SAFEWAY SHOPPING CENTER –
COLLEGE AND CLAREMONT AVENUES
Response to Comments and Final Environmental Impact Report
File No. ER09-0006
State Clearinghouse #
2009112008
2009102100

VOLUME I
July 2012

City of Oakland, California
350 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza
Suite 300
Oakland, CA 94612

SAFEWAY SHOPPING CENTER –
COLLEGE AND CLAREMONT AVENUES
Response to Comments and Final Environmental Impact Report
File No. ER09-0006
State Clearinghouse #
2009112008
2009102100

VOLUME I
July 2012

City of Oakland, California
350 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza
Suite 300
Oakland, CA 94612

PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Safeway Shopping Center – College and Claremont
Avenues Responses to Comments and Final EIR
Page
1.
1.1
1.2
1.3

Introduction
CEQA Process
Consideration of the Final EIR
Organization of this Document

2.
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5

Project Overview
Project Summary
Site Location and Setting
Revised Project
Public Agency Approvals
Environmental Effects of the Revised Project

1-1
1-2
1-2
1-2
2-1
2-1
2-1
2-1
2-22
2-23

3. Commenters on the DEIR
3.1 Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals Commenting in Writing
3.2 Commenters at the Planning Commission Public Hearings

3-1
3-1
3-9

4.

4-1

Revisions to the DEIR

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR
5.1 Master Responses
M-1 Trip Generation
M-2 Saturday Peak Hour
M-3 Parking
M-4 Safety and Hazards
M-5 Traffic Diversion and Intrusion in Residential Streets
M-6 Economic Impacts (Urban Decay)
M-7 Air Quality
M-8 Greenhouse Gases (GHGs)
M-9 Land Use/Zoning/Neighborhood Compatability
M-10 Piecemeal Analysis of Environmental Impacts
5.2 Responses to Comment Letters

5-1
5-2
5-2
5-4
5-18
5-33
5-34
5-43
5-49
5-54
5-59
5-68
5-69

6. Responses to Comments Received at the City of Oakland
Planning Commission Public Hearings on the DEIR
6.1 July 20, 2011 Hearing
6.2 August 3, 2011 Hearing

6-1
6-2
6-34

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

i

July 2012

Table of Contents

Appendices
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 – Transportation Technical Appendix
Appendix F – Air Quality Health Risk Assessment
Appendix G – Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventory Analysis
Page
List of Figures
Figure 2-1
Revised Project Access Option 1
Figure 2-2
Revised Project Access Option 2
Figure 2-3
Revised Project Site Plan
Figure 2-4
Revised Ground Floor Plan
Figure 2-5
Revised Safeway Level Plan
Figure 2-6
Revised Project Elevations
Figure 2-7
Revised Project Elevations
Figure 2-8
Revised Project Sections
Figure 2-9
Revised Project Sections
Figure 2-10
Revised Architectural Renderings
Figure 2-11
Revised Architectural Renderings
Figure 2-12
Revised Architectural Renderings
Figure 2-13
Revised Architectural Renderings
Figure 2-14
Revised Architectural Renderings
Figure 2-15
Revised Architectural Renderings
Figure 2-16
Revised Architectural Renderings
Figure 2-17
Revised Architectural Renderings
Figure 5-1
Existing On-Site Parking Demand
Figure 5-2
Existing Parking Demand on Adjacent Streets
Figure 5-3
Estimated Project Parking Demand (Weekday)
Figure 5-4
Estimated Project Parking Demand (Saturday)
Figure 5-5
Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-2
Figure 5-6
Existing Store Floor Area

List of Tables
Table 2-1
Intersection Level of Service – Existing Plus Revised Project
Conditions
Table 2-2
Intersection Level of Service – Existing Plus Revised Project Mitigated
Conditions
Table 2-3
Intersection Level of Service – 2015 Plus Revised Project Conditions
Table 2-4
Intersection Level of Service – 2015 Plus Revised Project Mitigated
Conditions
Table 2-5
Intersection Level of Service – 2035 Plus Revised Project Conditions
Table 2-6
Intersection Level of Service – 2035 Plus Revised Project Mitigated
Conditions
Table 2-7
Summary of Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval, Mitigation
Measures, and Residual Impacts of the Revised Project
Table 5-1
Comparison of the Proposed Store with the Recently Approved
Berkeley Store
Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

ii

2-3
2-4
2-7
2-8
2-9
2-10
2-11
2-12
2-13
2-14
2-15
2-16
2-17
2-18
2-19
2-20
2-21
5-21
5-23
5-23
5-24
5-86
5-330

2-28
2-29
2-30
2-31
2-32
2-33
2-35
5-3

July 2012

Table of Contents

Table 5-2
Table 5-3
Table 5-4
Table 5-5
Table 5-6
Tabe 5-7
Table 5-8
Table 5-9
Table 5-10
Table 5-11
Table 5-12
Table 5-13
Table 5-14
Table 5-15
Table 5-16
Table 5-17

Saturday Midday Intersection Level of Service – Existing and Existing
Pluls Revised Project Conditions
Saturday Midday Intersection Level of Service – Existing and Existing
Pluls Revised Project Mitigated Conditions
Saturday Midday Level of Service – 2015 Plus Revised Project
Conditions
Saturday Midday Level of Service – 2015 Plus Revised Project
Mitigated Conditions
Saturday Midday Level of Service – 2035 Plus Revised Project
Conditions
Saturday Midday Level of Service – 2015 Plus Revised Project
Mitigated Conditions
Estimated Parking Demand for Existing Safeway Store
Peak Parking Demand Estimate for Project Components
Project Peak Parking Demand Estimate
Employee Peak Parking Demand Estimate
Customer Peak Parking Demand Estimate
Project Effect on On-Street Parking on College and Claremont
Avenues
Weekday PM Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service
Weakday Intersection Peak Hour Signal Warrant Analysis
Travel Time Comparison – Project-Generated Traffic
Travel Time Comparison – Congested Routes

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

iii

5-7
5-9
5-11
5-13
5-15
5-17
5-20
5-22
5-24
5-25
5-26
5-27
5-35
5-36
5-38
5-39

July 2012

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

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 decisionmakers 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 63rd 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-squarefoot 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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd Street that was proposed by the
DEIR project, and prohibit the existing left-turn movement from northbound College Avenue to
westbound 63rd Street by one of the two methods discussed below.
Prohibit the existing left-turn and through movements from eastbound 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd Street. A disadvantage of this
option is that if an automobile is stopped in the travel lane adjacent to the medians to pickup/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 63rd 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
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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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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 4.17 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 63rd 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 63rd Street, and
from eastbound 63rd 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 63rd 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

3

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.
Similarly, parking demand would remain the same as the DEIR project.
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2.
3.
4.
5.

Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont Avenue
63rd Street/College Avenue
Mystic Street/Auburn Avenue/Claremont Avenue
College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd 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 63rd 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 63rd Street, while traffic operations at the Alcatraz
Avenue/College Avenue intersection (#5) would worsen as vehicles would divert from 63rd 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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63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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
63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd Street and the left-turn from northbound College Avenue to 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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
Existing No Project
#

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

Intersection

Alcatraz Avenue/College
Avenue

Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont
Avenue
rd

63 Street/College Avenue
Mystic Street/Auburn
Avenue/Claremont Avenue
College Avenue/Claremont
nd
Avenue/62 Street

Jurisdiction

Berkeley

Berkeley

Oakland

Oakland

Oakland

Traffic
1
Control

Peak
Hour

Significant
Impact?

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

PM

98.1
(v/c = 1.10)

F

112.2
(v/c = 1.16)

F

Yes

SAT

36.3

D

52.5

D

No

Signal

3

4

Existing Plus
Revised Project

Significant
Impact?

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

117.0
(v/c = 1.18)

F

Yes

54.9

E

No

15.2 (66.8)

C (F)

Yes

PM

18.9 (82.1)

C (F)

15.3 (67.2)

C (F)

Yes

SAT

2.6 (16.0)

A (C)

2.6 (16.4)

A (C)

No

2.6 (16.4)

A (C)

No

PM

3.0 (40.6)

A (E)

9.7 (60.3)

A (F)

No

5

3.1 (20.5)

A (C)

No

5

3.9 (23.8)

A (C)

No

10.9

B

No

SSSC

SSSC
SSSC/
6
Signal

Existing Plus DEIR
Project

SAT

3.1 (30.2)

A (D)

35.8 (>120)

E (F)

No

PM

3.5 (26.5)

A (D)

10.7

B

No

SAT

2.5 (15.0)

A (B)

10.4

B

No

PM

61.5

E

70.2

E

Yes

7

SAT

66.6

E

87.8

F

Yes

8

Signal

3

4

10.7

B

No

66.6

E

Yes

7

80.6

F

Yes

8

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F;
1.
2.

Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection
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.
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Table 2-2 Intersection Level of Service – Existing Plus Revised Project Mitigated Conditions

Existing No Project

#

5.

6.

9.

Intersection

Jurisdiction

Alcatraz Avenue/ College
Avenue

Berkeley

Alcatraz Avenue/
Claremont Avenue

Berkeley

College Avenue/Claremont
nd
Avenue/ 62 Street

Oakland

Traffic
1
Control

Peak
Hour

Signal

Existing Plus
Revised Project
Mitigated

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

PM

98.1
(v/c = 1.10)

F

117.0
(v/c = 1.18)

F

60.3

E

SAT

36.3

D

54.9

D

27.7

C

PM

18.9 (82.1)

C (F)

15.2 (66.8)

C (F)

10.9

B

SAT

2.6 (16.0)

A (C)

2.6 (16.4)

A (C)

4.8

A

PM

61.5

E

66.6

E

54.8

D

66.6

E

80.6

F

55.9

E

Signal

SSSC/
4
Signal

Existing Plus
Revised Project

SAT

Significance
After
Mitigation

Significant and
3
unavoidable
Significant and
3
unavoidable
Less than
significant

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F
1.
2.

Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection
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
2015 No Project

#

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

Intersection

Alcatraz Avenue/College
Avenue

Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont
Avenue
rd

63 Street/College Avenue
Mystic Street/Auburn
Avenue/Claremont Avenue
College Avenue/Claremont
nd
Avenue/62 Street

Jurisdiction

Berkeley

Berkeley

Oakland

Oakland

Oakland

Traffic
1
Control

Peak
Hour

Significant
Impact?

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

PM

119.6
(v/c = 1.20)

F

>120
(v/c = 1.26)

F

Yes

3

SAT

44.1

D

63.9

E

Yes

PM

66.4 (>120)

F (F)

50.5 (>120)

F (F)

Yes

SAT

3.1 (19.1)

A (C)

3.1 (19.8)

A (C)

PM

4.1 (66.5)

A (F)

15.8 (>120)

C (F)

Signal

SSSC

SSSC
SSSC/
7
Signal

2015 Plus DEIR
Project

Significant
Impact?

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

>120
(v/c = 1.29)

F

Yes

3

4

68.4

E

Yes

4

5

50.2 (>120)

F (F)

Yes

5

No

3.1 (19.8)

A (C)

No

No

6

3.1 (22.3)

A (C)

No

6

4.0 (26.0)

A (D)

No

12.0

B

No

SAT

6.7 (108.1)

A (F)

54.3 (>120)

F (F)

No

PM

3.5 (29.1)

A (D)

11.7

B

No

SAT

2.7 (17.6)

A (C)

10.3

B

No

10.6

B

No

8

114.9

F

Yes

8

8

122.2

F

Yes

8

PM

102.5

F

124.6

F

Yes

SAT

101.6

F

133.9

F

Yes

Signal

2015 Plus Revised
Project

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F
1.
2.

Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection
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
2015 No Project
#

5.

6.

9.

Intersection

Jurisdiction

Alcatraz Avenue/College
Avenue

Berkeley

Alcatraz Avenue/
Claremont Avenue

Berkeley

College Avenue/
nd
Claremont Avenue/62
Street

Oakland

Traffic
1
Control

Peak
Hour

2015 Plus Revised
Project Mitigated

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

Delay
2
(seconds)

PM

119.6
(v/c = 1.20)

F

>120
(v/c = 1.29)

F

73.9
(v/c = 1.14)

SAT

44.1

D

68.4

E

31.9

PM

66.4 (>120)

F (F)

50.2 (>120)

F (F)

9.2

Signal

SSSC/
4
Signal

2015 Plus Revised
Project

LOS
E
C

Significant and
3
unavoidable

A
A

SAT

3.1 (19.1)

A (C)

3.1 (19.8)

A (C)

5.0

PM

102.5

F

114.9

F

85.9

F

SAT

101.6

F

122.2

F

83.8

F

Signal

Significance
After
Mitigation

Significant and
3
unavoidable

Less than
significant

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F
1.
2.

Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection
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
2035 No Project

#

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

Intersection

Alcatraz Avenue/College
Avenue
Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont
Avenue
rd

63 Street/College Avenue
Mystic Street/Auburn
Avenue/Claremont Avenue

College Avenue/Claremont
nd
Avenue/62 Street

Jurisdiction

Berkeley

Berkeley

Oakland

Oakland

Oakland

Traffic
1
Control

Peak
Hour

Delay
2
(seconds)

PM

Significant
Impact?

LOS

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

>120
(v/c = 1.51)

F

>120
(v/c = 1.57)

F

Yes

3

SAT

64.2

E

89.1

F

Yes

PM

>120 (>120)

F (F)

>120 (>120)

F (F)

SAT

21.1 (>120)

C (F)

17.2 (100.5)

PM

6.0 (>120)

A (F)

10.8 (103.8)

Signal

SSSC

SSSC
SSSC/
7
Signal

2035 Plus DEIR
Project

2035 Plus Revised
Project

Significant
Impact?

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

>120
(v/c = 1.62)

F

Yes

3

4

95.7

F

Yes

4

Yes

5

>120 (>120)

F (F)

Yes

5

C (F)

Yes

5

17.1 (100.1)

C (F)

Yes

5

B (F)

No

3.6 (30.7)

A (D)

No

4.6 (35.5)

A (E)

No

6

SAT

12.5 (>120)

A (F)

>120 (>120)

F (F)

Yes

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

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

Signal

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.
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Table 2-6 Intersection Level of Service – 2035 Plus Revised Project Mitigated Conditions
2035 No Project
#

5.

6.

9.

Intersection

Jurisdiction

Alcatraz Avenue/ College
Avenue

Berkeley

Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont
Avenue

Berkeley

College Avenue/Claremont
nd
Avenue/ 62 Street

Oakland

Traffic
1
Control

Peak
Hour

2035 Plus Revised
Project Mitigated

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

PM

>120
(v/c = 1.51)

F

>120
(v/c = 1.62)

F

>120
(v/c = 1.30)

F

SAT

64.2

E

95.7

F

42.0

D

PM

>120 (>120)

F (F)

>120 (>120)

F (F)

28.3

C

SAT

21.1 (>120)

C (F)

17.1 (100.1)

C (F)

7.1

A

PM

>120
(v/c = 1.67)

F

>120
(v/c = 1.75)

F

>120
(v/c = 1.46)

F

>120
(v/c = 1.39)

F

>120
(v/c = 1.46)

F

>120
(v/c = 1.32)

F

Signal

SSSC/
4
Signal

2035 Plus Revised
Project

Signal
SAT

Significance
After
Mitigation

Significant and
3
unavoidable
Significant and
3
unavoidable

Less than
significant

Notes: Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F
1.
2.

Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection
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-thansignificant 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 NOI3, 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 63rd 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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TABLE 2-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS
OF THE REVISED PROJECT
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Environmental Impact

Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance after
Application of Standard Conditions
of Approval and Mitigation

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
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TABLE 2-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS
OF THE REVISED PROJECT
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Environmental Impact

Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance after
Application of Standard Conditions
of Approval and Mitigation

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.

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.

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
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TABLE 2-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS
OF THE REVISED PROJECT
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Environmental Impact

Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures
approvals. The improvements may include providing a
northbound left-turn lane on College Avenue, changing the leftturn 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 actuateduncoordinated 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).

Level of Significance after
Application of Standard Conditions
of Approval and Mitigation

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.

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.
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TABLE 2-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS
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____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Environmental Impact

Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance after
Application of Standard Conditions
of Approval and Mitigation

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.

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.

Prior to the installation of the traffic signals, a complete traffic
signal warrant analysis shall be conducted at this location to
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Environmental Impact

Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures
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.

Level of Significance after
Application of Standard Conditions
of Approval and Mitigation

Less than Significant

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
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Environmental Impact

Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance after
Application of Standard Conditions
of Approval and Mitigation

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
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Environmental Impact

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)

Level of Significance after
Application of Standard Conditions
Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures
of Approval and Mitigation
unacceptable conditions, the average intersection vehicle delay
Since the mitigation measure would
during both peak hours would be less than under 2015 No Project need to be approved and
Conditions. No secondary significant impacts would result from implemented by City of Berkeley
implementation of this measure.
and Caltrans, the impact is
considered significant and
As part of the Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project Settlement
unavoidable. However, in the event
that Mitigation Measure TRANS‐1
Agreement, City of Berkeley is planning improvements at this
intersection. These improvements are currently in the preliminary
were implemented, the impact
feasibility study phase, do not have final design, and do not have
would be less than significant.
approvals. The improvements may include providing a
northbound left-turn lane on College Avenue, changing the leftturn 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.
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.

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
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Environmental Impact

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

Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures

• 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.

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.

Level of Significance after
Application of Standard Conditions
of Approval and Mitigation

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

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.
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Environmental Impact
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)

Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures
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.

Level of Significance after
Application of Standard Conditions
of Approval and Mitigation
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.

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 leftturn 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.
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Environmental Impact

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)

Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures

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/rightturn 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.

Level of Significance after
Application of Standard Conditions
of Approval and Mitigation

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.

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
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Environmental Impact

Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures
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

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:

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.

• 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.
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Level of Significance after
Application of Standard Conditions
of Approval and Mitigation

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

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 63rd
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.

Less than Significant

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.
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)
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Environmental Impact
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the adjacent intersections that are in the same signal
coordination group.

Level of Significance after
Application of Standard Conditions
of Approval and Mitigation

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,
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Environmental Impact

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)

Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance after
Application of Standard Conditions
of Approval and Mitigation

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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Environmental Impact
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hour. No secondary significant impacts would result from
implementation of this measure.

Level of Significance after
Application of Standard Conditions
of Approval and Mitigation

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 63rd 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

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, aftertreatment 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

4.4 Air Quality
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TAC, including DPM, exhaust
emissions by implementing feasible
controls and requiring up-to-date
equipment. With mitigation, the
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Level of Significance after
Application of Standard Conditions
of Approval and Mitigation

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

Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures
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.

Level of Significance after
Application of Standard Conditions
of Approval and Mitigation

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)
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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

Correspondence
Dated

Agency/Signatory Name

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

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
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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

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

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
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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

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:
51st 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.
62nd and 63rd 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
Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-3

July 2012

3. Responses to Written Comment Received on the DEIR

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.
2.
4.
5.
6.
7.
1

Ashby Avenue/College Avenue
Ashby Avenue/Claremont Avenue
Alcatraz Avenue/Telegraph Avenue
Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue
Alcatraz Avenue/Claremont Avenue
63rd Street/College Avenue

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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College Avenue/Claremont Avenue/62nd Street
10. Forest Street/Claremont Avenue
9.

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 63rd 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/62nd 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

Jurisdiction

Traffic
1
Control

Existing No Project
Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

Existing Plus Revised
Project
Delay
LOS
2
(seconds)

Impact?

1.

Ashby Avenue/College Avenue

Berkeley

Signal

836
(v/c = 1.18)

F

93.2
(v/c = 1.20)

F

Yes

2.

Ashby Avenue/ Claremont Avenue

Berkeley

Signal

28.8

C

29.4

C

No

4.

Alcatraz Avenue/ Telegraph Avenue

Oakland

Signal

27.8

C

28.4

C

No

3

DEIR
Impact?

Yes
No
No

4

5.

Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

Berkeley

Signal

55.2

E

76.7

E

Yes

6.

Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont Avenue

Berkeley

SSSC

3.3 (19.3)

A (C)

3.3 (20.0)

A (C)

No

Yes
No

rd

7.

63 Street/College Avenue

Oakland

SSSC

5.4 (89.4)

A (F)

4.6 (33.4)

A (D)

No

9.

College Avenue/ Claremont
nd
Avenue/62 Street

Oakland

Signal

70.4

E

79.3

E

Yes

10.

Forest Street/Claremont Avenue

Oakland

Signal

20.5

C

21.0

C

No

5

Yes

Yes
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
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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 63rd 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 63rd 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 hour2 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.
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Table 5-3: Saturday Midday Intersection Level of Service – Existing Plus Revised Project Mitigated Conditions

#

Intersection

Jurisdict
ion

Traffic
1
Control

Existing No
Project

Existing Plus
Revised Project

Delay
Delay
2 LOS
2
(seconds)
(seconds)

Existing Plus
Revised Project
Mitigated

LOS

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

Significance
After
Mitigation

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
3
unavoidable

5.

Alcatraz Avenue/
College Avenue

Berkeley

Signal

55.2

E

76.7

E

48.3

D

Significant
and
3
unavoidable

9.

College Avenue/
Claremont Avenue/
nd
62 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.
2.

Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection
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 63rd 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/62nd 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
1
Control

2015 No Project
Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

2015 Plus Revised
Project
Delay
LOS
2
(seconds)

Impact?

1.

Ashby Avenue/College Avenue

Berkeley

Signal

101.2
(v/c = 1.24)

F

112.4
(v/c = 1.26)

F

Yes

2.

Ashby Avenue/ Claremont Avenue

Berkeley

Signal

32.7

C

33.6

C

No

4.

Alcatraz Avenue/ Telegraph Avenue

Oakland

Signal

29.9

C

30.9

C

No

3

DEIR
Impact?

Yes
No
No

4

5.

Alcatraz Avenue/College Avenue

Berkeley

Signal

71.2

E

104.1

F

Yes

6.

Alcatraz Avenue/ Claremont Avenue

Berkeley

SSSC

4.9 (27.9)

A (D)

5.1 (29.4)

A (D)

No

Yes
No

rd

7.

63 Street/College Avenue

Oakland

SSSC

13.6 (>120)

B (F)

4.0 (33.5)

A (D)

No

9.

College Avenue/ Claremont
nd
Avenue/62 Street

Oakland

Signal

94.8

F

109.2

F

Yes

10
.

Forest Street/Claremont Avenue

Oakland

Signal

24.9

C

25.5

C

No

5

Yes

Yes
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 63rd 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 63rd 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 hour3 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

Jurisdiction

Traffic
1
Control

2015 No Project

2015 Plus
Revised Project

Delay
Delay
2 LOS
2
(seconds)
(seconds)

2015 Plus
Revised Project
Mitigated

LOS

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

Significance
After
Mitigation

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
3
unavoidable

5.

Alcatraz Avenue/
College Avenue

Berkeley

Signal

71.2

E

104.1

F

52.9

D

Significant
and
3
unavoidable

9.

College Avenue/
Claremont Avenue/
nd
62 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.
2.

Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection
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 56 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 63rd 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/62nd 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
1
Control

2035 No Project
Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

2035 Plus Revised
Project
Delay
LOS
2
(seconds)

Impact?

DEIR
Impact?

1.

Ashby Avenue/College Avenue

Berkeley

Signal

>120
(v/c = 1.36)

F

>120
(v/c = 1.38)

F

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 Street/College Avenue

Oakland

SSSC

30.8 (>120)

D (F)

5.0 (51.6)

B (F)

No

9.

College Avenue/ Claremont
nd
Avenue/62 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

rd

3

7

Yes

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 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 63rd 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 hour4 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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-16

July 2012

3. Responses to Written Comment Received on the DEIR

Table 5-7: Saturday Midday Intersection Level of Service – 2035 Plus Revised Project Mitigated Conditions

#

Intersection

Jurisdiction

Traffic
1
Control

2035 No Project

2035 Plus
Revised Project

Delay
Delay
2 LOS
2
(seconds)
(seconds)

2035 Plus
Revised Project
Mitigated

LOS

Delay
2
(seconds)

LOS

Significance
After
Mitigation

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
3
unavoidable

5.

Alcatraz Avenue/
College Avenue

Berkeley

Signal

>120
(v/c = 1.28)

F

>120
(v/c = 1.41)

F

74.4

E

Significant
and
3
unavoidable

6.

Alcatraz Avenue/
Claremont Avenue

Berkeley

SSSC/
4
Signal

85.2
(>120)

F (F)

89.0
(>120)

F (F)

12.6

B

Significant
and
3
unavoidable

9.

College Avenue/
Claremont Avenue/
nd
62 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.
2.

Signal = signalized intersection, SSSC = side-street stop controlled intersection
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.

Figure 5-1 - Existing On-Site Parking Demand
120

Parking Demand

100
80
60
Weekday
40

Saturday
Supply

20
0

Time of Day

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 85th 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
1
Safeway Parking Lot

95

93

83

87

23

23

60

64

12

6

Safeway Parking Demand
Employees

2

3

Customers
Non-Safeway Parking Demand

4

Notes:
1. Based on data collected in October and November 2011.
th
2. Based on ITE’s Parking Generation (4 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.

Parking Demand

Figure 5-2 - Existing Parking Demand on Adjacent Streets*
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* College Ave between Claremont and Alcatraz Aves and Claremont Ave between College and Alcatraz Aves.

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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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

Safeway
Retail

Saturday
Peak
Demand

1

177

186

820

2

20

23

931

3

29

45

ITE Code

51.510 KSF

850

7.913 KSF

Restaurant

Weekday
Peak
Demand

Size

2.744 KSF

Notes:
1.

Based on ITE’s Parking Generation (4th 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 (4th 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 (4th 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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Figure 5-3 - Estimated Project Parking Demand (Weekday)
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Figure 5-4 - Estimated Project Parking Demand (Saturday)
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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

Saturday

(6:00 PM)

(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
Weekday

Saturday

(6:00 PM)

(6:00 PM)

51.510 KSF

44

44

7.913 KSF

6

7

2.744 KSF

8

8

Total

58

59

Parking Supply

27

27

Parking Deficit

-31

-32

Land Use
1

Safeway
Retail

2

Restaurant

3

Size

Notes:

1.
2.
3.

See DEIR page 4.3-111.
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.
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

Saturday

(6:00 PM)

(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

Saturday

(6:00 PM)

(6:00 PM)

41

63

12

6

53

69

+1

+1

-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
5
Adjacent to the project

13

21

Net Parking Deficit (with using available
on-street parking adjacent to the project
site)

42

50

Additional Parking Demand
Project Parking Deficit

1

Current Non-Safeway Vehicles
2
Parked at Safeway
Total
Changes to On-Street Parking Supply
Project

3

Mitigation Measures

4

Notes:
1.
2.
3.

See Table 5-10 for details.
See Table 5-8 for details.
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.
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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 TRANS17A 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 TRANS17A. 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 TRANS17B (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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-31

July 2012

3. Responses to Written Comment Received on the DEIR

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 projectgenerated 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 memorandum6, 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 stopcontrolled 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

7

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.
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

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

1

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
Peak Hour Warrant Met?
Intersection

Existing
Control1

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 stopcontrolled 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 63rd
Street because it will prohibit left turns to and from 63rd Street and through movements between 63rd
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 cutthrough 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

8

Diversion Travel Route

Existing Plus Project
Conditions Travel Time
(Minute : Second)
Congested
Route

Diversion
Route

Likelihood
of Diverted
Traffic

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

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)
Congested
Route

Diversion
Route

Likelihood
of Diverted
Traffic

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)
Congested
Route

From NB Claremont Ave at
Colby St to NB College Ave at
Woolsey St

Diversion
Route

Likelihood of
Diverted
Traffic

Colby Street – Alcatraz Ave –
College Ave

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

College Ave - Alcatraz Ave Colby St

3:00

No diversion
expected

2:30

Some diversion

From SB on College Ave at
Woolsey St to SB Claremont
Ave at Colby St
Safeway Shopping Center –
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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)
Congested
Route

Diversion
Route

Hillegass Ave - Claremont Ave

Likelihood of
Diverted
Traffic
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

3:30

No diversion
expected

Alcatraz Ave - Hillegass Ave Claremont Ave - Forest Ave

3:00

No diversion
expected

Forest Ave - Colby St Alcatraz Ave

5:00

No diversion
expected

4:00

No diversion
expected

3:00

Some diversion
expected

SB College Ave from Alcatraz
Ave to Forest Street

Alcatraz Ave - Colby St Forest Ave
2:30

NB College Ave from Forest St
to Alcatraz Ave
From EB Alcatraz Ave at
Colby St to SB College Ave at
Forest St
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Table 5-17 – Travel Time Comparison – Congested Routes

Congested Travel Route

From NB College Ave at
Forest St to WB Alcatraz Ave
at Colby St
From EB Alcatraz Ave at
Colby St to SB College Ave at
63rd St

Diversion Travel Route

Existing Plus Project
Conditions Travel Time
(Minute : Second)

Likelihood of
Diverted
Traffic

Congested
Route

Diversion
Route

4:00

5:00

No diversion
expected

1:30

Some diversion
expected

1:30

Some diversion
expected

Forest Ave - Colby St Alcatraz Ave
Colby St - 63rd Street

2:00
Hillegass Ave - 63rd Street

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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-41

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

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 515, 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
Safeway Shopping Center –
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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 Study10
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 51st 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

10

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.
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 coexisted 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 51st 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 51st 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 51st 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 51st/Broadway Safeway store, and
determined an estimated 28 percent of the Claremont/College Safeway store’s market area households are
in common with the 51st/Broadway Safeway project. As a result, it is estimated that approximately $18.5
million of the sales at the 51st/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

13

14

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.
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/
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.
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of the mitigation measure would reduce TAC, including DPM, exhaust emissions to a less-thansignificant 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
16

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011.
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
17
project-level air quality impacts should be as comprehensive and rigorous as possible.”

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
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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 Manual19 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 units20 which is based on the
California Air Resources Board (ARB) Refrigerant Management Program rule21. ARB’s Refrigerant
19
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http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/greenhouse_gases/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-Final1.pdf, accessed
December 15, 2011.
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.
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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

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-58

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

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
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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, smallscale 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 neighborhoodoriented 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 pedestrianoriented 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 4.27), 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 threestory 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
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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.
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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 vehiclesmiles-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 51st 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

1
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Comment Letter A-1, cont’d.

1

2

3

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-71

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter A-1, cont’d.
4

5

6

7
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Comment Letter A-1, cont’d.

8

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.
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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

1

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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Comment Letter A-2, cont’d.
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Comment Letter A-2, cont’d.
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Comment Letter A-2, cont’d.

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 leftturning 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.
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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 nonSafeway 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 nonautomobile 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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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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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, energyand 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
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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 A4-2 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 522).
In addition, the DEIR identified one impact, TRANS-17, as a significant impact on pedestrian safety at
the 63rd 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 leftturning 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 63rd
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 nameidentity 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 threefourths 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 526 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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Comment Letter A-6

1
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Comment Letter A-6, cont’d.

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.
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Comment Letter B-1

1
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Comment Letter B-1, cont'd.

1

2

3

4
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Comment Letter B-1, cont’d.

5

6

7
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Comment Letter B-1, cont’d.
7

8

9

10
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Comment Letter B-1, cont’d.
10

11

12

13
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Comment Letter B-1, cont’d.

13

14
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Comment Letter B-1, cont’d.

14

15

16

17
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Comment Letter B-1, cont’d.

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,
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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 51st 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 51st and Broadway Shopping Center Project. Appendix G of the DEIR
(Safeway on College Avenue and 51st 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 51st 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
51st and Broadway Shopping Center Project was considered as part of the land use assumptions:
51st and Broadway Shopping
Center Project
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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 cutthrough 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 4.314, 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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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

1

2

3
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Comment Letter B-2, cont’d.

4

5
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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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Comment Letter B-3

1

2

3
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Comment Letter B-3, cont’d.

4

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.
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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

1

2
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Comment Letter B-4, cont’d.
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3
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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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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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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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Comment Letter B-4, cont’d.
23
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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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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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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
Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-166

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

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 M10 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
Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-169

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

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 4.620 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 B4. 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-ofway, 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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-176

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter B-6

1

2

3

4

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-177

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter B-6, cont’d.

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

14
15
16

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-178

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter B-6, cont’d.

17
18
19

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
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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 63rd 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 63rd
Street/College Avenue intersection to prohibit left-turns and through movements from the Project
Driveway and limit access to 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd Street. The Revised Project would also prohibit left-turns and through
movements from 63rd Street, reducing the traffic volumes on 63rd 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 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-1

1
2
3
4
5

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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-184

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-2
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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 63rd
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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Comment Letter C-3, cont’d.
10

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 62nd 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.
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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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Comment Letter C-4, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-4, cont’d.
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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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Comment Letter C-5

1

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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Comment Letter C-6

1

Response to Comment C-6-1
The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.

Comment Letter C-7

1
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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 51st Street and
Broadway. No further response is required.
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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.

Comment Letter C-10
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Comment Letter C-10 cont’d.

2

3

4

5

6

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-200

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-10 cont’d.

6

7

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-201

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-10 cont’d.

7

8

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-202

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-10 cont’d.

8

9

10

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-203

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-10 cont’d.

11

12

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-204

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-10 cont’d.

12

13

14

15

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-205

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-10 cont’d.
15

16

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-206

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-10 cont’d.

16

17

18

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-207

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-10 cont’d.

18

19

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-208

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-10 cont’d.

19

20

21

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-209

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-10 cont’d.

21

22

23

24

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-210

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-10 cont’d.

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
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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 M9.
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-thansignificant 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 C31 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 M6. 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 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-11, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-11, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-11, cont’d.

9

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.
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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 2,744square-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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Comment Letter C-12

1

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.
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Comment Letter C-13
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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.

Comment Letter C-14

1

2

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
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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, D31, E-142, and Master Response M-9.

Comment Letter C-15

1

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.
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Comment Letter C-16

1

2

3
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Comment Letter C-16, cont’d.
3

4

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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-230

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

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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Comment Letter C-17

1

2
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Comment Letter C-17, cont’d.
2

3

4

5
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Comment Letter C-17, cont’d.

5

6

7
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Comment Letter C-17, cont’d.

9

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 63rd 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 63rd Street.
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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 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 on 63rd 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 M5) 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-thansignificant 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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Comment Letter C-18

1

Response to Comment C-18-1
The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.
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Comment Letter C-19

1

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.
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Comment Letter C-20

1

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.”
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Comment Letter C-21

1

Response to Comment C-21-1
The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.
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Comment Letter C-22

1
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Comment Letter C-22, cont’d.
8
9

10

11

12

13

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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-243

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

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
62nd Street), southwest (between 62nd 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 63rd Street/Claremont Avenue intersection. However, no such intersection
exists. This response assumes that the comment refers to the 63rd 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, allway 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
63rd 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 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-23

1

Response to Comment C-23-1
The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.
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Comment Letter C-24

1

2
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Comment Letter C-24, cont’d.
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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 M5, 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, C10-7, 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.

Comment Letter C-25

1

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.

Comment Letter C-26
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Comment Letter C-26, cont’d.
12

13

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 95th 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
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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.
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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-thansignificant 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, C10-10, 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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Comment Letter C-27

1
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4
5
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Comment Letter C-27, cont’d.

6

7
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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.

Comment Letter C-28

1

Response to Comment C-28-1
The comment in support of the project is noted; no response is necessary.
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Comment Letter C-29

1

2

3

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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Comment Letter C-30

1

2

3

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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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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection. Thus, the comment is no longer applicable to the
63rd 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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-271

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-31

1

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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Comment Letter C-32

1

2
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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
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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.

Comment Letter C-33

1

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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Comment Letter C-34
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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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Comment Letter C-35

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.
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Comment Letter C-36

1

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.
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Comment Letter C-37

1
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Comment Letter C-37, cont’d.
1

2
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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 4.356 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-oftown corporations and a too-attractive neighborhood collide,” please see Master Responses M-6 and M-9.
Regarding the 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection, see Chapter 2 for a description of the revised
project and proposed reconfiguration of the 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection. The revised project
would reconfigure the intersection to limit automobile traffic to right-in/right-out only between 63rd Street
and College Avenue. The proposed reconfiguration would reduce the amount of traffic and the delay
experienced by motorists on 63rd Street. Regarding the adequacy of the proposed parking, please see
Master Response M-3.
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Comment Letter C-38

1

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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Comment Letter C-39

1
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Comment Letter C-39, cont’d.

1
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Comment Letter C-39, cont’d.

2

3

4
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Comment Letter C-39, cont’d.

7

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
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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
63rd 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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-288

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

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 nonCEQA 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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-289

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-40

1

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.
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Comment Letter C-41

1

Response to Comment C-41-1
The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.
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Comment Letter C-42

1

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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Comment Letter C-43

1

Response to Comment C-43-1
The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.
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Comment Letter C-44

1

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.
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Comment Letter C-45

1

2

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 63rd Street/College
Avenue intersection which would eliminate the need for mitigation measure which would signalize the
intersection.
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Comment Letter C-46

1

2
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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.

Comment Letter C-47

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.

Comment Letter C-48

1

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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-298

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

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.

Comment Letter C-49

1

2

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 the51stBroadway 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 51st-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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-300

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-50

1
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4
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Comment Letter C-50, cont’d.
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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 M9. For additional discussion on the size and scale of the project, please see Responses to Comments A-41, 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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Comment Letter C-51

1
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Comment Letter C-51, cont’d.

1

2
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Comment Letter C-51, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-51, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-51, cont’d.
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3
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Comment Letter C-51, cont’d.
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5
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Comment Letter C-51, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-51, cont’d.

5

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.
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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 C156-4, 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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-314

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-52

1

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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Comment Letter C-53

1

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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-316

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-54

1

2

3

4

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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Comment Letter C-55

1
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Comment Letter C-55, cont’d.

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 oneitem agenda, that was not feasible due to the large backlog in Planning Commission items. While the City
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was unable to delay the public hearing beyond the scheduled July 20th 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 20th 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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Comment Letter C-56

1
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Comment Letter C-56, cont’d.
1

2
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Comment Letter C-56, cont’d.

3
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Comment Letter C-56, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-56, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-56, cont’d.

5

6
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Comment Letter C-56, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-56, cont’d.

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,
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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 63rd Street. However, the revised project, as described in Chapter 2 this FEIR,
proposes to reconfigure the 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd Street/College Avenue
intersection and eliminate Impact TRANS-13, and the need for Mitigation Measures TRANS-13, which
consisted of signalizing the 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-57

1
2

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 62nd Street), southwest
(between 62nd 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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Comment Letter C-58

1
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Comment Letter C-58, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-58, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-58, cont’d.
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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 prepackaged 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 C156-5.
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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 C58-1. 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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Comment Letter C-59
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2
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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.

Comment Letter C-60

1

Response to Comment C-60-1
The comment expresses concern about increased automobile traffic on 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-61

1
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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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Comment Letter C-62
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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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Comment Letter C-63

1

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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Comment Letter C-64

1

Response to Comment C-64-1
Please see Responses to Comments E-3 and E-39.
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Comment Letter C-65

1

2

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 63rd 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.
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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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Comment Letter C-66
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Comment Letter C-66, cont’d.
7

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 sitespecific 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
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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 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-67

1
2
3

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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Comment Letter C-68

1
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Comment Letter C-68, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-68, cont’d.

6

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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Comment Letter C-69
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Comment Letter C-69, cont’d.
6
7

8
9

10
11
12

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
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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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-361

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

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 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-70

1

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.
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Comment Letter C-71

1

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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Comment Letter C-72

1
2

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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Comment Letter C-73
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Comment Letter C-73, cont’d.
13

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.
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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 projectgenerated 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 stopcontrolled 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 leftturning 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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-369

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

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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Comment Letter C-74

1
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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.

Comment Letter C-75

Response to Comment C-75-1
The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.
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Comment Letter C-76

1

Response to Comment C-76-1
The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.
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Comment Letter C-77

1

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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Comment Letter C-78

1

2
3
4
5

6

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 4.318, 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 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-79
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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 51st and Broadway Shopping Center Project in the cumulative
traffic analysis.
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Comment Letter C-80

1

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 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-81

1

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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Comment Letter C-82

1

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, D31, 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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Comment Letter C-83

1

2
3
4

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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Comment Letter C-84

1

2
3

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.

Comment Letter C-85

1

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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Comment Letter C-86

1

2
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Comment Letter C-86, cont’d.
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3
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Comment Letter C-86, cont’d.
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4
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Comment Letter C-86, cont’d.
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5
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Comment Letter C-86, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-86, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-86, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-86, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-86, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-86, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-86, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-86, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-86, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-86, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-86, cont’d.

6

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.
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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 neighborhoodserving. 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
17

18

William Fulton, Guide to California Planning, page 129, 1999.
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.
For the purposes of the greenhouse gas and air quality analyses, a longer trip length was conservatively assumed.
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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

20

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.
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.
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Comment Letter C-87

1
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Comment Letter C-87, cont’d.

1

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.
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Comment Letter C-88

1
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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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Comment Letter C-89

1

2

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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Comment Letter C-90

1
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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 63rd 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.
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Comment Letter C-91

1

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.

Comment Letter C-92

1
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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.

Comment Letter C-93

1

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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Comment Letter C-94

1

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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Comment Letter C-95

1

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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Comment Letter C-96

1

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.

Comment Letter C-97

1
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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.

Comment Letter C-98

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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Comment Letter C-99

1

2

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.

Comment Letter C-100

1
2

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
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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 63rd Street/College Avenue
intersection and limit automobile access between 63rd 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 E86. 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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Comment Letter C-103, cont’d.
14

15

16

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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Comment Letter C-105, cont’d.
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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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-437

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-106

1

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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Comment Letter C-107

1

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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Comment Letter C-108

1

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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-440

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-109

1
2
3

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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Comment Letter C-110

1

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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Comment Letter C-111

1

2
3

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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Comment Letter C-112

1

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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Comment Letter C-114
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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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Comment Letter C-115
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Comment Letter C-115, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-115, cont’d.

21

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.
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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 62nd and 63rd
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 51st
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 62nd 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 63rd 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 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection by prohibiting left-turns to and from 63rd 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
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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 4.28, 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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Comment Letter C-116

1

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, cont’d.

1

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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Comment Letter C-118

1

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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Comment Letter C-119

1
2
3

4

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.

Comment Letter C-120

1
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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.

Comment Letter C-121

1

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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Comment Letter C-122

1

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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Comment Letter C-123

1

2

3
4

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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Comment Letter C-124

1

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
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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, E142 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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Comment Letter C-125

1

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.
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Comment Letter C-126

1

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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Comment Letter C-127
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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 51st 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 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection currently operates at
an overall LOS A during both weekday and Saturday PM peak hours. The stop-controlled eastbound
63rd 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 63rd Street/ College Avenue intersection and limit automobile access between 63rd Street and College
Avenue to right turns only.
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Comment Letter C-128

1

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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-503

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-129

1

2

3

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.

Comment Letter C-130

1
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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 TRANS17B. 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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-506

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-131
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2
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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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-132

1

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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-509

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-133

1

2

3
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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 twohour 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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Comment Letter C-134

1

2

3

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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Comment Letter C-135

1

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-514

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-135, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-135, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-135, cont’d.
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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
Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-521

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

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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Comment Letter C-136

1

2

3

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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Comment Letter C-137

1
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Comment Letter C-137, cont’d.

18

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, autooriented 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 63rd Street/College Avenue
intersection. Note that the DEIR identifies Impact TRANS-13 as a significant and unavoidable impact at
the 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection. However, note that 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 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 nonCEQA 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-thansignificant 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 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection. The revised project would eliminate Impact
TRANS-17B and Mitigation Measure TRANS-17B is no longer necessary.
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Comment Letter C-138

1

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.

Comment Letter C-139

1

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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Comment Letter C-140

1

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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Comment Letter C-141

1
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Comment Letter C-141, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-141, cont’d.

6

7

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 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate
Impacts TRANS-13 and the need for Mitigation Measures TRANS-13, which consisted of signalizing the
63rd Street/College Avenue intersection. The mitigation measure is not necessary under the revised
project. Also the revised project would limit access between 63rd Street and College Avenue to right-turns
only which would reduce the potential for cut-through traffic on 63rd 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 C86-5.
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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-541

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-142

1

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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Comment Letter C-143

1
2
3

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.

Comment Letter C-144

1

2

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 63rd
Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate Impacts TRANS-13 and the need for Mitigation
Measures TRANS-13, which consisted of signalizing the 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection. The
mitigation measure is not necessary under the revised project. Also the revised project would limit access
between 63rd Street and College Avenue to right-turns only which would reduce the potential for cutthrough traffic on 63rd 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, D31, 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.

Comment Letter C-145

1
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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.

Comment Letter C-146

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
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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 51st 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 62nd and 63rd Streets, respectively. Note that 63rd 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 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection and limit automobile access between 63rd 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 63rd 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
Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-547

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

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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Comment Letter C-147

1

2

3

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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Comment Letter C-148

1

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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Comment Letter C-149

1

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 E142.
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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-552

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

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.

Comment Letter C-150

1
2
3

Response to Comment C-150-1
This comment is consistent with Figure 4.3-6 of the DEIR which shows that parking occupancy on
63rd Street near College Avenue and on College Avenue near 63rd 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.
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Comment Letter C-151

1

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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Comment Letter C-152

1

2
3
4
5
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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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Comment Letter C-153

1

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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Comment Letter C-154

1

2

3

4

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
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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 51st and Broadway Shopping Center is not
applicable to this project because the 51st 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 51st 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 62nd
and 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-155

1

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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Comment Letter C-156

1

2

3
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Comment Letter C-156, cont’d.
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4
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Comment Letter C-156, cont’d.
10

11
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Comment Letter C-156, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-156, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-156, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-156, cont’d.

17
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Comment Letter C-156, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-156, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-156, cont’d.
18
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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 fourstory 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-511, 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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Comment Letter C-157

1

2

3

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 M3 regarding potential traffic circulating for available parking space.
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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 4.318, 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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Comment Letter C-158

1

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

1

2

3
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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 4.3112).
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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Comment Letter C-160

1

Response to Comment C-160-1
The City will consider the comment opposing the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.

Comment Letter C-161

1

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.
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Comment Letter C-162
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Comment Letter C-162, cont’d.
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Response to Comment C-162-1
As stated in the comment, the DEIR assigns few project-generated automobile trips to 63rd Street (about
four percent of total new trips), and does not identify any significant impacts on 63rd 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 63rd Street (the traffic volume on
63rd 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 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 63rd 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 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 (not 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd Street to nine feet would not change these results.
Response to Comment C-162-4
The comment states that most traffic turning between 63rd 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 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate the left-turns from
northbound College Avenue to 63rd Street and from 63rd Street to northbound College Avenue, which
would reduce the potential for cut-through traffic on 63rd 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
63rd 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 63rd Street. See
response to comment C-161-1 regarding reasons for assigning minimal project-generated traffic on
63rd Street.
The comment incorrectly states that the 63rd 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
63rd Street/College Avenue intersection, would result in negative effects on 63rd 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 63rd Street are not considered significant impacts under CEQA. Nevertheless,
considering the negative effects on traffic circulation and quality-of-life issues on 63rd 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 63rd 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
63rd Street/College Avenue intersection and implement the modifications suggested in this comment.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-592

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-163

1
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Comment Letter C-163, cont’d.

1

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.
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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 63rd 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 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-164

1

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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Comment Letter C-165

1

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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Comment Letter C-166

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.
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Comment Letter C-167
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Comment Letter C-167, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-167, cont’d.
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4

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 522; 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
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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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Comment Letter C-168

1

2

3

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.

Comment Letter C-169

1
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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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Comment Letter C-170

1

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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Comment Letter C-171

1

Response to Comment C-171-1
The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.
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Comment Letter C-172

1

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 C58-1.
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Comment Letter C-173
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Comment Letter C-173, cont’d.

5

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
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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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Comment Letter C-174

1
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Comment Letter 174, cont’d.

1

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.
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Comment Letter C-175

1
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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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Comment Letter C-176

1

2

3

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 63rd 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.

Comment Letter C-177

1
2

3

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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Comment Letter C-178
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Comment Letter C-178, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-178, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-178, cont’d.
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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 pedestrianoriented 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
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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 onstreet 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 63rd 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-today 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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Comment Letter C-179
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Comment Letter C-179, cont’d.

1

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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Comment Letter C-180, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-180, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-180, cont’d.
5

6

7

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.
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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 4.319, 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.
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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.

Comment Letter C-181

1
2
3

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.

Comment Letter C-182

1
2
3

4
5

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, D31, E-142, and Master Response M-9.
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Comment Letter C-183

1
2

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.
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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.

Comment Letter C-184

1

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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Comment Letter C-185

1

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 63rd
Street.

Comment Letter C-186

1

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
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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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Comment Letter C-187

1

2

3
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Comment Letter C-187, cont’d.
3

4

5

6
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Comment Letter C-187, cont’d.
6

7

8
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Comment Letter C-187, cont’d.

8
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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 63rd 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 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate Impact TRANS-13. Therefore,
Mitigation Measures TRANS-13, which consisted of signalizing the 63rd 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 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate the need for Mitigation Measure TRANS-13,
which consisted of signalizing the 63rd 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.
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Comment Letter C-188

1

2

3
Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-648

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-188, cont’d.

3

4

Response to Comment C-187-1
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-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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Comment Letter C-189

1

2
3

4

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 qualityrelated 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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Comment Letter C-190

1
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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.

Comment Letter C-191

1

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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Comment Letter C-192

1

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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Comment Letter C-193

1
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Comment Letter C-193, cont’d.
5

6
7
8
9

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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection.
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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 63rd Street/College
Avenue intersection and eliminate access between project driveway and 63rd Street, left-turns out of the
project driveway, and left-turns from and to 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-194
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Comment Letter C-194, cont’d.
9
10
11

12

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.
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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 63rd 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 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-195, cont’d.
6

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 51st 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.
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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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1

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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Comment Letter C-198

1

Response to Comment C-198-1
Please see Master Response M-6.
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Comment Letter C-199

1

2

3

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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-674

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-200

1

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-675

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

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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Comment Letter 201, cont’d.

3

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
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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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Comment Letter C-202, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-202, cont’d.

11

12

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 M3 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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Comment Letter C-203

1

2

3

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 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-204
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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 63rd 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.

Comment Letter C-205

1

Response to Comment C-205-1
This comment letter is in support of Comment Letter C-162. See Responses to Comment Letter C-162.
Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-689

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-206

1

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, E142 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.

Comment Letter C-207

1

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.
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Comment Letter C-208

1

2
3
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Comment Letter C-208, cont’d.
3
4
5
6

7

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
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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 C247-3.
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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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.

Comment Letter C-209

1

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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Comment Letter C-210

1

2

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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Comment Letter C-211

1
2
3
4

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.

Comment Letter C-212

1
2
3

4

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.

Comment Letter C-213

1

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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Comment Letter C-214

1

2

3
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Comment Letter C-214, cont’d.

4

5

6
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Comment Letter C-214, cont’d.

6

7
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Comment Letter C-214, cont’d.
7

8

9
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Comment Letter C-214, cont’d.

9

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-705

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-214, cont’d.
9

10

11
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Comment Letter C-214, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-214, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-214, cont’d.

24

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 63rd Street (the traffic volume on 63rd 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 63rd 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.
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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 MultiModal 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 C212-7, 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
51st 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 nonFriday 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):
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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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Comment Letter C-215

1

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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Comment Letter C-216

1

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
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Comment Letter C-216, cont’d.
9

10

11
12

Response to Comment C-216-1
The proposed project would provide access to and from the project garage at driveways on College
Avenue opposite 63rd 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.
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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 63rd 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 63rd Street, west of College
Avenue. Also note that although the project site currently provides a driveway opposite 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd Street.
See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which would reconfigure
the 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection and limit automobile access between 63rd 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
63rd 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 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection and
prohibits left-turns to and from 63rd Street.
Response to Comment C-216-6
The DEIR (page 4.3-96) acknowledges that Mitigation Measure TRANS-13, which would signalize the
63rd Street/College Avenue intersection, would result in queue spill backs on College Avenue and
negative effects on 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd 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-511, B-4-2, B-4-4, C-10-15, E-53, E-73, and E-142.
Regarding the left-turn lane on 63rd Street, transportation improvements such as with the proposed project
mitigations, are generally not considered land use impacts. Please refer to Response to Comment C-21612.
See Chapter 2 of this FEIR for a description and analysis of the revised project which would reconfigure
the 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection and eliminate the proposed left-turn lane on northbound
College Avenue at 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-217

1
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Comment Letter C-217, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-217, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-217, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-217, cont’d.

17

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 C32-1 for additional discussion on this subject.
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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 63rd 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 TRANS13 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 63rd 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 51st 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 51st 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 63rd 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 oneblock 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. 63rd 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 63rd
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
63rd 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 63rd
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 63rd
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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Comment Letter C-218

1

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.
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Comment Letter C-219

1

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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Comment Letter C-220

1

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, D31, 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 63rd 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.
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Comment Letter C-221

1
2

3
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Comment Letter C-221, cont’d.
9

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
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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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Comment Letter C-222

1

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.
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Comment Letter C-223

1
2
3
4
5

Response to Comment C-223-1
See Response to Comment C-162-1 regarding project impacts on 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd Street between College and
Hillegass Avenues is currently at or near capacity during both weekday and Saturday peak periods. The
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segment of 63rd 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.
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Comment Letter C-224

1

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.
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Comment Letter C-225

1
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Comment Letter C-225, cont’d.
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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 C10-7.
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 51st 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
62nd and 63rd 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 62nd and 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd
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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Comment Letter C-226

1

2

3

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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Comment Letter C-227

1

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.
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Comment Letter C-228

1
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Comment Letter C-228, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-228, cont’d.

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.
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Comment Letter C-229

1

2
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Comment Letter C-229, cont’d.
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Comment Letter C-229, cont’d.
5
6
7

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 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd Street. Considering the negative
effects on traffic circulation and quality-of-life issues on 63rd 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 63rd 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 63rd Street in the DEIR and the DEIR’s analysis of traffic on residential streets.
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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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Comment Letter C-230

1

Response to Comment C-230-1
Please see Response to Comment C-121-1.
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Comment Letter C-231

1

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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Comment Letter C-232
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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 C232-1 through C-232-11.
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Comment Letter C-233, cont’d.
1

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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Comment Letter C-234

1

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 M5 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 51st 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 62nd 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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-800

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-236

1

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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Comment Letter C-237

1

Response to Comment C-237-1
Please see Response to Comment C-121-1.
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Comment Letter C-238

1

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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Comment Letter C-239

1

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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Comment Letter C-240

1

Response to Comment C-240-1
The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.

Comment Letter C-241

1

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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Comment Letter C-242

1

Response to Comment C-242-1
The City will consider the comment supporting the project prior to taking action on the proposed project.

Comment Letter C-243

1

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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Comment Letter C-244

1

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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Comment Letter C-245

1

2

3

4

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 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-246

1
2
3

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 drystack 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 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-247, cont’d.

9

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, D31, 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.
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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 63rd Street/College Avenue intersection to limit automobile access and enhance pedestrian
crossings.
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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 63rd Street depending on the design for bulbouts. However, the revised
project, described and analyzed in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, would reconfigure the 63rd 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.

Comment Letter C-248

1

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 curbcuts 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 63rd 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.

Comment Letter C-249

1

2

3
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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.

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-819

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter C-250

1

2
3
4

5

6
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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.

Comment Letter C-251

1

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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Comment Letter C-252

1

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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Comment Letter C-253

1
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Comment Letter C-253, cont’d.

1
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Comment Letter C-253, cont’d.

1

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.

Comment Letter C-254

1

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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Comment Letter C-255

1

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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Comment Letter C-256

1

2

3

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.

Comment Letter C-257

1

2

Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-829

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

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 4.36) 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 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-258

1

2

3
4

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
Safeway Shopping Center –
College and Claremont Avenues
Responses to Comments and Final EIR

5-831

July 2012

5. Responses to Written Comments Received on the DEIR

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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Comment Letter C-259

1

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.

Comment Letter C-260

1
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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.

Comment Letter C-261

1
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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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Comment Letter C-262

1

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.

Comment Letter C-263

1
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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.

Comment Letter C-264

1

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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Comment Letter C-265

1

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.
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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.

Comment Letter C-266

1

2

3

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.

Comment Letter C-267

1
2

3

4
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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 M9.
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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Comment Letter C-268

1

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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Comment Letter C-269

1
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Comment Letter C-269, cont’d.

1

2
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Comment Letter 5.C-269,
cont’d.
Responses to
Written Comments Received on the DEIR

3

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 51st 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 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-270

1

2
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Comment Letter C-270
2

3

4

5
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Comment Letter C-270
5

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 63rd 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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Comment Letter C-271
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2
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Comment Letter C-271, cont’d.

4

5

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 lessthan-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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Comment Letter C-272
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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.

Comment Letter C-273

1

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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Comment Letter C-274

1

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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Comment Letter C-275
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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.
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Comment Letter C-276

1

2

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 63rd
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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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Comment Letter C-277
Kirk Peterson Architectural Drawings

1
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Comment Letter C-277, cont’d.
Kirk Peterson Architectural Drawings

1
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Comment Letter C-277, cont’d.
Kirk Peterson Architectural Drawings
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Kirk Peterson Architectural Drawings

Comment Letter C-277, cont’d.
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Kirk Peterson Architectural Drawings

Comment Letter C-277, cont’d.
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Kirk Peterson Architectural Drawings

Comment Letter C-277, cont’d.
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Kirk Peterson Architectural Drawings

Comment Letter C-277, cont’d.
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Kirk Peterson Architectural Drawings

Comment Letter C-277, cont’d.
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Kirk Peterson Architectural Drawings

Comment Letter C-277, cont’d.
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Kirk Peterson Architectural Drawings

Comment Letter C-277, cont’d.
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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.
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