7 35.5 0.0 2.4

Approach LOS C E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 4.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.7% 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 Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR2 WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL2 SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 93 6 70 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 0.98 0.99 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 0.92 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1683 1680 3508 3485

Flt Permitted 0.81 0.93 0.82 0.93

Satd. Flow (perm) 1398 1579 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 74 11 5 21 76 586 11 21 632 53

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 33 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 145 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

Protected Phases 4 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 10.7 10.7 35.7 35.7

Effective Green, g (s) 10.7 10.7 35.7 35.7

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) 251 283 1725 1943

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.10 0.01 c0.23 0.22

v/c Ratio 0.58 0.07 0.39 4.42dl

Uniform Delay, d1 22.4 20.4 6.3 6.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.2 0.1 0.7 0.5

Delay (s) 25.6 20.5 7.0 6.7

Level of Service C C A A

Approach Delay (s) 25.6 20.5 7.0 6.7

Approach LOS C C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 9.9 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.44

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 59.7 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.4% ICU Level of Service C

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 Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 29.0

Progression Factor 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 28.2

Delay (s) 57.2

Level of Service E

Approach Delay (s) 57.2

Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 30 377 207 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 1147

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.33 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 608 1147

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 30 377 207 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 0 100 594 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) 189 232 438

v/s Ratio Prot 0.52

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.16

v/c Ratio 0.48 0.43 1.36

Uniform Delay, d1 44.6 25.2 34.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.4 5.7 174.6

Delay (s) 53.0 30.9 208.6

Level of Service D C F

Approach Delay (s) 53.0 183.0

Approach LOS D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 233.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.46

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 121.2% 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 Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 297 146 10 10 176 384 10 40 10 257 428 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 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1203 3166 3182

Flt Permitted 0.54 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 649 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) 297 146 10 10 176 384 10 40 10 257 428 20

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 493 0 0 0 0 615 0 0 0 0 752 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) 248 547 550

v/s Ratio Prot c0.19 c0.24

v/s Ratio Perm c0.76

v/c Ratio 1.99 1.12 1.37

Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 45.5 45.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 458.7 77.5 176.4

Delay (s) 492.7 123.0 221.9

Level of Service F F F

Approach Delay (s) 492.7 123.0 221.9

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - PM - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 90 530 209 10 340 60 198 354 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 0.98 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1486 1764 1770 1502 1770 1293

Flt Permitted 0.91 0.98 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1352 1729 1770 1502 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) 90 530 209 10 340 60 198 354 40 80 376 110

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 5 0 0 13 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 829 0 0 402 0 198 389 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) 608 778 155 488 155 388

v/s Ratio Prot c0.11 0.26 0.05 c0.37

v/s Ratio Perm c0.61 0.23

v/c Ratio 1.36 0.52 1.28 0.80 0.52 1.22

Uniform Delay, d1 22.0 15.8 36.5 24.6 34.9 28.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 174.0 2.4 165.2 12.7 11.8 119.5

Delay (s) 196.0 18.2 201.7 37.3 46.6 147.5

Level of Service F B F D D F

Approach Delay (s) 196.0 18.2 92.3 133.3

Approach LOS F B F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 125.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.30

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 123.6% 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 Revised Project - PM - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 3247

Flt Permitted 0.97 0.65 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1709 2294 3247

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) 24 0 0 0 56 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 596 0 0 1120 684 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) 27.2 40.5 40.5

Effective Green, g (s) 27.2 40.5 40.5

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) 614 1227 1737

v/s Ratio Prot c0.35 0.21

v/s Ratio Perm c0.49

v/c Ratio 0.97 0.91 0.39

Uniform Delay, d1 23.9 16.0 10.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 29.0 10.4 0.1

Delay (s) 52.9 26.4 10.5

Level of Service D C B

Approach Delay (s) 52.9 26.4 10.5

Approach LOS D C B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 28.3 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.94

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 75.7 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

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - PM - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 30 403 273 10 30 316

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 1054 1257

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.36 1.00 0.58

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 673 1054 735

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 30 403 273 10 30 316

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 90 0 0 0 110 686 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) 81 288 450 314

v/s Ratio Prot 0.65

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.16 c0.66

v/c Ratio 1.11 0.38 1.52 1.54

Uniform Delay, d1 52.0 21.6 31.5 31.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 133.3 3.8 247.1 259.0

Delay (s) 185.3 25.4 278.6 290.5

Level of Service F C F F

Approach Delay (s) 185.3 243.6 290.5

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 255.5 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.46

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 120.6% 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 Revised Project - PM - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 128 10 10 129 721 20 50 10 279 440 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) 128 10 10 129 721 20 50 10 279 440 10 30

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 926 0 0 0 0 767 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) 581 607

v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 c0.24

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.59 1.26

Uniform Delay, d1 45.0 44.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 275.2 131.1

Delay (s) 320.2 175.6

Level of Service F F

Approach Delay (s) 320.2 175.6

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 210 226 30 230 40 188 372 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) 1440 1780 1770 1537 1770 1330

Flt Permitted 0.92 0.93 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1329 1670 1770 1537 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) 70 210 226 30 230 40 188 372 40 20 374 90

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 36 0 0 7 0 0 5 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 470 0 0 293 0 188 407 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) 515 647 221 596 155 432

v/s Ratio Prot c0.11 c0.26 0.01 c0.34

v/s Ratio Perm c0.35 0.18

v/c Ratio 0.91 0.45 0.85 0.68 0.13 1.05

Uniform Delay, d1 23.2 18.2 34.3 20.4 33.7 27.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.88 1.02

Incremental Delay, d2 23.0 2.3 31.6 6.2 0.2 28.3

Delay (s) 46.2 20.5 65.8 26.6 29.7 55.9

Level of Service D C E C C E

Approach Delay (s) 46.2 20.5 38.9 54.9

Approach LOS D C D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 42.0 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.01

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.2% 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 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 0.99

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 3508 3381

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.75 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1675 2654 3381

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) 54 0 0 0 40 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 223 0 0 716 677 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) 10.5 19.6 19.6

Effective Green, g (s) 10.5 19.6 19.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.51 0.51

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 462 1365 1739

v/s Ratio Prot c0.13 0.20

v/s Ratio Perm c0.27

v/c Ratio 0.48 0.52 0.39

Uniform Delay, d1 11.5 6.2 5.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 0.4 0.1

Delay (s) 12.3 6.5 5.8

Level of Service B A A

Approach Delay (s) 12.3 6.5 5.8

Approach LOS B A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 7.1 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.51

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 38.1 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

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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 30 377 207 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 1148

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.35 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1483 659 1148

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 30 377 207 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 0 100 594 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) 81 276 480

v/s Ratio Prot 0.52

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.15

v/c Ratio 1.11 0.36 1.24

Uniform Delay, d1 52.0 21.9 32.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 133.3 3.7 123.8

Delay (s) 185.3 25.6 155.8

Level of Service F C F

Approach Delay (s) 185.3 137.0

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 158.9 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.32

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 121.2% 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 Revised Project - SAT - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL2 SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 297 146 10 10 176 384 10 40 10 257 428 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 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1203 3166 3182

Flt Permitted 0.64 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 772 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) 297 146 10 10 176 384 10 40 10 257 428 20

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 493 0 0 0 0 615 0 0 0 0 751 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) 323 576 636

v/s Ratio Prot c0.19 c0.24

v/s Ratio Perm c0.64

v/c Ratio 1.53 1.07 1.18

Uniform Delay, d1 32.0 45.0 44.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 252.0 56.9 96.9

Delay (s) 284.0 101.9 140.9

Level of Service F F F

Approach Delay (s) 284.0 101.9 140.9

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Avenue & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

5/21/2012 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



 

Appendix B 
Intersection Count Data 

Saturday Midday 
 
 
 



TMV Movement
Southbound Southbound ToWestbound Westbound ToNorthbound Northbound To Eastbound Eastbound TotGrand Total

Interval R T L U R T L U R T L U R T L U
5/19/2012 11:00 19 66 17 0 102 20 99 6 0 125 8 65 20 0 93 26 105 20 0 151 471

Car 18 58 17 0 93 19 97 6 0 122 8 59 19 0 86 24 105 19 0 148 449
Truck 1 4 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 9
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2
Bike 0 4 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 2 0 4 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 11

5/19/2012 11:15 21 60 25 0 106 38 76 7 0 121 11 60 18 0 89 12 93 13 1 119 435
Car 21 53 25 0 99 38 73 7 0 118 11 56 18 0 85 12 93 13 1 119 421
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 0 4 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 8

5/19/2012 11:30 18 59 25 0 102 41 107 7 0 155 13 60 13 0 86 25 104 8 1 138 481
Car 18 53 24 0 95 41 105 7 0 153 12 57 12 0 81 25 103 8 1 137 466
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 6 1 0 7 0 1 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 1 12

5/19/2012 11:45 18 74 21 0 113 22 100 7 0 129 20 68 11 0 99 21 99 14 0 134 475
Car 18 69 20 0 107 20 99 7 0 126 20 62 11 0 93 19 98 14 0 131 457
Truck 0 2 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 4
Bike 0 2 1 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 1 9

5/19/2012 12:00 15 66 33 0 114 39 95 7 0 141 13 56 17 0 86 19 112 12 0 143 484
Car 14 54 32 0 100 37 94 7 0 138 13 55 16 0 84 18 109 12 0 139 461
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 1 2 0 0 3 8
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 1 10 1 0 12 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 14

5/19/2012 12:15 11 70 20 0 101 29 114 7 0 150 11 50 19 0 80 23 101 20 0 144 475
Car 10 70 20 0 100 27 113 7 0 147 11 46 17 0 74 21 101 20 0 142 463
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 0 4 2 0 0 0 2 7
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4

5/19/2012 12:30 20 70 30 0 120 35 100 8 0 143 17 53 22 0 92 26 109 16 0 151 506
Car 18 65 30 0 113 35 95 8 0 138 17 51 21 0 89 26 106 14 0 146 486
Truck 0 3 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 3 0 2 1 0 3 0 2 1 0 3 12
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 2 2 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 8

5/19/2012 12:45 26 77 22 0 125 34 104 3 0 141 16 65 16 0 97 29 116 7 0 152 515
Car 25 70 22 0 117 34 102 3 0 139 16 57 16 0 89 29 116 7 0 152 497
Truck 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 1 4 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 13

5/19/2012 13:00 19 98 33 0 150 23 102 5 0 130 16 66 19 0 101 22 112 10 0 144 525
Car 19 80 32 0 131 22 102 5 0 129 16 57 18 0 91 21 110 10 0 141 492
Truck 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 3
Bus 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 6
Bike 0 15 0 0 15 1 0 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 7 0 1 0 0 1 24

5/19/2012 13:15 24 83 26 0 133 35 120 10 0 165 18 69 15 0 102 15 120 10 1 146 546
Car 24 81 26 0 131 35 118 10 0 163 18 65 13 0 96 15 119 9 1 144 534
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 3
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 2
Bike 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 7

5/19/2012 13:30 20 61 26 0 107 49 136 9 0 194 12 52 16 0 80 22 108 11 0 141 522
Car 20 57 25 0 102 49 133 9 0 191 12 46 16 0 74 21 106 11 0 138 505
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 4 1 0 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 5 1 1 0 0 2 13

Site Code

Road Volumes

Study Name Ashby Avenue/College Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM



Site Code

Study Name Ashby Avenue/College Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM

5/19/2012 13:45 18 66 35 0 119 40 110 7 0 157 10 65 20 0 95 23 109 8 0 140 511
Car 18 60 35 0 113 40 108 7 0 155 10 61 18 0 89 22 107 8 0 137 494
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 5
Bike 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 5 0 1 0 0 1 11

5/19/2012 16:00 14 63 20 0 97 30 118 6 0 154 11 51 21 0 83 20 132 14 0 166 500
Car 14 60 20 0 94 30 113 6 0 149 11 51 21 0 83 19 130 14 0 163 489
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 3 6

5/19/2012 16:15 11 30 26 0 67 21 108 8 0 137 12 51 18 0 81 23 122 16 0 161 446
Car 11 24 26 0 61 21 106 8 0 135 12 46 17 0 75 23 120 16 0 159 430
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 0 5 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 2 11

5/19/2012 16:30 20 46 35 0 101 20 98 5 0 123 9 60 12 0 81 23 110 16 0 149 454
Car 20 36 34 0 90 20 98 5 0 123 9 54 12 0 75 20 108 16 0 144 432
Truck 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 4
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 3
Bike 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 1 1 0 0 2 15

5/19/2012 16:45 25 60 26 0 111 27 104 9 0 140 21 67 14 0 102 25 125 8 0 158 511
Car 25 54 26 0 105 27 103 9 0 139 21 60 14 0 95 25 121 8 0 154 493
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 4 0 0 4 16

5/19/2012 17:00 11 53 31 0 95 30 107 5 0 142 16 57 12 0 85 24 113 18 0 155 477
Car 11 35 31 0 77 30 106 5 0 141 16 54 12 0 82 23 112 18 0 153 453
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3
Bike 0 16 0 0 16 0 1 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 1 21

5/19/2012 17:15 14 50 38 0 102 19 93 10 0 122 10 48 17 0 75 22 132 11 0 165 464
Car 14 46 38 0 98 18 90 10 0 118 10 44 16 0 70 22 129 11 0 162 448
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 3
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 0 4 0 0 4 1 3 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 10

5/19/2012 17:30 10 59 33 0 102 30 98 5 0 133 17 58 16 0 91 18 112 15 0 145 471
Car 9 52 33 0 94 30 94 5 0 129 17 55 15 0 87 18 109 13 0 140 450
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 5
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 1 5 0 0 6 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 4 14

5/19/2012 17:45 21 73 19 0 113 32 95 5 0 132 18 44 18 0 80 23 103 14 0 140 465
Car 21 67 19 0 107 31 95 5 0 131 18 42 17 0 77 22 102 14 0 138 453
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 4
Bike 0 4 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 8

5/19/2012 18:00 13 60 24 0 97 20 109 3 0 132 8 53 19 0 80 25 108 14 0 147 456
Car 13 52 24 0 89 20 107 3 0 130 7 49 19 0 75 25 105 14 0 144 438
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 4
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 11

5/19/2012 18:15 13 67 35 0 115 33 87 8 0 128 13 66 18 0 97 20 121 9 0 150 490
Car 13 62 34 0 109 33 87 8 0 128 13 61 17 0 91 20 116 9 0 145 473
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 4 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 4 13

5/19/2012 18:30 17 60 30 0 107 24 99 7 0 130 8 56 19 0 83 23 90 17 0 130 450
Car 17 54 30 0 101 24 98 7 0 129 8 56 19 0 83 22 89 17 0 128 441
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2
Bike 0 5 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 7

5/19/2012 18:45 18 76 28 0 122 30 93 9 0 132 14 46 13 0 73 18 112 11 0 141 468
Car 18 71 28 0 117 30 92 9 0 131 14 45 13 0 72 18 110 11 0 139 459
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 3
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 6

Grand Total 416 1547 658 0 2621 721 2472 163 0 3356 322 1386 403 0 2111 527 2668 312 3 3510 11598



Site Code

Study Name Ashby Avenue/College Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM

  Movement
Southbound Southbound ToWestbound Westbound ToNorthbound Northbound To Eastbound Eastbound TotGrand Total

Interval PCCW PCW PCCW PCW PCCW PCW PCCW PCW
11:00 AM 26 13 39 31 22 53 10 13 23 31 28 59 174
Ped 26 13 39 31 22 53 10 13 23 31 28 59 174

11:15 AM 14 16 30 44 19 63 27 17 44 29 34 63 200
Ped 14 16 30 44 19 63 27 17 44 29 34 63 200

11:30 AM 14 17 31 32 36 68 26 18 44 31 30 61 204
Ped 14 17 31 32 36 68 26 18 44 31 30 61 204

11:45 AM 25 15 40 38 23 61 15 29 44 65 35 100 245
Ped 25 15 40 38 23 61 15 29 44 65 35 100 245
12:00 PM 12 9 21 19 26 45 35 21 56 46 38 84 206
Ped 12 9 21 19 26 45 35 21 56 46 38 84 206
12:15 PM 20 25 45 39 33 72 18 10 28 22 33 55 200
Ped 20 25 45 39 33 72 18 10 28 22 33 55 200
12:30 PM 30 21 51 35 31 66 26 18 44 65 38 103 264
Ped 30 21 51 35 31 66 26 18 44 65 38 103 264
12:45 PM 21 32 53 32 32 64 26 24 50 48 45 93 260
Ped 21 32 53 32 32 64 26 24 50 48 45 93 260
1:00 PM 20 21 41 60 31 91 31 25 56 48 56 104 292
Ped 20 21 41 60 31 91 31 25 56 48 56 104 292
1:15 PM 29 36 65 46 42 88 26 12 38 52 38 90 281
Ped 29 36 65 46 42 88 26 12 38 52 38 90 281
1:30 PM 17 25 42 38 50 88 32 33 65 43 73 116 311
Ped 17 25 42 38 50 88 32 33 65 43 73 116 311
1:45 PM 29 31 60 50 38 88 11 32 43 54 52 106 297
Ped 29 31 60 50 38 88 11 32 43 54 52 106 297
4:00 PM 28 27 55 35 38 73 37 28 65 54 58 112 305
Ped 28 27 55 35 38 73 37 28 65 54 58 112 305
4:15 PM 26 37 63 44 33 77 33 31 64 68 48 116 320
Ped 26 37 63 44 33 77 33 31 64 68 48 116 320
4:30 PM 33 21 54 53 49 102 25 33 58 51 36 87 301
Ped 33 21 54 53 49 102 25 33 58 51 36 87 301
4:45 PM 15 29 44 18 34 52 19 19 38 44 34 78 212
Ped 15 29 44 18 34 52 19 19 38 44 34 78 212
5:00 PM 36 33 69 42 43 85 16 23 39 46 42 88 281
Ped 36 33 69 42 43 85 16 23 39 46 42 88 281
5:15 PM 21 31 52 33 27 60 45 27 72 61 48 109 293
Ped 21 31 52 33 27 60 45 27 72 61 48 109 293
5:30 PM 22 35 57 29 13 42 24 14 38 42 52 94 231
Ped 22 35 57 29 13 42 24 14 38 42 52 94 231
5:45 PM 30 27 57 40 26 66 25 29 54 46 52 98 275
Ped 30 27 57 40 26 66 25 29 54 46 52 98 275
6:00 PM 18 15 33 30 49 79 18 28 46 36 37 73 231
Ped 18 15 33 30 49 79 18 28 46 36 37 73 231
6:15 PM 31 20 51 31 23 54 26 16 42 61 43 104 251
Ped 31 20 51 31 23 54 26 16 42 61 43 104 251
6:30 PM 32 20 52 47 35 82 39 15 54 58 24 82 270
Ped 32 20 52 47 35 82 39 15 54 58 24 82 270
6:45 PM 24 15 39 36 38 74 13 15 28 55 31 86 227
Ped 24 15 39 36 38 74 13 15 28 55 31 86 227

Grand Total 573 571 1144 902 791 1693 603 530 1133 1156 1005 2161 6131

Crosswalk Volumes



TMV Movement
Southbound Southbound ToWestbound Westbound ToNorthbound Northbound To Eastbound Eastbound TotGrand Total

Interval R T L U R T L U R T L U R T L U
5/19/2012 11:00 13 57 52 0 122 51 111 25 0 187 37 54 8 0 99 8 110 5 0 123 531

Car 13 51 50 0 114 51 110 25 0 186 36 51 8 0 95 8 108 5 0 121 516
Truck 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 3
Bike 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 8

5/19/2012 11:15 8 47 48 0 103 46 121 18 0 185 30 57 15 0 102 4 111 11 0 126 516
Car 8 46 48 0 102 46 119 18 0 183 30 56 15 0 101 4 111 11 0 126 512
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3

5/19/2012 11:30 11 55 38 0 104 46 123 22 0 191 32 44 9 0 85 9 101 8 0 118 498
Car 11 46 36 0 93 45 120 21 0 186 31 40 9 0 80 9 99 8 0 116 475
Truck 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 6
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 9 1 0 10 0 1 0 0 1 1 3 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 1 16

5/19/2012 11:45 11 54 65 0 130 49 129 19 0 197 60 67 12 0 139 5 112 14 0 131 597
Car 10 48 65 0 123 49 127 18 0 194 60 64 11 0 135 4 109 14 0 127 579
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 1 5 0 0 6 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 1 0 3 1 3 0 0 4 14

5/19/2012 12:00 14 65 72 0 151 55 140 21 0 216 38 66 8 0 112 11 124 13 0 148 627
Car 14 62 72 0 148 55 137 21 0 213 37 64 8 0 109 11 123 13 0 147 617
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 6

5/19/2012 12:15 14 63 76 0 153 47 115 15 0 177 34 82 10 0 126 3 112 8 0 123 579
Car 13 61 75 0 149 46 114 14 0 174 33 76 9 0 118 3 111 8 0 122 563
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 1 2 1 0 4 1 1 1 0 3 1 4 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 1 13

5/19/2012 12:30 12 57 77 0 146 49 132 27 0 208 39 64 12 0 115 6 132 11 0 149 618
Car 12 54 76 0 142 49 130 26 0 205 39 63 12 0 114 6 131 11 0 148 609
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 1 1 0 2 0 2 1 0 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 6

5/19/2012 12:45 9 56 80 0 145 62 129 13 0 204 36 67 11 0 114 10 134 9 0 153 616
Car 9 53 79 0 141 62 126 11 0 199 36 65 11 0 112 10 134 9 0 153 605
Truck 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 3 0 0 3 0 2 2 0 4 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 9

5/19/2012 13:00 20 60 59 0 139 65 123 18 0 206 34 69 16 0 119 2 121 17 0 140 604
Car 19 54 58 0 131 65 122 17 0 204 34 67 16 0 117 2 119 15 0 136 588
Truck 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 3
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 1 4 0 0 5 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 2 10

5/19/2012 13:15 19 79 70 0 168 63 142 17 0 222 57 66 17 0 140 12 126 19 0 157 687
Car 18 76 70 0 164 63 141 17 0 221 56 65 17 0 138 12 124 19 0 155 678
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 1 2 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 7

5/19/2012 13:30 11 60 59 0 130 60 155 19 0 234 33 49 7 0 89 9 115 16 0 140 593
Car 11 57 59 0 127 60 153 18 0 231 33 44 7 0 84 9 114 16 0 139 581
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 4
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 6

Site Code

Road Volumes

Study Name Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM



Site Code

Study Name Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM

5/19/2012 13:45 18 47 81 0 146 77 139 26 0 242 33 69 10 0 112 8 115 12 0 135 635
Car 18 44 78 0 140 75 137 26 0 238 33 64 10 0 107 8 114 12 0 134 619
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 4
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 2 3 0 5 2 2 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 12

5/19/2012 16:00 22 57 75 0 154 47 112 20 0 179 26 62 9 0 97 13 148 13 0 174 604
Car 21 56 75 0 152 46 109 20 0 175 25 59 9 0 93 13 147 12 0 172 592
Truck 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 1 4
Bike 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 5

5/19/2012 16:15 15 58 67 0 140 47 111 22 0 180 32 65 12 0 109 10 137 10 0 157 586
Car 14 55 67 0 136 47 111 21 0 179 32 64 12 0 108 10 136 9 0 155 578
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 1 3 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 7

5/19/2012 16:30 17 65 67 0 149 46 113 17 0 176 18 59 10 0 87 5 126 13 0 144 556
Car 16 60 65 0 141 46 113 17 0 176 18 57 10 0 85 5 123 13 0 141 543
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 1 4 2 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 11

5/19/2012 16:45 17 52 79 0 148 54 115 14 0 183 32 56 12 0 100 10 136 19 0 165 596
Car 16 50 78 0 144 54 114 14 0 182 31 56 12 0 99 10 133 19 0 162 587
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 2 1 0 3 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 3 8

5/19/2012 17:00 18 67 78 0 163 40 109 12 0 161 37 41 5 0 83 9 130 7 0 146 553
Car 17 64 78 0 159 40 109 11 0 160 37 38 4 0 79 9 129 7 0 145 543
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 1 3 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 8

5/19/2012 17:15 15 90 77 0 182 49 101 18 0 168 27 47 12 0 86 3 169 12 0 184 620
Car 14 87 74 0 175 48 99 18 0 165 27 46 12 0 85 3 166 12 0 181 606
Truck 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 5
Bus 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 1 1 1 0 3 1 2 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 7

5/19/2012 17:30 10 74 76 0 160 46 110 25 0 181 33 49 9 0 91 7 131 11 0 149 581
Car 10 71 73 0 154 46 109 24 0 179 33 48 9 0 90 7 130 10 0 147 570
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 3 3 0 6 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 10

5/19/2012 17:45 20 66 76 0 162 36 131 27 0 194 35 69 9 0 113 5 110 12 0 127 596
Car 20 60 75 0 155 36 131 27 0 194 35 67 9 0 111 5 109 12 0 126 586
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 5 1 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 8

5/19/2012 18:00 14 59 80 0 153 39 111 19 0 169 34 44 7 0 85 5 117 11 0 133 540
Car 12 55 80 0 147 39 109 18 0 166 33 44 7 0 84 5 114 11 0 130 527
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 4
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 2 3 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 7

5/19/2012 18:15 16 58 43 0 117 34 113 14 0 161 26 58 10 0 94 5 147 12 0 164 536
Car 16 56 43 0 115 34 113 14 0 161 26 54 10 0 90 5 143 11 0 159 525
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 3 1 0 4 9

5/19/2012 18:30 16 60 44 0 120 47 109 17 0 173 20 53 9 0 82 10 113 8 0 131 506
Car 16 55 42 0 113 45 108 16 0 169 19 52 9 0 80 10 112 8 0 130 492
Truck 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 0 4 1 0 5 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 9

5/19/2012 18:45 22 49 57 0 128 48 120 22 0 190 27 51 10 0 88 6 121 19 0 146 552
Car 21 48 57 0 126 48 119 21 0 188 27 50 10 0 87 6 118 19 0 143 544
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 3
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 4

Grand Total 362 1455 1596 0 3413 1203 2914 467 0 4584 810 1408 249 0 2467 175 2998 290 0 3463 13927



Site Code

Study Name Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM

  Movement
Southbound Southbound ToWestbound Westbound ToNorthbound Northbound To Eastbound Eastbound TotGrand Total

Interval PCCW PCW PCCW PCW PCCW PCW PCCW PCW
11:00 AM 1 1 2 3 0 3 0 1 1 2 3 5 11
Ped 1 1 2 3 0 3 0 1 1 2 3 5 11

11:15 AM 14 3 17 5 0 5 5 2 7 11 6 17 46
Ped 14 3 17 5 0 5 5 2 7 11 6 17 46

11:30 AM 2 5 7 0 0 0 2 0 2 3 7 10 19
Ped 2 5 7 0 0 0 2 0 2 3 7 10 19

11:45 AM 2 6 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 10
Ped 2 6 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 10
12:00 PM 3 0 3 0 2 2 0 1 1 5 2 7 13
Ped 3 0 3 0 2 2 0 1 1 5 2 7 13
12:15 PM 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 6 7
Ped 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 6 7
12:30 PM 7 5 12 0 2 2 4 0 4 11 12 23 41
Ped 7 5 12 0 2 2 4 0 4 11 12 23 41
12:45 PM 0 2 2 1 0 1 2 1 3 3 3 6 12
Ped 0 2 2 1 0 1 2 1 3 3 3 6 12
1:00 PM 3 2 5 0 0 0 0 2 2 5 3 8 15
Ped 3 2 5 0 0 0 0 2 2 5 3 8 15
1:15 PM 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 6 8
Ped 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 6 8
1:30 PM 1 2 3 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 2 3 8
Ped 1 2 3 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 2 3 8
1:45 PM 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 5 8
Ped 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 5 8
4:00 PM 4 1 5 0 1 1 0 2 2 3 3 6 14
Ped 4 1 5 0 1 1 0 2 2 3 3 6 14
4:15 PM 5 1 6 0 0 0 2 0 2 8 4 12 20
Ped 5 1 6 0 0 0 2 0 2 8 4 12 20
4:30 PM 5 1 6 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 4 7 14
Ped 5 1 6 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 4 7 14
4:45 PM 3 1 4 0 0 0 1 0 1 4 4 8 13
Ped 3 1 4 0 0 0 1 0 1 4 4 8 13
5:00 PM 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 2 2 6
Ped 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 2 2 6
5:15 PM 4 2 6 3 0 3 7 0 7 3 0 3 19
Ped 4 2 6 3 0 3 7 0 7 3 0 3 19
5:30 PM 4 0 4 0 0 0 3 2 5 2 4 6 15
Ped 4 0 4 0 0 0 3 2 5 2 4 6 15
5:45 PM 0 4 4 2 0 2 1 1 2 3 7 10 18
Ped 0 4 4 2 0 2 1 1 2 3 7 10 18
6:00 PM 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 0 1 7 7 14 18
Ped 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 0 1 7 7 14 18
6:15 PM 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 5 8
Ped 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 5 8
6:30 PM 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 5 8
Ped 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 5 8
6:45 PM 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 6 9
Ped 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 6 9

Grand Total 69 42 111 17 6 23 32 12 44 91 91 182 360

Crosswalk Volumes



TMV Movement
Southbound Southbound ToWestbound Westbound ToNorthbound Northbound To Eastbound Eastbound TotGrand Total

Interval R T L U R T L U R T L U R T L U
5/19/2012 11:00 16 110 18 1 145 18 54 6 0 78 7 130 51 0 188 18 68 11 0 97 508

Car 16 105 18 1 140 17 51 6 0 74 7 126 51 0 184 17 62 11 0 90 488
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 3 0 0 3 1 2 0 0 3 0 4 0 0 4 1 6 0 0 7 17

5/19/2012 11:15 11 118 17 1 147 12 55 10 0 77 7 143 55 0 205 28 46 10 0 84 513
Car 10 116 17 1 144 12 50 9 0 71 7 139 52 0 198 27 44 10 0 81 494
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 6
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 1 1 0 0 2 0 3 1 0 4 0 3 0 0 3 1 2 0 0 3 12

5/19/2012 11:30 19 136 29 0 184 22 56 6 0 84 13 143 43 0 199 41 50 7 0 98 565
Car 18 129 27 0 174 21 53 6 0 80 13 134 40 0 187 40 46 7 0 93 534
Truck 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 5
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 1 7 1 0 9 1 1 0 0 2 0 7 3 0 10 1 4 0 0 5 26

5/19/2012 11:45 16 139 19 0 174 20 60 7 0 87 10 136 52 0 198 40 53 24 0 117 576
Car 16 137 19 0 172 20 58 7 0 85 10 125 52 0 187 40 52 19 0 111 555
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 5
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 5 0 5 16

5/19/2012 12:00 12 139 23 0 174 26 55 14 0 95 6 142 54 0 202 31 74 17 0 122 593
Car 12 133 23 0 168 25 54 14 0 93 6 133 54 0 193 31 72 17 0 120 574
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 5
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 6 0 0 6 0 2 0 0 2 12

5/19/2012 12:15 14 132 26 0 172 14 65 11 0 90 16 143 59 0 218 37 68 8 0 113 593
Car 13 125 25 0 163 14 60 11 0 85 16 134 58 0 208 37 66 6 0 109 565
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 1 6 1 0 8 0 4 0 0 4 0 7 1 0 8 0 1 2 0 3 23

5/19/2012 12:30 20 144 21 0 185 14 58 6 0 78 12 151 41 1 205 25 63 16 0 104 572
Car 20 137 21 0 178 14 56 6 0 76 12 146 40 1 199 25 62 16 0 103 556
Truck 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 4 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 1 0 5 1 0 6 0 1 0 0 1 12

5/19/2012 12:45 17 143 25 0 185 27 66 14 0 107 5 184 51 0 240 37 75 18 0 130 662
Car 16 136 25 0 177 26 63 13 0 102 5 176 51 0 232 36 71 18 0 125 636
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 1 6 0 0 7 1 3 1 0 5 0 7 0 0 7 1 4 0 0 5 24

5/19/2012 13:00 19 167 29 0 215 24 45 8 0 77 14 179 51 1 245 34 59 16 0 109 646
Car 17 162 29 0 208 24 42 8 0 74 14 169 50 1 234 34 57 16 0 107 623
Truck 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 1 4 0 0 5 0 2 0 0 2 0 10 1 0 11 0 2 0 0 2 20

5/19/2012 13:15 12 113 27 1 153 25 72 12 0 109 5 178 48 0 231 33 78 18 0 129 622
Car 11 105 27 1 144 23 70 12 0 105 5 171 48 0 224 32 77 16 0 125 598
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 2 5
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 1 7 0 0 8 2 2 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 2 16

5/19/2012 13:30 19 140 22 0 181 17 61 12 0 90 15 133 50 1 199 35 70 18 0 123 593
Car 19 138 20 0 177 17 57 12 0 86 14 124 50 0 188 35 70 18 0 123 574
Truck 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 2 1 0 3 0 3 0 0 3 1 9 0 1 11 0 0 0 0 0 17

Site Code

Road Volumes

Study Name Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM



Site Code

Study Name Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM

5/19/2012 13:45 21 166 29 0 216 21 47 8 0 76 8 160 48 1 217 36 77 14 0 127 636
Car 21 159 28 0 208 21 46 6 0 73 8 154 48 1 211 36 73 14 0 123 615
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 7 1 0 8 0 1 2 0 3 0 5 0 0 5 0 3 0 0 3 19

5/19/2012 16:00 21 164 37 0 222 19 50 10 0 79 13 133 48 1 195 33 77 18 0 128 624
Car 20 147 37 0 204 19 44 8 0 71 13 127 48 1 189 33 76 17 0 126 590
Truck 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 15 0 0 15 0 6 2 0 8 0 6 0 0 6 0 1 1 0 2 31

5/19/2012 16:15 21 145 32 0 198 19 51 9 0 79 4 127 56 1 188 36 64 14 0 114 579
Car 18 139 31 0 188 19 50 9 0 78 4 120 56 1 181 36 63 14 0 113 560
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 3 5 1 0 9 0 1 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 1 16

5/19/2012 16:30 17 163 30 0 210 17 70 4 0 91 6 118 42 0 166 37 65 13 0 115 582
Car 16 155 29 0 200 17 67 4 0 88 5 109 42 0 156 37 64 13 0 114 558
Truck 0 2 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 1 6 0 0 7 0 3 0 0 3 1 7 0 0 8 0 1 0 0 1 19

5/19/2012 16:45 17 172 22 0 211 15 47 5 0 67 14 135 43 0 192 39 64 11 0 114 584
Car 17 156 20 0 193 15 42 5 0 62 14 128 40 0 182 39 62 10 0 111 548
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 15 2 0 17 0 3 0 0 3 0 6 3 0 9 0 1 1 0 2 31

5/19/2012 17:00 16 199 28 0 243 16 50 5 0 71 11 128 33 0 172 30 65 12 0 107 593
Car 14 194 28 0 236 16 43 5 0 64 10 125 33 0 168 29 63 10 0 102 570
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 2
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 2 4 0 0 6 0 7 0 0 7 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 1 0 3 18

5/19/2012 17:15 16 180 32 0 228 22 46 8 0 76 7 129 49 0 185 30 73 16 0 119 608
Car 16 174 32 0 222 19 45 8 0 72 7 116 47 0 170 30 71 15 0 116 580
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 5 0 0 5 3 1 0 0 4 0 13 2 0 15 0 2 1 0 3 27

5/19/2012 17:30 21 185 20 0 226 11 47 7 0 65 8 117 39 0 164 30 67 14 0 111 566
Car 21 168 20 0 209 11 46 7 0 64 7 113 38 0 158 30 64 13 0 107 538
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bus 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bike 0 13 0 0 13 0 1 0 0 1 1 2 1 0 4 0 3 1 0 4 22

5/19/2012 17:45 17 141 25 0 183 13 44 6 0 63 9 116 43 0 168 27 65 15 0 107 521
Car 17 135 24 0 176 12 40 6 0 58 8 112 43 0 163 26 63 15 0 104 501
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 6 1 0 7 1 4 0 0 5 1 2 0 0 3 1 2 0 0 3 18

5/19/2012 18:00 12 157 24 1 194 22 51 13 0 86 12 132 40 0 184 31 58 9 0 98 562
Car 12 149 24 1 186 19 48 13 0 80 12 125 40 0 177 31 55 9 0 95 538
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 7 0 0 7 3 3 0 0 6 0 7 0 0 7 0 3 0 0 3 23

5/19/2012 18:15 14 123 21 0 158 15 61 5 0 81 15 125 31 0 171 28 77 14 0 119 529
Car 13 113 21 0 147 15 57 5 0 77 15 118 30 0 163 28 75 13 0 116 503
Truck 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bike 1 7 0 0 8 0 3 0 0 3 0 6 0 0 6 0 2 1 0 3 20

5/19/2012 18:30 17 152 24 0 193 19 48 11 0 78 7 115 25 0 147 22 54 16 0 92 510
Car 16 140 22 0 178 17 44 11 0 72 7 111 25 0 143 21 51 16 0 88 481
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1
Bike 1 12 2 0 15 2 4 0 0 6 0 4 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 3 28

5/19/2012 18:45 15 144 22 0 181 13 50 9 0 72 4 117 37 1 159 23 56 14 0 93 505
Car 13 142 22 0 177 12 48 7 0 67 4 113 36 1 154 23 55 14 0 92 490
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 2 2 0 0 4 1 2 2 0 5 0 3 1 0 4 0 1 0 0 1 14

Grand Total 400 3572 602 4 4578 441 1309 206 0 1956 228 3314 1089 7 4638 761 1566 343 0 2670 13842



Site Code

Study Name Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM

  Movement
Southbound Southbound ToWestbound Westbound ToNorthbound Northbound To Eastbound Eastbound TotGrand Total

Interval PCCW PCW PCCW PCW PCCW PCW PCCW PCW
11:00 AM 2 3 5 2 4 6 9 5 14 4 4 8 33
Ped 2 3 5 2 4 6 9 5 14 4 4 8 33

11:15 AM 0 4 4 3 0 3 4 2 6 4 2 6 19
Ped 0 4 4 3 0 3 4 2 6 4 2 6 19

11:30 AM 0 2 2 5 3 8 1 0 1 2 3 5 16
Ped 0 2 2 5 3 8 1 0 1 2 3 5 16

11:45 AM 0 0 0 6 3 9 0 0 0 5 2 7 16
Ped 0 0 0 6 3 9 0 0 0 5 2 7 16
12:00 PM 4 2 6 5 2 7 0 1 1 2 4 6 20
Ped 4 2 6 5 2 7 0 1 1 2 4 6 20
12:15 PM 4 1 5 4 1 5 0 0 0 3 0 3 13
Ped 4 1 5 4 1 5 0 0 0 3 0 3 13
12:30 PM 2 3 5 9 1 10 0 1 1 3 2 5 21
Ped 2 3 5 9 1 10 0 1 1 3 2 5 21
12:45 PM 3 3 6 5 4 9 0 3 3 3 3 6 24
Ped 3 3 6 5 4 9 0 3 3 3 3 6 24
1:00 PM 5 4 9 10 1 11 9 2 11 9 3 12 43
Ped 5 4 9 10 1 11 9 2 11 9 3 12 43
1:15 PM 17 1 18 11 2 13 6 3 9 3 5 8 48
Ped 17 1 18 11 2 13 6 3 9 3 5 8 48
1:30 PM 7 3 10 9 5 14 4 8 12 7 3 10 46
Ped 7 3 10 9 5 14 4 8 12 7 3 10 46
1:45 PM 2 3 5 3 9 12 4 5 9 6 2 8 34
Ped 2 3 5 3 9 12 4 5 9 6 2 8 34
4:00 PM 1 4 5 5 2 7 6 2 8 8 4 12 32
Ped 1 4 5 5 2 7 6 2 8 8 4 12 32
4:15 PM 4 8 12 8 6 14 3 7 10 4 6 10 46
Ped 4 8 12 8 6 14 3 7 10 4 6 10 46
4:30 PM 0 2 2 1 3 4 1 1 2 2 4 6 14
Ped 0 2 2 1 3 4 1 1 2 2 4 6 14
4:45 PM 0 6 6 4 2 6 2 4 6 3 4 7 25
Ped 0 6 6 4 2 6 2 4 6 3 4 7 25
5:00 PM 4 3 7 5 2 7 1 5 6 4 1 5 25
Ped 4 3 7 5 2 7 1 5 6 4 1 5 25
5:15 PM 4 2 6 4 5 9 4 4 8 4 8 12 35
Ped 4 2 6 4 5 9 4 4 8 4 8 12 35
5:30 PM 6 3 9 7 7 14 1 0 1 5 7 12 36
Ped 6 3 9 7 7 14 1 0 1 5 7 12 36
5:45 PM 8 3 11 9 6 15 6 11 17 7 5 12 55
Ped 8 3 11 9 6 15 6 11 17 7 5 12 55
6:00 PM 1 0 1 5 5 10 5 9 14 8 3 11 36
Ped 1 0 1 5 5 10 5 9 14 8 3 11 36
6:15 PM 2 4 6 2 0 2 3 6 9 1 6 7 24
Ped 2 4 6 2 0 2 3 6 9 1 6 7 24
6:30 PM 4 4 8 4 3 7 0 8 8 6 2 8 31
Ped 4 4 8 4 3 7 0 8 8 6 2 8 31
6:45 PM 2 6 8 4 2 6 3 3 6 8 8 16 36
Ped 2 6 8 4 2 6 3 3 6 8 8 16 36

Grand Total 82 74 156 130 78 208 72 90 162 111 91 202 728

Crosswalk Volumes



TMV Movement
Southbound Southbound ToWestbound Westbound ToNorthbound Northbound To Eastbound Eastbound TotGrand Total

Interval R T L U R T L U R T L U R T L U
5/19/2012 11:00 28 82 3 1 114 2 23 5 0 30 10 82 30 0 122 36 21 17 0 74 340

Car 26 74 2 1 103 2 19 5 0 26 10 77 27 0 114 35 21 16 0 72 315
Truck 0 4 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 7
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 2 3 0 0 5 0 4 0 0 4 0 4 2 0 6 1 0 0 0 1 16

5/19/2012 11:15 9 80 1 0 90 4 20 5 0 29 3 63 25 0 91 29 20 16 0 65 275
Car 9 72 1 0 82 4 17 5 0 26 3 58 23 0 84 28 19 16 0 63 255
Truck 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 6
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bike 0 4 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 2 10

5/19/2012 11:30 22 77 0 0 99 5 14 5 0 24 6 78 28 1 113 42 26 12 0 80 316
Car 22 72 0 0 94 5 13 3 0 21 6 68 26 1 101 41 22 12 0 75 291
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 3
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 5 0 0 5 0 1 2 0 3 0 7 1 0 8 0 4 0 0 4 20

5/19/2012 11:45 23 84 2 0 109 2 31 3 0 36 5 88 27 1 121 37 21 11 0 69 335
Car 22 75 2 0 99 2 29 3 0 34 5 87 26 1 119 37 21 11 0 69 321
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 1 6 0 0 7 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 11

5/19/2012 12:00 19 81 4 0 104 5 22 4 0 31 8 72 40 0 120 42 29 17 0 88 343
Car 19 69 4 0 92 5 22 4 0 31 8 67 37 0 112 42 29 17 0 88 323
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 17

5/19/2012 12:15 15 88 5 0 108 2 27 1 0 30 8 75 39 0 122 41 28 8 0 77 337
Car 15 85 5 0 105 2 27 1 0 30 8 62 36 0 106 39 28 8 0 75 316
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 3
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 2 0 11 1 0 0 0 1 15

5/19/2012 12:30 20 77 7 0 104 4 23 3 0 30 4 98 27 0 129 46 28 11 0 85 348
Car 20 70 7 0 97 4 22 3 0 29 4 88 26 0 118 46 27 11 0 84 328
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 4 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 1 0 8 0 0 8 0 1 0 0 1 14

5/19/2012 12:45 26 70 5 0 101 3 21 2 0 26 7 74 42 0 123 44 29 13 0 86 336
Car 26 61 5 0 92 3 20 2 0 25 6 66 39 0 111 44 27 13 0 84 312
Truck 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bike 0 5 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 1 1 5 3 0 9 0 2 0 0 2 17

5/19/2012 13:00 20 90 1 0 111 5 19 2 0 26 5 79 27 0 111 46 36 13 0 95 343
Car 18 77 1 0 96 5 18 2 0 25 4 73 25 0 102 44 33 13 0 90 313
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 3
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 2 12 0 0 14 0 1 0 0 1 1 4 2 0 7 1 3 0 0 4 26

5/19/2012 13:15 32 86 5 0 123 3 27 1 0 31 3 86 38 0 127 38 36 9 0 83 364
Car 30 82 5 0 117 3 25 1 0 29 3 82 38 0 123 37 36 9 0 82 351
Truck 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 1 2 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 8

5/19/2012 13:30 14 84 3 0 101 2 28 4 0 34 6 100 32 0 138 34 29 14 0 77 350
Car 13 77 3 0 93 2 27 3 0 32 6 94 27 0 127 34 27 14 0 75 327
Truck 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 6 0 0 6 0 1 1 0 2 0 4 5 0 9 0 2 0 0 2 19

Site Code

Road Volumes

Study Name Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM



Site Code

Study Name Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM

5/19/2012 13:45 18 81 6 0 105 5 16 5 0 26 7 92 22 0 121 42 44 14 0 100 352
Car 18 76 6 0 100 5 16 4 0 25 7 88 22 0 117 41 41 14 0 96 338
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bike 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 1 2 0 0 3 9

5/19/2012 16:00 23 68 1 0 92 0 24 2 0 26 10 54 27 0 91 48 38 13 0 99 308
Car 23 64 1 0 88 0 24 2 0 26 10 53 26 0 89 48 38 13 0 99 302
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4

5/19/2012 16:15 12 68 1 0 81 1 16 2 0 19 11 83 31 0 125 38 26 8 0 72 297
Car 12 63 1 0 76 1 15 2 0 18 11 74 27 0 112 37 25 8 0 70 276
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 5
Bike 0 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 5 4 0 9 1 1 0 0 2 15

5/19/2012 16:30 8 80 1 0 89 1 26 2 0 29 5 89 31 0 125 34 39 10 0 83 326
Car 8 69 1 0 78 1 24 2 0 27 5 86 31 0 122 34 37 9 0 80 307
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 4
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 12

5/19/2012 16:45 13 83 0 0 96 2 19 3 0 24 5 80 17 0 102 31 33 19 0 83 305
Car 13 77 0 0 90 2 19 3 0 24 5 74 17 0 96 31 33 19 0 83 293
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 12

5/19/2012 17:00 4 74 2 0 80 0 19 2 0 21 4 78 30 0 112 39 37 14 0 90 303
Car 4 65 2 0 71 0 19 2 0 21 4 71 28 0 103 39 37 14 0 90 285
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 15

5/19/2012 17:15 6 76 1 0 83 2 18 3 0 23 3 92 36 0 131 50 20 8 0 78 315
Car 6 66 1 0 73 2 18 3 0 23 3 89 32 0 124 50 20 8 0 78 298
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 14

5/19/2012 17:30 2 83 2 0 87 4 21 2 0 27 3 79 27 0 109 27 27 15 0 69 292
Car 2 78 2 0 82 4 21 2 0 27 3 74 26 0 103 27 26 15 0 68 280
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 5 0 1 0 0 1 9

5/19/2012 17:45 15 78 2 0 95 5 13 3 0 21 1 66 22 0 89 40 25 15 0 80 285
Car 15 70 2 0 87 5 12 3 0 20 1 63 22 0 86 39 25 14 0 78 271
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1
Bus 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 5
Bike 0 5 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 8

5/19/2012 18:00 19 80 3 0 102 2 18 2 0 22 3 79 30 0 112 41 24 10 0 75 311
Car 19 71 3 0 93 1 18 2 0 21 3 74 28 0 105 41 23 10 0 74 293
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 9 0 0 9 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 2 0 5 0 1 0 0 1 16

5/19/2012 18:15 12 87 2 0 101 1 9 7 0 17 3 72 31 0 106 41 36 8 0 85 309
Car 12 83 2 0 97 1 9 7 0 17 3 69 29 0 101 41 32 8 0 81 296
Truck 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 3 0 4 0 0 4 10

5/19/2012 18:30 10 81 2 0 93 2 19 0 0 21 2 78 27 0 107 37 18 6 0 61 282
Car 10 72 2 0 84 2 19 0 0 21 2 78 26 0 106 37 18 6 0 61 272
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 8

5/19/2012 18:45 12 88 1 0 101 0 14 1 0 15 0 62 25 1 88 33 19 9 0 61 265
Car 12 84 1 0 97 0 14 1 0 15 0 61 23 1 85 33 19 9 0 61 258
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 6

Grand Total 382 1926 60 1 2369 62 487 69 0 618 122 1899 711 3 2735 936 689 290 0 1915 7637



Site Code

Study Name Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM

  Movement
Southbound Southbound ToWestbound Westbound ToNorthbound Northbound To Eastbound Eastbound TotGrand Total

Interval PCCW PCW PCCW PCW PCCW PCW PCCW PCW
11:00 AM 12 23 35 19 20 39 12 20 32 29 20 49 155
Ped 12 23 35 19 20 39 12 20 32 29 20 49 155

11:15 AM 11 10 21 10 14 24 7 19 26 10 21 31 102
Ped 11 10 21 10 14 24 7 19 26 10 21 31 102

11:30 AM 1 15 16 11 11 22 18 7 25 17 14 31 94
Ped 1 15 16 11 11 22 18 7 25 17 14 31 94

11:45 AM 9 5 14 5 26 31 13 16 29 29 18 47 121
Ped 9 5 14 5 26 31 13 16 29 29 18 47 121
12:00 PM 19 9 28 24 20 44 19 19 38 37 21 58 168
Ped 19 9 28 24 20 44 19 19 38 37 21 58 168
12:15 PM 7 12 19 18 15 33 16 6 22 23 13 36 110
Ped 7 12 19 18 15 33 16 6 22 23 13 36 110
12:30 PM 14 3 17 20 12 32 15 20 35 30 20 50 134
Ped 14 3 17 20 12 32 15 20 35 30 20 50 134
12:45 PM 16 12 28 25 13 38 11 17 28 21 20 41 135
Ped 16 12 28 25 13 38 11 17 28 21 20 41 135
1:00 PM 15 9 24 19 13 32 13 5 18 24 25 49 123
Ped 15 9 24 19 13 32 13 5 18 24 25 49 123
1:15 PM 4 3 7 14 17 31 10 28 38 18 19 37 113
Ped 4 3 7 14 17 31 10 28 38 18 19 37 113
1:30 PM 1 15 16 17 15 32 19 13 32 26 32 58 138
Ped 1 15 16 17 15 32 19 13 32 26 32 58 138
1:45 PM 5 11 16 8 24 32 12 22 34 21 22 43 125
Ped 5 11 16 8 24 32 12 22 34 21 22 43 125
4:00 PM 10 7 17 19 17 36 7 11 18 28 20 48 119
Ped 10 7 17 19 17 36 7 11 18 28 20 48 119
4:15 PM 5 10 15 13 12 25 11 10 21 45 19 64 125
Ped 5 10 15 13 12 25 11 10 21 45 19 64 125
4:30 PM 5 7 12 18 17 35 12 8 20 29 12 41 108
Ped 5 7 12 18 17 35 12 8 20 29 12 41 108
4:45 PM 7 11 18 23 16 39 12 9 21 28 23 51 129
Ped 7 11 18 23 16 39 12 9 21 28 23 51 129
5:00 PM 5 9 14 12 5 17 3 12 15 33 20 53 99
Ped 5 9 14 12 5 17 3 12 15 33 20 53 99
5:15 PM 5 8 13 19 14 33 10 10 20 23 19 42 108
Ped 5 8 13 19 14 33 10 10 20 23 19 42 108
5:30 PM 6 5 11 18 9 27 12 5 17 22 22 44 99
Ped 6 5 11 18 9 27 12 5 17 22 22 44 99
5:45 PM 3 14 17 11 22 33 23 10 33 23 23 46 129
Ped 3 14 17 11 22 33 23 10 33 23 23 46 129
6:00 PM 6 10 16 19 26 45 16 5 21 16 15 31 113
Ped 6 10 16 19 26 45 16 5 21 16 15 31 113
6:15 PM 6 2 8 14 10 24 13 5 18 14 16 30 80
Ped 6 2 8 14 10 24 13 5 18 14 16 30 80
6:30 PM 4 8 12 20 27 47 8 22 30 22 11 33 122
Ped 4 8 12 20 27 47 8 22 30 22 11 33 122
6:45 PM 1 3 4 19 3 22 10 9 19 4 4 8 53
Ped 1 3 4 19 3 22 10 9 19 4 4 8 53

Grand Total 177 221 398 395 378 773 302 308 610 572 449 1021 2802

Crosswalk Volumes



TMV Movement
Southbound Southbound ToNorthbound Northbound To Eastbound Eastbound TotGrand Total

Interval R T U T U L R U L
5/19/2012 11:00 16 80 0 96 84 0 9 93 15 0 23 38 227

Car 16 76 0 92 81 0 7 88 13 0 21 34 214
Truck 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 4
Bus 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 3 0 3 1 0 2 3 0 0 2 2 8

5/19/2012 11:15 17 71 0 88 77 0 8 85 5 0 20 25 198
Car 16 69 0 85 76 0 8 84 5 0 19 24 193
Truck 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 2

5/19/2012 11:30 21 76 0 97 84 1 3 88 5 0 24 29 214
Car 17 66 0 83 75 1 3 79 5 0 21 26 188
Truck 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
Bus 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 4 9 0 13 7 0 0 7 0 0 3 3 23

5/19/2012 11:45 30 68 0 98 115 1 5 121 9 0 18 27 246
Car 28 63 0 91 112 1 5 118 9 0 18 27 236
Truck 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
Bus 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 2 3 0 5 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 7

5/19/2012 12:00 21 97 0 118 92 0 10 102 12 0 25 37 257
Car 21 88 0 109 88 0 10 98 12 0 25 37 244
Truck 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 9 0 9 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 12

5/19/2012 12:15 20 80 0 100 94 0 7 101 17 0 24 41 242
Car 20 77 0 97 86 0 7 93 17 0 23 40 230
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 3 0 3 7 0 0 7 0 0 1 1 11

5/19/2012 12:30 20 99 0 119 85 0 12 97 17 0 22 39 255
Car 19 91 0 110 81 0 11 92 17 0 21 38 240
Truck 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 1 6 0 7 4 0 1 5 0 0 1 1 13

5/19/2012 12:45 20 68 0 88 93 0 7 100 12 1 23 36 224
Car 20 65 0 85 92 0 7 99 12 1 21 34 218
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 3 0 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 2 6

5/19/2012 13:00 13 89 0 102 106 0 8 114 13 1 29 43 259
Car 12 84 0 96 103 0 8 111 12 1 27 40 247
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 2 0 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 1 3 0 4 2 0 0 2 1 0 2 3 9

5/19/2012 13:15 22 97 0 119 99 0 5 104 6 0 33 39 262
Car 20 92 0 112 94 0 5 99 6 0 33 39 250
Truck 0 2 0 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
Bus 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 2 3 0 5 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 8

5/19/2012 13:30 20 82 0 102 76 0 12 88 10 0 28 38 228
Car 18 79 0 97 67 0 12 79 8 0 28 36 212
Truck 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3
Bus 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 1 2 0 3 6 0 0 6 2 0 0 2 11

5/19/2012 13:45 19 86 1 106 88 0 4 92 17 0 33 50 248
Car 17 84 1 102 81 0 4 85 17 0 30 47 234
Truck 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 3
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 2 1 0 3 7 0 0 7 0 0 1 1 11

5/19/2012 16:00 16 80 0 96 75 0 5 80 16 0 32 48 224
Car 16 79 0 95 69 0 5 74 16 0 32 48 217
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 1 0 1 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 6

5/19/2012 16:15 16 91 0 107 76 0 3 79 8 0 30 38 224
Car 15 89 0 104 71 0 3 74 8 0 29 37 215
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 1 2 0 3 4 0 0 4 0 0 1 1 8

Site Code

Road Volumes

Study Name Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM



Site Code

Study Name Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM

5/19/2012 16:30 22 99 0 121 78 0 8 86 8 0 38 46 253
Car 22 87 0 109 77 0 7 84 8 0 37 45 238
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 11 0 11 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 13

5/19/2012 16:45 14 82 0 96 78 1 7 86 10 0 24 34 216
Car 14 79 0 93 75 1 7 83 10 0 24 34 210
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 3 0 3 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 5

5/19/2012 17:00 9 90 0 99 77 0 7 84 10 0 36 46 229
Car 9 84 0 93 73 0 7 80 10 0 36 46 219
Truck 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 6 0 6 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 9

5/19/2012 17:15 22 98 0 120 80 1 1 82 8 0 16 24 226
Car 22 96 0 118 77 1 1 79 8 0 16 24 221
Truck 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3

5/19/2012 17:30 23 99 0 122 70 0 5 75 6 0 25 31 228
Car 23 95 0 118 68 0 5 73 6 0 24 30 221
Truck 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5

5/19/2012 17:45 18 88 0 106 85 0 3 88 5 0 23 28 222
Car 17 85 0 102 85 0 2 87 5 0 23 28 217
Truck 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 1 2 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 4

5/19/2012 18:00 18 84 0 102 70 0 3 73 9 0 19 28 203
Car 17 81 0 98 67 0 3 70 9 0 18 27 195
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 1 2 0 3 3 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 7

5/19/2012 18:15 11 87 0 98 71 0 4 75 11 0 27 38 211
Car 11 83 0 94 68 0 4 72 11 0 26 37 203
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 0 4 0 4 2 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 7

5/19/2012 18:30 16 77 0 93 69 1 4 74 6 0 16 22 189
Car 15 75 0 90 67 1 4 72 6 0 16 22 184
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bike 1 1 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 4

5/19/2012 18:45 18 78 0 96 72 0 3 75 6 0 15 21 192
Car 18 75 0 93 72 0 3 75 6 0 14 20 188
Truck 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3

Grand Total 442 2046 1 2489 1994 5 143 2142 241 2 603 846 5477



Site Code

Study Name Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM

  Movement
Southbound Southbound ToNorthbound Northbound To Eastbound Eastbound TotGrand Total

Interval PCCW PCW PCCW PCW PCCW PCW
11:00 AM 0 0 0 2 0 2 11 8 19 21
Ped 0 0 0 2 0 2 11 8 19 21

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 7 7
Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 7 7

11:30 AM 0 0 0 1 0 1 4 3 7 8
Ped 0 0 0 1 0 1 4 3 7 8

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 3 4 6
Ped 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 3 4 6
12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 4 4
Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 4 4
12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 1 1 8 5 13 14
Ped 0 0 0 0 1 1 8 5 13 14
12:30 PM 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 7 10 11
Ped 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 7 10 11
12:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 1 5 5 10 11
Ped 0 0 0 1 0 1 5 5 10 11
1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 6 6
Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 6 6
1:15 PM 0 0 0 1 1 2 7 3 10 12
Ped 0 0 0 1 1 2 7 3 10 12
1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 9 13 13
Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 9 13 13
1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 3 3
Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 3 3
4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 3 10 10
Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 3 10 10
4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 9 12 12
Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 9 12 12
4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 3 11 11
Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 3 11 11
4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 5 5
Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 5 5
5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 5 9 9
Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 5 9 9
5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7 14 14
Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7 14 14
5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 4 4
Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 4 4
6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 5 9 10
Ped 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 5 9 10
6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 6 6
Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 6 6
6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 5 5
Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 5 5
6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 4
Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 4

Grand Total 0 0 0 6 5 11 104 91 195 206

Crosswalk Volumes



Study Name 63rd Street/College Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date 5/19/2012
Start Time 11:00 AM
Site Code

Car
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Southbound Street Westbound Street Northbound Street Eastbound Street

Start Time Right Thru Left U‐Turn Right Thru Left U‐Turn Right Thru Left U‐Turn Right Thru Left U‐Turn
11:00 AM 6 105 9 0 4 0 0 0 4 97 3 1 5 0 1 0
11:15 AM 1 97 8 0 5 1 2 0 2 81 5 0 3 0 0 0
11:30 AM 9 93 16 0 8 0 3 0 2 89 5 0 6 0 2 0
11:45 AM 7 101 4 0 5 0 0 0 6 112 2 0 5 1 2 0
12:00 PM 5 99 13 0 6 2 1 0 4 105 6 0 4 2 0 0
12:15 PM 5 98 11 0 8 1 1 0 0 96 4 0 7 1 0 0
12:30 PM 4 103 16 0 6 2 1 0 1 108 4 0 6 0 0 0
12:45 PM 10 90 12 0 7 0 1 0 1 114 9 9 5 2 2 0
1:00 PM 6 109 8 0 8 1 0 0 4 91 2 0 6 1 1 0
1:15 PM 6 105 10 0 8 0 0 0 4 105 5 0 10 1 2 0
1:30 PM 7 95 8 0 10 1 0 0 6 121 2 0 9 0 0 0
1:45 PM 6 102 13 0 4 0 0 0 1 112 3 0 3 1 3 0
4:00 PM 7 97 14 0 9 0 1 0 2 85 4 0 5 1 0 0
4:15 PM 0 102 13 0 5 1 0 0 7 101 1 0 7 1 1 0
4:30 PM 1 83 8 0 11 0 1 0 2 110 4 0 5 0 0 0
4:45 PM 3 94 13 0 3 2 2 0 2 98 3 0 4 2 1 0
5:00 PM 6 89 19 0 6 0 0 0 5 90 3 0 4 1 2 0
5:15 PM 2 101 8 0 9 2 2 0 4 109 0 0 3 0 1 0
5:30 PM 0 100 10 0 4 0 1 0 3 104 5 0 4 1 2 0
5:45 PM 3 96 8 0 8 0 1 0 2 85 9 0 4 0 0 0
6:00 PM 2 98 14 1 5 2 0 0 6 95 5 0 2 1 0 0
6:15 PM 11 95 26 0 8 1 1 0 1 92 1 0 2 0 1 0
6:30 PM 0 98 13 0 7 0 1 0 2 96 3 0 3 0 2 0
6:45 PM 8 97 16 0 4 0 0 0 3 86 3 0 0 1 1 0



Study Name 63rd Street/College Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date 5/19/2012
Start Time 11:00 AM
Site Code

Truck
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Southbound Street Westbound Street Northbound Street Eastbound Street

Start Time Right Thru Left U‐Turn Right Thru Left U‐Turn Right Thru Left U‐Turn Right Thru Left U‐Turn
11:00 AM 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:15 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:30 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:00 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:15 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:30 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:45 PM 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:00 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:15 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:00 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:15 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Study Name 63rd Street/College Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date 5/19/2012
Start Time 11:00 AM
Site Code

Bus
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Southbound Street Westbound Street Northbound Street Eastbound Street

Start Time Right Thru Left U‐Turn Right Thru Left U‐Turn Right Thru Left U‐Turn Right Thru Left U‐Turn
11:00 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:15 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:45 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:00 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:30 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:45 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:00 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:15 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:45 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:00 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:00 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:30 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:45 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Study Name 63rd Street/College Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date 5/19/2012
Start Time 11:00 AM
Site Code

Bike
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Southbound Street Westbound Street Northbound Street Eastbound Street

Start Time Right Thru Left U‐Turn Right Thru Left U‐Turn Right Thru Left U‐Turn Right Thru Left U‐Turn
11:00 AM 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 3 0 0 0 0 0
11:15 AM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:30 AM 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 2 0 0 0 0 0
11:45 AM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:00 PM 0 7 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:15 PM 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:30 PM 0 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 1 0 0 0
12:45 PM 0 7 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:00 PM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0
1:15 PM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 2 0 2 0 0 0
1:30 PM 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 1 0 0 0 1 0
1:45 PM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:00 PM 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 2 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 6 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 9 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 1 0
4:45 PM 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 4 1 0 2 1 0 0
5:00 PM 0 12 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 PM 1 10 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 1 1 0
5:30 PM 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 9 1 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:00 PM 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:15 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0
6:30 PM 1 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
6:45 PM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 1 0 0 0 0 0



Study Name 63rd Street/College Avenue ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date 5/19/2012
Start Time 11:00 AM
Site Code

Ped
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Southbound Street Westbound Street Northbound Street Eastbound Street

Start Time Peds CCW Peds CW Peds CCW Peds CW Peds CCW Peds CW Peds CCW Peds CW
11:00 AM 27 30 18 12 0 0 48 34
11:15 AM 17 20 18 6 0 0 34 39
11:30 AM 19 21 17 16 0 0 33 28
11:45 AM 27 18 10 11 0 0 46 46
12:00 PM 22 27 31 7 0 0 27 31
12:15 PM 45 32 12 9 0 0 35 45
12:30 PM 39 40 17 14 0 0 42 35
12:45 PM 25 26 18 11 0 0 33 53
1:00 PM 35 40 28 6 0 0 37 33
1:15 PM 17 32 11 10 0 0 45 32
1:30 PM 28 22 16 16 2 2 37 37
1:45 PM 23 16 8 10 2 1 35 29
4:00 PM 36 43 16 21 0 6 29 30
4:15 PM 31 22 13 5 0 0 50 27
4:30 PM 33 29 10 9 0 0 43 26
4:45 PM 38 27 19 6 0 0 31 25
5:00 PM 38 51 28 11 0 0 45 26
5:15 PM 38 31 14 7 0 0 35 29
5:30 PM 49 40 23 8 0 1 34 21
5:45 PM 34 24 19 17 0 1 19 28
6:00 PM 18 20 12 19 0 0 31 26
6:15 PM 32 18 18 8 0 0 24 14
6:30 PM 22 24 10 4 0 0 37 27
6:45 PM 17 19 16 8 0 0 27 22



TMV Movement
Southbound Southbound Tothwestbound Southwestbound Northboundortheastbound Northeastbound TEastbound Eastbound TotGrand Total

Interval R BR T L HL U BR T HL U HR BL BR T HL U HR BL R T L U HR BL
5/19/2012 11:00 1 32 77 1 3 0 114 0 54 0 0 11 47 112 95 2 43 0 0 15 42 102 5 0 2 0 2 1 10 433

Car 0 31 64 1 3 0 99 0 53 0 0 11 44 108 84 2 40 0 0 15 42 99 5 0 2 0 2 1 10 400
Truck 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
Bus 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bike 1 0 10 0 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 9 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24

5/19/2012 11:15 2 33 75 0 0 0 110 1 43 0 0 7 30 81 100 3 43 0 0 14 35 95 2 0 1 0 2 4 9 395
Car 2 30 67 0 0 0 99 1 41 0 0 6 29 77 94 3 43 0 0 14 35 95 2 0 1 0 2 4 9 374
Truck 0 2 1 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 1 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
Bus 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
Bike 0 1 5 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8

5/19/2012 11:30 1 32 72 0 2 0 107 2 43 0 0 7 39 91 103 3 53 0 0 10 39 105 9 0 2 0 4 1 16 422
Car 1 31 67 0 2 0 101 2 40 0 0 7 39 88 87 3 50 0 0 10 39 102 9 0 2 0 3 1 15 393
Truck 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 3
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 12 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23

5/19/2012 11:45 0 42 72 0 4 0 118 3 50 3 0 6 28 90 131 1 52 0 0 10 45 108 2 1 4 0 4 4 15 462
Car 0 41 62 0 4 0 107 3 44 3 0 6 26 82 126 1 52 0 0 9 45 107 2 1 4 0 4 4 15 437
Truck 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bus 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bike 0 0 8 0 0 0 8 0 5 0 0 0 1 6 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19

5/19/2012 12:00 1 26 83 0 1 0 111 3 67 1 0 14 22 107 109 2 51 0 0 15 40 108 6 1 1 0 1 2 11 446
Car 1 25 71 0 1 0 98 3 64 1 0 14 19 101 96 2 50 0 0 15 40 107 6 0 1 0 1 2 10 412
Truck 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
Bus 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 3 0 0 0 3 6 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 26

5/19/2012 12:15 3 34 71 1 3 0 112 2 50 1 0 4 35 92 109 0 50 0 0 11 36 97 10 1 1 0 0 4 16 426
Car 3 34 65 1 3 0 106 2 50 1 0 4 31 88 96 0 49 0 0 11 33 93 9 1 1 0 0 4 15 398
Truck 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bike 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 9 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 21

5/19/2012 12:30 0 35 68 1 1 0 105 2 55 0 0 8 44 109 126 0 50 0 0 17 44 111 7 0 0 0 2 2 11 462
Car 0 32 61 1 1 0 95 2 53 0 0 8 41 104 112 0 50 0 0 16 43 109 7 0 0 0 2 2 11 431
Truck 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
Bus 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 0 2 5 0 0 0 7 0 1 0 0 0 2 3 11 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22

5/19/2012 12:45 0 30 65 1 2 0 98 3 54 0 0 9 29 95 127 7 54 0 0 11 44 116 4 2 0 0 1 5 12 448
Car 0 28 56 1 2 0 87 3 52 0 0 9 29 93 120 7 54 0 0 11 43 115 4 2 0 0 1 5 12 427
Truck 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bus 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 1 7 0 0 0 8 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17

5/19/2012 13:00 4 39 64 2 3 0 112 2 69 0 0 4 39 114 116 5 64 1 0 8 42 120 5 1 3 0 1 5 15 477
Car 4 38 55 2 3 0 102 2 66 0 0 4 38 110 110 5 62 1 0 8 40 116 5 1 3 0 1 5 15 453
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bus 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bike 0 1 8 0 0 0 9 0 2 0 0 0 1 3 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17

5/19/2012 13:15 2 43 74 1 1 0 121 0 60 0 0 4 41 105 115 0 57 0 0 8 45 110 7 0 6 0 2 4 19 470
Car 2 43 64 1 0 0 110 0 57 0 0 4 39 100 104 0 56 0 0 8 45 109 7 0 5 0 2 4 18 441
Truck 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bus 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
Bike 0 0 7 0 1 0 8 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 20

5/19/2012 13:30 3 35 69 1 2 0 110 0 57 1 0 4 21 83 134 0 48 0 0 9 46 103 4 0 2 0 2 4 12 442
Car 3 34 63 1 2 0 103 0 56 1 0 4 19 80 119 0 45 0 0 9 45 99 4 0 2 0 2 4 12 413
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 0 1 6 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 12 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23

5/19/2012 13:45 0 30 75 1 2 0 108 0 59 1 0 8 29 97 102 3 63 0 0 12 45 123 1 0 1 0 1 3 6 436
Car 0 29 65 1 2 0 97 0 55 1 0 8 29 93 93 3 62 0 0 12 45 122 1 0 1 0 1 3 6 411
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bus 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bike 0 1 7 0 0 0 8 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18

5/19/2012 16:00 0 33 75 1 5 0 114 2 56 0 0 4 32 94 99 0 42 0 0 8 31 81 3 0 3 0 1 2 9 397
Car 0 29 68 1 5 0 103 2 56 0 0 4 32 94 91 0 39 0 0 8 31 78 3 0 3 0 1 2 9 375
Truck 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 0 3 5 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18

5/19/2012 16:15 0 33 77 4 1 0 115 2 50 0 0 7 43 102 103 1 35 0 0 12 39 87 1 0 1 0 1 5 8 415
Car 0 32 70 4 1 0 107 2 50 0 0 7 40 99 91 1 34 0 0 12 39 86 1 0 1 0 1 3 6 389
Truck 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
Bike 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 19

Site Code

Road Volumes

Study Name Claremont Ave/College Ave/62nd St/Florio St ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM



Site Code

Study Name Claremont Ave/College Ave/62nd St/Florio St ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM

5/19/2012 16:30 1 24 65 1 1 0 92 2 59 0 0 6 29 96 113 0 42 1 0 9 42 94 4 2 0 0 3 0 9 404
Car 1 23 59 1 1 0 85 2 56 0 0 6 24 88 104 0 41 1 0 9 42 93 4 2 0 0 3 0 9 379
Truck 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bus 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bike 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 4 7 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18

5/19/2012 16:45 0 35 63 1 4 0 103 3 59 0 0 5 50 117 87 2 59 0 0 14 41 116 2 1 1 0 0 1 5 428
Car 0 32 59 1 4 0 96 3 58 0 0 5 48 114 80 2 59 0 0 14 41 116 2 1 1 0 0 1 5 411
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0 3 4 0 0 0 7 0 1 0 0 0 2 3 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17

5/19/2012 17:00 1 38 58 0 2 0 99 1 72 0 0 7 29 109 107 3 42 0 0 11 46 102 3 0 0 0 1 2 6 423
Car 1 34 51 0 2 0 88 1 71 0 0 5 26 103 100 3 40 0 0 11 46 100 3 0 0 0 1 2 6 397
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bus 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bike 0 4 5 0 0 0 9 0 1 0 0 2 3 6 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20

5/19/2012 17:15 2 29 72 1 3 0 107 1 59 0 0 7 42 109 104 3 36 0 0 12 51 102 3 1 5 0 2 4 15 437
Car 2 28 64 1 3 0 98 1 58 0 0 7 40 106 96 1 36 0 0 12 50 99 3 1 5 0 2 4 15 414
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bike 0 1 7 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 6 2 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18

5/19/2012 17:30 0 39 72 1 2 0 114 2 66 0 0 3 36 107 114 1 39 0 0 7 39 86 7 0 2 0 1 3 13 434
Car 0 39 62 1 2 0 104 2 64 0 0 2 36 104 105 1 38 0 0 7 39 85 5 0 2 0 1 3 11 409
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bike 0 0 8 0 0 0 8 0 2 0 0 1 0 3 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 20

5/19/2012 17:45 0 41 67 1 0 0 109 0 40 1 0 6 38 85 95 1 50 0 0 9 39 99 7 0 0 0 0 1 8 396
Car 0 41 59 1 0 0 101 0 39 1 0 6 37 83 90 1 49 0 0 9 39 98 6 0 0 0 0 1 7 379
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bus 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bike 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 12

5/19/2012 18:00 1 32 69 0 4 0 106 2 53 0 0 11 35 101 97 0 39 0 0 14 36 89 9 0 1 0 1 3 14 407
Car 1 30 57 0 4 0 92 2 51 0 0 11 33 97 90 0 38 0 0 14 36 88 9 0 1 0 1 3 14 381
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Bike 0 2 11 0 0 0 13 0 2 0 0 0 1 3 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22

5/19/2012 18:15 2 34 58 1 1 0 96 1 57 0 0 4 38 100 92 0 49 0 0 7 34 90 8 1 0 0 1 2 12 390
Car 2 33 56 1 1 0 93 1 57 0 0 4 35 97 81 0 48 0 0 7 34 89 8 1 0 0 1 2 12 372
Truck 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12

5/19/2012 18:30 2 31 78 1 3 0 115 0 48 0 0 8 33 89 79 0 40 1 0 7 40 88 2 0 1 0 1 1 5 376
Car 1 29 69 1 3 0 103 0 44 0 0 8 32 84 77 0 40 1 0 7 40 88 2 0 1 0 1 1 5 357
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Bike 1 2 8 0 0 0 11 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17

5/19/2012 18:45 1 34 68 0 4 0 107 0 44 1 0 4 27 76 94 0 37 0 0 8 37 82 3 0 0 0 1 1 5 364
Car 1 33 62 0 4 0 100 0 42 1 0 4 26 73 84 0 36 0 0 8 37 81 3 0 0 0 1 1 5 343
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bus 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bike 0 1 5 0 0 0 6 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 9 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18

Grand Total 27 814 1687 21 54 0 2603 34 1324 9 0 158 836 2361 2551 37 1138 3 0 258 978 2414 114 11 37 0 35 64 261 10190



Site Code

Study Name Claremont Ave/College Ave/62nd St/Florio St ‐ College Safeway Project
Start Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  11:00 AM
End Date Saturday, May 19, 2012  7:00 PM

  Movement
Southbound Southbound TthwestboundSouthwestbounWestbound Westbound Torthbound Northbound Ttheastbound Northeastbound TEastbound Eastbound TotGrand Total

Interval PCCW PCW PCCW PCW PCCW PCW PCCW PCW PCCW PCW PCCW PCW
11:00 AM 3 6 9 18 13 31 24 21 45 8 7 15 26 6 32 19 11 30 162
Ped 3 6 9 18 13 31 24 21 45 8 7 15 26 6 32 19 11 30 162
11:15 AM 9 5 14 22 12 34 18 16 34 7 4 11 16 25 41 24 24 48 182
Ped 9 5 14 22 12 34 18 16 34 7 4 11 16 25 41 24 24 48 182
11:30 AM 10 8 18 14 22 36 22 32 54 9 9 18 28 17 45 36 19 55 226
Ped 10 8 18 14 22 36 22 32 54 9 9 18 28 17 45 36 19 55 226
11:45 AM 4 3 7 15 14 29 21 14 35 8 6 14 20 14 34 22 29 51 170
Ped 4 3 7 15 14 29 21 14 35 8 6 14 20 14 34 22 29 51 170
12:00 PM 13 2 15 31 11 42 36 12 48 15 0 15 23 15 38 24 11 35 193
Ped 13 2 15 31 11 42 36 12 48 15 0 15 23 15 38 24 11 35 193
12:15 PM 8 8 16 24 19 43 22 15 37 0 4 4 15 13 28 18 17 35 163
Ped 8 8 16 24 19 43 22 15 37 0 4 4 15 13 28 18 17 35 163
12:30 PM 2 5 7 17 17 34 24 19 43 7 1 8 20 15 35 23 15 38 165
Ped 2 5 7 17 17 34 24 19 43 7 1 8 20 15 35 23 15 38 165
12:45 PM 9 8 17 20 13 33 31 18 49 7 10 17 18 25 43 20 28 48 207
Ped 9 8 17 20 13 33 31 18 49 7 10 17 18 25 43 20 28 48 207
1:00 PM 8 12 20 28 10 38 25 15 40 6 4 10 21 11 32 22 18 40 180
Ped 8 12 20 28 10 38 25 15 40 6 4 10 21 11 32 22 18 40 180
1:15 PM 4 8 12 12 15 27 27 16 43 8 7 15 26 11 37 33 16 49 183
Ped 4 8 12 12 15 27 27 16 43 8 7 15 26 11 37 33 16 49 183
1:30 PM 6 0 6 19 7 26 20 20 40 1 3 4 15 9 24 17 14 31 131
Ped 6 0 6 19 7 26 20 20 40 1 3 4 15 9 24 17 14 31 131
1:45 PM 7 4 11 16 11 27 14 15 29 4 4 8 27 17 44 28 13 41 160
Ped 7 4 11 16 11 27 14 15 29 4 4 8 27 17 44 28 13 41 160
4:00 PM 3 6 9 30 18 48 34 13 47 6 8 14 22 17 39 22 17 39 196
Ped 3 6 9 30 18 48 34 13 47 6 8 14 22 17 39 22 17 39 196
4:15 PM 5 2 7 19 8 27 22 14 36 3 2 5 29 20 49 41 20 61 185
Ped 5 2 7 19 8 27 22 14 36 3 2 5 29 20 49 41 20 61 185
4:30 PM 2 5 7 28 15 43 21 12 33 4 2 6 30 9 39 37 13 50 178
Ped 2 5 7 28 15 43 21 12 33 4 2 6 30 9 39 37 13 50 178
4:45 PM 9 4 13 30 13 43 28 18 46 7 3 10 26 5 31 33 10 43 186
Ped 9 4 13 30 13 43 28 18 46 7 3 10 26 5 31 33 10 43 186
5:00 PM 4 4 8 36 10 46 34 11 45 10 4 14 24 22 46 34 18 52 211
Ped 4 4 8 36 10 46 34 11 45 10 4 14 24 22 46 34 18 52 211
5:15 PM 5 3 8 20 3 23 23 6 29 3 4 7 20 10 30 29 12 41 138
Ped 5 3 8 20 3 23 23 6 29 3 4 7 20 10 30 29 12 41 138
5:30 PM 0 3 3 22 14 36 20 16 36 7 1 8 24 16 40 30 17 47 170
Ped 0 3 3 22 14 36 20 16 36 7 1 8 24 16 40 30 17 47 170
5:45 PM 2 2 4 13 21 34 17 21 38 4 5 9 16 14 30 13 22 35 150
Ped 2 2 4 13 21 34 17 21 38 4 5 9 16 14 30 13 22 35 150
6:00 PM 6 7 13 9 14 23 16 18 34 8 1 9 15 11 26 12 12 24 129
Ped 6 7 13 9 14 23 16 18 34 8 1 9 15 11 26 12 12 24 129
6:15 PM 6 5 11 21 9 30 26 18 44 6 7 13 17 12 29 24 13 37 164
Ped 6 5 11 21 9 30 26 18 44 6 7 13 17 12 29 24 13 37 164
6:30 PM 3 0 3 17 2 19 20 7 27 6 2 8 21 10 31 29 11 40 128
Ped 3 0 3 17 2 19 20 7 27 6 2 8 21 10 31 29 11 40 128
6:45 PM 1 4 5 16 9 25 16 15 31 2 2 4 28 18 46 22 15 37 148
Ped 1 4 5 16 9 25 16 15 31 2 2 4 28 18 46 22 15 37 148

Grand Total 129 114 243 497 300 797 561 382 943 146 100 246 527 342 869 612 395 1007 4105

Crosswalk Volumes



 

Appendix C 
LOS Analysis Worksheets –  

Saturday Midday 
 
 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue Existing SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 47 510 103 28 458 137 76 258 73 125 345 97

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 0.94 0.91 0.94 0.94

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) 1470 3097 1467 1398

Flt Permitted 0.92 0.92 0.82 0.72

Satd. Flow (perm) 1361 2841 1210 1015

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) 49 537 108 29 482 144 80 272 77 132 363 102

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 37 0 0 11 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 684 0 0 618 0 0 418 0 0 586 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 188 210 309 390

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 6 18 25

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) 30.0 30.0 23.0 32.0

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 23.0 32.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.43 0.43 0.33 0.46

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 583 1218 398 491

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09

v/s Ratio Perm c0.50 0.22 0.35 c0.46

v/c Ratio 1.17 0.51 1.05 1.19

Uniform Delay, d1 20.0 14.6 23.5 19.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.24 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 95.3 1.5 48.6 105.8

Delay (s) 115.3 16.1 77.8 124.8

Level of Service F B E F

Approach Delay (s) 115.3 16.1 77.8 124.8

Approach LOS F B E F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 83.6 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.18

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 117.5% 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 Existing SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 59 556 33 77 566 260 61 284 181 310 263 63

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 0.99

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 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3492 3339 3311 1610 3237

Flt Permitted 0.72 0.79 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2533 2638 3311 1610 3237

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) 64 604 36 84 615 283 66 309 197 337 286 68

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 54 0 0 85 0 0 16 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 699 0 0 928 0 0 487 0 229 446 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 9 21 3 43

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 10 5 13

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 34.0 34.0 14.0 17.0 17.0

Effective Green, g (s) 36.0 36.0 14.5 17.5 17.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.45 0.18 0.22 0.22

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1140 1187 600 352 708

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.14 0.14

v/s Ratio Perm 0.28 c0.35

v/c Ratio 0.61 0.78 0.81 0.65 0.63

Uniform Delay, d1 16.7 18.7 31.4 28.5 28.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.5 5.2 11.4 9.0 4.2

Delay (s) 19.2 23.8 42.8 37.5 32.5

Level of Service B C D D C

Approach Delay (s) 19.2 23.8 42.8 34.2

Approach LOS B C D C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 28.8 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 94.8% 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

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue Existing SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 76 302 143 42 254 95 206 727 39 111 594 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 0.98 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 0.98

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1748 1770 1556 1770 3279 1770 3167

Flt Permitted 0.30 1.00 0.17 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 554 1748 320 1556 1770 3279 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) 80 318 151 44 267 100 217 765 41 117 625 75

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 22 0 0 18 0 0 4 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 80 447 0 44 349 0 217 802 0 117 689 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 24 38 43 31

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 10 12 26 24

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) 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8 11.1 33.6 8.1 30.6

Effective Green, g (s) 23.3 23.3 23.3 23.3 12.1 35.6 9.1 32.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.15 0.45 0.11 0.41

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) 161 509 93 453 268 1459 201 1291

v/s Ratio Prot c0.26 0.22 c0.12 c0.24 0.07 0.22

v/s Ratio Perm 0.14 0.14

v/c Ratio 0.50 0.88 0.47 0.77 0.81 0.55 0.58 0.53

Uniform Delay, d1 23.5 27.0 23.3 25.9 32.8 16.3 33.6 17.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 15.3 1.4 7.3 15.5 1.5 2.8 1.6

Delay (s) 24.4 42.3 24.7 33.2 48.3 17.8 36.4 19.5

Level of Service C D C C D B D B

Approach Delay (s) 39.7 32.3 24.3 21.9

Approach LOS D C C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 27.8 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.71

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.2% 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 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 134 188 9 92 16 140 345 18 21 336 106

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 0.87 0.98 0.99 0.91

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 0.98 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1338 1780 1557 1349

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.97 0.59 0.96

Satd. Flow (perm) 1269 1730 928 1303

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) 54 144 202 10 99 17 151 371 19 23 361 114

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 52 0 0 8 0 0 2 0 0 15 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 348 0 0 118 0 0 539 0 0 483 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 119 76 133 177

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 5 27 26

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) 19.0 19.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 20.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.29 0.29 0.60 0.32

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 363 494 701 419

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18

v/s Ratio Perm c0.27 0.07 0.29 c0.37

v/c Ratio 0.96 0.24 0.77 1.15

Uniform Delay, d1 24.6 19.2 10.4 23.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.13

Incremental Delay, d2 37.8 1.1 7.9 71.6

Delay (s) 62.4 20.3 18.3 98.3

Level of Service E C B F

Approach Delay (s) 62.4 20.3 18.3 98.3

Approach LOS E C B F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 55.2 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.00

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.5% 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 Existing SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 111 51 34 406 368 77

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) 117 54 36 427 387 81

Pedestrians 36

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 3

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 954 1223

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 713 270 468

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 713 270 468

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 67 92 97

cM capacity (veh/h) 354 706 1089

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 171 178 285 258 210

Volume Left 117 36 0 0 0

Volume Right 54 0 0 0 81

cSH 420 1089 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.41 0.03 0.17 0.15 0.12

Queue Length 95th (ft) 48 3 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 19.3 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 19.3 0.7 0.0

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.2% 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 Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 5 4 29 2 3 32 22 466 11 50 455 29

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Hourly flow rate (vph) 5 4 30 2 3 33 23 485 11 52 474 30

Pedestrians 310 115 254

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 26 10 21

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 1729 1561 799 1278 1570 860 814 612

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1792 1578 606 1216 1590 860 625 612

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 % 68 92 90 97 94 87 96 94

cM capacity (veh/h) 17 52 289 65 51 253 556 875

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 40 39 520 556

Volume Left 5 2 23 52

Volume Right 30 33 11 30

cSH 79 172 556 875

Volume to Capacity 0.50 0.22 0.04 0.06

Queue Length 95th (ft) 53 21 3 5

Control Delay (s) 89.4 32.0 1.2 1.6

Lane LOS F D A A

Approach Delay (s) 89.4 32.0 1.2 1.6

Approach LOS F D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 5.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.2% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 9 17 3 25 7 39 10 321 113 12 7 5

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 0.99 1.00 0.83

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1472 1770 1250

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.33 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1472 620 1250

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Adj. Flow (vph) 9 18 3 26 7 40 10 331 116 12 7 5

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 63 0 0 0 50 459 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 175 132

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 29 29

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) 14.0 36.0 36.0

Effective Green, g (s) 13.0 37.0 37.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.37 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 191 229 463

v/s Ratio Prot 0.37

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.08

v/c Ratio 0.33 0.22 0.99

Uniform Delay, d1 39.5 21.6 31.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.6 2.2 39.7

Delay (s) 44.1 23.8 71.1

Level of Service D C E

Approach Delay (s) 44.1 66.4

Approach LOS D E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 70.4 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.87

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.7% 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 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 265 156 7 1 188 244 13 47 162 252 8 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 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.78 0.97 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1199 3114 3157

Flt Permitted 0.99 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1183 3114 3157

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Adj. Flow (vph) 273 161 7 1 194 252 13 48 167 260 8 28

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 5 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 453 0 0 0 0 500 0 0 0 458 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 147 175 50 56

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 32 32 4 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 36.0 16.0 18.0

Effective Green, g (s) 37.0 16.0 18.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.16 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 438 498 568

v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 c0.15

v/s Ratio Perm c0.38

v/c Ratio 1.03 1.00 0.81

Uniform Delay, d1 31.5 42.0 39.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 52.1 41.5 11.6

Delay (s) 83.6 83.5 51.0

Level of Service F F D

Approach Delay (s) 83.6 83.5 51.0

Approach LOS F F D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue Existing SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 7 29 7 132 52 56 45 18 62 556 103 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) 1593 1476 3204

Flt Permitted 0.95 0.83 0.83

Satd. Flow (perm) 1518 1253 2677

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) 7 31 7 139 55 59 47 19 65 585 108 28

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 19 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 40 0 0 288 0 0 0 0 758 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 18 48 16

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 24 12

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) 16.1 16.1 24.7

Effective Green, g (s) 16.1 16.1 25.7

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.43

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 407 336 1147

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.23 c0.28

v/c Ratio 0.10 0.86 0.66

Uniform Delay, d1 16.5 20.9 13.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 18.4 3.0

Delay (s) 16.5 39.2 16.7

Level of Service B D B

Approach Delay (s) 16.5 39.2 16.7

Approach LOS B D B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 20.5 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 79.7% 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 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 499 7 6 2 50 49

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) 3289 1510

Flt Permitted 0.90 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2963 1510

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 525 7 6 2 53 52

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 566 0 0 0 107 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 20

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 22 34

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 24.7 6.2

Effective Green, g (s) 25.7 6.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.43 0.10

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1269 156

v/s Ratio Prot c0.07

v/s Ratio Perm 0.19

v/c Ratio 0.45 0.69

Uniform Delay, d1 12.1 26.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 9.5

Delay (s) 13.3 35.5

Level of Service B D

Approach Delay (s) 13.3 35.5

Approach LOS B D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 47 510 109 34 458 137 82 273 79 125 361 97

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 0.94 0.91 0.94 0.94

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) 1464 3100 1465 1402

Flt Permitted 0.92 0.90 0.82 0.71

Satd. Flow (perm) 1355 2790 1207 1008

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) 49 537 115 36 482 144 86 287 83 132 380 102

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 37 0 0 11 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 691 0 0 625 0 0 445 0 0 604 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 188 210 309 390

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 6 18 25

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) 30.0 30.0 23.0 32.0

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 23.0 32.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.43 0.43 0.33 0.46

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 581 1196 397 489

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09

v/s Ratio Perm c0.51 0.22 0.37 c0.48

v/c Ratio 1.19 0.52 1.12 1.23

Uniform Delay, d1 20.0 14.7 23.5 19.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.24 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 101.3 1.6 67.5 122.3

Delay (s) 121.3 16.4 96.6 141.3

Level of Service F B F F

Approach Delay (s) 121.3 16.4 96.6 141.3

Approach LOS F B F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 93.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.20

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 118.4% 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 Existing Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 59 556 33 82 566 260 61 288 186 310 267 63

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 0.99

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 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3492 3340 3309 1610 3238

Flt Permitted 0.72 0.77 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2527 2596 3309 1610 3238

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) 64 604 36 89 615 283 66 313 202 337 290 68

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 54 0 0 88 0 0 16 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 699 0 0 933 0 0 493 0 229 450 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 9 21 3 43

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 10 5 13

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 34.0 34.0 14.0 17.0 17.0

Effective Green, g (s) 36.0 36.0 14.5 17.5 17.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.45 0.18 0.22 0.22

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1137 1168 600 352 708

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.14 0.14

v/s Ratio Perm 0.28 c0.36

v/c Ratio 0.61 0.80 0.82 0.65 0.64

Uniform Delay, d1 16.7 18.9 31.5 28.5 28.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.5 5.8 12.1 9.0 4.3

Delay (s) 19.2 24.6 43.9 37.5 32.7

Level of Service B C D D C

Approach Delay (s) 19.2 24.6 43.9 34.2

Approach LOS B C D C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 29.4 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 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

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue Existing Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 76 310 143 43 261 101 206 727 40 117 594 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 0.98 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 0.98

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1750 1770 1554 1770 3278 1770 3167

Flt Permitted 0.28 1.00 0.17 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 524 1750 317 1554 1770 3278 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) 80 326 151 45 275 106 217 765 42 123 625 75

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 22 0 0 18 0 0 4 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 80 455 0 45 363 0 217 803 0 123 689 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 24 38 43 31

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 10 12 26 24

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) 23.0 23.0 23.0 23.0 11.1 33.3 8.2 30.4

Effective Green, g (s) 23.5 23.5 23.5 23.5 12.1 35.3 9.2 32.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.15 0.44 0.11 0.40

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) 154 514 93 456 268 1446 204 1283

v/s Ratio Prot c0.26 0.23 c0.12 c0.24 0.07 0.22

v/s Ratio Perm 0.15 0.14

v/c Ratio 0.52 0.89 0.48 0.80 0.81 0.55 0.60 0.54

Uniform Delay, d1 23.5 27.0 23.3 26.0 32.8 16.5 33.7 18.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 16.2 1.4 8.8 15.5 1.5 3.4 1.6

Delay (s) 24.8 43.1 24.7 34.8 48.3 18.1 37.1 19.7

Level of Service C D C C D B D B

Approach Delay (s) 40.5 33.7 24.5 22.3

Approach LOS D C C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 28.4 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.6% 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 Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 55 134 214 9 92 16 165 372 18 21 370 106

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 0.87 0.98 0.99 0.92

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 0.98 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1323 1780 1557 1361

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.96 0.51 0.96

Satd. Flow (perm) 1252 1722 801 1313

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) 59 144 230 10 99 17 177 400 19 23 398 114

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 59 0 0 8 0 0 2 0 0 14 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 374 0 0 118 0 0 594 0 0 521 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 119 76 133 177

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 5 27 26

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) 19.0 19.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 20.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.29 0.29 0.60 0.32

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 358 492 653 422

v/s Ratio Prot c0.21

v/s Ratio Perm c0.30 0.07 0.34 c0.40

v/c Ratio 1.05 0.24 0.91 1.23

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 19.2 12.3 23.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.11

Incremental Delay, d2 60.1 1.2 19.0 107.3

Delay (s) 85.1 20.3 31.3 133.7

Level of Service F C C F

Approach Delay (s) 85.1 20.3 31.3 133.7

Approach LOS F C C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 76.7 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.10

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 102.0% 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 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 111 51 34 419 382 77

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) 117 54 36 441 402 81

Pedestrians 36

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 3

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 735 278 483

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 735 278 483

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 66 92 97

cM capacity (veh/h) 343 698 1076

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 171 183 294 268 215

Volume Left 117 36 0 0 0

Volume Right 54 0 0 0 81

cSH 409 1076 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.42 0.03 0.17 0.16 0.13

Queue Length 95th (ft) 50 3 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 20.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 20.0 0.7 0.0

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.0% 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 Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 29 0 0 121 0 434 100 127 438 29

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 30 0 0 126 0 452 104 132 456 30

Pedestrians 310 115 254

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 26 10 21

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1930 1717 781 1370 1680 873 796 671

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1930 1717 781 1370 1680 873 796 671

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 % 100 100 90 100 100 49 100 84

cM capacity (veh/h) 10 51 293 66 53 249 612 831

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 30 126 556 132 486

Volume Left 0 0 0 132 0

Volume Right 30 126 104 0 30

cSH 293 249 1700 831 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.10 0.51 0.33 0.16 0.29

Queue Length 95th (ft) 9 66 0 14 0

Control Delay (s) 18.7 33.4 0.0 10.1 0.0

Lane LOS C D B

Approach Delay (s) 18.7 33.4 0.0 2.2

Approach LOS C D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 4.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.6% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 9 17 3 25 7 39 23 331 130 12 7 5

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 0.99 1.00 0.82

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1472 1770 1227

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.35 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1472 643 1227

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Adj. Flow (vph) 9 18 3 26 7 40 24 341 134 12 7 5

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 63 0 0 0 64 487 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 175 132

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 29 29

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) 14.0 36.0 36.0

Effective Green, g (s) 13.0 37.0 37.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.37 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 191 238 454

v/s Ratio Prot c0.40

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.33 0.27 1.07

Uniform Delay, d1 39.5 22.0 31.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.6 2.8 63.1

Delay (s) 44.1 24.8 94.6

Level of Service D C F

Approach Delay (s) 44.1 86.5

Approach LOS D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 79.3 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.6% 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 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 252 152 7 1 192 258 13 47 209 280 8 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 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.77 0.97 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1193 3120 3163

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1175 3120 3163

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Adj. Flow (vph) 260 157 7 1 198 266 13 48 215 289 8 28

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 4 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 436 0 0 0 0 518 0 0 0 536 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 147 175 50 56

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 32 32 4 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 36.0 16.0 18.0

Effective Green, g (s) 37.0 16.0 18.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.16 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 435 499 569

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.17

v/s Ratio Perm 0.37

v/c Ratio 1.00 1.04 0.94

Uniform Delay, d1 31.5 42.0 40.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 43.7 50.8 25.8

Delay (s) 75.2 92.8 66.3

Level of Service E F E

Approach Delay (s) 75.2 92.8 66.3

Approach LOS E F E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 29 7 132 52 56 47 18 62 572 103 29

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) 1591 1474 3206

Flt Permitted 0.92 0.83 0.83

Satd. Flow (perm) 1481 1250 2669

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 31 7 139 55 59 49 19 65 602 108 31

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 19 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 44 0 0 290 0 0 0 0 775 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 18 48 16

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 24 12

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) 16.1 16.1 24.7

Effective Green, g (s) 16.1 16.1 25.7

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.43

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 397 335 1143

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.23 c0.29

v/c Ratio 0.11 0.86 0.68

Uniform Delay, d1 16.6 20.9 13.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 19.4 3.2

Delay (s) 16.6 40.3 17.1

Level of Service B D B

Approach Delay (s) 16.6 40.3 17.1

Approach LOS B D B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 21.0 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.2% 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 Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 515 10 9 6 50 49

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 1513

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2932 1513

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 542 11 9 6 53 52

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 593 0 0 0 111 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 20

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 22 34

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 24.7 6.2

Effective Green, g (s) 25.7 6.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.43 0.10

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1256 156

v/s Ratio Prot c0.07

v/s Ratio Perm 0.20

v/c Ratio 0.47 0.71

Uniform Delay, d1 12.3 26.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 12.0

Delay (s) 13.6 38.0

Level of Service B D

Approach Delay (s) 13.6 38.0

Approach LOS B D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 47 510 109 34 458 137 82 273 79 125 361 97

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 0.90 0.94 0.94

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) 1495 3058 1463 1399

Flt Permitted 0.92 0.90 0.79 0.78

Satd. Flow (perm) 1383 2754 1163 1098

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) 49 537 115 36 482 144 86 287 83 132 380 102

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9 0 0 32 0 0 8 0 0 9 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 692 0 0 630 0 0 448 0 0 605 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 188 210 309 390

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 6 18 25

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) 37.0 37.0 35.0 35.0

Effective Green, g (s) 37.0 37.0 35.0 35.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.46 0.44 0.44

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) 640 1274 509 480

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.50 0.23 0.38 c0.55

v/c Ratio 1.08 0.49 0.88 1.26

Uniform Delay, d1 21.5 15.0 20.6 22.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 59.8 0.1 15.4 133.2

Delay (s) 81.3 15.1 35.9 155.7

Level of Service F B D F

Approach Delay (s) 81.3 15.1 35.9 155.7

Approach LOS F B D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 73.5 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.17

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 118.4% 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

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue Existing Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 55 134 214 9 92 16 165 372 18 21 370 106

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 0.85 0.97 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.91

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 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) 1298 1775 1770 1568 1770 1337

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.96 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1233 1717 1770 1568 1770 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) 59 144 230 10 99 17 177 400 19 23 398 114

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 51 0 0 7 0 0 2 0 0 13 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 382 0 0 119 0 177 417 0 23 499 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 119 76 133 177

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 5 27 26

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) 29.5 29.5 10.0 32.5 4.0 26.0

Effective Green, g (s) 30.5 30.5 10.5 33.5 5.0 27.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.13 0.42 0.06 0.34

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 470 655 232 657 111 451

v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 0.27 0.01 c0.37

v/s Ratio Perm c0.31 0.07

v/c Ratio 0.81 0.18 0.76 0.63 0.21 1.11

Uniform Delay, d1 22.2 16.5 33.5 18.4 35.6 26.5

Progression Factor 0.30 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 10.3 0.6 20.9 4.6 4.2 74.9

Delay (s) 17.1 17.1 54.4 23.0 39.8 101.4

Level of Service B B D C D F

Approach Delay (s) 17.1 17.1 32.3 98.7

Approach LOS B B C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 48.3 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 80.0% 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

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue Existing Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 9 17 3 25 7 39 23 331 130 12 7 5

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 0.99 1.00 0.82

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1471 1770 1228

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.36 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1471 675 1228

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Adj. Flow (vph) 9 18 3 26 7 40 24 341 134 12 7 5

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 63 0 0 0 64 487 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 175 132

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 29 29

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) 8.0 38.0 38.0

Effective Green, g (s) 7.0 39.0 39.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.39 0.39

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 103 263 479

v/s Ratio Prot c0.40

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.61 0.24 1.02

Uniform Delay, d1 45.2 20.6 30.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 24.2 2.2 45.4

Delay (s) 69.4 22.7 75.9

Level of Service E C E

Approach Delay (s) 69.4 69.7

Approach LOS E E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 61.7 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.6% 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 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 252 152 7 1 192 258 13 47 209 280 8 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 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.77 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1194 3120 3163

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1177 3120 3163

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Adj. Flow (vph) 260 157 7 1 198 266 13 48 215 289 8 28

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 4 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 436 0 0 0 0 519 0 0 0 536 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 147 175 50 56

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 32 32 4 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 38.0 18.0 20.0

Effective Green, g (s) 39.0 18.0 20.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.39 0.18 0.20

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 459 562 633

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.17

v/s Ratio Perm 0.37

v/c Ratio 0.95 0.92 0.85

Uniform Delay, d1 29.6 40.3 38.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 31.2 23.0 13.2

Delay (s) 60.7 63.3 51.7

Level of Service E E D

Approach Delay (s) 60.7 63.3 51.7

Approach LOS E E D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2015 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 510 110 30 480 140 80 280 80 130 360 100

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 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.94 0.91 0.94 0.94

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) 1460 3098 1466 1399

Flt Permitted 0.91 0.91 0.82 0.70

Satd. Flow (perm) 1337 2822 1215 983

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) 53 537 116 32 505 147 84 295 84 137 379 105

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 35 0 0 11 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 696 0 0 649 0 0 452 0 0 611 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 194 216 318 402

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 6 19 26

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) 30.0 30.0 23.0 32.0

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 23.0 32.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.43 0.43 0.33 0.46

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 573 1209 399 479

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09

v/s Ratio Perm c0.52 0.23 0.37 c0.49

v/c Ratio 1.21 0.54 1.13 1.27

Uniform Delay, d1 20.0 14.8 23.5 19.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.23 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 111.7 1.7 74.7 139.2

Delay (s) 131.7 16.5 103.4 158.2

Level of Service F B F F

Approach Delay (s) 131.7 16.5 103.4 158.2

Approach LOS F B F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 101.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.24

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 120.4% 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 Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 560 50 90 570 260 80 300 210 310 280 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 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 0.99

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 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3479 3340 3301 1610 3232

Flt Permitted 0.71 0.74 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2498 2496 3301 1610 3232

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) 65 609 54 98 620 283 87 326 228 337 304 76

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 52 0 0 94 0 0 18 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 721 0 0 949 0 0 547 0 236 463 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 9 22 3 44

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 10 5 13

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 34.0 34.0 14.0 17.0 17.0

Effective Green, g (s) 36.0 36.0 14.5 17.5 17.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.45 0.18 0.22 0.22

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1124 1123 598 352 707

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.15 0.14

v/s Ratio Perm 0.29 c0.38

v/c Ratio 0.64 0.84 0.91 0.67 0.65

Uniform Delay, d1 17.0 19.5 32.1 28.6 28.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.8 7.8 20.9 9.8 4.7

Delay (s) 19.8 27.4 53.0 38.4 33.2

Level of Service B C D D C

Approach Delay (s) 19.8 27.4 53.0 34.9

Approach LOS B C D C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 32.7 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.2% 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

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue 2015 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 80 320 150 50 280 110 210 740 40 120 600 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 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 0.99 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 0.98

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1748 1770 1552 1770 3278 1770 3157

Flt Permitted 0.25 1.00 0.17 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 466 1748 309 1552 1770 3278 1770 3157

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) 84 337 158 53 295 116 221 779 42 126 632 84

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 22 0 0 18 0 0 5 0 0 13 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 84 473 0 53 393 0 221 816 0 126 703 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 25 39 44 32

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 10 12 27 25

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) 23.6 23.6 23.6 23.6 11.1 32.7 8.2 29.8

Effective Green, g (s) 24.1 24.1 24.1 24.1 12.1 34.7 9.2 31.8

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.15 0.43 0.11 0.40

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) 140 527 93 468 268 1422 204 1255

v/s Ratio Prot c0.27 0.25 c0.12 c0.25 0.07 0.22

v/s Ratio Perm 0.18 0.17

v/c Ratio 0.60 0.90 0.57 0.84 0.82 0.57 0.62 0.56

Uniform Delay, d1 23.8 26.8 23.6 26.1 32.9 17.1 33.7 18.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.6 17.5 4.7 12.0 17.5 1.7 3.9 1.8

Delay (s) 28.4 44.3 28.3 38.1 50.4 18.8 37.6 20.5

Level of Service C D C D D B D C

Approach Delay (s) 42.0 37.0 25.5 23.1

Approach LOS D D C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 29.9 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 75.3% 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 2015 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 160 190 10 120 20 150 374 20 30 340 110

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 0.88 0.98 0.99 0.91

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) 1351 1779 1555 1345

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.97 0.57 0.94

Satd. Flow (perm) 1284 1727 898 1272

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) 54 172 204 11 129 22 161 402 22 32 366 118

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 46 0 0 8 0 0 2 0 0 15 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 384 0 0 154 0 0 583 0 0 501 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 123 78 137 182

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 5 28 27

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) 19.0 19.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 20.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.29 0.29 0.60 0.32

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 367 493 689 409

v/s Ratio Prot c0.19

v/s Ratio Perm c0.30 0.09 0.31 c0.39

v/c Ratio 1.05 0.31 0.85 1.23

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 19.6 11.4 23.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.12

Incremental Delay, d2 59.3 1.7 12.2 103.4

Delay (s) 84.3 21.3 23.6 129.9

Level of Service F C C F

Approach Delay (s) 84.3 21.3 23.6 129.9

Approach LOS F C C F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 71.2 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.08

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 106.8% 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 2015 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 120 80 60 499 405 90

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) 126 84 63 525 426 95

Pedestrians 37

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 3

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 954 1223

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 863 298 521

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 863 298 521

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 54 88 94

cM capacity (veh/h) 276 677 1041

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 211 238 350 284 237

Volume Left 126 63 0 0 0

Volume Right 84 0 0 0 95

cSH 362 1041 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.58 0.06 0.21 0.17 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 88 5 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 27.9 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS D A

Approach Delay (s) 27.9 1.1 0.0

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 4.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2015 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 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 32 30 500 11 50 470 30

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Hourly flow rate (vph) 10 4 31 2 3 33 31 521 11 52 490 31

Pedestrians 319 118 262

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 27 10 22

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 1814 1641 824 1350 1651 907 840 650

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1908 1683 623 1305 1696 907 643 650

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 % 17 90 89 96 93 86 94 94

cM capacity (veh/h) 13 42 275 53 42 236 533 844

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 46 39 564 573

Volume Left 10 2 31 52

Volume Right 31 33 11 31

cSH 44 151 533 844

Volume to Capacity 1.04 0.26 0.06 0.06

Queue Length 95th (ft) 106 24 5 5

Control Delay (s) 290.8 36.9 1.7 1.6

Lane LOS F E A A

Approach Delay (s) 290.8 36.9 1.7 1.6

Approach LOS F E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 13.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 10 50 10 340 120 20 10 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 0.99 1.00 0.82

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1482 1770 1234

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.32 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1482 604 1234

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 10 50 10 340 120 20 10 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 80 0 0 0 60 480 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 180 136

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 30 30

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) 14.0 36.0 36.0

Effective Green, g (s) 13.0 37.0 37.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.37 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 193 223 457

v/s Ratio Prot 0.39

v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.41 0.27 1.05

Uniform Delay, d1 40.0 22.0 31.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.4 2.9 55.9

Delay (s) 46.4 25.0 87.4

Level of Service D C F

Approach Delay (s) 46.4 80.5

Approach LOS D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 94.8 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.98

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.7% 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 Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 270 170 10 10 190 280 20 50 170 270 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 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.77 0.97 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1182 3106 3150

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1058 3106 3150

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) 270 170 10 10 190 280 20 50 170 270 10 30

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 5 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 470 0 0 0 0 542 0 0 0 475 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 151 180 52 58

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 33 33 4 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 36.0 16.0 18.0

Effective Green, g (s) 37.0 16.0 18.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.16 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 391 497 567

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.15

v/s Ratio Perm c0.44

v/c Ratio 1.20 1.09 0.84

Uniform Delay, d1 31.5 42.0 39.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 113.0 67.5 13.8

Delay (s) 144.5 109.5 53.4

Level of Service F F D

Approach Delay (s) 144.5 109.5 53.4

Approach LOS F F D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 30 10 140 60 60 70 20 70 580 110 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 0.97 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) 1575 1465 3201

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.84 0.79

Satd. Flow (perm) 1475 1253 2550

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 11 147 63 63 74 21 74 611 116 32

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 21 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 46 0 0 331 0 0 0 0 801 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 19 49 16

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 25 12

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) 17.2 17.2 23.5

Effective Green, g (s) 17.2 17.2 24.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.29 0.29 0.41

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 423 359 1041

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.26 c0.31

v/c Ratio 0.11 0.92 0.77

Uniform Delay, d1 15.8 20.7 15.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 28.0 5.5

Delay (s) 15.8 48.7 20.8

Level of Service B D C

Approach Delay (s) 15.8 48.7 20.8

Approach LOS B D C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 24.9 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.82

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.7% 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 2015 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 540 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) 3277 1515

Flt Permitted 0.89 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2919 1515

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 568 11 11 11 53 53

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 622 0 0 0 117 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 21

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 23 35

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 23.5 6.3

Effective Green, g (s) 24.5 6.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.41 0.10

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1192 159

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08

v/s Ratio Perm 0.21

v/c Ratio 0.52 0.74

Uniform Delay, d1 13.3 26.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.6 14.1

Delay (s) 15.0 40.1

Level of Service B D

Approach Delay (s) 15.0 40.1

Approach LOS B D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 510 116 36 480 140 86 295 86 130 376 100

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 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.93 0.91 0.94 0.94

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) 1455 3100 1463 1402

Flt Permitted 0.91 0.89 0.82 0.69

Satd. Flow (perm) 1332 2774 1204 976

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) 53 537 122 38 505 147 91 311 91 137 396 105

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 35 0 0 11 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 701 0 0 655 0 0 482 0 0 628 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 194 216 318 402

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 6 19 26

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) 30.0 30.0 23.0 32.0

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 23.0 32.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.43 0.43 0.33 0.46

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 571 1189 396 477

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09

v/s Ratio Perm c0.53 0.24 0.40 c0.51

v/c Ratio 1.23 0.55 1.22 1.32

Uniform Delay, d1 20.0 15.0 23.5 19.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.22 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 117.4 1.8 99.5 156.4

Delay (s) 137.4 16.8 128.3 175.4

Level of Service F B F F

Approach Delay (s) 137.4 16.8 128.3 175.4

Approach LOS F B F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 112.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.26

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 121.2% 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 Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 560 50 95 570 260 80 304 215 310 284 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 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 0.99

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 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3479 3340 3299 1610 3233

Flt Permitted 0.71 0.73 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2492 2459 3299 1610 3233

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) 65 609 54 103 620 283 87 330 234 337 309 76

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 52 0 0 97 0 0 18 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 721 0 0 954 0 0 554 0 239 465 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 9 22 3 44

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 10 5 13

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 34.0 34.0 14.0 17.0 17.0

Effective Green, g (s) 36.0 36.0 14.5 17.5 17.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.45 0.18 0.22 0.22

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1121 1107 598 352 707

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.15 0.14

v/s Ratio Perm 0.29 c0.39

v/c Ratio 0.64 0.86 0.93 0.68 0.66

Uniform Delay, d1 17.0 19.8 32.2 28.7 28.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.8 8.9 22.6 10.1 4.7

Delay (s) 19.9 28.7 55.1 38.8 33.3

Level of Service B C E D C

Approach Delay (s) 19.9 28.7 55.1 35.1

Approach LOS B C E D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 33.6 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.83

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.7% 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

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue 2015 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 80 328 150 51 287 116 210 740 41 126 600 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 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 0.99 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 0.98

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1750 1770 1550 1770 3277 1770 3157

Flt Permitted 0.24 1.00 0.16 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 440 1750 307 1550 1770 3277 1770 3157

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) 84 345 158 54 302 122 221 779 43 133 632 84

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 21 0 0 19 0 0 5 0 0 13 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 84 482 0 54 405 0 221 817 0 133 703 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 25 39 44 32

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 10 12 27 25

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) 23.8 23.8 23.8 23.8 11.1 31.1 9.6 29.6

Effective Green, g (s) 24.3 24.3 24.3 24.3 12.1 33.1 10.6 31.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.15 0.41 0.13 0.40

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) 134 532 93 471 268 1356 235 1247

v/s Ratio Prot c0.28 0.26 c0.12 c0.25 0.08 0.22

v/s Ratio Perm 0.19 0.18

v/c Ratio 0.63 0.91 0.58 0.86 0.82 0.60 0.57 0.56

Uniform Delay, d1 24.0 26.8 23.5 26.3 32.9 18.3 32.5 18.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.4 18.6 5.8 14.3 17.5 2.0 1.9 1.8

Delay (s) 30.4 45.4 29.4 40.6 50.4 20.3 34.4 20.7

Level of Service C D C D D C C C

Approach Delay (s) 43.2 39.3 26.7 22.8

Approach LOS D D C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 30.9 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.7% 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 2015 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 160 216 10 120 20 188 396 20 30 374 110

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 0.87 0.98 0.99 0.92

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 0.98 1.00 0.97

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1338 1779 1555 1357

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.96 0.46 0.94

Satd. Flow (perm) 1266 1715 733 1280

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) 65 172 232 11 129 22 202 426 22 32 402 118

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 50 0 0 8 0 0 2 0 0 14 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 419 0 0 154 0 0 648 0 0 538 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 123 78 137 182

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 5 28 27

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) 19.0 19.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 20.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.29 0.29 0.60 0.32

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 362 490 628 411

v/s Ratio Prot c0.24

v/s Ratio Perm c0.33 0.09 0.38 c0.42

v/c Ratio 1.16 0.31 1.03 1.31

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 19.6 14.0 23.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.11

Incremental Delay, d2 97.4 1.7 44.3 140.4

Delay (s) 122.4 21.3 58.3 166.7

Level of Service F C E F

Approach Delay (s) 122.4 21.3 58.3 166.7

Approach LOS F C E F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 104.1 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.20

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 117.0% 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 2015 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 120 80 60 512 419 90

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) 126 84 63 539 441 95

Pedestrians 37

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 3

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 884 305 536

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 884 305 536

tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 53 87 94

cM capacity (veh/h) 267 670 1028

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 211 243 359 294 242

Volume Left 126 63 0 0 0

Volume Right 84 0 0 0 95

cSH 352 1028 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.60 0.06 0.21 0.17 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 92 5 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 29.4 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS D A

Approach Delay (s) 29.4 1.1 0.0

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 5.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.5% 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 Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 30 0 0 101 0 501 53 121 459 30

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 31 0 0 105 0 522 55 126 478 31

Pedestrians 319 118 262

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 27 10 22

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1982 1760 813 1429 1748 929 828 695

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1982 1760 813 1429 1748 929 828 695

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 % 100 100 89 100 100 54 100 84

cM capacity (veh/h) 9 47 278 59 48 228 590 812

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 31 105 577 126 509

Volume Left 0 0 0 126 0

Volume Right 31 105 55 0 31

cSH 278 228 1700 812 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.11 0.46 0.34 0.16 0.30

Queue Length 95th (ft) 9 56 0 14 0

Control Delay (s) 19.6 33.5 0.0 10.2 0.0

Lane LOS C D B

Approach Delay (s) 19.6 33.5 0.0 2.0

Approach LOS C D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 4.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.5% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 10 50 20 347 137 20 10 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 0.99 1.00 0.81

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) 1482 1770 1212

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.33 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1482 622 1212

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 10 50 20 347 137 20 10 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 80 0 0 0 70 504 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 180 136

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 30 30

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) 14.0 36.0 36.0

Effective Green, g (s) 13.0 37.0 37.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.37 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 193 230 448

v/s Ratio Prot 0.42

v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 0.11

v/c Ratio 0.41 0.30 1.12

Uniform Delay, d1 40.0 22.4 31.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.4 3.4 81.3

Delay (s) 46.4 25.8 112.8

Level of Service D C F

Approach Delay (s) 46.4 102.2

Approach LOS D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 109.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.03

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.7% 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 Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 260 167 10 10 196 294 20 50 217 298 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 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.76 0.97 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1177 3111 3157

Flt Permitted 0.85 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1003 3111 3157

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) 260 167 10 10 196 294 20 50 217 298 10 30

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 4 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 457 0 0 0 0 562 0 0 0 551 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 151 180 52 58

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 33 33 4 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 36.0 16.0 18.0

Effective Green, g (s) 37.0 16.0 18.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.16 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 371 498 568

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 c0.17

v/s Ratio Perm c0.46

v/c Ratio 1.23 1.13 0.97

Uniform Delay, d1 31.5 42.0 40.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 125.7 80.9 31.0

Delay (s) 157.2 122.9 71.8

Level of Service F F E

Approach Delay (s) 157.2 122.9 71.8

Approach LOS F F E

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 13 30 10 140 60 60 72 20 70 596 110 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 0.97 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) 1575 1464 3203

Flt Permitted 0.92 0.84 0.78

Satd. Flow (perm) 1461 1251 2520

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 11 147 63 63 76 21 74 627 116 34

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 20 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 49 0 0 332 0 0 0 0 818 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 19 49 16

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 25 12

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) 17.3 17.3 23.4

Effective Green, g (s) 17.3 17.3 24.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.29 0.29 0.41

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 421 361 1025

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.27 c0.32

v/c Ratio 0.12 0.92 0.80

Uniform Delay, d1 15.7 20.7 15.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 27.2 6.5

Delay (s) 15.8 47.9 22.1

Level of Service B D C

Approach Delay (s) 15.8 47.9 22.1

Approach LOS B D C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 25.5 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.84

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.2% 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 2015 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 556 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 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 0.94

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3270 1517

Flt Permitted 0.88 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2898 1517

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 585 14 14 15 53 53

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 647 0 0 0 121 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 21

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 23 35

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 23.4 6.3

Effective Green, g (s) 24.4 6.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.41 0.10

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1179 159

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08

v/s Ratio Perm 0.22

v/c Ratio 0.55 0.76

Uniform Delay, d1 13.6 26.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.8 17.4

Delay (s) 15.4 43.5

Level of Service B D

Approach Delay (s) 15.4 43.5

Approach LOS B D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2015 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 50 510 116 36 480 140 86 295 86 130 376 100

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 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.95 0.89 0.94 0.94

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) 1488 3058 1461 1399

Flt Permitted 0.91 0.89 0.78 0.76

Satd. Flow (perm) 1361 2733 1155 1079

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) 53 537 122 38 505 147 91 311 91 137 396 105

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9 0 0 31 0 0 8 0 0 9 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 703 0 0 659 0 0 485 0 0 629 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 194 216 318 402

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 6 19 26

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) 36.0 36.0 36.0 36.0

Effective Green, g (s) 36.0 36.0 36.0 36.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45

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) 612 1230 520 486

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm c0.52 0.24 0.42 c0.58

v/c Ratio 1.15 0.54 0.93 1.29

Uniform Delay, d1 22.0 15.9 20.8 22.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 84.6 0.2 23.5 147.2

Delay (s) 106.6 16.2 44.3 169.2

Level of Service F B D F

Approach Delay (s) 106.6 16.2 44.3 169.2

Approach LOS F B D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 85.6 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 121.2% 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 Revised Project - SAT Midday - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 160 216 10 120 20 188 396 20 30 374 110

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 3.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.86 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.90

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 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) 1314 1774 1770 1564 1770 1330

Flt Permitted 0.94 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1237 1718 1770 1564 1770 1330

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) 65 172 232 11 129 22 202 426 22 32 402 118

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 44 0 0 7 0 0 2 0 0 13 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 425 0 0 155 0 202 446 0 32 507 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 123 78 137 182

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 5 28 27

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) 29.5 29.5 10.0 32.5 4.0 26.0

Effective Green, g (s) 30.5 30.5 10.5 33.5 5.0 27.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.13 0.42 0.06 0.34

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 472 655 232 655 111 449

v/s Ratio Prot c0.11 0.28 0.02 c0.38

v/s Ratio Perm c0.34 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.90 0.24 0.87 0.68 0.29 1.13

Uniform Delay, d1 23.3 16.8 34.1 18.9 35.8 26.5

Progression Factor 0.34 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 16.3 0.9 33.2 5.6 6.4 82.5

Delay (s) 24.2 17.7 67.3 24.5 42.2 109.0

Level of Service C B E C D F

Approach Delay (s) 24.2 17.7 37.8 105.2

Approach LOS C B D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 52.9 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.99

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.1% 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

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2015 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 10 50 20 347 137 20 10 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 0.99 1.00 0.81

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) 1481 1770 1213

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.35 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1481 653 1213

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 10 50 20 347 137 20 10 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 80 0 0 0 70 504 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 180 136

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 30 30

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) 8.0 38.0 38.0

Effective Green, g (s) 7.0 39.0 39.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.39 0.39

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 104 255 473

v/s Ratio Prot 0.42

v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 0.11

v/c Ratio 0.77 0.27 1.07

Uniform Delay, d1 45.7 20.8 30.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 41.3 2.6 59.9

Delay (s) 87.0 23.5 90.4

Level of Service F C F

Approach Delay (s) 87.0 82.3

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 79.6 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.00

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.7% 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 Revised Project - SAT Midday - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 260 167 10 10 196 294 20 50 217 298 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 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.76 0.97 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.95 0.98 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1178 3112 3157

Flt Permitted 0.90 0.98 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1065 3112 3157

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) 260 167 10 10 196 294 20 50 217 298 10 30

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 4 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 457 0 0 0 0 563 0 0 0 551 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 151 180 52 58

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 33 33 4 10

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 38.0 18.0 20.0

Effective Green, g (s) 39.0 18.0 20.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.39 0.18 0.20

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 415 560 631

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 c0.17

v/s Ratio Perm c0.43

v/c Ratio 1.10 1.00 0.87

Uniform Delay, d1 30.5 41.0 38.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 74.4 39.2 15.5

Delay (s) 104.9 80.2 54.2

Level of Service F F D

Approach Delay (s) 104.9 80.2 54.2

Approach LOS F F D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2035 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 570 120 30 560 140 110 350 90 140 410 120

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 0.93 0.91 0.95 0.94

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) 1453 3112 1475 1390

Flt Permitted 0.90 0.91 0.79 0.68

Satd. Flow (perm) 1309 2844 1171 951

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) 60 570 120 30 560 140 110 350 90 140 410 120

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 30 0 0 10 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 740 0 0 700 0 0 540 0 0 659 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 216 242 355 449

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 21 29

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) 30.0 30.0 23.0 32.0

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 23.0 32.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.43 0.43 0.33 0.46

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 561 1219 385 466

v/s Ratio Prot c0.10

v/s Ratio Perm c0.57 0.25 0.46 c0.55

v/c Ratio 1.32 0.57 1.40 1.41

Uniform Delay, d1 20.0 15.2 23.5 19.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.16 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 156.0 2.0 186.0 198.4

Delay (s) 176.0 17.1 213.4 217.4

Level of Service F B F F

Approach Delay (s) 176.0 17.1 213.4 217.4

Approach LOS F B F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 150.9 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.36

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 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 Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 560 100 160 570 260 150 380 320 310 330 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 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 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.96 0.94 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3440 3340 3280 1610 3244

Flt Permitted 0.69 0.62 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2401 2073 3280 1610 3244

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) 65 609 109 174 620 283 163 413 348 337 359 76

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 16 0 0 45 0 0 114 0 0 16 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 767 0 0 1032 0 0 810 0 256 500 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 24 3 49

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 12 6 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 34.0 34.0 14.0 17.0 17.0

Effective Green, g (s) 36.0 36.0 14.5 17.5 17.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.45 0.18 0.22 0.22

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1080 933 595 352 710

v/s Ratio Prot c0.25 c0.16 0.15

v/s Ratio Perm 0.32 c0.50

v/c Ratio 0.71 1.11 1.36 0.73 0.70

Uniform Delay, d1 17.8 22.0 32.8 29.0 28.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.0 63.0 173.4 12.4 5.8

Delay (s) 21.7 85.0 206.2 41.4 34.6

Level of Service C F F D C

Approach Delay (s) 21.7 85.0 206.2 36.9

Approach LOS C F F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 92.1 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.06

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 107.1% 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

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue 2035 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 120 380 150 50 370 190 210 790 40 140 600 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 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 0.99 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 0.98

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1759 1770 1529 1770 3279 1770 3152

Flt Permitted 0.16 1.00 0.16 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 292 1759 292 1529 1770 3279 1770 3152

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) 126 400 158 53 389 200 221 832 42 147 632 84

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 18 0 0 23 0 0 4 0 0 13 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 126 540 0 53 566 0 221 870 0 147 703 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 28 44 49 36

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 12 14 30 28

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) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 11.1 29.7 9.8 28.4

Effective Green, g (s) 25.5 25.5 25.5 25.5 12.1 31.7 10.8 30.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.15 0.40 0.14 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) 93 561 93 487 268 1299 239 1198

v/s Ratio Prot 0.31 0.37 c0.12 c0.27 0.08 0.22

v/s Ratio Perm c0.43 0.18

v/c Ratio 1.35 0.96 0.57 1.16 0.82 0.67 0.62 0.59

Uniform Delay, d1 27.2 26.8 22.7 27.2 32.9 19.8 32.6 19.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 214.7 28.6 4.7 93.5 17.5 2.8 3.3 2.1

Delay (s) 241.9 55.4 27.4 120.8 50.4 22.6 35.9 21.9

Level of Service F E C F D C D C

Approach Delay (s) 89.7 113.1 28.2 24.3

Approach LOS F F C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 56.6 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.91

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.4% 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 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 270 190 20 230 40 180 420 30 40 380 130

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 0.90 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) 1405 1773 1545 1324

Flt Permitted 0.88 0.92 0.52 0.92

Satd. Flow (perm) 1246 1641 814 1228

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) 70 270 190 20 230 40 180 420 30 40 380 130

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 29 0 0 9 0 0 2 0 0 16 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 501 0 0 281 0 0 628 0 0 534 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 137 87 153 204

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 8 6 31 30

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) 19.0 19.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 20.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.29 0.29 0.60 0.32

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 356 469 655 395

v/s Ratio Prot c0.22

v/s Ratio Perm c0.40 0.17 0.36 c0.44

v/c Ratio 1.41 0.60 0.96 1.35

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 21.6 13.2 23.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.13

Incremental Delay, d2 199.9 5.6 26.3 160.4

Delay (s) 224.9 27.1 39.4 187.1

Level of Service F C D F

Approach Delay (s) 224.9 27.1 39.4 187.1

Approach LOS F C D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 127.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.28

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 126.5% 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 2035 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 160 180 170 720 540 160

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) 168 189 179 758 568 168

Pedestrians 41

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 3

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 954 1223

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1389 409 737

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1389 409 737

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 67 79

cM capacity (veh/h) 106 571 865

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 358 432 505 379 358

Volume Left 168 179 0 0 0

Volume Right 189 0 0 0 168

cSH 186 865 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 1.92 0.21 0.30 0.22 0.21

Queue Length 95th (ft) 663 19 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 476.7 5.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 476.7 2.6 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 85.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.6% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

7: 63rd Street & College Avenue 2035 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 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 32 30 610 11 50 500 30

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Hourly flow rate (vph) 10 4 31 2 3 33 31 635 11 52 521 31

Pedestrians 357 132 292

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 30 11 24

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 330 322

pX, platoon unblocked 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75

vC, conflicting volume 2028 1839 893 1510 1849 1065 909 779

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 2201 1950 695 1513 1963 1065 715 779

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 84 87 94 88 82 93 93

cM capacity (veh/h) 6 26 234 33 26 182 468 746

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 46 39 678 604

Volume Left 10 2 31 52

Volume Right 31 33 11 31

cSH 23 105 468 746

Volume to Capacity 1.98 0.37 0.07 0.07

Queue Length 95th (ft) 145 37 5 6

Control Delay (s) 816.5 58.2 2.0 1.8

Lane LOS F F A A

Approach Delay (s) 816.5 58.2 2.0 1.8

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 30.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.0% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2035 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 10 80 10 420 240 20 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 0.99 1.00 0.76

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.94

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1482 1770 1125

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.30 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1482 564 1125

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 10 80 10 420 240 20 20 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 80 0 0 0 90 680 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 201 152

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 33 33

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) 14.0 36.0 36.0

Effective Green, g (s) 13.0 37.0 37.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.37 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 193 209 416

v/s Ratio Prot 0.60

v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 0.16

v/c Ratio 0.41 0.43 1.63

Uniform Delay, d1 40.0 23.6 31.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.4 6.4 296.3

Delay (s) 46.4 30.0 327.8

Level of Service D C F

Approach Delay (s) 46.4 293.0

Approach LOS D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 358.6 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.90

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 117.4% 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 Ave & Claremont Avenue 2035 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 270 200 10 10 210 450 20 50 220 440 10 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 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.74 0.98 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1135 3148 3167

Flt Permitted 0.41 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 468 3148 3167

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) 270 200 10 10 210 450 20 50 220 440 10 40

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 4 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 510 0 0 0 0 735 0 0 0 706 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 169 201 58 64

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 37 37 5 12

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 36.0 16.0 18.0

Effective Green, g (s) 37.0 16.0 18.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.16 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 173 504 570

v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 c0.22

v/s Ratio Perm c1.09

v/c Ratio 2.95 1.46 1.24

Uniform Delay, d1 31.5 42.0 41.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 892.1 217.0 121.7

Delay (s) 923.6 259.0 162.7

Level of Service F F F

Approach Delay (s) 923.6 259.0 162.7

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 SAT Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 30 10 180 60 60 160 20 70 680 110 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 0.96 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) 1575 1435 3212

Flt Permitted 0.93 0.85 0.71

Satd. Flow (perm) 1472 1241 2299

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 63 63 168 21 74 716 116 53

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 18 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 46 0 0 451 0 0 0 0 909 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 21 55 18

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 8 28 14

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 22.7

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 18.0 23.7

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.30 0.39

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 442 372 908

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.36 c0.40

v/c Ratio 0.10 1.21 1.00

Uniform Delay, d1 15.2 21.0 18.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 117.7 30.1

Delay (s) 15.2 138.7 48.2

Level of Service B F D

Approach Delay (s) 15.2 138.7 48.2

Approach LOS B F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 56.5 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.04

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.9% ICU Level of Service G

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 Midday Peak Hour

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 710 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) 3282 1515

Flt Permitted 0.79 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2602 1515

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 747 11 11 11 53 53

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 822 0 0 0 117 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 9 23

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 25 39

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 22.7 6.3

Effective Green, g (s) 23.7 6.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.39 0.10

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1028 159

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08

v/s Ratio Perm 0.32

v/c Ratio 0.80 0.74

Uniform Delay, d1 16.1 26.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.5 14.1

Delay (s) 22.6 40.1

Level of Service C D

Approach Delay (s) 22.6 40.1

Approach LOS C D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 570 126 36 560 140 116 365 96 140 426 120

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 0.93 0.91 0.94 0.94

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) 1447 3114 1473 1393

Flt Permitted 0.90 0.90 0.78 0.67

Satd. Flow (perm) 1304 2795 1155 947

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) 60 570 126 36 560 140 116 365 96 140 426 120

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 29 0 0 10 0 0 11 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 746 0 0 707 0 0 567 0 0 675 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 216 242 355 449

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 21 29

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) 30.0 30.0 23.0 32.0

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 23.0 32.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.43 0.43 0.33 0.46

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 559 1198 380 465

v/s Ratio Prot c0.10

v/s Ratio Perm c0.57 0.25 0.49 c0.56

v/c Ratio 1.33 0.59 1.49 1.45

Uniform Delay, d1 20.0 15.3 23.5 19.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.18 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 162.2 2.1 222.6 215.1

Delay (s) 182.2 17.4 250.3 234.1

Level of Service F B F F

Approach Delay (s) 182.2 17.4 250.3 234.1

Approach LOS F B F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 165.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.38

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 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 Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 560 100 165 570 260 150 384 325 310 334 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 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 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 0.96 0.94 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (prot) 3440 3340 3279 1610 3245

Flt Permitted 0.69 0.61 0.99 0.95 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 2395 2066 3279 1610 3245

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) 65 609 109 179 620 283 163 417 353 337 363 76

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 16 0 0 45 0 0 115 0 0 16 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 767 0 0 1037 0 0 818 0 256 504 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 24 3 49

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 12 6 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Split Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8 7 7

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 34.0 34.0 14.0 17.0 17.0

Effective Green, g (s) 36.0 36.0 14.5 17.5 17.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.45 0.18 0.22 0.22

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1078 930 594 352 710

v/s Ratio Prot c0.25 c0.16 0.16

v/s Ratio Perm 0.32 c0.50

v/c Ratio 0.71 1.12 1.38 0.73 0.71

Uniform Delay, d1 17.8 22.0 32.8 29.0 28.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.0 66.6 179.8 12.4 5.9

Delay (s) 21.8 88.6 212.7 41.4 34.8

Level of Service C F F D C

Approach Delay (s) 21.8 88.6 212.7 37.0

Approach LOS C F F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 95.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.07

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: Ashby Avenue - Claremont Avenue

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

4: Alcatraz Avenue & Telegraph Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 120 388 150 51 377 196 210 790 41 146 600 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 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 0.99 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 0.98

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1761 1770 1529 1770 3278 1770 3152

Flt Permitted 0.16 1.00 0.16 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 292 1761 292 1529 1770 3278 1770 3152

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) 126 408 158 54 397 206 221 832 43 154 632 84

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 18 0 0 23 0 0 4 0 0 13 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 126 548 0 54 580 0 221 871 0 154 703 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 28 44 49 36

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 12 14 30 28

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) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 11.1 29.5 10.0 28.4

Effective Green, g (s) 25.5 25.5 25.5 25.5 12.1 31.5 11.0 30.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.15 0.39 0.14 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) 93 561 93 487 268 1291 243 1198

v/s Ratio Prot 0.31 0.38 c0.12 c0.27 0.09 0.22

v/s Ratio Perm c0.43 0.18

v/c Ratio 1.35 0.98 0.58 1.19 0.82 0.67 0.63 0.59

Uniform Delay, d1 27.2 27.0 22.8 27.2 32.9 20.0 32.6 19.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 214.7 31.8 5.8 104.7 17.5 2.8 3.9 2.1

Delay (s) 241.9 58.8 28.6 131.9 50.4 22.9 36.5 21.9

Level of Service F E C F D C D C

Approach Delay (s) 92.1 123.5 28.4 24.5

Approach LOS F F C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 59.5 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.91

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.4% 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 Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 80 270 216 20 230 40 218 442 30 40 414 130

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 0.89 0.97 0.99 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 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1389 1773 1546 1335

Flt Permitted 0.86 0.91 0.43 0.92

Satd. Flow (perm) 1204 1624 677 1236

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) 80 270 216 20 230 40 218 442 30 40 414 130

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 31 0 0 9 0 0 2 0 0 15 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 535 0 0 281 0 0 688 0 0 569 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 137 87 153 204

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 8 6 31 30

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) 19.0 19.0 41.0 21.5

Effective Green, g (s) 20.0 20.0 42.0 22.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.29 0.29 0.60 0.32

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 344 464 605 397

v/s Ratio Prot c0.26

v/s Ratio Perm c0.44 0.17 0.42 c0.46

v/c Ratio 1.55 0.61 1.14 1.43

Uniform Delay, d1 25.0 21.6 14.0 23.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.12

Incremental Delay, d2 263.2 5.8 80.4 196.4

Delay (s) 288.2 27.4 94.4 222.9

Level of Service F C F F

Approach Delay (s) 288.2 27.4 94.4 222.9

Approach LOS F C F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 172.0 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.41

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 135.3% 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 Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 160 180 170 733 554 160

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) 168 189 179 772 583 168

Pedestrians 41

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 3

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 297 1223

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1411 417 752

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1411 417 752

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 66 79

cM capacity (veh/h) 102 565 854

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 358 436 514 389 363

Volume Left 168 179 0 0 0

Volume Right 189 0 0 0 168

cSH 180 854 1700 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 1.99 0.21 0.30 0.23 0.21

Queue Length 95th (ft) 679 20 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 505.5 5.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 505.5 2.6 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 89.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.4% 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 Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 30 0 0 101 0 611 53 121 489 30

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 31 0 0 105 0 636 55 126 509 31

Pedestrians 357 132 292

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 30 11 24

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 0.81

vC, conflicting volume 2195 1958 882 1589 1946 1088 898 824

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 2353 2062 742 1609 2047 1088 761 824

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 % 100 100 87 100 100 40 100 82

cM capacity (veh/h) 3 23 238 33 23 177 487 718

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 31 105 692 126 541

Volume Left 0 0 0 126 0

Volume Right 31 105 55 0 31

cSH 238 177 1700 718 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.13 0.60 0.41 0.18 0.32

Queue Length 95th (ft) 11 81 0 16 0

Control Delay (s) 22.4 51.6 0.0 11.1 0.0

Lane LOS C F B

Approach Delay (s) 22.4 51.6 0.0 2.1

Approach LOS C F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 5.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.4% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

9: College Ave & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 10 80 20 427 257 20 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 0.99 1.00 0.76

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.94

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1482 1770 1112

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.31 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1482 582 1112

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 10 80 20 427 257 20 20 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 80 0 0 0 100 704 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 201 152

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 33 33

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) 14.0 36.0 36.0

Effective Green, g (s) 13.0 37.0 37.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.37 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 193 215 411

v/s Ratio Prot 0.63

v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 0.17

v/c Ratio 0.41 0.47 1.71

Uniform Delay, d1 40.0 24.0 31.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.4 7.1 331.0

Delay (s) 46.4 31.0 362.5

Level of Service D C F

Approach Delay (s) 46.4 321.3

Approach LOS D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 404.9 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 2.10

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 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 Ave & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 258 197 10 10 216 464 20 50 267 468 10 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 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.74 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1127 3151 3170

Flt Permitted 0.36 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 404 3151 3170

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) 258 197 10 10 216 464 20 50 267 468 10 40

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 4 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 495 0 0 0 0 755 0 0 0 781 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 169 201 58 64

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 37 37 5 12

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 36.0 16.0 18.0

Effective Green, g (s) 37.0 16.0 18.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.16 0.18

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 149 504 571

v/s Ratio Prot c0.24 c0.25

v/s Ratio Perm c1.23

v/c Ratio 3.32 1.50 1.37

Uniform Delay, d1 31.5 42.0 41.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1062.0 234.3 176.4

Delay (s) 1093.5 276.3 217.4

Level of Service F F F

Approach Delay (s) 1093.5 276.3 217.4

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 13 30 10 180 60 60 162 20 70 696 110 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 0.96 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) 1574 1434 3213

Flt Permitted 0.90 0.85 0.70

Satd. Flow (perm) 1438 1239 2273

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 63 63 171 21 74 733 116 55

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 18 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 49 0 0 453 0 0 0 0 926 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 21 55 18

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 8 28 14

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 22.7

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 18.0 23.7

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.30 0.39

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 431 372 898

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.37 c0.41

v/c Ratio 0.11 1.22 1.03

Uniform Delay, d1 15.2 21.0 18.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 120.2 38.5

Delay (s) 15.3 141.2 56.6

Level of Service B F E

Approach Delay (s) 15.3 141.2 56.6

Approach LOS B F E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 60.7 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.07

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 103.4% ICU Level of Service G

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 Revised Project - SAT Midday

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 726 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 1.00 0.94

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3276 1517

Flt Permitted 0.78 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2556 1517

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 764 14 14 15 53 53

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 847 0 0 0 121 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 9 23

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 25 39

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 22.7 6.3

Effective Green, g (s) 23.7 6.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.39 0.10

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1010 159

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08

v/s Ratio Perm 0.33

v/c Ratio 0.84 0.76

Uniform Delay, d1 16.4 26.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.3 17.4

Delay (s) 24.7 43.5

Level of Service C D

Approach Delay (s) 24.7 43.5

Approach LOS C D

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

1: Ashby Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 60 570 126 36 560 140 116 365 96 140 426 120

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 0.95 0.90 0.94 1.00 0.92

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) 1488 3096 1472 1770 1368

Flt Permitted 0.87 0.88 0.62 0.39 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1305 2743 925 723 1368

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) 60 570 126 36 560 140 116 365 96 140 426 120

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 24 0 0 10 0 0 13 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 748 0 0 712 0 0 567 0 140 533 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 216 242 355 449

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 7 21 29

Parking  (#/hr) 8 7 15

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 6 6 8 4

Permitted Phases 6 6 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 30.1 30.1 36.0 36.0 36.0

Effective Green, g (s) 30.1 30.1 36.0 36.0 36.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.41 0.41 0.49 0.49 0.49

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 530 1114 449 351 665

v/s Ratio Prot 0.39

v/s Ratio Perm c0.57 0.26 c0.61 0.19

v/c Ratio 1.41 0.64 1.26 0.40 0.80

Uniform Delay, d1 22.0 17.6 19.0 12.1 16.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 195.8 0.9 135.3 0.3 6.5

Delay (s) 217.8 18.5 154.4 12.4 22.6

Level of Service F B F B C

Approach Delay (s) 217.8 18.5 154.4 20.5

Approach LOS F B F C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 102.2 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.33

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 74.1 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 145.4% 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

5: Alcatraz Avenue & College Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 80 270 216 20 230 40 218 442 30 40 414 130

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 0.88 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.88

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 0.96

Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1368 1768 1770 1549 1770 1303

Flt Permitted 0.91 0.96 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1252 1695 1770 1549 1770 1303

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) 80 270 216 20 230 40 218 442 30 40 414 130

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 28 0 0 7 0 0 3 0 0 14 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 538 0 0 283 0 218 469 0 40 530 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 137 87 153 204

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 8 6 31 30

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) 29.5 29.5 10.0 32.5 4.0 26.0

Effective Green, g (s) 30.5 30.5 10.5 33.5 5.0 27.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.13 0.42 0.06 0.34

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 477 646 232 649 111 440

v/s Ratio Prot c0.12 0.30 0.02 c0.41

v/s Ratio Perm c0.43 0.17

v/c Ratio 1.13 0.44 0.94 0.72 0.36 1.20

Uniform Delay, d1 24.8 18.4 34.4 19.4 36.0 26.5

Progression Factor 0.39 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 71.1 2.1 45.3 6.9 8.9 111.9

Delay (s) 80.8 20.5 79.7 26.2 44.8 138.4

Level of Service F C E C D F

Approach Delay (s) 80.8 20.5 43.1 132.0

Approach LOS F C D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 74.4 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.13

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 107.8% ICU Level of Service G

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 Revised Project - SAT Midday - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 160 180 170 733 554 160

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 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) 1636 3506 3396

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.67 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1636 2364 3396

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 168 189 179 772 583 168

RTOR Reduction (vph) 55 0 0 0 29 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 302 0 0 951 722 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 41

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 22

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.8 48.2 48.2

Effective Green, g (s) 17.8 48.2 48.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.65 0.65

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 394 1540 2212

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 0.21

v/s Ratio Perm c0.40

v/c Ratio 0.77 0.62 0.33

Uniform Delay, d1 26.2 7.5 5.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.7 1.9 0.4

Delay (s) 34.9 9.4 6.1

Level of Service C A A

Approach Delay (s) 34.9 9.4 6.1

Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 12.6 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 74.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.4% 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 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL2 EBL EBT EBR EBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2 SBL2 SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 20 10 30 10 80 20 427 257 20 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 0.99 1.00 0.76

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.93 1.00 0.94

Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1481 1770 1113

Flt Permitted 0.98 0.33 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1481 614 1113

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 10 80 20 427 257 20 20 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 80 0 0 0 100 704 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 201 152

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 33 33

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) 8.0 38.0 38.0

Effective Green, g (s) 7.0 39.0 39.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.39 0.39

Clearance Time (s) 3.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 104 239 434

v/s Ratio Prot 0.63

v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 0.16

v/c Ratio 0.77 0.42 1.62

Uniform Delay, d1 45.7 22.2 30.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 41.3 5.3 290.4

Delay (s) 87.0 27.5 320.9

Level of Service F C F

Approach Delay (s) 87.0 284.4

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 302.3 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.83

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 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 Ave & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 NEL2 NEL NET NER NER2 SWL SWT SWR SWR2

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 258 197 10 10 216 464 20 50 267 468 10 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 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 0.74 0.98 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.94 0.99 0.99

Flt Protected 1.00 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1128 3151 3171

Flt Permitted 0.44 0.99 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 496 3151 3171

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) 258 197 10 10 216 464 20 50 267 468 10 40

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 4 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 495 0 0 0 0 755 0 0 0 781 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 169 201 58 64

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 37 37 5 12

Parking  (#/hr) 5 5 7

Turn Type Split Split Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3 3 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 38.0 18.0 20.0

Effective Green, g (s) 39.0 18.0 20.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.39 0.18 0.20

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 193 567 634

v/s Ratio Prot c0.24 c0.25

v/s Ratio Perm c1.00

v/c Ratio 2.56 1.33 1.23

Uniform Delay, d1 30.5 41.0 40.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 719.1 161.1 117.7

Delay (s) 749.6 202.1 157.7

Level of Service F F F

Approach Delay (s) 749.6 202.1 157.7

Approach LOS F F F

Intersection Summary



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

10: Forest Street & Claremont Avenue 2035 Plus Revised Project - SAT Midday - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WBR2 NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 13 30 10 180 60 60 162 20 70 696 110 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 0.96 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) 1573 1428 3211

Flt Permitted 0.90 0.85 0.70

Satd. Flow (perm) 1435 1234 2255

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 63 63 171 21 74 733 116 55

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 15 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 49 0 0 458 0 0 0 0 929 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 21 55 18

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 8 28 14

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) 21.5 21.5 27.9

Effective Green, g (s) 21.5 21.5 28.9

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.31 0.31 0.41

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 441 379 931

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.37 c0.41

v/c Ratio 0.11 1.21 1.00

Uniform Delay, d1 17.4 24.2 20.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 116.4 29.1

Delay (s) 17.4 140.6 49.6

Level of Service B F D

Approach Delay (s) 17.4 140.6 49.6

Approach LOS B F D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 58.0 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.04

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 103.4% ICU Level of Service G

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 Revised Project - SAT Midday - Mitigated

Synchro 7 -  Report

6/1/2012 WC07-2483

Movement SBT SBR SBR2 SEL2 SEL SER

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 726 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 1.00 0.94

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 3275 1517

Flt Permitted 0.78 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 2551 1517

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 764 14 14 15 53 53

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 847 0 0 0 121 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 9 23

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 25 39

Parking  (#/hr) 5 2

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 6 3 3

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 27.9 7.6

Effective Green, g (s) 28.9 7.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.41 0.11

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1053 165

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08

v/s Ratio Perm 0.33

v/c Ratio 0.80 0.73

Uniform Delay, d1 18.1 30.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.5 13.5

Delay (s) 24.6 43.7

Level of Service C D

Approach Delay (s) 24.6 43.7

Approach LOS C D

Intersection Summary



 

Appendix D 
LOS Calculation Worksheets –  

Residential Streets 
 

 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

21: Alcatraz Avenue & Colby Street Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 - Report
12/12/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 9 467 114 41 317 19 76 22 42 15 15 23
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
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) 10 519 127 46 352 21 84 24 47 17 17 26
Pedestrians 20 20 20 20
Lane Width (ft) 16.0 16.0 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 2 2 2 2
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 1095 1225
pX, platoon unblocked 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83
vC, conflicting volume 393 666 1130 1107 622 1155 1159 403
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 393 492 1053 1025 439 1083 1089 403
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 99 95 37 86 91 86 90 96
cM capacity (veh/h) 1146 872 134 177 491 117 162 623

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 656 419 156 59
Volume Left 10 46 84 17
Volume Right 127 21 47 26
cSH 1146 872 180 205
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.05 0.87 0.29
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 4 157 28
Control Delay (s) 0.2 1.6 88.0 29.4
Lane LOS A A F D
Approach Delay (s) 0.2 1.6 88.0 29.4
Approach LOS F D

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 12.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.2% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

22: Alcatraz Avenue & Hillegass Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 - Report
12/12/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 11 433 39 98 469 16 29 0 44 17 4 8
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
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) 12 481 43 109 521 18 32 0 49 19 4 9
Pedestrians 20 20 20 20
Lane Width (ft) 16.0 16.0 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 2 2 2 2
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 650
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 559 544 1326 1324 543 1364 1337 570
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 559 544 1326 1324 543 1364 1337 570
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 99 89 70 100 91 80 97 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 995 1007 108 133 519 96 131 501

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 537 648 81 32
Volume Left 12 109 32 19
Volume Right 43 18 49 9
cSH 995 1007 207 130
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.11 0.39 0.25
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 9 44 23
Control Delay (s) 0.3 2.7 33.2 41.6
Lane LOS A A D E
Approach Delay (s) 0.3 2.7 33.2 41.6
Approach LOS D E

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 4.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.5% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

23: 63rd Street & Colby Street Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 - Report
12/12/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 4 12 11 124 190 4
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 4 13 12 138 211 4
Pedestrians 20 20 20
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 2 2 2
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 253
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 416 253 236
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 416 253 236
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 99 98 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 568 759 1309

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 18 150 216
Volume Left 4 12 0
Volume Right 13 0 4
cSH 701 1309 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.01 0.13
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 1 0
Control Delay (s) 10.3 0.7 0.0
Lane LOS B A
Approach Delay (s) 10.3 0.7 0.0
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 30.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

24: 62nd Street & Colby Street Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 - Report
12/12/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 5 9 10 129 196 11
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 10 11 143 218 12
Pedestrians 20 20 20
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 2 2 2
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 281
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 429 264 250
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 429 264 250
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 99 99 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 558 749 1294

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 16 154 230
Volume Left 6 11 0
Volume Right 10 0 12
cSH 668 1294 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.01 0.14
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 1 0
Control Delay (s) 10.5 0.6 0.0
Lane LOS B A
Approach Delay (s) 10.5 0.6 0.0
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 29.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

25: 61st Street & Colby Street Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 - Report
12/12/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 2 2 7 33 19 14 6 132 6 6 196 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) 2 2 8 37 21 16 7 147 7 7 218 0

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total (vph) 12 73 160 224
Volume Left (vph) 2 37 7 7
Volume Right (vph) 8 16 7 0
Hadj (s) -0.31 0.01 0.02 0.04
Departure Headway (s) 4.6 4.8 4.4 4.3
Degree Utilization, x 0.02 0.10 0.19 0.27
Capacity (veh/h) 712 690 795 803
Control Delay (s) 7.6 8.3 8.4 8.9
Approach Delay (s) 7.6 8.3 8.4 8.9
Approach LOS A A A A

Intersection Summary
Delay 8.6
HCM Level of Service A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 30.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

26: 60th Street & Colby Street Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 - Report
12/12/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 5 5 6 0 0 0 7 141 7 3 196 10
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) 6 6 7 0 0 0 8 157 8 3 218 11
Pedestrians 20 20 20 20
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 2
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 842
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 446 450 263 456 452 201 249 184
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 446 450 263 456 452 201 249 184
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 % 99 99 99 100 100 100 99 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 489 484 750 474 483 813 1295 1367

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 18 0 172 232
Volume Left 6 0 8 3
Volume Right 7 0 8 11
cSH 560 1700 1295 1367
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 11.6 0.0 0.4 0.1
Lane LOS B A A A
Approach Delay (s) 11.6 0.0 0.4 0.1
Approach LOS B A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 27.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

27: Claremont Avenue & Hillegass Avenue Existing PM Peak Hour

Synchro 7 - Report
12/12/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 99 514 348 20 19 135
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 110 571 387 22 21 150
Pedestrians 20
Lane Width (ft) 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 2
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal (ft) 1226 808
pX, platoon unblocked 0.99
vC, conflicting volume 429 923 224
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 418
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 506
vCu, unblocked vol 429 912 224
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.8
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 90 95 80
cM capacity (veh/h) 1108 443 766

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 300 381 258 151 171
Volume Left 110 0 0 0 21
Volume Right 0 0 0 22 150
cSH 1108 1700 1700 1700 703
Volume to Capacity 0.10 0.22 0.15 0.09 0.24
Queue Length 95th (ft) 8 0 0 0 24
Control Delay (s) 3.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.8
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s) 1.7 0.0 11.8
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 2.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

21: Alcatraz Avenue & Colby Street Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 - Report
12/20/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 9 481 114 41 330 19 76 22 42 15 15 23
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
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) 10 534 127 46 367 21 84 24 47 17 17 26
Pedestrians 20 20 20 20
Lane Width (ft) 16.0 16.0 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 2 2 2 2
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 1095 1225
pX, platoon unblocked 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82
vC, conflicting volume 408 681 1160 1137 638 1185 1189 417
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 408 499 1084 1056 446 1115 1120 417
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 99 95 32 85 90 85 89 96
cM capacity (veh/h) 1132 857 125 167 482 109 153 611

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 671 433 156 59
Volume Left 10 46 84 17
Volume Right 127 21 47 26
cSH 1132 857 169 194
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.05 0.92 0.30
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 4 171 31
Control Delay (s) 0.2 1.6 103.6 31.5
Lane LOS A A F D
Approach Delay (s) 0.2 1.6 103.6 31.5
Approach LOS F D

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 14.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.0% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

22: Alcatraz Avenue & Hillegass Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 - Report
12/20/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 11 447 39 98 482 16 29 0 44 17 4 8
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
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) 12 497 43 109 536 18 32 0 49 19 4 9
Pedestrians 20 20 20 20
Lane Width (ft) 16.0 16.0 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 2 2 2 2
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 650
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 573 560 1356 1354 558 1394 1367 584
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 573 560 1356 1354 558 1394 1367 584
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 99 89 69 100 90 79 96 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 983 994 103 127 509 92 125 492

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 552 662 81 32
Volume Left 12 109 32 19
Volume Right 43 18 49 9
cSH 983 994 198 124
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.11 0.41 0.26
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 9 46 24
Control Delay (s) 0.3 2.7 35.2 44.0
Lane LOS A A E E
Approach Delay (s) 0.3 2.7 35.2 44.0
Approach LOS E E

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 4.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.9% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

23: 63rd Street & Colby Street Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 - Report
12/20/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 4 12 11 126 193 4
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 4 13 12 140 214 4
Pedestrians 20 20 20
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 2 2 2
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 421 257 239
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 421 257 239
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 99 98 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 564 756 1306

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 18 152 219
Volume Left 4 12 0
Volume Right 13 0 4
cSH 697 1306 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.01 0.13
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 1 0
Control Delay (s) 10.3 0.7 0.0
Lane LOS B A
Approach Delay (s) 10.3 0.7 0.0
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 30.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

24: 62nd Street & Colby Street Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 - Report
12/20/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 5 9 10 131 199 11
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 10 11 146 221 12
Pedestrians 20 20 20
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 2 2 2
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 435 267 253
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 435 267 253
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 99 99 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 554 746 1290

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 16 157 233
Volume Left 6 11 0
Volume Right 10 0 12
cSH 664 1290 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.01 0.14
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 1 0
Control Delay (s) 10.6 0.6 0.0
Lane LOS B A
Approach Delay (s) 10.6 0.6 0.0
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 30.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

25: 61st Street & Colby Street Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 - Report
12/20/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 2 2 7 33 19 14 6 134 6 6 199 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) 2 2 8 37 21 16 7 149 7 7 221 0

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total (vph) 12 73 162 228
Volume Left (vph) 2 37 7 7
Volume Right (vph) 8 16 7 0
Hadj (s) -0.31 0.01 0.02 0.04
Departure Headway (s) 4.6 4.8 4.4 4.3
Degree Utilization, x 0.02 0.10 0.20 0.27
Capacity (veh/h) 710 688 794 802
Control Delay (s) 7.6 8.3 8.4 9.0
Approach Delay (s) 7.6 8.3 8.4 9.0
Approach LOS A A A A

Intersection Summary
Delay 8.6
HCM Level of Service A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 30.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

26: 60th Street & Colby Street Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 - Report
12/20/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 5 5 6 0 0 0 7 143 7 3 199 10
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) 6 6 7 0 0 0 8 159 8 3 221 11
Pedestrians 20 20 20 20
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 2
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 842
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 452 456 267 461 457 203 252 187
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 452 456 267 461 457 203 252 187
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 % 99 99 99 100 100 100 99 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 485 480 746 470 479 810 1291 1365

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 18 0 174 236
Volume Left 6 0 8 3
Volume Right 7 0 8 11
cSH 556 1700 1291 1365
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 11.7 0.0 0.4 0.1
Lane LOS B A A A
Approach Delay (s) 11.7 0.0 0.4 0.1
Approach LOS B A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 27.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

27: Claremont Avenue & Hillegass Avenue Existing Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 - Report
12/20/2011 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 99 536 368 20 19 135
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 110 596 409 22 21 150
Pedestrians 20
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) 1226 808
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 451 958 236
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 451 958 236
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 90 91 80
cM capacity (veh/h) 1087 226 753

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 309 397 273 159 171
Volume Left 110 0 0 0 21
Volume Right 0 0 0 22 150
cSH 1087 1700 1700 1700 585
Volume to Capacity 0.10 0.23 0.16 0.09 0.29
Queue Length 95th (ft) 8 0 0 0 30
Control Delay (s) 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.7
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s) 1.6 0.0 13.7
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 2.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

21: Alcatraz Avenue & Colby Street 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

7/3/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 9 515 114 41 363 19 76 22 42 15 15 23

Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

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) 10 572 127 46 403 21 84 24 47 17 17 26

Pedestrians 20 20 20 20

Lane Width (ft) 16.0 16.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 2 2 2 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 1095 1225

pX, platoon unblocked 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79

vC, conflicting volume 444 719 1234 1211 676 1259 1264 454

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 444 516 1165 1136 462 1197 1203 454

tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3

p0 queue free % 99 94 19 83 90 82 87 96

cM capacity (veh/h) 1097 819 105 145 458 90 132 583

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 709 470 156 59

Volume Left 10 46 84 17

Volume Right 127 21 47 26

cSH 1097 819 144 166

Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.06 1.08 0.35

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 4 209 37

Control Delay (s) 0.2 1.6 158.4 38.1

Lane LOS A A F E

Approach Delay (s) 0.2 1.6 158.4 38.1

Approach LOS F E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 20.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.9% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

22: Alcatraz Avenue & Hillegass Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

7/3/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 495 40 100 493 20 30 10 40 20 10 10

Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

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) 11 550 44 111 548 22 33 11 44 22 11 11

Pedestrians 20 20 20 20

Lane Width (ft) 16.0 16.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 2 2 2 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 650

pX, platoon unblocked 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

vC, conflicting volume 590 614 1432 1427 612 1466 1438 599

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 586 614 1432 1426 612 1465 1437 595

tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3

p0 queue free % 99 88 61 90 91 70 90 98

cM capacity (veh/h) 968 949 85 114 474 75 112 483

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 606 681 89 44

Volume Left 11 111 33 22

Volume Right 44 22 44 11

cSH 968 949 153 106

Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.12 0.58 0.42

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 10 76 44

Control Delay (s) 0.3 2.9 57.1 61.3

Lane LOS A A F F

Approach Delay (s) 0.3 2.9 57.1 61.3

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 7.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.6% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

23: 63rd Street & Colby Street 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

7/3/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 4 12 11 126 193 4

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 4 13 12 140 214 4

Pedestrians 20 20 20

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 2 2 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 421 257 239

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 421 257 239

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 99 98 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 564 756 1306

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 18 152 219

Volume Left 4 12 0

Volume Right 13 0 4

cSH 697 1306 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.01 0.13

Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 1 0

Control Delay (s) 10.3 0.7 0.0

Lane LOS B A

Approach Delay (s) 10.3 0.7 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 30.6% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

24: 62nd Street & Colby Street 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

7/3/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 5 9 10 131 199 11

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 10 11 146 221 12

Pedestrians 20 20 20

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 2 2 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 435 267 253

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 435 267 253

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 99 99 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 554 746 1290

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 16 157 233

Volume Left 6 11 0

Volume Right 10 0 12

cSH 664 1290 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.01 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 1 0

Control Delay (s) 10.6 0.6 0.0

Lane LOS B A

Approach Delay (s) 10.6 0.6 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 30.0% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

25: 61st Street & Colby Street 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

7/3/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Volume (vph) 2 2 7 33 19 14 6 134 6 6 199 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) 2 2 8 37 21 16 7 149 7 7 221 0

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total (vph) 12 73 162 228

Volume Left (vph) 2 37 7 7

Volume Right (vph) 8 16 7 0

Hadj (s) -0.31 0.01 0.02 0.04

Departure Headway (s) 4.6 4.8 4.4 4.3

Degree Utilization, x 0.02 0.10 0.20 0.27

Capacity (veh/h) 710 688 794 802

Control Delay (s) 7.6 8.3 8.4 9.0

Approach Delay (s) 7.6 8.3 8.4 9.0

Approach LOS A A A A

Intersection Summary

Delay 8.6

HCM Level of Service A

Intersection Capacity Utilization 30.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

26: 60th Street & Colby Street 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

7/3/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 5 5 6 0 0 0 7 143 7 3 199 10

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) 6 6 7 0 0 0 8 159 8 3 221 11

Pedestrians 20 20 20 20

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 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 842

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 452 456 267 461 457 203 252 187

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 452 456 267 461 457 203 252 187

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 % 99 99 99 100 100 100 99 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 485 480 746 470 479 810 1291 1365

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 18 0 174 236

Volume Left 6 0 8 3

Volume Right 7 0 8 11

cSH 556 1700 1291 1365

Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00

Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 11.7 0.0 0.4 0.1

Lane LOS B A A A

Approach Delay (s) 11.7 0.0 0.4 0.1

Approach LOS B A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 27.6% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

27: Claremont Avenue & Hillegass Avenue 2015 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

7/3/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 100 592 410 20 30 140

Sign Control Free Free Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 111 658 456 22 33 156

Pedestrians 20

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) 1226 808

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 498 1038 259

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 498 1038 259

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 89 83 79

cM capacity (veh/h) 1045 199 728

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 SB 1

Volume Total 330 439 304 174 189

Volume Left 111 0 0 0 33

Volume Right 0 0 0 22 156

cSH 1045 1700 1700 1700 496

Volume to Capacity 0.11 0.26 0.18 0.10 0.38

Queue Length 95th (ft) 9 0 0 0 44

Control Delay (s) 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7

Lane LOS A C

Approach Delay (s) 1.6 0.0 16.7

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.2% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

21: Alcatraz Avenue & Colby Street 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

7/3/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 675 120 50 513 20 80 20 40 20 20 30

Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

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) 11 750 133 56 570 22 89 22 44 22 22 33

Pedestrians 20 20 20 20

Lane Width (ft) 16.0 16.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 2 2 2 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 1095 1225

pX, platoon unblocked 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71

vC, conflicting volume 612 903 1616 1582 857 1627 1638 621

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 612 660 1663 1616 594 1678 1694 621

tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3

p0 queue free % 99 91 0 65 87 25 61 93

cM capacity (veh/h) 951 648 31 64 345 30 58 468

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 894 648 156 78

Volume Left 11 56 89 22

Volume Right 133 22 44 33

cSH 951 648 47 65

Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.09 3.33 1.20

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 7 Err 157

Control Delay (s) 0.3 2.3 Err 285.9

Lane LOS A A F F

Approach Delay (s) 0.3 2.3 Err 285.9

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 889.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.1% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

22: Alcatraz Avenue & Hillegass Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

7/3/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 715 40 100 543 20 30 10 40 20 10 10

Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

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) 11 794 44 111 603 22 33 11 44 22 11 11

Pedestrians 20 20 20 20

Lane Width (ft) 16.0 16.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 2 2 2 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 650

pX, platoon unblocked 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86

vC, conflicting volume 646 859 1732 1727 857 1766 1738 654

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 509 859 1769 1763 857 1808 1776 519

tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3

p0 queue free % 99 86 14 81 87 32 81 98

cM capacity (veh/h) 895 769 39 59 343 33 58 461

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 850 737 89 44

Volume Left 11 111 33 22

Volume Right 44 22 44 11

cSH 895 769 76 50

Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.14 1.18 0.90

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 13 167 94

Control Delay (s) 0.3 3.6 256.4 227.6

Lane LOS A A F F

Approach Delay (s) 0.3 3.6 256.4 227.6

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 20.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.8% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

23: 63rd Street & Colby Street 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

7/3/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 20 20 130 200 10

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 22 22 144 222 11

Pedestrians 20 20 20

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 2 2 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 457 268 253

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 457 268 253

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 97 98

cM capacity (veh/h) 534 745 1290

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 33 167 233

Volume Left 11 22 0

Volume Right 22 0 11

cSH 658 1290 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.02 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 1 0

Control Delay (s) 10.8 1.2 0.0

Lane LOS B A

Approach Delay (s) 10.8 1.2 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 38.4% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

24: 62nd Street & Colby Street 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

7/3/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 10 20 130 200 20

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 11 22 144 222 22

Pedestrians 20 20 20

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 2 2 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 462 273 264

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 462 273 264

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 98 98

cM capacity (veh/h) 530 740 1278

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 22 167 244

Volume Left 11 22 0

Volume Right 11 0 22

cSH 618 1278 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.04 0.02 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 1 0

Control Delay (s) 11.0 1.2 0.0

Lane LOS B A

Approach Delay (s) 11.0 1.2 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 38.6% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

25: 61st Street & Colby Street 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

7/3/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Volume (vph) 10 10 10 40 20 20 10 140 10 10 200 10

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) 11 11 11 44 22 22 11 156 11 11 222 11

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total (vph) 33 89 178 244

Volume Left (vph) 11 44 11 11

Volume Right (vph) 11 22 11 11

Hadj (s) -0.10 -0.02 0.01 0.02

Departure Headway (s) 4.9 4.9 4.5 4.4

Degree Utilization, x 0.05 0.12 0.22 0.30

Capacity (veh/h) 659 671 768 780

Control Delay (s) 8.1 8.6 8.8 9.3

Approach Delay (s) 8.1 8.6 8.8 9.3

Approach LOS A A A A

Intersection Summary

Delay 9.0

HCM Level of Service A

Intersection Capacity Utilization 31.2% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

26: 60th Street & Colby Street 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

7/3/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 10 10 10 0 0 0 10 150 10 10 200 20

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) 11 11 11 0 0 0 11 167 11 11 222 22

Pedestrians 20 20 20 20

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 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 842

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 490 496 273 507 501 212 264 198

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 490 496 273 507 501 212 264 198

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 % 98 98 98 100 100 100 99 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 455 452 740 428 449 801 1278 1352

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 33 0 189 256

Volume Left 11 0 11 11

Volume Right 11 0 11 22

cSH 521 1700 1278 1352

Volume to Capacity 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.01

Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 0 1 1

Control Delay (s) 12.4 0.0 0.5 0.4

Lane LOS B A A A

Approach Delay (s) 12.4 0.0 0.5 0.4

Approach LOS B A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 29.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Safeway on College Avenue

27: Claremont Avenue & Hillegass Avenue 2035 Plus Project PM

Synchro 7 -  Report

7/3/2012 WC07-2483

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 100 912 640 20 30 130

Sign Control Free Free Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 111 1013 711 22 33 144

Pedestrians 20

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) 1226 808

pX, platoon unblocked 0.91 0.94 0.91

vC, conflicting volume 753 1471 387

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 542 969 141

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 88 84 82

cM capacity (veh/h) 919 205 792

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 SB 1

Volume Total 449 676 474 259 178

Volume Left 111 0 0 0 33

Volume Right 0 0 0 22 144

cSH 919 1700 1700 1700 515

Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.40 0.28 0.15 0.35

Queue Length 95th (ft) 10 0 0 0 38

Control Delay (s) 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.6

Lane LOS A C

Approach Delay (s) 1.4 0.0 15.6

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.2% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15



 

Appendix E 
Signal Warrants 

  
 



Sheet No 1 of 1

Project College Safeway 

Major Street Alcatraz Ave Scenario Weekday - Existing 

Minor Street Colby St Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 76 15 9 41 North/South

Through 22 15 467 317 x East/West

Right 114 19

Total 98 30 590 377

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

Alcatraz Ave Colby St

* 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) * 967 98
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Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

Figure 4C-3
Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 

*150

*100

* 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 Alcatraz Ave Scenario Weekday - Existing 

Minor Street Hillegass Ave Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 29 17 11 98 North/South

Through 4 433 469 x East/West

Right 39 16

Total 29 21 483 583

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

Alcatraz Ave Hillegass Ave

* 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) * 1,066 29
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Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

Figure 4C-3
Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 

*150

*100

* 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 Ave Scenario Weekday - Existing 

Minor Street Hillegass Ave Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 16 99 North/South

Through 514 348 x East/West

Right 20

Total 0 16 613 368

* 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) * 981 16

2 1
NO

Number of Approach Lanes

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

Claremont Ave Hillegass Ave
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Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

Figure 4C-3
Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 

*150

*100

* 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 Alcatraz Ave Scenario Weekday - 2035

Minor Street Colby St Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 80 20 10 50 North/South

Through 20 20 675 513 x East/West

Right 120 20

Total 100 40 805 583

* 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) * 1,388 100

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

Alcatraz Ave Colby St
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Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

Figure 4C-3
Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 

*150

*100

* 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 Alcatraz Ave Scenario Weekday - 2035

Minor Street Hillegass Ave Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 30 20 10 100 North/South

Through 10 10 715 543 x East/West

Right 40 10 40 20

Total 80 40 765 663

* 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) * 1,428 80

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

Alcatraz Ave Hillegass Ave
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Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

Figure 4C-3
Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 

*150

*100

* 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 Ave Scenario Weekday - 2035 Plus Project 

Minor Street Hillegass Ave Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction

NB SB EB WB

Left 30 100 North/South

Through 912 640 x East/West

Right 20

Total 0 30 1,012 660

Major Street Minor Street
Warrant Met

Claremont Ave Hillegass Ave

* 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
NO

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 1,672 30
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Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

Figure 4C-3
Warrant 3, Peak Hour

(Urban Areas) 

*150

*100

* 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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Air Quality Health Risk Assessment 
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Donald Ballanti 

Certified Consulting Meteorologist 

 
                                                        1424 Scott Street 

                                                                                                                         El Cerrito, CA 94530 

                                                                                                                                  (510) 234-6087 

June 25, 2011 
 
Stuart During 
During Associates 
100 Montgomery Street, Suite 2290 
San Francisco, CA.  94104 
 
Subject:  Construction Health Risk Analysis for the Safeway Store at Claremont and 
College Avenues, City of Oakland 
 
Dear Mr. During: 
 
Introduction 
 
This report provides a health risk assessment (HRA) for construction emissions 
associated with the proposed Safeway project at Claremont and College Avenues.  The 
purpose of this evaluation is to assess the potential health risks to surrounding sensitive 
populations during project construction activities, in accordance with the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. 
 
The project would involve the demolition of the existing Safeway Store on the site and 
development of a larger Safeway Store.  Construction is expected to occur over a 13-
month period. 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. 
 
Thresholds of Significance 
 
Significance for this study is based on the following BAAQMD construction significance 
thresholds: 
 
1. Exposure to an excess cancer risk level of more than 10 in one million. 
2. A non-cancer (i.e., chronic or acute) hazard index greater than 1.0. 
3. An incremental increase in the annual average concentration of PM2.5 over 0.3 μg/m3 
(micrograms per cubic meter).  
 

                
Air Pollution Meteorology ● Dispersion Modeling ●Climatological Analysis 
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Methodology 
 
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. 
 
Emissions Calculation 
 
The project applicant- provided outlines of construction phasing and scheduling was 
used to run the URBEMIS-2007 construction module.   The URBEMIS-2007 program 
calculated daily emissions for each "time slice" of construction.  On site equipment 
emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM) and PM2.5 were taken directly from the 
URBEMIS-2007 results.  Both the average daily emission and the peak daily emission 
were identified.  
 
After completion of modeling a new emissions model, CalEEMod, was released.  On-
site equipment emissions were re-calculated using this newer model.  The OFF-ROAD 
model load factors were adjusted as recommended by the California Air Resources 
Board.  The emission of DPM and PM2.5 were found to be about 13% higher using this 
newer model.  Since concentrations are directly proportional to emission rate, ISCST-
PRIME modeling result were increased by 13% to account for the higher emission rates 
estimated by the CalEEMod program. 
 
Emissions from trucks operating on site during removal of demolition debris and 
excavation of soil from the site were also calculated.  Each truck was assumed to travel 
0.1 mile while on site and idle for 5 minutes.  Onsite VMT and idling hours were 
multiplied by emission factors for Heavy Heavy-Duty diesel trucks generated by the 
EMFAC-2007 emissions program. 
 
Spreadsheets summarizing the calculation of emissions for both the URBEMIS-2007 
and CalEEMod programs are attached 
 
Dispersion Modeling 
 
DPM and PM2.5 concentrations near the project site were evaluated with the BAAQMD-
recommended dispersion model ISCST-PRIME. Project emissions were modeled as 5 
area sources approximating the geometry of the project site, with emissions spread 
evenly over the project site.  The model was run on one year of meteorological data 
provided by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District from the Oakland Sewage 
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Treatment Plant monitoring site located about 3 miles west of the project site.  
 
Three separate model runs were executed.  For DPM, model runs were made for both 
peak emissions and average emissions.  The peak emissions run was made to estimate 
peak 1-hour concentrations to be used in estimating acrolein acute health impacts.  The 
average emissions inventory run was used to estimate DPM cancer and chronic non-
cancer health impacts.  The PM2.5 model run was to evaluate project annual PM2.5 
impacts. 
 
The ISTSC-PRIME include a very dense fenceline grid of receptors.  A less dense 
rectangular grid of receptor extended 0.5 kilometers in all directions.  Receptors were 
located at standard breathing height or 1.8 meters (5 feet).   
 
Graphical model outputs for 1 hour DPM, annual average DPM and annual PM2.5 
concentrations are attached. 
 

Health Risk Characterization 
 
Calculation of  Cancer Risk 
 
Cancer risk is the probability or chance of contracting cancer over a human life span, 
which is assumed to be 70 years. Carcinogens are not assumed to have a threshold 
below which there would be no human health impact. In other words, any exposure to a 
carcinogen is assumed to have some probability of causing cancer; the lower the 
exposure, the lower the cancer risk (i.e., a linear, no-threshold model).  Cancer risk was 
estimated based on annual average concentration of DPM. 
 
DPM cancer risks were calculated following the OEHHA’s Air Toxics Hot Spots Program 
Risk Assessment Guidelines.1 For the purposes of this analysis, cancer risk was 
assumed to occur exclusively through the inhalation pathway. To estimate cancer risk, 
the inhalation dose was calculated using this equation and recommended OEHHA 
default values:  
 
Dose = (Cair

 
* DBR * EF * ED * CF) / AT 

where:  
 
Dose = dose through inhalation (mg/kg-day) 
C

air 
= air concentration (μg/m3) from air dispersion model 

DBR = daily breathing rate (302 L\kg body weight-day) 
EF = exposure frequency (350 days/year) 
ED = exposure duration (2 years) 
CF = conversion factor (10-6

 

([mg/μg] * [m3/L]) 

                                                           
1
 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment 

Guidelines, August 2003. 
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AT = averaging time (25,550 days or 70 years) 
To estimate the following formula is used:  
 
Cancer Risk = (Dose * CRAF * Cancer Potency Factor) 
where: 
 
CRAF = Cancer Risk Adjustment Factor  
Cancer Potency Factor = toxicity factor (mg/kg-day-1)  
 
For cancer risk, the BAAQMD recommends Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA) updated guidance for calculating cancer risk that accounts for 
the possible differences in risk associated with early-in-life exposures2. The OEHHA 
recommends using ASFs to weight exposures that occur early in life for prenatal, 
postnatal, and juvenile exposures such that a factor of 10 is used for the third trimester 
to age 2 years, and a factor of 3 for ages 2 through 15 years to account for potential 
increased sensitivity to carcinogens during childhood. 
 
The OEHHA recommends short term projects, such as construction, assume a 
minimum of 2 years of exposure and the application of a 10-fold ASF when assessing 
the health risks.  Consistent with OEHHA and BAAQMD guidance, cancer risk 
calculation described above assumes that the exposure would be for 2 years (even 
though the planned duration is 13 months)  and an ASF of 10 is utilized.  For estimating 
cancer risk for residential receptors, the incorporation of the ASF results in a cancer risk 
adjustment factor (CRAF) of 10. 
 
Calculation of Non-Cancer Risk 
 
Non-cancer health risks are evaluated by comparing exposure level to a Reference 
Exposure Level (REL).  A REL is a concentration level at or below which no adverse 
health effects are anticipated. RELs are designed to protect sensitive individuals within 
the population. The non-cancer chronic inhalation index is calculated by dividing the 
annual average concentration by the REL (Reference Exposure Level) for that 
substance. The equation for estimating the hazard index is:  
 
Hazard Index = C/REL

  
 

where:  

C
 
= Concentration in the air of substance (annual average concentration in μg/m

3

) 

 REL
 
= Chronic non-cancer Reference Exposure Level for substance  (μg/m

3

)  
 
The chronic REL for diesel particulate is 5.0 micrograms per cubic meter.  Diesel 

                                                           
2
 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Technical Support Document for Cancer Potency 

Factors: Methodologies for Derivation, Listing of Available Values and Adjustments to Allow for Early 
Life Stage Exposures, May 2009. 
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particulate does not have an acute REL. 
 
The BAAQMD recommends that short-term construction projects characterize acute 
hazards based on acrolein emissions and concentrations.  A peak-hour concentration of 
acrolein was estimated based on maximum 1-hour DPM concentration, which is then 
compared to the acute REL for acrolein.  The acute REL for acrolein is 2.5 micrograms 
per cubic meter.  
 

Health Risk Assessment Results 
 
The highest annual DPM concentrations would be located east of the project site along 
the Claremont Avenue sidewalk.  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 BAAQMD threshold of significance of 10 in one million. 
 
The maximum chronic Hazard Index would be 0.0678.  The acute Hazard Index, based 
on peak hour acrolein concentrations, would be 0.161.  Both this values are well below 
the BAAQMD thresholds of significance of 1.0. 
 

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/m3 BAAQMD threshold 
of significance. 
 
Please call if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely 
 

 
 
Donald Ballanti 
Certified Consulting Meteorologist 
Attachments 



URBEMIS SPREADSHEET TO CALCULATE DPM/PM2.5 EMISSIONS

CONSTRUCTION OF SAFEWAY STORE AT CLAREMONT AND COLLEGE USING URBEMIS-2007

EQUIPMENT:

Time Slice Length (days) MAXIMUM LBS/DAY MAXIMUM GM/DAY WEIGHTED AVERAGE

DPM PM2.5 DPM PM2.5 DPM PM2.5

1 22 0.49 0.45 222.46 204.3 0.037958 0.034859

2 32 1.07 0.99 485.78 449.46 0.120563 0.111549

3 207 0.49 0.45 222.46 204.3 0.357148 0.327993

4 23 0.43 0.39 195.22 177.06 0.034824 0.031585

284 0.550493 0.505986 LBS/DAY

249.92 229.72 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 492.38 250.92 0.0151970370 0.0077445588 0.0000003074 0.0000001566

PM2.5 455.54 230.64 0.0140597284 0.0071184396 0.0000002844 0.0000001440



CALEEMOD 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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1 Introduction 
This report evaluates the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with the demolition of 
the existing Safeway store at 6310 College Avenue, Oakland, California and replacement of a 
new Safeway store at the exact same location plus the construction and operation of additional 
retail uses and a restaurant.  The Project will also demolish an existing gas station adjacent to 
the property.  The GHG emissions are provided for both the baseline conditions existing at the 
time of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) as well as the conditions of the Project at build out.   

This analysis includes the GHG emission inventories that are used to determine climate change 
impacts as set out by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) in their 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Thresholds as adopted in June of 2010 and as 
described in their current Guidelines associated with these CEQA. This report documents the 
methodologies used by ENVIRON in developing the GHG emission inventory and comparing 
them to the BAAQMD CEQA thresholds. 

1.1 Project Description 
The project site is located at 6310 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. The south part of 
the site was occupied by a Union 76 Gas Station, which closed shortly after the NOP was 
issued for this project.  The gas station consisted of 8 pump stations for car refueling and a 
small building for automobile service and repairs. 

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. The proposed project would also provide 
171 parking spaces in two off-street parking facilities.   

1.2 GHG Emission Inventory 
GHG emissions are estimated forr the baseline operations occurring at the time of the NOP, and 
future operations.  Project net GHG emissions are calculated as the difference between the two.  
The net emissions increase will be compared to the BAAQMD ‘bright line’ threshold1.  The GHG 
emissions source categories include building energy use, water use, traffic, solid waste 
disposal, and refrigerant leaks.  Emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous 
oxide (N2O), and high global warming potential gas refrigerants from each of these sources 
were calculated and converted, using global warming potentials (GWP), to CO2e for comparison 
to the BAAQMD threshold. 

                                                
1 If a proposed project involves the removal of existing emission sources, BAAQMD recommends subtracting the 

existing emissions levels from the emissions levels estimated for the new proposed land use.  This approach is 
consistent with the definition of baseline conditions pursuant to CEQA. See BAAQMD. 2011. California 
Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines. May.  page 4-5. 
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The one-time GHG emissions associated with building construction are not presented here as 
they have been quantified separately.  The 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, ENVIRON utilized the solid waste methods utilized by the 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.   

2 Methods 
This section describes the methodology that was used to develop the GHG emissions 
inventories associated with the Baseline and Project.  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. 

ENVIRON primarily utilized the California Emission Estimator Model version 2011.1.1 
(CalEEMod)2 to assist in quantifying the GHG emissions in the inventories presented in this 
report for the Baseline and the Project.  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 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 United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA) AP-42 emission factors,3 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.  ENVIRON used Alameda County 

                                                
2 Available at: http://www.caleemod.com/ 
3 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/  



  Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventory Analysis 
  Safeway Project at 6310 College Avenue, Oakland, California 
 

  

  4 

CalEEMod defaults in the model runs unless otherwise 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 appendices4.  The CalEEMod output files are provided 
for reference in Appendix A to this report. 

2.1 Site-Specific Data 
The Project Applicant, Safeway, provided utility consumption data for electricity, natural gas, 
and water usage at the existing Safeway store5.  Safeway also provided utility consumption data 
from newer Safeway stores that were built with similar project design features as the Project6.  
Safeway provided a customer trip length for the store based on the weighted distance of 
customers who utilized Safeway club cards7.  Average electricity intensity to supply, treat and 
distribute water for the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) was used8.  The subsections 
below describe the methodology used in developing the GHG emission inventories. 

2.2 Building Energy Use 
ENVIRON 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 59.  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) Power/Utility Reporting Protocol10,11.  Natural gas emission factors 
used were from the California Climate Action Registry’s General Reporting Protocol12. 

                                                
4 Available at: http://www.caleemod.com. 
5 Email Communication from  Todd Paradis of Safeway on May 10, 2010.  #687 Energy Data.xls 
6 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. 
7 Email Communication from Todd Paradis of Safeway on May 10, 2010.  Avg HH Distance by Zip4.xls 
8 EBMUD. Energy: Generating Renewable Power.  Available at: 
http://www.ebmud.com/sites/default/files/pdfs/2010_EBMUD_Energy.pdf 
9 Itron, Incorporated.  2006. California Commercial End-Use Survey (CEUS) Results. CEC-400-2006-005.  Available 

at http://www.energy.ca.gov/ceus/ 
10 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 
11 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. 
12 Emission factors for natural gas obtained from California Climate Action Registry.  2009.  General Reporting 

Protocol 3.1, Tables C7 and C9. 

http://www.ebmud.com/sites/default/files/pdfs/2010_EBMUD_Energy.pdf
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Table 1 the GHG emissions associated with electricity and natural gas usage for the baseline 
and Project with further details by land use available in Appendix A.   

2.3 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, restauarant 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.”13 

Table 1 shows the baseline and Project GHG emissions associated with water and wastewater 
with further details by land use available in Appendix A of this report.   

2.4 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 8th 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 distance customers traveled to the existing stores.14  
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 

                                                
13 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 
14 Email Communication from Todd Paradis of Safeway on May 10, 2010.  Avg HH Distance by Zip4.xls 
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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 1 shows the baseline and Project GHG emissions associated with mobile trips with further 
details by land use available in Appendix A 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. 

2.5 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.   

Table 1 shows the baseline and Project GHG emissions associated with solid waste disposal 
with further details by land use available in Appendix A of this report.   

2.6 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 (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. 
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Table 2 illustrates the calculations for reduction in emissions associated with the reduction in 
refrigeration leaks from the existing and new store.  Table 1 summarizes this information. 

2.7 Total Operational GHG Emissions 
Table 1 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 MT CO2e per year.  The Project GHG emissions inventory is 3,458 MT CO2e per year.  
This results in net GHG emissions of 1,067 MT CO2e per year.  This is less than the BAAQMD 
draft emission significance threshold of 1,100 MT per year. 

3 Summary 
Table 1 shows the total GHG emissions from all source included in the baseline, Project and net 
emission inventory.  The baseline GHG emissions inventory is an average of 2,391 MT CO2e 
per year.  The Project GHG emissions inventory is 3,458 MT CO2e per year.  This results in net 
GHG emissions of 1,067 MT CO2e per year.  Therefore, this Project’s net GHG emissions 
increase has a less than significant impact on climate change. 
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Traffic Refrigeration Leaks Total

Consumption 
(kWh/yr)

(MT CO2e / 
year)[4]

Consumption 
(Therms/yr)

(MT CO2e / 
year)[5]

Consumption 
(MG/yr)

(MT CO2e / 
year)[6]

(MT CO2e / 
year)[7] tons/yr

(MT CO2e / 
year)[7] (MT CO2e / year)[8] (MT CO2e / 

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:

Table 1
GHG Emission Inventory

Safeway
6310 College Avenue, Oakland, California

Scenario

Electricity [1] Natural Gas [1] Water[2] Waste

[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.

is based on the energy intensity from the California Commercial End-Use Survey for climate zone 5.

[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. 

Gas Station, Retail and Restaurant 
[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.

Abbreviations:
CO2: Carbon dioxide
CH4: Methane
GHG: Greenhouse gas
kWh: kilowatt hour
lbs: pounds
MG: million gallons
MT: Metric Tons
N2O: Nitrous oxide

Sources:

 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 
EBMUD. Energy: Generating Renewable Power.  Available at: http://www.ebmud.com/sites/default/files/pdfs/2010_EBMUD_Energy.pdf

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/

[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.

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.

http://www.ebmud.com/sites/default/files/pdfs/2010_EBMUD_Energy.pdf�


(MT CO2e/yr)

Existing Safeway Store #687[1] 89.60 32.00 144.00 9.60 0.00 265

New Safeway Store [2] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 330.00 228
Change -89.60 -32.00 -144.00 -9.60 330.00 -37

Notes:

Table 2
GHG Emissions from Refrigerant Leaks

Safeway
6310 College Avenue, Oakland, California

[4] 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-507 R-134A R-22 R-404A R-407A GHG Emissions [4]

lbs refrigerant/year

[1] 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  
(16%).

[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  (15%).

Abbreviations:
CO2e: Carbon dioxide equivalent
lbs: pounds
MT: Metric Tons
yr: Year

Sources:

    R-507     3300
    R-134a   1300
    R-22       1500
    R-404A   3260
    R-407a    1526

Safeway Refrigerant Data
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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



7 of 11

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



5 of 13

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
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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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