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 A.  TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING 
 
1.  Introduction 
This section provides an evaluation of traffic and transportation issues related to the proposed project, including 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and parking.  The analysis evaluates traffic conditions during the weekday 
A.M. and P.M. peak hours.  The impacts of the proposed project were estimated using the current level of service 
methodologies set forth by the City of Oakland.   The project site location and the surrounding roadway network are 
illustrated in Figure IV‐1.   
 
The following eight intersections were analyzed: 
 


1.  Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street 
2.  Telegraph Avenue & SR‐24 WB off‐ramp – Aileen Street 
3.  Telegraph Avenue & SR 24 EB on‐ramp 
4.  Claremont Avenue & SR 24 EB off‐ramp – Clifton Street 
5.  Telegraph Avenue & 52nd Street – Claremont Avenue 
6.  Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue 
7.  Telegraph Avenue & 51st Street 
8.  Clarke Street & 51st Street 


 
The list of study intersections was based on the size of the project and the number of trips it would potentially 
generate, the surrounding study area, and with consideration to those intersections that are most likely to be 
impacted by the proposed project.  The final list of study intersections was selected in consultation with City of 
Oakland’s Transportation Service Division. The operation of these intersections was evaluated for the following 
scenarios: 
 


Scenario 1:   Existing Condition.  Level of service based on existing peak‐hour volumes, lane geometry, and 
traffic control (e.g., signal timing, signal phasing, STOP control, etc.).  


 
Scenario 2:  Exiting Plus Project Condition.  Existing peak‐hour volumes plus project‐generated traffic 


estimated for the mixed‐use development project.  This scenario assumes full build out of the 
proposed 120‐unit residential and 9,500 square‐foot commercial development project. For the 
purpose of this study, the traffic analysis evaluated traffic impacts based on 9,500 square feet 
of commercial use since it was the size of the commercial space at the time the traffic analysis 
began.  This is a conservative (i.e., worst‐case) scenario because the proposed project only 
contains 7,700 square feet.   
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Scenario 3: Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline (No Project) Condition.  Level of service based on existing peak‐


hour volumes plus forecasts growth estimated by year 2015.  Forecast growth is derived from the 
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency’s (ACCMA) Countywide Travel Demand model.   


 
Scenario 4: Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline with Project Condition.  Level of service based on Cumulative Year 


2015 Baseline No Project volumes plus traffic generated by the proposed project. This scenario 
assumes full buildout of the proposed 120‐unit residential and 9,500 square‐foot commercial 
development project. 


 
 Scenario 5: Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline (No Project) Condition.  Level of service based on existing peak‐


hour volumes plus forecasts growth estimated by year 2030.  Forecast growth is derived from the 
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency’s (ACCMA) Countywide Travel Demand model.   
 


 Scenario 6: Cumulative Year 2030 with Project Condition. Level of service based on Cumulative Year 2030 
Baseline No Project volumes plus traffic generated by the proposed project. This scenario assumes full 
buildout of the proposed 120‐unit residential and 9,500 square‐foot commercial development project.  
 


Alameda County (AC) Transit has planned Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service for the Telegraph Avenue corridor.  
Existing bus stops are likely to shift from present locations, and some local bus stops may be eliminated or 
consolidated with BRT facilities.  There are currently no finalized design plans, assurances of full funding, or 
approvals from AC Transit, the City of Oakland and other public agencies. Since the BRT improvements are not yet 
fully designed or funded, the analysis presented in this study does not assume implementation of the BRT project. 
However, to ensure a comprehensive analysis is provided, and  for informational purposes only, a focused analysis 
of Cumulative Year 2030 with Project with Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on Telegraph Avenue is included in Appendix M.   


 
The Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) requires the evaluation and assessment of 
regional roadways within the study area that are designated as Congestion Management Program (CMP) and 
Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) facilities.  Since the proposed project would generate more than 100 
“net‐new” PM peak hours trips, the CMA requires the use of the ACCMA Countywide Travel Demand Model to 
assess the project impacts on regional roadways within the project study area during the A.M. and P.M. peak 
hours.  Traffic‐related impacts were analyzed at the following CMP and MTS roadways:   


 
State Route 24 (CMP and MTS Facility) 
 State Route 24 Eastbound:  I‐580 on‐ramp to Fish Ranch Road 


 State Route 24 Westbound:  Fish Ranch Road to I‐580  
 
MTS Roadways 
 Telegraph Avenue 
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 Shattuck Avenue 


 51st Street 
 Claremont Avenue 


 
In addition to intersection and freeway operation analysis, vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle collision data have been 
analyzed for all study intersections and roadway segments surrounding the project site.  An evaluation of the site 
plan, on‐site circulation, transit service, access and egress points, sight distance, proposed parking supply and 
expected demand is contained in this analysis.  An evaluation of the project’s potential effects on parking and 
transit service are not considered environmental impacts under CEQA but contained in this analysis to provide 
information to the public and decision‐makers.   
 
The following section presents an analysis of the existing conditions of various transportation system components.  
The components include roadways, intersections, transit service, bicycles, pedestrians, and parking. 


 
2. Setting 
A description of the existing transportation system facilities in terms of the roadway network facilities, 
intersections, transit service, bicycle, pedestrian and parking is provided below. 


 
a.   Study Area.  The proposed project site is bounded by Claremont Avenue to the north, Telegraph Avenue to the 
west and Clarke Street to the east.   The project study area, which extends beyond the site  itself,  is bounded by 
Aileen Street  to  the north, 51st Street  to  the south, Shattuck Avenue  to  the west and Claremont Avenue  to  the 
east.    The project  site  location  and  the  surrounding  roadway network  are  illustrated  in  Figure  IV‐1.   All  study 
intersections are currently signalized, except  for Clarke Street and Claremont Avenue and Clarke Street and 51st 
Street.  Both intersections are stop‐controlled in the north‐south direction. 
Vehicular access to the site would be provided via a driveway along Clarke Street. 
 


b.   Roadway Network11.  The project area and the surrounding roadway network are illustrated in Figure IV‐1.  
Regional access to the project area is provided by State Route 24, Telegraph Avenue, Shattuck Avenue and 
Claremont Avenue. 


(1) Regional Roadways 


State Route 24.  This facility extends from Walnut Creek in the east at its junction with Interstate 680 to its 
terminus at the I‐580/I‐980 interchange in the west, where it becomes Interstate 980.  In the vicinity of the project 
area, SR‐24 runs in the east‐west direction and includes four‐lanes in each direction of travel.  SR‐24 provides 
access to/from the project study area via on/off ramps on 52nd Street west of Shattuck Avenue, eastbound on‐
ramp at Telegraph Avenue & 56th Street, westbound off‐ramp at Telegraph Avenue & Aileen Street and eastbound 


                                                            
11  For the purposes of this study, Telegraph Avenue, Shattuck Avenue and Clarke Street are assumed to be north‐south oriented.  Other 
roadways, such as SR‐24, Aileen Street, 56th Street, 55th Street, Claremont Avenue, 52nd Street and 51st Street, are assumed to be east‐west 
oriented. 
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Clarke Street. 


off‐ramp at Claremont Avenue & Clifton Street. SR 24 has an Annual Average Daily Traffic12 (AADT) of about 
135,000 west of the project site and approximately 130,000 east of the project site.  State Route 24 is part of the 
Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) for Alameda County and has a posted speed limit of 55 mph. 


 
Telegraph Avenue is a four‐lane major arterial; it extends from 15th Street‐Broadway in Oakland to its terminus at 
Bancroft Way in Berkeley where it becomes Sather Road.  Telegraph Avenue runs in the north‐south direction and 
includes a two‐way left‐turn lane (TWLTL) between Claremont Avenue‐52nd Street and 55th Street. Telegraph 
Avenue part of the Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) for Alameda County and has a posted speed limit of 
30 mph. 
 
Shattuck Avenue is a two‐lane arterial in the vicinity of the project; it extends from 45th Street in Oakland to its 
terminus at Rose Street in Berkeley where it becomes Henry Street.  Shattuck Avenue runs in the north‐south 
direction and has a posted speed limit of 25 mph.  Shattuck Avenue is part of the Metropolitan Transportation 
System (MTS) for Alameda County. 
 
52nd Street‐Claremont Avenue is a four‐lane arterial with two lanes in each direction.  This facility runs in an east‐
west direction and it extends from Grizzly Peak Boulevard in the Berkeley hills to its terminus at Telegraph Avenue 
in Oakland where it becomes 52nd Street.  52nd Street is a two‐ to four‐lane arterial extending from Telegraph 
Avenue to its terminus just west of Market Street.  Claremont Avenue is part of the Metropolitan Transportation 
System (MTS) for Alameda County and has a posted speed limit of 25 mph. 


 


(2) Local  Roadways.  Local  access  is  provided  by  51st  Street,  Clarke  Street,  Redondo  Street,  55th 
Street, 56th Street and Aileen Street. 
 
51st Street is a four‐lane arterial with an east‐west direction.  It extends from the east at Broadway where it 
becomes Pleasant Valley Avenue to Telegraph Avenue in the west.  In the vicinity of the project, 51st Street joins 
Claremont Avenue, in the west, to become 52nd Street.  51st Street has a posted speed limit of 30 mph east of 
Telegraph Avenue and a 25 mph posted speed limit west of Telegraph 
Avenue.  51st Street is part of the Metropolitan Transportation System 
(MTS) for Alameda County. 
 
Clarke Street is a two‐lane residential street with a north‐south direction 
located east of the project site.  It extends from 48th Street in the south to 
Claremont Avenue in the north.  Clarke Street provides direct access to the 
project site.  Clarke Street has no posted speed limit within the vicinity of 
the project. 


                                                            
12  Caltrans Traffic and Data Systems Unit.  2006. http://dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/saferesr/trafdata/2006all/r022‐33i.htm 
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Redondo Avenue is a minor two‐lane residential street running in an east‐west direction.  It extends from Clarke 
Street in the west to its terminus at Cavour Street.  Cavour Street provides access to Claremont Avenue, in the 
north. 
 
55th Street is a two‐ to four‐lane arterial; it extends from Vicente Way in the east to its terminus at Doyle Street in 
the west.  West of Shattuck Avenue, 55th Street becomes a four‐lane arterial.  In the vicinity of the project, 55th 
Street has a posted speed limit of 30 mph west of Shattuck Avenue.   
 
56th Street is a two‐lane local street; it extends from Telegraph Avenue in the east to San Pablo Avenue in the 
west.   
 
Aileen Street is a two‐lane residential street; it extends from Telegraph Avenue in the east to San Pablo Avenue in 
the west.  


 
 


c.   Transit Facilities.  The Alameda‐Contra Costa County Transit District (AC Transit) is the primary provider of local 


bus and TransBay bus service in Alameda and Contra Costa County.  AC Transit13 currently operates six bus lines 


within the vicinity of the proposed project, including Transbay bus service.   


The AC bus routes that would mostly be used as single or connecting routes are Line 1, Line 1R Rapid, Line 12, Line 
18, Line 800 – Transbay All‐Nighter, and Line E – Claremont Transbay Express.   


 
Line 1 provides service from the Bay Fair BART Station to Berkeley at Center Street & Shattuck Avenue (via 
downtown Oakland).   It operates between 5:12 a.m. to 11:50 p.m. in the northbound direction, at 10‐15 minute 
headways during the A.M. and P.M. peak periods (7:00 a.m. – 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m.). In the 
southbound direction, service is provided between 5:21 a.m. – 11:44 p.m. at 15‐20 minute headways during the 
A.M. and P.M. peak periods (7:00 a.m. – 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m.).   
 
Weekend service is provided between 5:02 a.m. – 11:50 p.m. in the northbound direction and from 5:32 a.m. – 
11:50 p.m. in the southbound direction.  Line 1 travels along Telegraph Avenue in the vicinity of the project with 
stops at Telegraph Avenue & 49th Street (northbound) and Telegraph Avenue & 50th Street (southbound) and stops 
just north of the intersection of Telegraph Avenue & 52nd Street‐Claremont Avenue for both directions.   
 
Line 1R. International Rapid bus line 1R provides limited stop routes between Bay Fair BART Station to UC Berkeley 
West Gate.  It operates between 6:00 a.m. – 7:00 p.m. in the northbound direction, at 12‐minute headways. In the 
southbound direction, service is provided between 5:53 a.m. – 6:55 p.m., at 12‐minute headways. 
 


                                                            
13 Bus line schedules effective December 23, 2007 for all bus routes except for Line 12 – June 3, 2007.  
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Weekend service is provided between 7:33 a.m. ‐ 5:19 p.m. in the northbound direction from the Bay Fair BART 
station to downtown Oakland.  In the southbound direction, weekend service is provided between 8:21 a.m. – 
6:06 p.m. Line 1R travels along Telegraph Avenue in the vicinity of the project with stops at Telegraph Avenue & 
49th Street (northbound buses) and Telegraph Avenue & 50th Street (southbound buses).   


 
Line 12.  This route provides service from MacArthur BART to 11th Street/Martin Luther King Jr. Way in Downtown 
Oakland.  Weekday service is provided between 5:55 a.m. and 7:04 p.m. in the eastbound direction, at 20‐minute 
headways during the peak periods (7:00 a.m. – 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m.).  In the westbound directions, 
service is provided between 5:57 a.m. and 7:38 p.m., at 20‐minute headways during the peak periods (7:00 a.m. – 
9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m.).  Weekend service would be provided between 7:05 a.m. – 7:05 p.m. in the 
eastbound direction and between 6:49 a.m. to 6:49 p.m. in the westbound direction. 
 
In the vicinity of the project, Line 12 travels along 51st Street, Telegraph Avenue and 55th Street.  In the eastbound 
direction, buses have stops along 51st Street just east of Telegraph Avenue and east of Webster Street.  In the 
westbound direction, buses have stops west of Miles Avenue, west of Clarke Street and just north of Telegraph 
Avenue and 52nd Street‐Claremont Avenue.   
 
Line 18.  This route provides service from Montclair to Albany.  Weekday service is provided between 5:29 a.m. 
and 11:33 p.m. in the northbound direction, at 10‐15 minute headways during the peak periods (7:00 a.m. – 9:00 
a.m. and 4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m.).  An earlier bus departs at 5:28 a.m. from the MacArthur BART Station.  In the 
southbound direction, service is provided between 5:07 a.m. and 11:44p.m., at 10‐15 minute headways during the 
peak periods (7:00 a.m. – 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m.).  Weekend service is provided between 6:34 a.m. – 
11:36 p.m. in the northbound direction and between 5:54 a.m. to 11:38 p.m. in the westbound direction. 
In the vicinity of the project, Line 18 travels along Shattuck Avenue in the vicinity of the project and includes stops 
at the intersections of Shattuck & 51st Street, Shattuck & 55th Street and Shattuck and 49th Street. 
 
Line 800.  This route provides service between Richmond BART station and Market Street & Van Ness Avenue in 
San Francisco.  Weekday service is provided from Market Street & Van Ness Avenue in San Francisco between 1:02 
a.m. and 5:02 a.m. in the eastbound direction, at 1‐hour headways.  An earlier bus departs at 12:35 a.m. from 14th 
Street & Broadway in Oakland.  In the westbound direction, weekday service is provided from the Richmond BART 
station between 12:43 a.m. and 4:43 a.m. at 1‐hour headways.  
 
Saturday service is provided between 12:32 a.m. and 6:02 a.m. in the eastbound direction at 30‐minute headways.  
In the westbound direction, service is provided between 12:43 a.m. to 4:43 a.m. at 30‐minute headways.  An 
earlier bus departs at 12:08 a.m. from Center Street & Shattuck Avenue in Berkeley.  Sunday service is also 
provided. 
 
In the vicinity of the project, Line 800 travels along Telegraph Avenue and includes stops at the intersection of 
Telegraph Avenue & 52nd Street – Claremont Avenue and Telegraph Avenue & 55th Street. 
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Flashing beacon along Claremont Avenue. 


Faded crosswalk at Telegraph Avenue & 
52nd St.


Line E ‐ Claremont.  This route provides service between the Parkwood Apartments in the Berkeley Hills to the 
Transbay Terminal at First Street and Mission Street in downtown San Francisco.  Weekday service is provided in 
for the A.M. and P.M. peak hour commutes.  Service is provided in the eastbound direction at 30 minute 
headways starting from 6:59 a.m. to 7:29 a.m. and from 6:15 p.m. to 7:15 p.m.   An earlier bus departs at 5:57 a.m. 
from the intersection of Claremont Avenue & Hudson Street in Oakland.   In the westbound direction service is 
provided from 6:12 a.m. to 8:11 a.m. only.  Line E travels along Claremont Avenue in the vicinity of the project.   


 
AC Transit has planned both Rapid Bus and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service for the Telegraph Avenue corridor (Line 
1R).  Existing local bus stops are likely to shift from present locations, and some local stops may be eliminated or 
consolidated with Rapid Bus and/or future BRT facilities.  See Appendix N for more detail. 


Bay Area Rapid Transit  (BART).   The BART System provides  regional  rail  service and operates  trains along  five 
routes  in  the Bay Area:    (1) Fremont  ‐ Richmond;  (2) Fremont‐Daly City;  (3) Richmond – Millbrae/Daly City;  (4) 
Dublin/Pleasanton  – Millbrae/Daly  City  and  (5)  SFO  ‐  Pittsburg/Bay  Point.    The  Richmond  – Millbrae  line  runs 
between Daly City and Millbrae on weekdays only.  The Dublin/Pleasanton – Millbrae line runs between Daly City 
and Millbrae on weeknights and weekends only. BART service is provided to the study area to/from the MacArthur 
BART  Station,  located  approximately  0.7 miles  south  of  the  proposed  project.    BART  service  is  also  provided 
to/from the Rockridge BART station, located approximately 0.8 miles north of the proposed project. 
BART service is provided on weekdays (Monday – Friday) from 4:00 a.m. to Midnight; On Saturdays, service is 
provided from 6:00 a.m. to Midnight and on Sundays/Holidays service is provided from 8:00 a.m. to Midnight.    


 


d.   Pedestrian Facilities.  Pedestrian facilities within the study area 
include sidewalks, crosswalks, ADA ramps, pedestrian signals and audible 
signals.  Appendix E includes a detailed inventory of all pedestrian 
facilities for each of the study intersections. 


(1)     Sidewalks.   Sidewalks are provided on all sides adjacent  to 
the project site and within the vicinity of the project.  Sidewalks adjacent 
to the project site are approximately six (6) feet wide and appear in good 
condition.   Based on  field observations, sidewalks along  the east side of 
Telegraph  Avenue  between  SR  24  EB  on‐ramp  and  Aileen  Street  are 


slightly uneven. 


(2)  Crosswalks.  Crosswalks are provided at all study intersections 
within the vicinity of the project except at the intersection of Clarke Street 
&  51st  Street  and  Clarke  Street  &  Claremont  Avenue.      A  mid‐block 
crosswalk  is  located along Claremont Avenue east of  the  intersection of 
Claremont Avenue & Clarke Street.   


 
Flashing beacons are located along Claremont Avenue near the mid‐block 
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crosswalk and just east of Clarke Street.  These beacons are mounted on a pole along with a “warning” sign to call 
attention to pedestrian crossings. During field surveys, the flashing beacons were “flashing” and visible.  
Crosswalks at the intersection of Telegraph Avenue & Claremont Avenue‐52nd Street are visible, but they are 
starting to fade and need to be restriped.   Table IV‐1 provides a summary of the crosswalk conditions at all study 
intersections.     
 


Table IV‐ 1 
Crosswalk Inventory & Pavement Conditions 


#  Intersection 
Crosswalks 


North Leg  South Leg  East Leg  West Leg 


1.  Shattuck Ave & 52nd St 
Uneven and 


slightly cracked 
Uneven and 


slightly cracked 
ok 


Uneven and slightly 
cracked 


2. 
Telegraph Ave & SR‐24 WB 
off‐ramp – Aileen St 


dne  Cracked  Slightly cracked  o.k. 


3. 
Telegraph Ave & SR 24 EB on‐
ramp 


o.k.  dne  o.k.  o.k. 


4. 
Claremont Ave & SR 24 EB 
off‐ramp – Clifton St 


o.k.  cracked  o.k.  o.k. 


5. 
Telegraph Ave & 52nd Street – 
Claremont Ave 


Cracked and 
faded 


dne 
Faded, skewed 
and cracked 


Cracked 


6.  Clarke Stb & Claremont Ave  dne  (a) 
 


dne 


 


dne 


7.  Midblock on Claremont  o.k. 


8.  Telegraph Ave & 51st St  Cracked  Cracked  Slightly cracked  Slightly cracked 


9.  Clarke Stb& 51st St  dne  (a) 
 


dne 


 


dne 


Notes: 


dne:  does not exist 


a ada ramps are provided but no crosswalk is provided.  


b  roadway surface along Clarke Street is in bad condition (potholes etc.) 
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(3)  Pedestrian Signals, Push Buttons & Audible Signals .  Pedestrian signals are provided at all signalized 
study intersections, except for the intersection of Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street where several are missing.  Table 
IV‐2 provides a summary of the pedestrian signals inventory and conditions. 


  
Table IV‐ 2 


Pedestrian Signals Inventory & Field Conditions 


 
Audible units to aid pedestrians are available at the intersections of Telegraph Avenue & 55th Street, Telegraph 
Avenue & Claremont Avenue‐52nd Street and Telegraph Avenue & 51st Street.    Audible units at the intersection of 
Telegraph Avenue & 52nd Street‐Claremont Avenue are currently malfunctioning and not working properly. 


 


#  Intersection  Pedestrian Signals  Push Buttons  Audio 


1.  Shattuck Ave & 52nd St  Not provided across 52nd St  Missing in all directions  No 


2. 
Telegraph Ave & SR‐24 WB off‐
ramp – Aileen St 


Flashing hand signals 
Missing across Aileen St – 
SR‐24 WB, others 
vandalized. 


No 


3. 
Telegraph Ave & SR 24 EB on‐
ramp 


Flashing hand and ped 
(solid) signals 


Missing along 56th Street, 
various types. 


No 


4. 
Claremont Ave & SR 24 EB off‐
ramp – Clifton St 


Flashing hand signal; 
countdown signal along the 
east leg across Claremont. 


Provided   No 


5. 
Telegraph Ave & 52nd Street – 
Claremont Ave 


Flashing hand signal. 
Provided, a few vandalized 
(see picture 5a, 5b) 


Yes.  Audio is not 
working across 52nd 
Street on the west leg; 
audio is very low across 
Claremont on the east 
leg. 


6.  Clarke St & Claremont Ave  None  None 
None.  Unsignalized 
intersection. 


7.  Telegraph Ave & 51st St  Flashing hand signal  Provided  Yes 


8.  Clarke St & 51st St  None  None 
None.  Unsignalized 
intersection. 


Source:  DKS Associates, 2007. 
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ADA ramps at Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue ADA ramps at Telegraph Avenue & Aileen Street 


(4) ADA ramps.  Per City of Oakland Standard Details for Curb Ramps, most ramps are not compliant with 
the Americans with Disabilities Act  (ADA) guidelines. Curb ramps at Clark Street & Claremont Avenue are not  in 
compliance whereas curb ramps at Telegraph Avenue & Aileen Street are in compliance.  Table IV‐3 lists curb ramp 
conditiond at each study intersection. 


 


 


 
 
 


 


 


 


 


 
Table IV‐ 3 


Curb Ramp Summary 


#  Intersection  4’ landing minimum  Domes  ADA Compliant 


1.  Shattuck Ave & 52nd St  Only at the NB east ramp.  Yes (all)  Only the NE corner  


2.  Telegraph Ave & SR‐24 WB off‐ramp – Aileen St  Only at the NW corner. 
Only at the 
NW corner 


Only the NW corner; SW ramp is 
not well aligned with crosswalk. 


3.  Telegraph Ave & SR 24 EB on‐ramp  Only at the NW corner  None  No 


4.  Claremont Ave & SR 24 EB off‐ramp – Clifton St  Only at N and W corner  None  No 


5.  Telegraph Ave & 52nd Street – Claremont Ave 
Except med island at SE 
corner and across 
Telegraph Ave at the Library 


None  No 


6.  Clarke St & Claremont Ave1  No  No  No 


7.  Telegraph Ave & 51st St  No  No  No 


8.  Clarke St & 51st St1  No   No  No 


Source:  DKS Associates, 2007. 


1   Unsignalized intersection.  
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ADA ramp at Clarke Street and               
Redondo Avenue (northeast corner) 


ADA ramps along Westside of Clarke Street 


In addition, there are other ADA ramps adjacent to the proposed projects that do not meet the ADA standards.  
Particularly, the ADA ramps at the intersection of Clarke Street and Redondo Avenue.  The northeast ramps do not 
provide the 4’ landing area and there are no ramps at the southeast corner of Redondo Avenue.   


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


e.      Telegraph  Avenue  Pedestrian  Streetscape  Improvement  Project.    The  Telegraph  Avenue  Pedestrian 
Streetscape Project, herein referred as the PSP (Pedestrian Streetscape Project) consists of a two‐mile segment of 
Telegraph Avenue, from 20th Street to the south to the SR 24/55th Street to the north.  The proposed project study 
area encompasses portions of the PSP between 51st Street and 55th Street.  The PSP outlines several improvements 
along the corridor that would encourage pedestrian activity.   The  improvements are only recommended and are 
not  approved,  funded, or part of  the  proposed project.14      The  PSP  is  intended only  guide  implementation of 
improvements.  
 
The improvements include enhancements of pedestrian amenities (i.e. high visibility crosswalk striping, curb bulb‐
outs), streetscape facilities (i.e. trees, benches, news racks), maintenance, and street functions (i.e. relocation of 
bus stops etc).   
 
Some of the improvements recommended for the segment along Telegraph Avenue between 51st Street and 55th 
Street, also known as a “Neighborhood Commercial Area” and “Boulevard Area Improvements” include:  


 
Neighborhood Commercial Area and Boulevard Area Improvements 


 “High‐visibility” or “zebra” painted crosswalks 
 corner curb bulb‐outs 


 pedestrian countdown signals at all signalized intersections 
 repaved cracked sidewalks 


 double‐head “candelabra” lamps 
 street trees 


                                                            
14 Because the PSP improvements are not approved, funded, or part of the proposed project, they area not included as part of the 
analysis of transportation impacts contained in this chapter. 
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 repainted and/or replaced parking meters 
 


Neighborhood Commercial Area Improvements 
 complimentary benches, trash receptacles, bicycle and newspaper racks 


 decorative painting at curbside 
 mini‐plaza “bulb‐outs” 


 
The PSP also includes recommendations for specific locations along the corridor with and without BRT. These 
recommendations are focused on pedestrian crossings and corner bulb‐outs, as well as, specific intersection 
improvements.  Table IV‐4 lists the recommended improvements within the vicinity of the proposed project. 
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Table IV‐ 4 
Pedestrian Crossing Improvement 


 


Side Street  Bulb‐Outs W/BRT* 
Bulb‐Outs 


No BRT* 
Pedestrian Refuge Island 


Improvement 
Priority** 


Signalized 


Intersection*** 


New 
Crossing 


Notes 


Corner 
Approach 


NW  NE  SE  SW  NW  NE  SE  SW  N  E  S  W 


51st Street 
Half 
S 


  Full    Full 
Half 
T 


Full 
Half 
T 


  √      1  X     


52nd/Claremont 
Ave 


   
Half 
S 


     
Half 
S 


Half 
T 


  √      1  X  √ 


Special Design 
Condition 
Temescal 
Gateway 


Between 52nd 
Street & 55th 


Street 


Half 
T 


Half 
T 


   
Half 
T 


Half 
T 


    √        2    √ 


Exact Location 
TBD Relative to 
Buildings 
/Driveways 


55th Street           
Half 
T 


 
Half 
T 


        2  x     


* Bulb‐Outs:  Full Bulb‐Outs on Both Sides                                        Half T:  Half Bulb‐Out on Telegraph                 Half S:  Half Bulb‐Out on Side Street 


** Improvement Priorities:  1 – Major Intersections/Safety          2 – Improved Access Only                                   3 – Commercial District Streetscape 


*** Signalized Intersection:    X – Existing Signal            
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(1) Specific Intersection Improvements.  In addition to pedestrian crossing improvements 
and/or Neighborhood Commercial Area and Boulevard Area Improvements, the PSP also identifies specific 
intersections that require additional improvements.  Below is a detailed description of the recommended 
improvements for the intersection of Telegraph Avenue between 51st Street/Claremont Avenue. Figure IV‐2 
includes sketch diagrams of the Pedestrian Streetscape Improvement Plan for Telegraph Avenue between 
51st Street and Claremont Avenue.   


 


 


Figure IV‐2     
Pedestrian Streetscape Improvement Plan for Telegraph Avenue between 51st Street and Claremont Avenue. 


 


Telegraph Avenue / 51st Street/Claremont Avenue 
 “High visibility” crosswalks or “zebra” crosswalks and advance limit line should be painted at all of the 


intersection approaches.  
 Curb bulb‐outs   are recommended for all corners of 51st Street and at the southwest corner of 52nd 


Street with full bulb‐outs at the NW and SE corners of 51st Street, half bulb‐outs at the NE and SW 
corners of 51st Street. 


 Pedestrian refuge area at the 51st Street median.  This improvement may require modifications along 
the roadway since a minimum 6’ refuge area would need to be provided. 


 Installation of street trees and new high/low street lights. 
 Improvements to the landscaped area at the SW corner of 51st Street. 


 Eliminate slip lanes at the SE corner of Claremont Avenue. 
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Bike racks at Redondo Park. 


 
Note that with the addition of the BRT, only striping and half bulb‐outs would be required at the northeast 
corner of 51st Street.  The full bulb‐out at the southeast corner of 51st  Street would be feasible. 
 
f.   Bicycle Facilities.  The 2007 City of Oakland Bicycle Master Plan15 indicates bicycle facilities in the vicinity 
of the project.  The bicycle network system consists of three bikeways types as defined by the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in Chapter 1000 of the Highway Design Manual.  The classification of 
bicycle facilities is as follow: 
 


 Class I facilities (Bicycle Paths) – provide for bicycle travel on a paved right‐of‐way that is completely 
separated  from  the  street.   They are  typically  shared with pedestrians and often  called mixed‐use 
paths. 


 
 Class  II  facilities  (Bicycle Lanes) – are striped  lanes on streets, designated with specific signage and 


stencils, for the use of bicyclist. 
 
 Class  III  facilities  (Bicycle Routes) – designate preferred streets  for bicycle travel using  lanes shared 


with motor vehicles 
 


The Bicycle Master Plan also identifies other variations on the Class 3 bicycle route facilities:  Class 3A, Class 
3B and Neighborhood Connectors.  These facilities are proposed – as feasible‐ to improve and/or improve 
connectivity among existing facilities. 


 
 Class 3A facilities (Arterial Bicycle Routes) – May be use on arterial streets where bicycle lanes are not 


feasible and where parallel streets do not provide adequate connectivity.  Designated for streets with 
lower posted speed (25 mph), wide curb lanes and signage.   


 


 Class  3B  facilities  (Bicycle  Boulevards)  –  are  bicycle  routes  on  residential  streets  that  prioritize 
through trips for bicyclist.   


 
 Neighborhood Connectors  – designate preferred  streets  for bicycle  travel using  lanes  shared with 


motor vehicles 
 


The 2007 Bicycle Master Plan map identifies Telegraph Avenue (north of 
Aileen Street to Berkeley), as a Class II facility.  Shafter Avenue is a 
designated Class III facility (bike route).   
In the vicinity of the project, the proposed bikeway network identifies 
Claremont Avenue, 55th Street (west of Telegraph Avenue), Shattuck 


                                                            
15 City of Oakland Bicycle Master Plan – Adopted Dec 2007.  http://www.oaklandpw.com/bicycling 
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Avenue and Telegraph Avenue south of 55th Street as a Class 2 (bike lane) facilities and 51st Street as a Class 
3A (arterial bike route) facility.  55th Street (east of Telegraph Avenue and Cavour Street are both identified as 
Class 3B (bike boulevard) facilities. 
Near the project site, bike racks are located on the west side of Telegraph Avenue and Claremont Avenue 
near the library entrance and at Redondo Park.  A bike rack is also located on the east side of Telegraph 
Avenue & 51st Street near the bakery.  
 
Note that implementation of any bicycle facility requires additional feasibility analysis to determine the 
impacts, if any, to travel lanes and bicycle routes (existing and alternate) and mitigation measures.   


 
g.   Parking Inventory and Occupancy Surveys.  Parking surveys were conducted in the area covered by 45th 
Street from Shattuck Avenue to Shafter Avenue in the south, 52nd Street (between Shattuck Avenue and 
Telegraph Avenue) and along Telegraph Avenue from 52nd Street to 55th Street and along 55th Street from 
Telegraph Avenue, Vicente Way and Clifton Street in the in the north, Shattuck Avenue from 45th Street to 
52nd Street in the west and Shafter Avenue from 45th Street to Clifton Street in the east.  The study area 
defines the maximum distance (1/4 mile) someone would park and walk to/from the project site. 


 
(1)  Data Collection.  In order to address the periods of particular concern that have been 


identified, parking occupancy surveys were conducted in the month of September 2007 and data were 
obtained in 30‐minute intervals.  All surveys were conducted during the following periods: 


 
One Weekday Midday:    11:00 A.M. – 1:00 P.M. 
One Weekday Evening:    6:00 P.M. to 8:00 P.M. and 10:00 P.M. – 12:00 Midnight 
One Weekend Midday:    11:00 A.M. to 1:00 P.M. 
One Weekend Evening:    6:00 P.M. to 8:00 P.M. and 10:00 P.M. – 12:00 Midnight 


 
On‐street parking within the study area consists of parallel, time‐restricted parking, unrestricted parking, 
loading parking, disabled accessible parking and bicycle parking.   
 
Based on the data collected, the nearby on‐street space inventory consists of 1,406 parking spaces.  Of the 
1,406 on‐street parking spaces, 26 spaces (2%) are limited to 1‐hour limit, 104 spaces (7%) have a 2‐hour 
limit, 12 spaces (1%) are for loading only, 4 spaces are ADA and the remaining 1,260 spaces (90%) are 
unrestricted. Appendix I includes the parking survey data.   


 
(2) Parking Occupancy Analysis.  As part of the field reconnaissance conducted during the 


parking surveys it was observed that a few vehicles would remain parked for periods greater than the 1‐hour 
or 2‐hour time limit, significantly reducing the limited number of available spaces fronting the 
businesses/residences on Claremont Avenue and Telegraph Avenue.  In general, 1‐hour and 2‐hour  time limit 
parking spaces have a parking occupancy between 54% to 73% during the weekday midday period, while on 
the weekday evening it ranges from 44% ‐ 84%.   During the weekend midday, parking occupancy ranges 
between 69% ‐75% and from 53% to 80% during the weekend evening.   
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During the weekday midday, parking occupancy ranges between 54% ‐ 57%, while in the evening it ranges 
between 56% ‐ 63%.  During the weekend midday, parking occupancy ranges between 56% ‐ 63%, while in 
the evening it ranges between 62% ‐ 69%.   When parking occupancy exceeds 85 percent in a given area, 
users may have a difficult time finding an available parking space.  The 85% benchmark is common for 
parking occupancy and is referred to as “practical capacity.” 
 
The parking occupancy analysis results indicate a constant utilization of on‐street parking in the study area.  
On‐street parking occupancy along Clarke Street (from 51st St to Claremont Avenue) ranges from 43% to 71% 
during the weekday midday and from 54% to 68% during the weekday evening.  During the weekend midday, 
parking occupancy reaches practical capacity (85% occupied) from 75% to 93% and during the evening from 
82% to 93%.   
 
Unrestricted parking spaces within the study area are also well utilized.  During the weekday midday, parking 
occupancy ranges between 52% ‐ 60%, while in the evening it ranges between 56% ‐ 61%.  During the 
weekend midday, parking occupancy ranges between 54% ‐ 64%, while in the evening it ranges between 62% 
‐ 67%.    
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Parking Occupancy ‐ Weekend
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(3) Parking Signage.  In addition, on‐street parking serving the project area is typically well signed 
illustrating the 1‐hour or 2‐hour time limit but some of the signs have been vandalized.  In areas where 
parking is unrestricted, the curbs and sidewalk are generally in good condition.  However, it was observed 
that motorists park within zones designated as “no parking” because the curb paint has faded and is not 
clearly visible and consequently they remain parked for longer periods and in areas not designated for 
parking (i.e. along the north side of Claremont near the Kingfish property). 


 
h.   Existing Traffic Conditions.  To evaluate traffic conditions, as well as provide a basis for comparison of 
conditions before and after project‐generated traffic is added to the street system, intersection Level of 
Service (LOS) analysis was evaluated at all eight (8) study intersections.  Signal timing sheets (e.g., the signal 
timing plans for signalized intersections) were provided by City staff and used in this analysis.  


 


Per the City of Oakland requirements, traffic conditions for the study intersections were evaluated using the 
methodologies provided in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM).  For reference purposes, LOS as 
defined in the HCM is a quality measure describing operating conditions within a traffic stream.  It is generally 
described in terms such as service measures as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic 
interruptions, and comfort and convenience.  LOS at study intersections was calculated using Synchro 7.0 
software for signalized intersections and TRAFFIX software for unsignalized intersection. 
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For studied CMP and MTS roadway segments, LOS was calculated using methodologies provided in the 1985 
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM).   


 
(1) Level of Service (LOS) Definition.  The LOS evaluation indicates the degree of congestion that 


occurs during peak travel periods and is the principal measure of roadway and intersection performance.  
Level of Service can range from “A” representing free‐flow conditions, to “F” representing extremely long 
delays.  LOS B and C signify stable conditions with acceptable delays.  LOS D is typically considered acceptable 
for a peak hour in urban areas.  LOS E is approaching capacity and LOS F represents conditions at or above 
capacity. 


 
(2) Unsignalized Intersections.  At unsignalized intersections each approach to the intersection 


is evaluated separately and assigned a LOS.  The level of service is based on the delay at the worst approach 
for two‐way stop controlled intersections.  Total delay is defined as the total elapsed time from when a 
vehicle stops at the end of the queue until the vehicle departs from the stop line.  This time includes the time 
required for the vehicle to travel from the last‐in‐queue position to the first‐in queue position.  Table IV‐5 
provides definitions of LOS for unsignalized intersections.   


 
 


Table IV‐ 5 
Unsignalized Intersections – LOS Thresholds 


Level of Service  Expected Delay  Average Control Delay 


A  Little or no delay  ≤ 10 


B  Short traffic delay  > 10 and ≤ 15 


C  Average traffic delays  > 15 and ≤ 25 


D  Long traffic delays  > 25 and ≤ 35 


E  Very long traffic delays  > 35 and ≤ 50 


F  Extreme delays potentially affecting other traffic movements in the intersection  > 50 


Source:  Transportation Research Board, Special Report 209, Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 17‐Unsignalized Intersections, 2000. 


Notes:  Worst Approach Delay (in seconds per vehicle) 


 
(3) Signalized Intersections.  At signalized intersections, level of service is evaluated on the basis 


of average stopped delay for all vehicles at the intersection.  Table IV‐6 defines the levels of service for 
signalized intersections. 
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Table IV‐ 6 


Signalized Intersection LOS Thresholds 


Level of Service  Average Stopped Delay1 (seconds/vehicle)  Description 


A  Delay ≤ 10.0  Free flow; minimal to no delay 


B  10.0 < Delay ≤ 20.0 
Stable flow, but speeds are beginning to be restricted by 


traffic condition; slight delays. 


C  20.0 < Delay ≤ 35.0 
Stable flow, but most drivers cannot select their own 


speeds and feel somewhat restricted; acceptable delays. 


D  35.0 < Delay ≤ 55.0 
Approaching unstable flow, and drivers have difficulty 


maneuvering; tolerable delays. 


E  55.0 < Delay ≤ 80.0  Unstable flow with stop and go; delays 


F  Delay > 80.0 
Total breakdown; congested conditions with excessive 


delays. 


Source:  Transportation Research Board, Special Report 209, Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 16‐Signalized Intersections, 2000. 


Notes:  1 Control Delay per vehicle (in seconds per vehicle) 


 


(4) CMA Methodology.  The correlation between average travel speed (mph), volume‐to‐
capacity (v/c) ratio and level of service is contained in Table IV‐ 7. 
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Table IV‐ 7 
Freeway LOS Thresholds 


Level of Service  Average Travel Speed (mph)  Volume‐to‐Capacity (V/C) Ratio 
Maximum Traffic Volume 
(vehicles/hour/lane) 


A  ≥60  0.35  700 


B  ≥55  0.58  1,000 


C  ≥49  0.75  1,500 


D  ≥41  0.90  1,800 


E  ≥30  1.00  2,000 


F1  <30  Variable  ‐ 


Source:  Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, 1985. 


Notes:  1 Range for LOS F for Freeway Segments:  F30‐Average Travel Speed < 30 mph; F20‐Average Travel Speed <20 mph; F10‐
Average Travel Speed < 10 mph. 


 


(5) Standards of Significance 


(a)  Intersections.  Based on the City of Oakland level of service standards, an acceptable operating 
level of service (LOS) is defined as LOS D or better at all signalized and unsignalized intersections during the 
peak hours. 


 
(b)  CMA – MTS Facilities.  According to the ACCMA , the performance standard of a CMP facility is 


LOS E.  An exception is made for roadways that operated at LOS F in the 1991 “baseline” conditions.  These 
roadways were “grandfathered” at LOS F.  In the study area, the State Route 24 roadway segment eastbound 
from I‐580 to Fish Ranch Road  is grandfathered from CMP requirements.  This roadway segment, which 
operated at LOS F in 1991, has an average speed of 28.5 mph. 


(6)  Existing Traffic Operating Conditions.  Vehicle turning movement counts were conducted at 
all eight study intersections in February 2007.  Counts were conducted during a typical weekday A.M. period 
of 7:00‐9:00 A.M. and during the P.M. peak period of 4:00‐6:00 P.M.   
 
Intersection turning movement count surveys consisted of counting each vehicle at each study intersection 
location by turning movement, and included documenting intersection geometry diagrams, signal phasing, 
and pedestrian counts and bicycle counts by leg.  Appendix G includes the detailed intersection count sheets, 
pedestrian counts and bicycle counts for the A.M. and P.M. peak periods. 
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Figure IV‐3 illustrates the current lane geometry and traffic control at each of the study intersections. 
 
Figure IV‐4 illustrates the existing traffic volumes at each study intersection. 
 
The intersections and their corresponding existing levels of service are presented in Table IV‐8.  Appendix H 
includes the detailed calculation level of service analysis sheets, including the weekday A.M. and P.M. peak 
hours 
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Table IV‐ 8 
Existing Condition LOS Summary 


#  Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 


A.M. Peak  P.M. Peak 


Avg. 
Delay2 


V/C  LOS 
Avg. 
Delay2 


V/C  LOS 


1.  Shattuck Ave & 52nd St  Signal  80.3  0.99  F  99.2  1.07  F 


2.  Telegraph Ave & SR‐24 WB off‐ramp – Aileen St  Signal  23.2  0.67  C  10.1  0.58  B 


3.  Telegraph Ave& SR 24 EB on‐ramp  Signal  10.1  0.56  B  36.3  0.94  D 


4.  Claremont Ave & SR 24 EB off‐ramp – Clifton St  Signal  12.2  0.36  B  14.6  0.46  B 


5.  Telegraph Ave & 52nd Street – Claremont Ave  Signal  18.7  0.56  B  26.5  0.76  C 


6.  Clarke St & Claremont Ave1  Unsignalized  9.8    A  10.3    B 


7.  Telegraph Ave & 51st St  Signal  36.3  0.72  D  62.1  0.83  E 


8.  Clarke St & 51st St1  Unsignalized  35.1    E  96.8    F 


Source:  DKS Associates, 2007 


  Intersections operating below acceptable LOS D 


Notes: Average Delay:  in seconds per vehicle                                     V/C:  Volume to Capacity Ratio                                          LOS:  
Level of Service 


1  Unsignalized Intersection LOS is based on worst approach delay. 


2  For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
methodologies.  For unsignalized intersections, delays >50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under 
the HCM 2000 methodologies. 
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According to the City of Oakland intersection level of service standards, all study intersections operate at 
acceptable levels of service for the existing conditions, with the exception of the intersections of Shattuck 
Avenue & 52nd Street, Telegraph Avenue & 51st Street and Clarke Street & 51st Street.  The intersection of 
Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street currently operates at LOS F during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours, respectively.  
The intersection of Telegraph Avenue & 51st Street operates at LOS E during the P.M. peak hour and the 
intersection of Clarke Street & 51st Street operates at LOS E during the A.M. peak hour and LOS F during the 
P.M. peak hour. 


(7) ACCMA Analysis.    This  section  provides  an  evaluation  of  traffic  and  transportation  issues 
related  to  the proposed mixed‐used development project  according  to CMA  traffic  analysis methodology.  
Based on  consultation with  the City of Oakland  staff  and per  the CMA Guidelines,  the  following  roadway 
facilities were selected for analysis as part of the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) 
Program: 


 
State Route 24 (CMP and MTS Facility) 


 State Route 24 Eastbound:  I‐580 on‐ramp to Fish Road 
 State Route 24 Westbound:  Fish Road to I‐580  


 
MTS Roadways 


 Telegraph Avenue 


 Shattuck Avenue 


 51st Street 
 Claremont Avenue 


 
The Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) conducts periodic monitoring of the 
freeways and major roadways in Alameda County.  Its latest report was released in July 2006.  The monitoring 
assesses existing operating conditions on freeway segments through “floating car” travel time surveys during 
the PM peak hours, rather than analyzing volume capacity, which is how future operation conditions are 
assessed.  The travel time surveys are also conducted on selected freeway segments during the AM peak 
hours.  Based on the results of these surveys, ACCMA assigns a Level of Service (LOS) grade from LOS A to LOS 
F, according to the methodologies set forth in the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM).  Any segment with 
an average speed less than 30 miles per hour is assigned LOS F. 
 
The travel time surveys concluded that the studied freeway segments within the study area operate at LOS F 
during the PM peak hours.  Table IV‐9 identifies the segments and their levels of service. 
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Table IV‐ 9 
ACCMA LOS Summary 


Source:  Alameda County Congestion Management Program.  2006 Level of Service Monitoring Results.  July 2006. 


 
(8)     Traffic Collision Analysis.  In order to identify locations of high collision rates or specific 


collision patterns within the study area, three years of vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle collision data at all 
study intersections and at roadway segments adjacent to the project site were analyzed.  The periods 
analyzed range from  
January 2004 to December 2006.  Traffic collision history reports were provided by City of Oakland staff and 
are included in Appendix B of this report. 
 
Table IV‐10 provides a summary of the collisions at each study intersection/roadway segment and the 
number of collisions involving motor vehicles, bicyclist, pedestrians and others.  Table IV‐11 provides a 
summary of the types of collisions at each of the study intersections/roadway segments. 


 


Freeway Segment LOS Summary 


2006 


CMP Route 
Segment Limit 


Jurisdiction 
Length 
(miles) 


No. of 
Lanes 


Speed  LOS 
From  To 


A.M. 
Peak 


SR 84 ‐ EB 
I‐580 On‐
ramp 


Fish Road  Oakland  4.52  8  27.6  (F30) 


SR 84 – WB 
Fish 
Ranch 


I‐580 On‐ramp  Oakland  4.47  8  53.4  C 


P.M. 
Peak 


SR 84 ‐ EB 
I‐580 On‐
ramp 


Fish Road  Oakland  4.52  8  25.5  (F30) 


SR 84 – WB 
Fish 
Ranch 


I‐580 On‐ramp  Oakland  4.47  8  58.8  B 
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Table IV‐ 10 
2004‐2006 Traffic Collision Summary 


Roadway Segment/Intersection 
No. of 


Collisions 


Motor Vehicle Involved with: 


Other Motor Vehicle  Bicycle  Ped  Other1 


Telegraph Ave between 51st St & Aileen St  4  1      3 


at Aileen St  3  3       


at Route 24 NB on‐ramp  20  19  1     


at 55th St  10  7    2  1 


at 52nd St  10  10       


At 51st St  16  15      1 


Claremont Ave between Telegraph Ave & 
Clifton St 


5  4      1 


At Route 24 NB off‐ramp‐Clifton Street  2  1      1 


51st St between Telegraph Ave and Miles Ave  2        2 


at Miles  1        1 


Clarke St between Claremont Ave & 51st St  0         


at Claremont Ave  2  2       


at 51st St  1  1       


Total  76  63  1  2  10 


Source:  City of Oakland 


1 Other includes fixed objects, vehicle on other roadway, parked vehicles or not stated.  
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Table IV‐ 11 
Type of Traffic Collisions Summary 


Roadway Segment/ 


Intersection 


No. of 
Collisions 


Type of Collision 


Broadside  Head‐On 
Hit 


Object 
Rear‐
End 


Sideswipe  Veh‐Ped 
Not 


Stated 
Other1 


Telegraph Ave between 51st St & 
Aileen St 


4          4       


at Aileen St  3        3         


at Route 24 NB on‐ramp  20  12  2    2  3  1     


at 55th St  10  2      4  2  2     


at 52nd St  10  5      1  3    1   


At 51st St  16  2      4  10       


Claremont Ave between Telegraph 
Ave & Clifton St 


5  2        3       


At Route 24 NB off‐ramp‐Clifton St  2        1  1       


51st St between Telegraph Ave and 
Miles Ave 


2        1  1       


at Miles  1        1         


Clarke St between Claremont Ave & 
51st St 


0                 


at Claremont Ave  2          1    1   
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at 51st St  1          1       


Total  76  23  2    17  29  3  2   


Source:  City of Oakland 


1  Other includes fixed objects, vehicle on other roadway, parked vehicles or not stated. 
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Based on the traffic collision data, most collisions are motor vehicle to motor vehicle and occur due to unsafe 
speeds, improper turning and/or auto right‐of‐way violations.  Of the 76 collisions reported during the three 
years, only 3 involved pedestrians or bicycles (about 4% of the total collisions).  The majority of these accidents 
(3 in total) occurred at along Telegraph Avenue between the SR 24 on‐ramp and Aileen Street.    
 


(a)   Collision History in Comparison with Statewide Data.  According to the 2004 Collision Data on 
California State Highways16 the 2004 accident rate for a typical urban street (2‐3 lanes, inside the City) is 1.89 
per Million Vehicle Miles of Travel and for 4+ lanes( the Telegraph Avenue and Claremont Avenue cross‐
section), the accident rate is 2.75 per Million Vehicle Miles of Travel.    The statewide accident rate is 1.25 for 2 
and 3 lane street (per Million Vehicle Miles of Travel) and 2.43 for 4+ lanes on undivided streets (per Million 
Vehicle Miles of Travel).   The accident rates are calculated using the following formula: 
 
Accident Rate = (Number of Accidents) / Annual Vehicle Miles of Travel on Street x 1,000,000 


Table IV‐12 provides a comparison of statewide 3‐year (2002, 2003 and 2004) average rates, 2004 statewide 
rates and Alameda County accident rates. 


 
Table IV‐ 12 


Average Accident Rates by Year 


 
On average, the 3‐year statewide accident rate (2.56) is much lower than the urban street average rate of 2.92 
for similar street corridor of the proposed project.  In 2004, the countywide accident rate resulted in an 


                                                            
16 State of California Department of Transportation – Division of Traffic Operations.   


Street Type 


Urban  


(Inside City) 
Statewide  County 


2 & 3 
lanes 


4+ 
undivided 


2 & 3 
lanes 


4+ 
undivided 


2 & 3 lanes  4+ undivided 


Urban 
County‐
wide 


Urban  Countywide 


2004 Travel (MVM)  1,310  686  15,658  1,030  92.7  153.5  60.9  60.9 


2004 Total Accident 
Rate per MVM 


1.89  2.75  1.25  2.43  1.26  1.18  4.72  4.72 


3‐Year Rates (2002, 
2003, 2004) 


1.98  2.92  1.32  2.56  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐ 


1  Rates include property damage, injury and fatal accidents. 
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accident rate that was 72% higher than the urban accident rate of 2.75 and 94% higher than the statewide 
accident rate.   


 
When compared to urban and statewide accident rates, Telegraph Avenue and Claremont Avenue have a 
substantially lower accident rate than the Alameda countywide average of 4.72 accidents per million vehicle 
miles traveled on similar 5‐lane undivided arterial streets. 
Of the 63 accidents that occurred along Telegraph Avenue between 51st Street and Aileen Street only 5% 
involved a pedestrian or bicyclist.  In the study area, accidents involving pedestrian/bicyclist are approximately 
4% of the total accidents reported between 2004 and 2006. 
 
3.   Impact and Mitigation Measures 


 
a.     Existing Plus Project Condition.   This  section evaluates existing  traffic  conditions plus project‐generated 
traffic estimated for the proposed project.   The amount of traffic associated with a project is estimated using a 
three‐step process:    (1)  trip generation,  (2)  trip distribution, and  (3)  trip assignment.   Trip generation  is  the 
process  of  predicting  the  number  of  peak  hour  trips  a  proposed  development  would  contribute  to  the 
roadways,  and  whether  these  trips  would  be  entering  or  exiting  the  site.    After  the  number  of  trips  is 
determined,  the distribution process projects  the direction  these  trips use  to approach and depart  the  site, 
from a regional perspective.  Trip assignment involves determining which specific roadways a vehicle would use 
to travel between its origin and destination. 


 
(1) Criteria of Significance and Project Impacts.  The City of Oakland defines a project as a 


significant impact on the environment if it would: 
 


Traffic Load and Capacity Thresholds 
 
Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the traffic load and capacity of the street system 
(i.e. result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, 
or congestion at intersections), or change the condition of an existing street (i.e., street closures, changing 
direction of travel) in a manner that would substantially impact access or traffic load and capacity of the street 
system, as defined below: 


 
1. At  a  study,  signalized  intersection,  the  addition  of  the  project  traffic would  cause  the  level  of 


service to an intersection operating at LOS D or better under the existing conditions to operate at 
LOS E or F. 


2. At a  study,  signalized  intersection, already operating at LOS E,  the addition of  the project  traffic 
would cause the total intersection average vehicle delay to increase by four (4) or more seconds, or 
degrade to worse than LOS E (i.e. LOS F). 
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3. At a study, signalized  intersection, where the  level of service  is LOS E, the addition of the project 
traffic would cause an  increase  in  the average delay  for any of  the critical movements by  six  (6) 
seconds or more or degrade to worse than LOS E (i.e. LOS F). 


4. At a  study,  signalized  intersection, already operating at  LOS F,  the addition of  the project  traffic 
would cause (a) the total intersection average vehicle delay to increase by two (2) or more seconds, 
or (b) an increase in average delay for any of the critical movements of four (4) seconds or more; or 
(c) the volume‐to‐capacity (V/C) ratio exceeds three (3) percent (but only if the delay values cannot 
be measured accurately). 


5.  At a study, unsignalized intersection, the project would add then (10) or more peak‐hour vehicles, 
and after project completion would satisfy the Caltrans peak hour volume traffic signal warrant. 


6. Cause  a  roadway  segment  on  the Metropolitan  Transportation  System  to  operate  at  LOS  F  or 
increase the V/C ratio by more than three (3) percent for a roadway segment that would operate at 
LOS F without the project. 


 
Other Thresholds 
7. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 


location that results in substantial safety risks. 
8. Substantially  increase  traffic hazards  to motor  vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians due  to  a design 


feature  (e.g.  sharp curves or dangerous  intersections)  that does not comply with Caltrans design 
standards or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment). 


9. Result in less than two emergency access routes for streets exceeding 600 feet in length. 
10. Fundamentally  conflict  with  adopted  policies,  plans,  or  programs  supporting  alternative 


transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle routes). 
 


(2) Trip Generation.  Trip generation of the proposed project was based on the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition (2003), as summarized in Table IV‐13, for the 
A.M. and P.M. peak hours, respectively.  Based on consultation with City of Oakland staff, since no traffic 
weighted average rate or fitted curve equation is available in Trip Generation for the commercial land use for 
the A.M. peak hour, the P.M. fitted curve equation of adjacent street traffic was assumed for the A.M. peak 
hour. 
 
A trip reduction of 51 P.M. peak hour trips (26 in, 25 out) was applied to the study intersections based on the 
current land use on the proposed site, and by an evaluation of the existing travel pattern percentages per 
turning movement volume at each study intersection.  The 51 vehicle trip reduction was applied to the P.M. 
peak hour only.   Although there are occasionally some existing A.M. peak hour trips, no reduction was taken in 
the A.M. peak hour so as to provide a conservative trip estimate and analysis.  The proposed project would 
generate 1,957 daily new trips; including 169 A.M. peak hour trips (67 in, 102 out) and 123 P.M. net new peak 
hour trips (84 in, 38 out).  
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Also, the project is likely to receive a significant number of pedestrians/bicycle trips, based on its location and 
land uses.  However, the trip generation indicated in Table IV‐13 does not include any trip reduction for linked 
or non‐auto trips.  Based on the non‐auto mode share in the Alameda Countywide Mode, the number of 
potential transit trips (from AC Transit, BART and other providers) is less than 10 in a peak hour and therefore 
negligible.  This also led to a conclusion that the project would not have a significant impact on bus or rail 
transit services.  Thus, the analysis presented in this report is a conservative estimate of potential impacts. 
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Table IV‐ 13 
Proposed Project – Trip Generation 


Source:  Institute of Transportation Engineers – Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition, 2003.  Fitted Curve Equation. 


Notes:  numbers have been rounded up to nearest whole number. 


ADT:  Average Daily Traffic        AVTE:  Average Vehicle Trip Ends 


 


1  Residential Condominium/Townhouse – Land Use Code (230).  Adjacent Street Traffic, fitted curve equation.   


   For Daily Trips:  Ln(T) = 0.85 Ln(X) + 2.55;  For A.M. Peak:  Ln(T) =0.80 Ln(X) + 0.26;  For P.M. Peak: 0.82 Ln(X) + 0.32 


    T: average vehicle trip ends   X:   number of dwelling units 


     


2  High‐Turnover (Sit‐Down) Restaurant – Land Use Code (932) – Adjacent Street Traffic, average rate per 1,000 square feet.  Daily 
Avg. Rate:  127.15; For A.M. Peak:  11.52;  For P.M. Peak:  10.92 .  High‐turnover restaurant was assumed as the land use to 
represent a more conservative land use and higher trip generation potential when compared to other commercial uses (i.e. specialty 
retail or shopping center). 


 


3 Video Rental Store – Trip reduction based on existing driveway counts.  Although there are occasionally some existing A.M. peak 
hour trips, no reduction was taken in the A.M. peak hour so as to provide a conservative trip estimate and analysis.   


 
(3) Trip Distribution.  The direction of approach and departure for project trips of the proposed 


project was estimated based on existing travel patterns, a projection of likely travel patterns for project‐


Land Use  Size  Units  ADT 


A.M. Peak Hour  P.M. Peak Hour 


AVTE 
Percent  Trips 


AVTE 
Percent  Trips 


In  Out  In  Out  In  Out  In  Out 


Residential1  120  d.u.  749  60  17%  83%  10  50  70  67% 
33
% 


47  23 


High‐Turnover (Sit‐
Down) Restaurantl2 


9.5 
1,000 
sq. ft 


1,20
8 


109  52%  48%  57  53  104  61% 
39
% 


63  40 


Subtotal 
1,95
7 


169    67  102  174    110  63 


Existing Video Store3 
(to be demolished) 


10 
1,000 
sq. ft 


‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐51    ‐26  ‐25 


Total 
1,95
7 


169    67  102  123    84  38 
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generated trips and the locations of complementary land uses.  Traffic volumes, turning movements at 
intersections, and locations of various land uses were reviewed as part of this analysis.  Trip distribution for the 
residential/restaurant land use is based on the location, size and access to/from the site.    Based on the 
proposed site plan, it is assumed that 38% of the project trips would travel to/from Telegraph Avenue while 
26% would travel to/from Claremont Avenue.  Approximately 26% of the project trips would travel to/from 
west of Telegraph Avenue and 52nd Street and the remaining 10% would travel to/from 51st Street. 
 
Based on existing travel patterns, it is assumed that the most vehicles traveling within the study area along 
Shattuck Avenue and Telegraph Avenue travel to/from City of Berkeley and City of Oakland.  Vehicles traveling 
along 51st Street and 52nd Street are assumed to be traveling to/from SR 24.  Other vehicular activity is assumed 
to be internal within the vicinity of the project.  Table IV‐14 shows the assumed travel patterns to/from the 
proposed site. 


 
Table IV‐ 14 


Project Trips (Origin/Destination) Summary 


 


Figure IV‐5 illustrates the trip distribution for the residential land use.  Figure IV‐6 illustrates the trip 
distribution for the commercial land use. 


 
(4) Trip Assignment.  Project‐generated trips were assigned to the roadway network based on 


access points, trip distribution assumptions and likely travel patterns.  The proportion of these trips that would 
travel through the study intersections was used for the intersection LOS analysis under the project condition.  
Figure IV‐7 illustrates the trip assignment for the residential land use.  Figure IV‐8 illustrates the trip assignment 
for the commercial land use. 


Location 
To/From SR 


24 


Berkeley via 
Telegraph 


Ave 


Berkeley via 
Shattuck 
Avenue 


Oakland via 
Telegraph 


Ave 


Upper 
Claremont  


51st Street 
(east) 


Residential 


A.M.  22  13  0  9  11  6 


P.M.  18   14  0  11  23  7 


Subtotal (residential)  40  27  0  20  34  13 


Commercial 


A.M.  5  22  22  22  28  11 


P.M.  4  21  21  21  27  10 


Subtotal (commercial)  10  43  43  43  55  21 


Total Trips (percent)  49 (14%)  70 (20%)  43 (12%)  63 (18%)  89 (26%)  34 (10%) 


Notes:  Percent distribution based on total number of trips (170 AM, 173 PM = 343 trips) 
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Figure IV‐9 illustrates the project condition traffic volumes at each of the study intersections for the A.M. and 
P.M. peak hours.   
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(5) Existing Plus Project Condition – Intersection Level of Service Analysis.  All intersections were 
evaluated under each of the significance criteria as outlined previously.  Intersection operational levels of service 
along with their associated critical and average delays are summarized in Table IV‐15.  Appendix H includes the 
detailed level of service analysis sheets for the project condition, including the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. 


 
Table IV‐ 15 


Existing Plus Project Condition LOS Summary – A.M. Peak Hour 


#  Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 


A.M. Peak  P.M. Peak 


Avg. 
Delay2 


V/C  LOS 
Avg. 
Delay2 


V/C  LOS 


1.  Shattuck Ave & 52nd St  Signal  86.9  1.00  F  102.9  1.07  F 


2.  Telegraph Ave & SR‐24 WB off‐ramp – Aileen St  Signal  23.8  0.68  C  10.1  0.59  B 


3.  Telegraph Ave& SR 24 EB on‐ramp  Signal  10.1  0.57  B  38.1  0.95  D 


4.  Claremont Ave & SR 24 EB off‐ramp – Clifton St  Signal  12.6  0.37  B  14.9  0.47  B 


5.  Telegraph Ave & 52nd Street – Claremont Ave  Signal  20.2  0.59  C  28.3  0.79  C 


6.  Clarke St & Claremont Ave1  Unsignalized  11.2    B  11.5    B 


7.  Telegraph Ave & 51st St  Signal  39.7  0.74  D  63.0  0.90  E 


8.  Clarke St & 51st St1  Unsignalized  35.8    E  148.2    F 


Source:  DKS Associates, 2007 


  Intersections operating below acceptable LOS D 


Notes: Average Delay:  in seconds per vehicle                                     V/C:  Volume to Capacity Ratio                                          LOS:  
Level of Service 


1  Unsignalized Intersection LOS is based on worst approach delay. 


2  For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
methodologies.  For unsignalized intersections, delays >50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under 
the HCM 2000 methodologies. 


 


According to the City of Oakland intersection level of service standards, all study intersections would continue to 
operate at acceptable levels of service under the project condition, with the exception of the intersections of 
Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street, Telegraph Avenue & 51st Street and Clarke Street & 51st Street.  The addition of 
project traffic would cause the intersection of Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street to continue to operate at LOS F 
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during the A.M. and P.M. peak hour.  The intersection of Telegraph Avenue & 51st Street would continue to 
operate at LOS E during the P.M. peak hour and the intersection of Clarke Street & 51st Street would operate at 
LOS E during the A.M. peak hour and at LOS F during the P.M. peak hour. 
 
Table IV‐16 and Table IV‐17 provide a level of service comparison for the A.M. and P.M. peak hour, respectively, to 
determine significance criteria and project impacts, if any.   
 
The addition of project traffic would result in a potentially significant impact at the intersection of Shattuck 
Avenue and 52nd Street.  The addition of project traffic would cause and increase in intersection average delay of 2 
or more seconds during the A.M. and P.M. peak hour.  There would also be an increase in delay of 4 or more 
seconds at one or more critical movements during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours.  This would be considered a 
significant project impact. 
The project would add ten (10) or more A.M. and P.M. peak‐hour trips at the intersection of Clark Street & 51st 
Street but the intersection peak hour traffic signal warrants would not be satisfied (see Section 5.7).  This would 
not be considered a significant impact.  
 
Appendix H includes the detailed calculation level of service analysis sheets including the weekday A.M. and P.M. 
peak hours. 
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Table IV‐ 16 
Existing Plus Project Condition LOS Summary – A.M. Peak Hour 


Level of Service Analysis Summary ‐ A.M. Peak Hour 


#  Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 


Existing  Project 
Difference 
Project – 
Existing   Potentially 


Significant 
Impact?3 


Avg. 
Delay2 


V/C  LOS 
Avg. 
Delay2 


V/C  LOS 
Avg. 
Delay2 


V/C 
(%) 


1
. 


Shattuck Ave & 52nd St  Signal  80.3  0.99  F  86.9  1.00  F  6.60  1.0  Yes 


2
. 


Telegraph Ave & SR 24 WB off‐ramp – 
Aileen St 


Signal  23.2  0.67  C  23.8  0.68  C  0.60  1.0  No 


3
. 


Telegraph Ave & SR 24 EB on‐ramp  Signal  10.1  0.56  B  10.1  0.57  B  0.00  1.0  No 


4
. 


Claremont Ave & SR 24 EB off‐ramp – 
Clifton St 


Signal  12.2  0.36  B  12.6  0.37  B  0.40  1.0  No  


5
. 


Telegraph Ave & 52nd St – Claremont Ave  Signal  18.7  0.56  B  20.2  0.59  C  1.50  3.0  No  


6
. 


Clarke St & Claremont Ave1  Unsignalized  9.8    A  11.2    B  1.40  0.0  No4 


7
. 


Telegraph Ave & 51st St  Signal  36.3  0.72  D  39.7  0.74  D  3.40  2.0  No 


8
. 


Clarke St & 51st St1  Unsignalized  35.1    E  35.8    E  0.70  0.0  No4 


Source:  DKS Associates, 2007 


  Intersection operates below acceptable LOS D. 


Notes: Average Delay:  in seconds per vehicle                      V/C:  Volume to Capacity Ratio                                          LOS:  Level of Service 


1  Unsignalized Intersection LOS is based on worst approach delay. 


2  For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 methodologies.  
For unsignalized intersections, delays >50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 methodologies. 


3 Impact determination based on the thresholds of significance listed under Section 2a. 


4 The project would add more than 10 project trips but would not satisfy a signal warrant; therefore, the project would not have a significant 
impact. 
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Table IV‐ 17 
Existing Plus Project Condition LOS Summary – P.M. Peak Hour 


Level of Service Analysis Summary ‐ P.M. Peak Hour 
 


#  Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 


Existing  Project 
Difference 
Project – 
Existing   Potentially 


Significant Impact
Avg. 
Delay2


V/C LOS
Avg. 


Delay2
V/C LOS


Avg.  


Delay2 
V/C (%) 


1.  Shattuck Ave & 52nd St  Signal  99.2  1.07 F  102.9 1.07 F  3.70  0  Yes 


2.  Telegraph Ave & SR 24 WB off‐ramp – Aileen S Signal  10.1  0.58 B  10.1  0.59 B  0  1.0  No 


3.  Telegraph Ave & SR 24 EB on‐ramp  Signal  36.3  0.94 D  38.1  0.95 D  1.80  1.0  No 


4.  Claremont Ave & SR 24 EB off‐ramp – Clifton S Signal  14.6  0.46 B  14.9  0.47 B  0.30  1.0  No  


5.  Telegraph Ave & 52nd St – Claremont Ave  Signal  26.5  0.76 C  28.3  0.79 C  1.80  3.0  No  


6.  Clarke St & Claremont Ave1  Unsignalized 10.3    B  11.5    B  1.20  0.0  No4 


7.  Telegraph Ave & 51st St  Signal  62.1  0.83 E  63.0  0.90 E  0.90  7.0  No 


8.  Clarke St & 51st St1  Unsignalized 96.8   F  148.2   F  51.40  0.0  No4 


Source:  DKS Associates, 2007. 


  Intersection operates below acceptable LOS D. 


Notes: Average Delay:  in seconds per vehicle                       V/C:  Volume to Capacity Ratio                                         LOS:  Level of Service 


1  Unsignalized Intersection LOS is based on worst approach delay. 


2  For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
methodologies.  For unsignalized intersections, delays >50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 
2000 methodologies. 


3 Impact determination based on the thresholds of significance. 


4 The project would add more than 10 project trips but would not satisfy a signal warrant; therefore, the project would not have a 
significant impact. 
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Impact TRANS‐1:  Project Impacts at Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street.  The addition of project traffic would 
cause the intersection of Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street to continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. and 
P.M. peak hour. The addition of project traffic would cause an increase in intersection average delay of 2 or 
more seconds during the A.M. and P.M. peak hour.  There would also be an increase in delay of 4 or more 
seconds at one or more critical movements during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours.  For this location, the 
westbound through approach would increase by 16.8 seconds in the A.M. peak hour and 11.2 seconds in the 
P.M. peak hour.  This would be considered a significant project impact.  The project’s relative contribution to 
the impact is shown in Appendix H.   


 
Mitigation Measure TRANS‐1:  In order to avoid triggering an impact, the intersection would require a signal 
split timing adjustment to include: 


 
 A signal timing split modification would be required for the eastbound left turn and westbound 


through approaches.  During the A.M. peak hour, a shift in green‐time of 2.0 seconds from the 
eastbound left‐turn to westbound through approach would be needed.  During the P.M. peak hour, 
a shift in green‐time of 1.0 second from the eastbound left‐turn to westbound through approach 
would be needed. 


 
During the A.M. peak hour, the modification would improve the intersection LOS from LOS F to LOS E.  
During the P.M. peak hour, the modification would avoid triggering a significant impact although the 
intersection would remain at LOS F.17  To implement this mitigation measure, the project sponsor shall 
submit a signal optimization plan to the City of Oakland’s Transportation Services Division for review and 
approval.  The plan shall consist of signal timing parameters for the signals in the coordination group.  The 
project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and implementing the plan.  Due to the minor signal timing 
adjustment at this location, the operation of the adjacent intersections would likely not be impacted. 
 
With the implementation of this mitigation measure, the potential impact would be reduced to less than 
significant.       


 
 


(6) Signal Warrant Analysis.  Peak hour traffic signal warrants were tested for the unsignalized 
study intersections.  This was done in accordance with City of Oakland requirements, using the methodology of 
the MUTCD, California Supplement.  


 


                                                            
17 Although not required by CEQA, to increase the operation of the intersection to an acceptable LOS (LOS D), the intersection 
would need to be widened to include one left‐turn lane (10 feet), three through lanes (12 feet each) and one right‐turn lane (12 
to 14 feet) in the westbound direction along 52nd street.  In addition, a right‐turn pocket of at least 100 feet would need to be 
provided.  These modifications would require reducing the width of the sidewalk and/or increasing the width of the public 
right‐of‐way, removing four to five on‐street parking spaces, and relocating existing utilities.   
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Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue.  Based on the significance criteria and project generated traffic, the 
proposed project would add more than 10 trips through the intersection but would not satisfy a Peak‐Hour 
warrant.  Therefore it is not considered a potentially significant impact.  The minimum threshold volume for the 
minor street approach with one lane is 100 vehicles per hour (VPH) and that relates to 1,500 vehicles per hour 
for the total of both approaches for a major street with two or more lanes.  Under the project condition the 
A.M. peak hour volume is estimated at 96 vehicles per hour for the minor approach and 609 vph for the major 
approach.  During the P.M. peak hour the estimate is 65 vph for the minor approach and 746 vph for the major 
approach.   


 
Clarke Street & 51st Street.  Based on the significance criteria and project generated traffic, the proposed 
project would add more than 10 trips through the intersection but would not satisfy a Peak‐Hour warrant.  
Therefore it is not considered a potentially significant impact.  The minimum threshold volume for the minor 
street approach is 100 vehicles per hour (VPH) and under the project condition the A.M. peak hour volume is 
estimated at 58 vehicles per hour, and 77 vehicles per hour during the P.M. peak hour. 
 
Appendix I includes the Peak Hour Volume Traffic Signal Warrant analysis for the intersections of Clarke Street & 
Claremont Avenue and Clarke Street & 51st Street. 


 
(7) Non‐CEQA Planning Related Issues.  The following section provides a discussion of 


transportation‐related topics that are not specifically addressed by the City of Oakland’s significance criteria and 
typically are not considered significant impacts under CEQA, but are evaluated to inform decision‐makers and 
the public about these issues. 
 


(a) Pedestrian Safety and Circulation.  The expected moderate increase in vehicular traffic volumes 
at the study intersections would not significantly impact pedestrian movements.  The proposed project would 
add about 240 (assumed two per dwelling unit) new residents to the area, so a moderate increase in pedestrian 
activity would be anticipated.   


 
Also, the additional pedestrian movements generated by the proposed project would continue to be 
accommodated by provided sidewalks (along the project frontage and mid‐block on Claremont Avenue).  
 
Based on the traffic collision data outlined in Tables IV‐10 to IV‐12, three of the 76 accidents during the three 
years involved bicyclist or pedestrians.  The majority of these accidents (4 in total) occurred along Telegraph 
Avenue between the SR 24 on‐ramp and Aileen Street.  The proposed project would add approximately 35 
vehicle trips in the AM peak hour and 35 during the PM peak hour at this location.   
 
As described previously, the signalized study intersections are equipped with pedestrian crossing signals, push 
buttons, and crosswalks to adequately accommodate pedestrian movements in the vicinity of the project.  
Although existing deficiencies to pedestrian facilities have been identified, the condition of the sidewalks and 
pedestrian signals in the study area is typical for Oakland and other similar urban environments.  Based on the 
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presence and current condition of sidewalks, pedestrian amenities and crosswalks, the expected moderate 
increase in vehicular traffic volumes, and the relatively low number of project‐generated additional pedestrians 
spread throughout the day, no adverse pedestrian impacts are anticipated. 
 
Due to the way Clarke Street bends between Claremont Avenue and 51st Street, there appears to be limited 
sight distance along Clarke Street.  Pedestrian crossing safety measures could include flashing beacons and 
warning signage, enhanced street lighting for nighttime visibility, and speed control devices such as raised speed 
table(s) or speed humps.  The location of pedestrian safety devices must be carefully considered so that 
potential vehicular conflicts and emergency response times are not adversely altered.  


 
(b) Site Access and Internal Circulation.  Project access and circulation were analyzed for the 


proposed project to assess operational issues.  The site plan indicates vehicular access to the project site from 
the west side of Clarke Street via one project driveway (20’ wide) with full‐access in and out of the site.  Vehicles 
traveling northbound on Clarke Street would make a left‐turn into the project.  Vehicles traveling southbound 
on Clarke Street would make a right‐turn into the project.  Vehicles exiting the project would be allowed to 
make a left or right‐turn depending on their destination.   
 
The overall project internal design appears acceptable.  Vehicle circulation within the parking garage consists of 
90° parking stalls with two‐way aisles and access to the upper level via a two‐way ramp.  No adverse internal 
circulation impacts related to the proposed project are anticipated. 


 
(c)  Sight Distance.  Stopping sight distance was analyzed for the proposed project driveway 


(private road connection) along ‐Clarke Street per the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, Table 405.1A.  For the 
purpose of this analysis, a design speed of 25 mph was assumed.  Per conversations with City staff, corner sight 
distances are not required for urban driveways.   
 
The recommended stopping sight distance for a design speed of 25 mph is 150 feet.  In order to provide the 
recommended stopping sight distance, approximately 50.7’ of driveway tipping would be required in the 
southbound direction.    Per conversations with City staff, since this is a residential street, excessive driveway 
tipping is not preferred.   
 
In the Temescal neighborhood limited sight distance at commercial and residential driveways is the typical 
condition.  In an established mixed‐use neighborhood this is not unusual, and not necessarily an unsafe 
condition.  There is a need for on‐street parking to service residences and businesses.  Also, the many driveways 
have the affect of calming traffic, as motorists traveling along streets such as Claremont Avenue and Telegraph 
are aware of vehicle turning on and off of these streets. 
 
The proposed trees near the driveways would not obstruct the views of the vehicles leaving the driveway since 
they are located at the back of sidewalk.  There are roadway configurations and sharp horizontal curves along 
Clarke Street that are anticipated to impede with vehicular sight distance.   
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In addition, on‐street parking would have to be restricted along the west side of Clarke Street in order to provide 
the recommended stopping sight distance.  There are approximately 15 on‐street parking spaces from 
Claremont Avenue to 51st Street.  On‐street parking spaces along Clarke Street are not regulated but parking is 
not allowed from 12:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m. on the 2nd Tuesday of each month. 


 
On‐Street (2‐hour) parking is available along Claremont Avenue (north and south) and some segments of 51st 
Street.  One hour parking is available along the north side of 51st Street from Telegraph Avenue towards Clarke 
Street.  Metered (1‐hour) parking is available along Telegraph Avenue south of Claremont Avenue. 
 


(d)  Auto‐Turn Analysis.  In addition, an auto‐turn analysis was performed to evaluate the 
maneuverability of vehicles ingress and egress to the project site.  Figure IV‐10 illustrates the auto‐turn for 
inbound vehicles.  Figure IV‐11 illustrates the auto‐turn diagram for outbound vehicles.  Based on the analysis, 
vehicles traveling inbound/outbound would be able to make the turn as long as one vehicle is approaching at 
any given time.   Based on the site plan, the driveway width is approximately 20 feet. 
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(e)  Parking Analysis.  The Court of Appeal has held that parking is not part of the permanent physical 
environment, that parking conditions change over time as people change their travel patterns, and that unmet 
parking demand created by a project need not be considered a significant environmental impact under CEQA 
unless it would cause significant secondary effects.18  Parking supply/demand varies by time of day, day of week, 
and seasonally.  As parking demand increases faster than the supply, parking prices rise to reach equilibrium 
between supply and demand.  Decreased availability and increased costs result in changes to people’s mode and 
pattern of travel.  However, the City of Oakland, in its review of the proposed project, wants to ensure that the 
project’s provision of additional parking spaces along with measures to lessen parking demand (by encouraging 
the use of non‐auto travel modes) would result in minimal adverse effects to project occupants and visitors, and 
that any secondary effects (such as on air quality due to drivers searching for parking spaces) would be 
minimized.  As such, although not required by CEQA, parking conditions are evaluated in this document. 


 
Parking deficits may be associated with secondary physical environmental impacts, such as air quality and noise 
effects, caused by congestion resulting from drivers circling as they look for a parking space.  However, the 
absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined with available alternatives to auto travel (e.g., transit 
service, shuttles, taxis, bicycles or travel by foot), may induce drivers to shift to other modes of travel, or change 
their overall travel habits.  Any such resulting shifts to transit service, in particular, would be in keeping with the 
City’s “Transit First” policy.   
 
Additionally, regarding potential secondary effects, cars circling and looking for a parking space in areas of 
limited parking supply is typically a temporary condition, often offset by a reduction in vehicle trips due to 
others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area.  Hence, any secondary environmental 
impacts that might result from a shortfall in parking in the vicinity of the proposed project are considered less 
than significant.  
 
This EIR evaluates if the project’s estimated parking demand (both project‐generated and project‐displaced) 
would be met by the project’s proposed parking supply or by the existing parking supply within a reasonable 
walking distance of the project site.  Project‐displaced parking results from the project's removal of standard on‐
street parking, City or Redevelopment Agency owned/controlled parking and/or legally required off‐street 
parking (non‐open‐to‐the‐public parking which is legally required). 
 
The parking analysis consists of an evaluation of the proposed parking supply and comparison to the 
requirements of the City of Oakland and the parking demand rates published in the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) – Parking Generation 3rd Edition.  Based on the proposed site plan, the proposed project would 
provide 120 on‐site parking spaces.  
 
Table IV‐18 summarizes the City’s parking standards requirement and the parking spaces provided for the 
proposed project.  


                                                            
18  San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. the City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656.   
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Table IV‐ 18 
Parking Analysis Summary – City of Oakland 


Unit Type/Zone 
No. of 


Units/sq. ft 


Parking Required 
Parking Spaces 


Provided 
Surplus/Shortfall 


Parking 
Standards 


No. of 
Spaces 


Residential1  
C‐28  91 d.u.  1.0/unit  91 


120  ‐15 


R‐40  29 d.u.  1.5/unit  44 


Subtotal      135  120  ‐15 


 Commercial2  7,700 sq. ft 
1.0 per 300 sq. 


ft 
26  ‐  ‐26 


Total  161  120  ‐41 


Source:  City of Oakland, Municipal Code, Chapter 17.116  Off‐Street Parking and Loading Requirements. 


d.u.:  dwelling‐units      sq. ft: square feet 


 


1 Chapter 17.116.060 Off‐Street Parking – Residential Activities.  Residential Zoning (R‐40) – Garden      Apartments; Commercial 
Zoning (C‐28) – Commercial Shopping District. 


2 Chapter 17.116.080 Off‐Street Parking – Commercial Activities, General Food Sales.  Minimum Total Size for which parking is 
required is 3,000 square feet.  Parking requirements for commercial uses range from 1 space per 300 square feet for General Food 
Sales to 1 space per 600 square feet for General Retail Sales. 


 


With the provision of 120 parking spaces, the proposed development project would not satisfy the City of 
Oakland parking requirements, which would require a minimum of 161 spaces.  However, according to the 
parking occupancy analysis presented earlier, there would be sufficient on‐street parking in the vicinity of the 
project site to accommodate the anticipated shortfall in off‐street parking provided in the project compared to 
the City’s parking requirements.     


 
Table IV‐19 summarizes ITE’s parking demand analysis and the parking spaces provided for the proposed 
project.  This is for comparison purposes only, as ITE standards do not distinguish between urban and suburban 
sites, or account for transit accessibility.   
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Table IV‐ 19 
Parking Analysis Summary – ITE Parking Generation 


Unit Size 
No. of Units/sq. 


feet 


Parking Required 


Parking Spaces 
Provided 


Surplus/Shortfall 
Avg. Parking Demand 


Ratio 


(per d.u./1,000 sq. 
feet) 


No. of 
Spaces 


Residential1   120 (d.u.)  1.46  175  120  ‐55 


 Commercial2  7,700 sq. ft  13.3  102  ‐  ‐102 


Total  277  120  ‐157 


Source:  Institute of Transportation Engineers.  Parking Generation 3rd Edition.   


d.u:  dwelling unit ; sq. ft:  square feet. 


1 Land Use Code 230:  Residential Condominium/Townhouse 
2 Land Use Code 932:  High‐Turnover Restaurant with Bar or Lounge. 


 


With the provision of 120 parking spaces, the proposed development project would not satisfy the ITE Parking 
Demand, which recommends a total of 277 parking spaces.  ITE Parking Demand Rates generally assume 
suburban sites without consideration for shared parking, mixed‐use developments, and the effects of bicyclist, 
transit and pedestrians.  2000 Census data for the City of Oakland indicate that the rate of auto ownership in the 
city (1.37 autos per household) is lower than the ITE parking generation rate for residential uses (1.46 autos per 
dwelling unit).  Due to the project site’s urban location and access to transit, it is likely that the rate of auto 
ownership for the study area and the project would be less than the citywide average.  Thus, ITE may over‐
estimate the parking needs for more urbanized sites such as the project site.  
 
A recent Caltrans study analyzed trip generation rates of infill developments in urban areas and found certain 
land uses have lower trip generation in urban infill environments than ITE trip generation rates.19  A comparison 
of ITE trip rates from this study indicated that similar residential sites in California had an average trip 
generation rate of 0.17 in the A.M. peak hour and 0.21 in the P.M. peak hour.  This compares to ITE trip 
generation rates of 0.50 in the A.M. peak hour and 0.58 in the P.M. peak hour for the proposed project.  The trip 
rates for urban infill sites in similar locations are 29 precent of the predicted ITE rate for A.M. peak hour trips, 
and 36 percent of the predicted ITE rate for P.M. peak hour trips.  One of the key factors in lower trip generation 
rates for these sites is access to transit and other local services and amenities.  If a corollary is made for parking 
generation rates as was done above for trip generation rates, then the predicted parking demand would be 
reduced to a level of about 36 percent of the ITE parking demand, which would be substantially lower than the 


                                                            
19 Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), et. al., 2008. Trip‐Generation Rates for Urban Infill Land Uses in California, April 
24. 
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City of Oakland’s parking requirements.  Even though the ITE tip generation rates are not directly comparable to 
ITE parking generation rates, it is possible that the parking rates for an urban infill project would also be lower 
than the ITE parking rates.  More data are needed to establish this correlation between urban infill projects and 
parking rates. 
 
Overall, the project is not expected to have a significant adverse effect on on‐street parking in the study area 
due to the availability of on‐street parking and the project site’s urban location with access to transit.  The 
project sponsor is proposing an on‐site shared parking program and on‐site car‐sharing to reduce project‐
generated parking demand.  Both of these proposals are discussed below.  Furthermore, in accordance with the 
City of Oakland’ Standard Conditions of Approval, the project sponsor would be required to submit for City 
review and approval a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan that includes strategies for reducing 
parking demand and single‐occupancy vehicle travel.     


(i)  Shared Parking Program.  Shared Parking is a common practice whereby parking spaces are 
shared by more than one user, which allows parking facilities to be used more efficiently. It is a type of parking 
management strategy that has been successfully implemented throughout the Bay Area and elsewhere. Shared 
parking takes advantage of the fact that most parking spaces are only used part time by a particular motorist or 
group, and many parking facilities have a significant portion of unused spaces, with utilization patterns that 
follow predictable daily, weekly and annual cycles. 


 
Efficient sharing of spaces can allow parking requirements to be reduced significantly.  The City of Oakland 
allows a reduction of up to 50% of the total parking requirement per Planning Code Section 17.116.110(B), with 
a conditional use permit upon determination that the typical utilization of the parking area would be staggered 
to such an extent that the reduced number of spaces would be adequate to serve all activities. 
 
The project sponsor proposes to implement a shared‐parking program for the residential and commercial uses 
in the project.  The shared parking program would allow for 26 of the 120 spaces to be shared between 
commercial uses and residential uses.  A total of 94 spaces would be dedicated solely to the residential units.  
The shared use of the 26 spaces would be staggered such that commercial users may have access to the shared 
parking spaces from 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on weekdays and residential users may have access to the shared 
parking spaces on weekends and from 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 a.m. on weekdays.  This staggered approach to shared 
parking would allow residential users access to the parking spaces outside of working hours and assumes that a 
portion of the building residents would drive to work in the weekday mornings and evenings.  This approach also 
assumes that day‐time users of the commercial stores on‐site would be driving to the area during typical 
Monday through Friday 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. business hours. 
 
The proposed commercial space would be targeted to neighborhood‐serving tenants.  As such, the clientele that 
would likely frequent the commercial sapce during evening and weekend hours would originate from the 
immediate locale, including the project, other approved residential developments in the area, and from the 
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existing surrounding residential neighborhood.  These patrons would likely arrive on foot rather than by 
automobile. 


 
The number of parking spaces in the shortfall (41 space per the Oakland parking requirements) is less than 50% 
of the total, which makes it eligible for consideration under Planning Code Section 17.116.110(B).  The land uses 
are complementary with one another for a shared parking program, as their peak parking demand times are off‐
set from one another.  Therefore, with the proposed staggering of time periods in the shared parking plan as 
described above, no adverse parking impacts are anticipated. 
 


(ii)  Car‐Sharing.  The project sponsor is proposing to allocate two to three on‐site parking spaces for 
car‐sharing that would be operated by the non‐profit car‐sharing program City CarShare.  Members of City 
CarShare, both project residents and community members, would have access to the shared vehicles.  On‐site 
car‐sharing would likely further reduce parking demand in the project.  
 


(f)  Transit Analysis.  The transit analysis was conducted using data from the Alameda County 
Countywide Model (ACM), hereinafter referred to as ACM.  The analysis methodology is consistent with that of 
the MacArthur Transit Village transit analysis.  The ACM model is the standard tool for forecasting motorized 
modes of travel within Alameda County and the other Bay Area counties.  Data used in the model is derived 
from the regional Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).   


 
This analysis was conducted based on the mode‐shares of the Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ) in the project study 
area.  This methodology was chosen in order to estimate the number of boarding and alighting transit 
passengers associated with the project, based on the transit mode‐share percentage for the study area.   


 
The mode‐shares in the model include: Single Occupant Vehicle (SOV), High Occupancy Vehicle ‐ Two Person 
(HOV TP), High Occupancy Vehicle (Three Person), Transit, Bicycle and Walk.   


(i) Base Year  Information  (2005).   The model provides percentages of daily mode‐share  for  the 
ACM.  The data found in the 2005 model shows mode‐share percentages for transit trips as shown in Table IV‐
20.  For the purpose of this analysis, daily mode‐share was evaluated for the Creekside Project TAZ and for the 
neighboring  TAZ’s  within  the  project  study  area,  respectively.    The  Creekside  project  TAZ  extends  from 
Telegraph  Avenue  to  the west,  Claremont  Avenue‐SR  24  to  the  north,  51st  Street  to  the  south  and  Shafter 
Avenue‐Clifton Avenue  to  the east.   The neighboring TAZ’s  include  the project  study area bounded by Aileen 
Street to the north, 51st Street to the south, Shattuck Avenue to the west and Claremont Avenue to the east.   
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Table IV‐ 20 
Year 2005 Daily Mode‐Share 


  Daily Transit Mode‐Share 


Location  TAZ  Transit‐Only Trips 
Total Mode‐Share 


Trips 


% of 


Transit Trips 


A  Creekside TAZ  139  116  2,163  5.4% 


B 
Neighboring 


TAZ’s20 


132  97  1,879  5.2% 


140  85  1,551  5.5% 


141  71  1,119  6.3% 


198  96  1,551  6.2% 


202  43  563  7.6% 


203  34  860  3.9% 


Study Area (A + B)  543  9,685  5.6% 


Source: Alameda Countywide Model. 2005 Scenario.   


 
Table IV‐20 shows that of all the trips in the Creekside Project TAZ, 5.4% are transit trips and the study area has 
5.6% transit trips overall.   
In order to determine the peak hour transit usage for the proposed project, information from the California 
Statewide Travel Survey was used to determine the peak hour factors from the daily mode‐shares found in the 
ACM.  Table IV‐21 shows that in the entire MTC region (i.e. Bay Area), an average of 18.8% of trips are made by 
transit in the AM Peak Period, and 24.6% in the PM Peak Period.  These percentages were then applied to the 
values found in Table IV‐20 to generate Tables IV‐22 and IV‐23 which summarize the number of transit trips in 
the AM and PM Peak Period, respectively.   
 
 


                                                            
20 Neighboring TAZ’s do not include the Creekside TAZ 
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Table IV‐ 21. 
Weekday Driver and Public Transit Hourly Data21 


Hour 
Number of 
Transit Trips 


Number of Vehicle Trips 
(driver) 


Total Number 
of   Trips 


Hourly 
Percentage 


Peak Period 
Percentage 


Time 
Period 


7AM  80,449  570,944  651,393  12.4% 
18.8%  AM 


8AM  24,089  350,541  374,630  6.4% 


4PM  41,618  241,722  283,340  14.7% 
24.6%  PM 


5PM  44,748  408,781  453,529  9.9% 


Source: 2000‐2001 California Statewide Travel Survey – Weekday Travel Report, June 2003.   


 


 


 


Table IV‐ 22. 
AM Peak Hour Mode‐Share 


  AM Peak Hour  ‐ Transit Mode‐Share 


Location  TAZ  Transit Trips  Total Trips  % of Trips Transit 


A  Creekside TAZ  139  22  2,163  1.0% 


B  Neighboring TAZ’s 


132  18  1,879  1.0% 


140  16  1,551  1.0% 


141  13  1,119  1.2% 


198  18  1,551  1.2% 


202  8  563  1.4% 


203  6  860  0.7% 


Study Area (A + B)  102  9,685  1.1% 


Source: Alameda Countywide Model l. 2005 Scenario.   


 


                                                            
21 Based on Home‐Based Work Trip Categories, Table 18. 
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Table IV‐ 23.   
PM Peak Hour Mode‐Share 


  PM Peak Hour ‐ Transit Mode‐Share 


Location  TAZ  Transit Trips  Total Trips  % of Trips Transit 


A  Creekside TAZ  139  28  2,163  1.3% 


B  Neighboring TAZ’s 


132  24  1,879  1.3% 


140  21  1,551  1.3% 


141  17  1,119  1.6% 


198  24  1,551  1.5% 


202  11  563  1.9% 


203  8  860  1.0% 


Study Area (A + B)  133  9,685  1.4% 


Source: Alameda Countywide Model . 2005 Scenario.   


 
Based on the results in Table IV‐22 and IV‐23, approximately 1.1% of the AM trips within the study area would 
be transit trips, while in the PM peak hour approximately 1.4 % would be transit trips.   
 
The percentages found in Tables IV‐22 and IV‐23 were then be used in determining the number of trips that 
would occur on transit based on the ITE trip generation for the project. Table IV‐24 provides a summary of the 
trip generation for the proposed project and its transit‐mode share during the AM and PM peak hours. 
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Table IV‐ 24. 
Proposed Project – Trip Generation 


Land Use  Size  Units 
Average Daily 


Traffic 


Average Vehicle Trip Ends 


A.M. Peak 
Hour 


P.M. Peak Hour 


Residential  120  d.u.  749  60  70 


High‐Turnover 
Restaurant 


9.5  1,000 sq. ft  1,208  110  104 


      1,957  67  110 


Existing Video Store  10  1,000 sq. ft  ‐  ‐  ‐51 


Total Trips  1,957  170  123 


Percent of Transit Trips (%)  109 (5.6%)  1.87 (1.05%)  1.7 (1.38%) 


 


The data can be further disaggregated on an average basis to determine the number of transit trips per AC 
Transit route or BART line in the study area, then route frequency, and by route direction (i.e. inbound / 
outbound).  The information shown in Table IV‐25 assumes all transit riders would be bus riders (although some 
transit riders would use AC Transit to access a BART station, the number of total transit riders would not change 
and still be very small). 


 
Table IV‐ 25. 


Transit Share Disaggregation 


Disaggregation of Transit Shares ‐ Study Area 


Period  % of Transit Trips 


% of Transit Trips per 
AC Transit Route22 


(6 Routes) 


% of Transit Trips per AC 
Transit Bus 


% of Transit Trips per AC 
Transit Bus per Direction 


AM  1.05%  0.18%  0.06%  0.03% 


PM  1.38%  0.23%  0.08%  0.04% 


Daily  5.60%  0.40%  0.13%  0.07% 


 


                                                            
22 Number of routes currently serving the proposed project site. 
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The percentage of trips carried out by transit decreases as it is refined.  So for every trip in the study area, 0.03% 
of that trip would be transit in the AM Peak Period and 0.04% in the PM Peak Period.   


(ii) Future  Information  (2015  and  2030).    The  base  year  information would  apply  to  the  existing, 
background and project analysis conditions for the proposed project.  For cumulative conditions, it is necessary 
to take a look at 2015 and 2030 transit ridership forecasts for the study area.  Of concern are the ultimate transit 
trip percentages  for  the Daily, AM Peak period, and  the PM Peak period.   Table  IV‐26  shows  the  forecasted 
transit trip percentages for the Creekside TAZ and Table IV‐27 shows the forecasted transit trip percentages for 
the study area; both tables summarize 2005, 2015, and 2030 percentages. 


 
Table IV‐ 26 


Transit Share Forecasts for the Creekside TAZ – AM, PM, and Daily. 


Period 
% of Transit Trips for Creek Side TAZ 


2005  2015  Growth from 2005  2030  Growth from 2005 


AM  1.05%  1.20%  0.14%  1.32%  0.27% 


PM  1.38%  1.56%  0.19%  1.73%  0.35% 


Daily  5.60%  6.37%  0.77%  7.04%  1.43% 


 


 


Table IV‐ 27.  
Transit Share Forecasts for the Creekside Study Area– AM, PM, and Daily. 


Period 
% of Transit Trips for Study Area 


2005  2015  Growth from 2005  2030  Growth from 2005 


AM  1.01%  1.17%  0.17%  1.30%  0.29% 


PM  1.32%  1.53%  0.22%  1.70%  0.38% 


Daily  5.36%  6.25%  0.88%  6.92%  1.55% 


 


As shown in both Table IV‐26 and Table IV‐27, the percentage of transit trips increases in the year 2015 and 
2030 for both the Creekside TAZ and the project’s study area.  This is due to the model’s assumptions regarding 
transit usage and availability. 
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(iii) AC Transit Lines – Load Factors.  Existing transit capacities and load factors for several bus lines 
serving  the  study  area  including  Line  40  ‐  40L23,  800  and  12 were  analyzed.    The  existing  load  factors were 
obtained from the MacArthur Transit Village Project.  These bus lines also serve the proposed Creekside Project.  
The load factor is a ratio of occupied seats to the number of seats on the bus.  Also note that the load factors are 
based on a bus stop location and thus vary by location.  Based on the data reviewed, AC Transit lines 40 and 40L 
operate at or above seating capacity while lines 800 and 12 have excess capacity.    
 


(iv) Proposed Project Transit Trips.  The Creekside Project would add approximately 2 transit trips 
(bus and/or rail) during each of the AM and PM peak hours  Based on the existing load factors and capacities of 
bus lines 40, 40L, 800 and 12, as reported in the MacArthur Transit Village analysis, it is not anticipated that the 
Creekside Project would cause any AC Transit bus line or BART transit service train to exceed their current load 
factor.   
 
Based on the results in Table IV‐24, approximately 2 of the proposed project AM and 2 of the PM trips would be 
made by transit (bus and/or rail).  Given the number of existing transit routes available, the distribution of 
transit riders across each of these routes, and the frequency of transit service (e.g., bus headways, BART train 
headways), the proposed Creekside project’s effect on transit services and ridership would not be significant.  


(v) AC  Transit  Bus  Operations.    In  order  to  assess  bus  operations  before  and  after  project 
completion a travel time analysis was conducted using the  intersection operation analysis results for the A.M. 
and P.M. peak hours in order .  For the purpose of this analysis, transit operations along the Telegraph Avenue 
corridor between 51st Street and Aileen Street  for bus  routes 1 and 1R, and Telegraph Avenue between 51st 
Street and 55th Street for bus route 12 were analyzed. 
 
Table IV‐28 summarizes the estimated travel time before and after project completion.  The proposed project is 
estimated to increase bus travel times by less than a minute within the study area.  Thus, the project would not 
cause excessive delays in bus travel operations.  


 


                                                            
23 Lines 40 and 40L were replaced with Lines 1 and 1R in June 2007. No data is currently available for the new lines. 
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Table IV‐ 28 
AC Transit Travel Times (Existing vs. Project) 


 


b.  Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline (No Project) Condition.  The growth projections were derived from the 2015 
Alameda County CMA (Congestion Management Agency) travel demand model.  Note that the proposed project 
is assumed as part of the 2015 Cumulative Baseline growth projections.   
 
A larger version of the Creekside Project at 5132 Telegraph is included in the 2015 Cumulative data base with 
the following assumption:  144 units, 138 households, and 4,000 square feet of commercial with 11 jobs.  The 
project is assumed to be built and occupied by the 2015 analysis year. 
 


(1) Cumulative  Year  2015  Baseline  (No  Project)  Methodology.    In  order  to  evaluate  traffic 
conditions, as well as provide a basis for comparison of cumulative condition before and after project‐generated 
traffic is added to the street system, the 2015 cumulative baseline growth projections had to be modified using 
three  steps:  (1)  adjust  growth  projections  for  missing  roadways  not  included  in  the  model  (2)  Apply  the 
“Furness” method to balance the roadway network (3) remove the proposed project from the 2015 cumulative 
baseline growth projections.  


 
(2)  2015 Growth Adjustments for Missing Links.  When evaluating the growth projections some of 


the roadways (links) were not included (i.e. Aileen Street, 56th Street and Clarke Street). In order to account for 
cumulative growth at these locations, the following methodology was utilized:  For all cumulative growth on 
Aileen Street and 56th Street, one‐quarter of the cumulative growth from 55th Street was reassigned to Aileen 
Street and 56th Street, respectively.  For example, if the cumulative growth on 55th Street is 100 vehicles, then 
the cumulative growth on Aileen Street and on 56th Street is 25 vehicles each.    
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Along Clarke Street, the cumulative growth was generated based on one‐half of the cumulative percentage of 
growth from 51st Street.  For example, if the cumulative growth on 51st Street is 32%, then the cumulative 
growth on Clarke Street is assumed to be 16% percent.   
All cumulative growth distributions were calculated by dividing the cumulative growth by the 2007 traffic 
counts. 


(3) “Furness” Method.  Once the cumulative growth was accounted for along all study roadway 
locations, the cumulative baseline growth projections were then used to develop cumulative baseline 
intersection turning movement volumes through the “Furness” method.  The “Furness” method involves the 
conversion of model link volumes to intersection turning movement volumes.  Tthe “Furness” method consisted 
of  approximately 100 iterations in order to achieve balancing of link volumes within the roadway network and 
to generate 2015 cumulative baseline intersection turning movement volumes.   


(4)  2015 Baseline (No project) Condition.  In order to generate a cumulative baseline (No project) 
condition, the proposed project was subtracted from the 2015 cumulative baseline growth projections.  The 
reduction was based on the vehicle trips generated for a 120‐unit residential condominium and 9,500 square 
feet commercial mixed‐use development at each of the study intersections.  The results of this analysis 
generated, at some intersections, less than the existing intersection turning volumes (negative volume).  This 
was due in part because the 2015 cumulative baseline projections were, at some intersections, less than the 
existing volume and when the proposed project trips were subtracted, the project trips were more than the 
2015 baseline volume.  This occurred at the following locations: 


   
 Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue (int #7), A.M. Peak Hour, Northbound Left‐Turn and Westbound Left‐


Turn movements. 
 


 Clarke Street & 51st Street (int #9), A.M. Peak Hour, Southbound Left‐Turn and Right‐Turn movements. 
 
 Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue (int #7), P.M. Peak Hour, Northbound Left‐Turn, Westbound Left‐Turn 


and Eastbound Right‐Turn movements. 
 


 Clarke Street & 51st Street (int #9), P.M. Peak Hour, Eastbound Left‐Turn movement. 
 


For these locations, the cumulative baseline (without project) is assumed to be the existing turning movement 
volumes.  The project trips were then added to generate a “new” cumulative baseline (with project) condition.  
Table IV‐29 provides a summary of the adjustments made. Figure IV‐12 provides A.M. and P.M. intersection 
turning movement volumes for the 2015 cumulative condition without the project.   
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Table IV‐ 29 
Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline (No Project) Adjustments 


 


 


Int #  Intersection  Peak  Movement  Existing 
Project 
Trips 


Cumulative 
Baseline (without) 


Project 


Cumulative 
Baseline (with 


Project) 


7 
Clarke Street & 


Claremont Avenue 


A.M.  


NBL 
12  33  ‐20  13 


new volume  12  45 


WBL 
17  21  ‐1  20 


new volume  17  38 


P.M.  


NBL 
14  12  ‐1  11 


new volume  14  26 


WBL 
31  36  ‐9  27 


new volume  31  67 


EBR 
12  18  ‐1  17 


new volume  12  30 


9 
Clarke Street & 51st 


Street 


A.M. 


SBL 
3  10  ‐7  3 


new volume  3  13 


SBR 
2  41  ‐39  2 


new volume  2  43 


P.M.  EBL 
24  36  ‐11  25 


new volume  24  60 


  new 2015 growth projections 
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(5) Intersection  Operation.    Intersection  operation  levels  of  service  along with  their  associated 
critical and average delays are  summarized  in Table  IV‐30.   Appendix H  includes  the detailed  level of  service 
analysis sheets for the cumulative baseline (without project) condition, including the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. 
 


Table IV‐ 30 
Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline (No Project) Condition LOS Summary 


#  Intersection 


A.M. Peak  P.M. Peak 


Avg. 
Delay2 


V/C  LOS 
Avg. 
Delay2 


V/C  LOS 


1.  Shattuck Ave & 52nd St  92.4  1.08  F  69.4  1.03  E 


2.  Telegraph Ave & SR‐24 WB off‐ramp – Aileen St  24.9  0.85  C  8.1  0.54  A 


3.  Telegraph Ave& SR 24 EB on‐ramp  9.2  0.59  A  42.9  0.98  D 


4.  Claremont Ave & SR 24 EB off‐ramp – Clifton St  13.7  0.41  B  16.0  0.50  B 


5.  Telegraph Ave & 52nd Street – Claremont Ave  23.4  0.76  C  26.2  0.88  C 


6.  Clarke St & Claremont Ave1  10.3    B  11.5    B 


7.  Telegraph Ave & 51st St  74.8  1.18  E  69.8  1.03  E 


8.  Clarke St & 51st St1  44.1    E  177.4    F 


Source:  DKS Associates, 2007 


  Intersections operating below acceptable LOS D 


Notes:        Average Delay:  in seconds per vehicle               V/C:  Volume to Capacity Ratio              LOS:  Level of Service 


1  Unsignalized Intersection LOS is based on worst approach delay. 


2  For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
methodologies.  For unsignalized intersections, delays >50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations 
under the HCM 2000 methodologies. 


 
According to the City of Oakland intersection level of service standards, all study intersections would continue to 
operate at acceptable levels of service under the Cumulative Year 2015 (No Project) condition, with the 
exception of the intersections of Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street, Telegraph Avenue & 51st Street and Clarke 
Street & 51st Street.   
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The intersection of Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street would operate at LOS F during the A.M. peak hour and LOS E 
during the P.M. peak hour.  The intersection of Telegraph Avenue & 51st Street would operate at LOS E during 
the A.M. and P.M. peak hour.   
 
Also, the intersection of Clarke & 51st Street would operate at LOS E during the A.M. peak hour and LOS F during 
the P.M. peak hour.  Cumulative growth would add ten (10) or more P.M. peak‐hour trips at the intersection of 
Clark Street & 51st Street but the intersection peak hour traffic signal warrants would not be satisfied.  
 
c.   Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline (With Project) Condition.  This section evaluates whether the project would 
result in significant cumulative year 2015 impacts at the study intersections.  In Oakland, a project’s contribution 
to cumulative impacts is considered “considerable” (i.e., significant) when the project exceeds at least one of the 
intersection‐related thresholds.  For unsignalized intersections, the unsignalized intersection must also satisfy a 
Caltrans peak‐hour traffic signal warrant.   
 
Figure IV‐13 provides A.M. and P.M. intersection turning movement volumes for the Cumulative Year 2015 
(With Project) condition.   


(1) Intersection  Operation.    Intersection  operation  levels  of  service  along with  their  associated 
average delays are summarized in Table IV‐31.  Appendix H includes the detailed level of service analysis sheets 
for the cumulative baseline (with project) condition, including the A.M. and P.M. peak hours.  
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Table IV‐ 31 
Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline (With Project) Condition ‐ LOS Summary 


#  Intersection 


A.M. Peak  P.M. Peak 


Avg. 
Delay2 


V/C  LOS 
Avg. 
Delay2 


V/C  LOS 


1.  Shattuck Ave & 52nd St  98.0  1.09  F  71.8  1.04  E 


2.  Telegraph Ave & SR‐24 WB off‐ramp – Aileen St  24.2  0.86  C  8.1  0.55  A 


3.  Telegraph Ave& SR 24 EB on‐ramp  9.2  0.59  A  43.7  0.98  D 


4.  Claremont Ave & SR 24 EB off‐ramp – Clifton St  14.0  0.42  B  16.3  0.50  B 


5.  Telegraph Ave & 52nd Street – Claremont Ave  24.9  0.79  C  33.1  0.91  C 


6.  Clarke St & Claremont Ave1  11.9    B  13.0    B 


7.  Telegraph Ave & 51st St  77.7  1.11  E  73.8  1.11  E 


8.  Clarke St & 51st St1  46.7    E  277.9    F 


Source:  DKS Associates, 2007 


  Intersections operating below acceptable LOS D 


Notes: Average Delay:  in seconds per vehicle                                     V/C:  Volume to Capacity Ratio                                          LOS:  
Level of Service 


1  Unsignalized Intersection LOS is based on worst approach delay. 


2  For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
methodologies.  For unsignalized intersections, delays >50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations 
under the HCM 2000 methodologies. 
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According to the City of Oakland intersection level of service standards, all study intersections would continue to 
operate at acceptable levels of service under the cumulative year 2015 (with project) condition, with the 
exception of the intersections of Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street, Telegraph Avenue & 51st Street and Clarke 
Street & 51st Street.   


 
Impact TRANS‐2:  Project Impacts at Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street (2015).  The addition of project trips 
would cause the intersection of Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street to continue to operate at LOS F during the 
A.M. peak hour and LOS E during the P.M. peak hour. The addition of project traffic would result in a 
potentially significant impact at the intersection of Shattuck Avenue and 52nd Street.  The addition of project 
traffic would cause and increase in intersection average delay of 2 or more seconds during the A.M. and 
increase in delay of 4 or more seconds at one or more critical movements during the A.M. peak hour.  During 
the P.M. peak hour, the project would cause and increase in delay of 6 or more seconds at one or more critical 
movements. This would be considered a significant project impact. For this location, the westbound through 
approach would increase by 14.9 seconds in the A.M. peak hour and 8.1 seconds in the P.M. peak hour.  The 
project’s relative contribution to the impact is shown in Appendix K.   


 
Mitigation Measure TRANS‐2:  In order to avoid triggering an impact, the intersection would require a signal 
split timing adjustment to include: 


 


 A  signal  timing  split modification of  the eastbound  left  turn and westbound  through approached.  
During  the A.M. peak hour, a  shift  in green  time of 2.5  seconds  from  the eastbound  left‐turn  to 
westbound through approach would be needed.  During the P.M. peak hour, a shift in green time of 
1.0 seconds from the eastbound left‐turn to westbound through approach.      
 


With this mitigation in place, the intersection would continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. and LOS F 
during the P.M. peak hour, and would not trigger any of the thresholds of significance.  To implement this 
mitigation measure, the project sponsor shall submit a signal optimization plan to the City of Oakland’s 
Transportation Services Division for review and approval.  The plan shall consist of signal timing parameters 
for the signals in the coordination group.  The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and 
implementing the plan.  Due to the minor signal timing adjustment at this location, the operation of the 
adjacent intersections would likely not be impacted.    
 
With implementation of this proposed mitigation measure, the potential impact would be reduced to less 
than significant.   


 
Impact TRANS‐3:  Project Impacts at Telegraph Avenue & 51st Street (2015).    The addition of project traffic 
would cause the intersection of Telegraph Avenue & 51st Street to continue to operate at LOS E during the 
A.M. and P.M. peak hour.  The addition of project traffic would result in a potentially significant impact at the 
intersection of Telegraph Avenue & 51st Street.  The addition of project traffic would cause an increase in 
delay of 6 seconds or more at one or more critical movements during the A.M. peak hour.  During the P.M. 
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peak hour, the project would cause an increase in average delay of 4 or more seconds and an increase in delay 
of 6 seconds or more at one or more of the critical movements.  The westbound through approach would 
increase by 22.5 seconds in the A.M. peak, the westbound left approach would increase by 6.4 seconds and 
westbound through approach by 8.0 seconds in the P.M. peak hour.  In addition, the northbound through 
approach would increase by 7.6 seconds in the P.M. peak hour.  This would be considered a significant project 
impact.  The project’s relative contribution to the impact is shown in Appendix K.  
  


Mitigation Measure TRANS‐3:  In order to avoid triggering an impact, the intersection would require a signal 
split timing adjustment to include: 


 


 A  signal  timing  split modification of  the eastbound  left  turn and westbound  through approaches.  
During the A.M. peak hour, a shift of 0.5 seconds from the northbound through to the eastbound 
through approach.   An additional 1.0 second from the eastbound  left turn plus 0.5 seconds of the 
southbound through approach (total 1.5 seconds) to be added to the westbound through approach. 
During the P.M. peak hour, a shift of 1.0 second from the eastbound through approach to add 0.5 
seconds to the westbound  left and 0.5 seconds to the northbound through approach.   In addition, 
shift 1.5 seconds  from  the eastbound  left approach  to add 1.0 second  to  the westbound  through 
and 0.5 seconds to add to the southbound through approach. 
 


With this mitigation in place, the intersection would continue to operate at LOS E during the A.M. and 
P.M. peak hours and not trigger any of the thresholds of significance.    To implement this mitigation 
measure, the project sponsor shall submit a signal optimization plan to the City of Oakland’s 
Transportation Services Division for review and approval.  The plan shall consist of signal timing 
parameters for the signals in the coordination group.  The project sponsor shall fund the cost of 
preparing and implementing the plan.  Due to the minor signal timing adjustment at this location, the 
operation of the adjacent intersections would likely not be impacted. 


 
With implementation of this proposed mitigation measure, the potential impact would be reduced to 
less than significant.   
 
 


(2) Signal Warrant Analysis.    Peak  hour  traffic  signal warrants were  tested  for  the  unsignalized 
study intersections.  This was done in accordance with City of Oakland requirements, using the methodology of 
the MUTCD, California Supplement.  
 


Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue.  Based on the significance criteria, the proposed project would add more 
than 10 trips through the intersection but would not satisfy a Peak‐Hour warrant.  Therefore it is not considered 
a potentially significant impact.  The minimum threshold volume for the minor street approach with one lane is 
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100 vehicles per hour (VPH) and that relates to 1,500 vehicles per hour for the total of both approaches for a 
major street with two or more lanes.  Under the cumulative year 2015 baseline (with project) condition the A.M. 
peak hour volume is estimated at 80 vehicles per hour for the minor approach and 714 vph for the major 
approach.  During the P.M. peak hour the estimate is 60 vph for the minor approach and 813 vph for the major 
approach.   
 
Clarke Street & 51st Street.  Based on the significance criteria and project generated traffic, the proposed 
project would add more than 10 trips through the intersection but would not satisfy a Peak‐Hour warrant.  
Therefore it is not considered a potentially significant impact.  The minimum threshold volume for the minor 
street approach is 100 vehicles per hour (VPH) and under the cumulative year 2015 baseline (with project) the 
A.M. peak hour volume is estimated at 58 vehicles per hour, and 79 vehicles per hour during the P.M. peak hour. 
 
Appendix H includes the Peak Hour Volume Traffic Signal Warrant analysis for the intersections of Clarke Street 
& Claremont Avenue and Clarke Street & 51st Street. 


 


(3) Project Contribution to Cumulative Growth.  Table IV‐32 and Table IV‐33 provide a summary of 
the cumulative (with project) traffic comparison results for the A.M. and P.M. peak hours, respectively. 
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Table IV‐ 32 
Cumulative Year 2015 ‐ No Project vs. Project LOS Comparison (A.M. Peak) 


Level of Service Analysis Summary ‐‐ A.M. Peak Hour 


#  Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 


2015 No Project  2015 plus Project 
Difference Project 


– No Project  Potentially 
Significant 
Impact?3 Avg. 


Delay 
V/C  LOS 


Avg. 
Delay 


V/C  LOS 
Avg. 
Delay 


V/C (%) 


1.  Shattuck Ave & 52nd St  Signal  92.4  1.08  F  98.0  1.09  F  5.60  1.0  Yes 


2. 
Telegraph Ave & SR 24 WB 
off‐ramp – Aileen St 


Signal  24.9  0.85  C  24.2  0.86  C  ‐0.70  1.0  No 


3. 
Telegraph Ave & SR 24 EB 
on‐ramp 


Signal  9.2  0.59  A  9.2  0.59  A  0.0  0.0  No 


4. 
Claremont Ave & SR 24 EB 
off‐ramp – Clifton St 


Signal  13.7  0.41  B  14.0  0.42  B  0.30  1.0  No  


5. 
Telegraph Ave & 52nd St – 
Claremont Ave 


Signal  23.4  0.76  C  24.9  0.79  C  1.50  3.0  No  


6.  Clarke St & Claremont Ave1  Unsignalized  10.3    B  11.9    B  1.60  0.0  No4 


7.  Telegraph Ave & 51st St  Signal  74.8  1.18  E  77.7  1.11  E  2.90  ‐7.0  Yes 


8.  Clarke St & 51st St1  Unsignalized  44.1    E  46.7    E      No4 


Source:  DKS Associates, 2007 


  Intersection operates below acceptable LOS D. 


Notes: Average Delay:  in seconds per vehicle                      V/C:  Volume to Capacity Ratio                                          LOS:  Level of Service 


1  Unsignalized Intersection LOS is based on worst approach delay. 


2  For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
methodologies.  For unsignalized intersections, delays >50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the 
HCM 2000 methodologies. 


3 Impact determination based on the thresholds of significance. 


4 The project would add more than 10 project trips but would not satisfy a signal warrant; therefore, the project would not have a 
significant impact. 
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Table IV‐ 33 


Cumulative Year 2015 ‐ No Project vs. Project LOS Comparison (P.M. Peak) 


Level of Service Analysis Summary ‐‐ P.M. Peak Hour 


#  Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 


2015 No Project  2015 plus Project 
Difference 
Project – No 


Project 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact?3 


Avg. 
Delay 


V/C  LOS 
Avg. 
Delay 


V/C  LOS 
Avg. 
Delay 


V/C 
(%) 


1.  Shattuck Ave & 52nd St  Signal  69.4  1.03  E  71.8  1.04  E  2.40  1.0  Yes 


2. 
Telegraph Ave & SR 24 
WB off‐ramp – Aileen St 


Signal  8.1  0.54  A  8.1  0.55  A  0.00  1.0  No 


3. 
Telegraph Ave & SR 24 
EB on‐ramp 


Signal  42.9  0.98  D  43.7  0.98  D  0.80  0.0  No 


4. 
Claremont Ave & SR 24 
EB off‐ramp – Clifton St 


Signal  16.0  0.50  B  16.3  0.50  B  0.30  0.0  No  


5. 
Telegraph Ave & 52nd St 
– Claremont Ave 


Signal  26.2  0.88  C  33.1  0.91  C  6.90  3.0  No  


6. 
Clarke St & Claremont 
Ave1 


Unsignalized  11.5    B  13.0    B  1.50  0.0  No4 


7.  Telegraph Ave & 51st St  Signal  69.8  1.03  E  73.8  1.11  E  4.0  8.0  Yes 


8.  Clarke St & 51st St1  Unsignalized  177.4    F  277.9    F      No4 


Source:  DKS Associates, 2007 


  Intersection operates below acceptable LOS D. 


Notes: Average Delay:  in seconds per vehicle                      V/C:  Volume to Capacity Ratio                                          LOS:  Level of Service 


1  Unsignalized Intersection LOS is based on worst approach delay. 


2  For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
methodologies.  For unsignalized intersections, delays >50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 
2000 methodologies. 


3 Impact determination based on the thresholds of significance. 


4 The project would add more than 10 project trips but would not satisfy a signal warrant; therefore, the project would not have a 
significant impact. 
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d.   Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline (No Project) Condition.  The growth projections were derived from the 2030 
Alameda County CMA (Congestion Management Agency) travel demand model.  Note that the proposed project 
is assumed as part of the 2030 Cumulative Baseline growth projections. 
 
A larger version of the Creekside Project at 5132 Telegraph is included in the data base with the following 
assumption:  144 units, 138 households, and 4,000 square feet of commercial with 11 jobs.  The project is 
assumed to be built and occupied by the 2015 interim analysis year, as well as in 2030. 


 
(1) Cumulative  Year  2030  Baseline  (No  Project)  Methodology.    In  order  to  evaluate  traffic 


conditions, as well as provide a basis for comparison of cumulative condition before and after project‐generated 
traffic is added to the street system, the 2030 cumulative baseline growth projections had to be modified using 
three  steps:  (1)  adjust  growth  projections  for  missing  roadways  not  included  in  the  model  (2)  Apply  the 
“Furness” method to balance the roadway network (3) remove the proposed project from the 2030 cumulative 
baseline growth projections.  


 
(2) 2030 Growth Adjustments for Missing Links.  When evaluating the growth projections some of 


the roadways (links) were not included (i.e. Aileen Street, 56th Street and Clarke Street). To account for 
cumulative growth at these locationsthe following methodology was considered:   For all cumulative growth on 
Aileen Street and 56th Street, one‐quarter of the cumulative growth from 55th Street was reassigned to the 
growth to Aileen Street and 56th Street, respectively.  For example, if the cumulative growth on 55th Street is 100 
vehicles, then the cumulative growth on Aileen Street and on 56th Street is 25 vehicles each. 
 
Along Clarke Street, the cumulative growth was generated based on one‐half of the cumulative percentage of 
growth from 51st Street.  For example, if the cumulative growth on 51st Street is 32%, then the cumulative 
growth on Clarke Street is assumed to be 16% percent.  All cumulative growth was calculated by dividing the 
cumulative growth by the 2007 traffic counts. 
 


(3)  “Furness” Method.  Once the cumulative growth was accounted for along all study roadway 
locations, the cumulative baseline growth projections were then used to develop cumulative baseline 
intersection turning movement volumes through the “Furness” method.  The “Furness” method involves the 
conversion of model link volumes to intersection turning movement volumes.  The “Furness” method consisted 
of approximately 100 iterations in order to achieve balancing of link volumes within the roadway network and to 
generate 2030 cumulative baseline intersection turning movement volumes.   


 
(4)   2030 Baseline (No project) Condition.  In order to generate a cumulative baseline (No project) 


condition, the proposed project was substracted from the 2030 cumulative baseline growth projections.  The 
reduction was based on the vehicle trips generated for a 120‐unit residential condominium and 9,500 square 
feet commercial mixed‐use development at each of the study intersections.  The results of this analysis 
generated at some intersections, less than the existing intersection turning volumes (negative volume).  This was 
due in part because the 2030 cumulative baseline projections were, at some intersections, less than the existing 
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volume and when the proposed project trips were subtracted, the project trips were more than the 2030 
baseline volume.  This occurred at the following locations: 


   


 Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue (int #7), A.M. Peak Hour, Northbound Left‐Turn and Eastbound Right‐
Turn movements. 


 
 Clarke Street & 51st Street (int #9), A.M. Peak Hour, Southbound Left‐Turn and Right‐Turn movements. 


 
 Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue (int #7), P.M. Peak Hour, Northbound Left‐Turn and Westbound Left‐


Turn movements. 
 
 Clarke Street & 51st Street (int #9), P.M. Peak Hour, Eastbound Left‐Turn movement. 


 
For these locations, the cumulative year 2030 baseline (without project) is assumed to be the existing turning 
movement volumes.  The project trips were then added to generate a “new” cumulative baseline (with project) 
condition.  Table IV‐34 provides a summary of the adjustments made. Figure IV‐14 provides A.M. and P.M. 
intersection turning movement volumes for the 2030 cumulative condition without the project.   
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Table IV‐ 34 
Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline (No Project) Adjustments 


Int #  Intersection  Peak  Movement  Existing 
Project 
Trips 


Cumulative Baseline 
(without) Project 


Cumulative 
Baseline (with 


Project) 


7 
Clarke Street & 


Claremont Avenue 


A.M.  


NBL 
12  33  ‐11  22 


new volume  12  45 


EBR 
16  13  ‐1  12 


new volume  16  29 


P.M.  


NBL 
14  12  ‐2  10 


new volume  14  26 


WBL 
31  36  ‐7  29 


new volume  31  67 


9 
Clarke Street & 51st 


Street 


A.M. 


SBL 
3  10  ‐6  4 


new volume  3  13 


SBR 
2  41  ‐39  2 


new volume  2  43 


P.M.  EBL 
24  36  ‐8  28 


new volume  24  60 
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(5)   Intersection Operation.    Intersection operation  levels of  service  along with  their  associated 
critical and average delays are  summarized  in Table  IV‐35.   Appendix H  includes  the detailed  level of  service 
analysis sheets for the cumulative baseline (without project) condition, including the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. 


 
Table IV‐ 35 


Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline (No Project) Condition LOS Summary 


#  Intersection 


A.M. Peak  P.M. Peak 


Avg. 
Delay2 


V/C  LOS 
Avg. 
Delay2 


V/C  LOS 


1.  Shattuck Ave & 52nd St  168.9  1.22  F  85.9  1.09  F 


2.  Telegraph Ave & SR‐24 WB off‐ramp – Aileen St  68.8  1.07  E  12.5  0.62  B 


3.  Telegraph Ave& SR 24 EB on‐ramp  15.1  0.74  B  37.6  0.95  D 


4.  Claremont Ave & SR 24 EB off‐ramp – Clifton St  135.5  0.78  F  36.8  0.53  D 


5.  Telegraph Ave & 52nd Street – Claremont Ave  159.3  1.37  F  57.1  0.97  E 


6.  Clarke St & Claremont Ave1  14.8    B  15.0    C 


7.  Telegraph Ave & 51st St  142.4  1.32  F  115.4  1.28  F 


8.  Clarke St & 51st St1  110.4    F  908.8    F 


Source:  DKS Associates, 2007 


  Intersections operating below acceptable LOS D 


Notes: Average Delay:  in seconds per vehicle                                     V/C:  Volume to Capacity Ratio                                          LOS:  
Level of Service 


1  Unsignalized Intersection LOS is based on worst approach delay. 


2  For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
methodologies.  For unsignalized intersections, delays >50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations 
under the HCM 2000 methodologies. 


 


Under the Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline (No Project) condition, six of the eight study intersections would 
operate below acceptable LOS D.   
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The addition of cumulative year 2030 growth would cause the intersection of Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street to 
continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. peak hour and P.M. peak hour.  
 
The intersection of Telegraph Avenue & SR 24 WB off‐ramp‐Aileen Street would operate at LOS E during the 
A.M. peak hour.  The intersection of Claremont Avenue & SR 24 EB off‐ramp – Clifton Street would operate at 
LOS F during the A.M. peak hour.   
 
The intersection of Telegraph Avenue & 52nd Street ‐ Claremont Avenue would operate at LOS F during the A.M. 
peak hour and LOS E during the P.M. peak hour.  The intersection of Telegraph Avenue & 51st Street would 
operate LOS F during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. 
 
Also, the intersection of Clarke & 51st Street would operate at LOS F during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours.  
Cumulative growth would add ten (10) or more P.M. peak‐hour trips at the intersection of Clark Street & 51st 
Street but the intersection peak hour traffic signal warrants would not be satisfied.  


 
e.   Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline (With Project) Condition.  This section evaluates whether the project would 
result in significant cumulative year 2030 impacts at the study intersections.  In Oakland, a project’s contribution 
to cumulative impacts is considered “considerable” (i.e., significant) when the project exceeds at least one of the 
intersection‐related thresholds.  For unsignalized intersections, the unsignalized intersection must also satisfy a 
Caltrans peak‐hour traffic signal warrant.   
 
Figure IV‐15 provides A.M. and P.M. intersection turning movement volumes for the 2030 cumulative condition 
with the project.   


(1)  Intersection Operation.    Intersection  operation  levels  of  service  along with  their  associated 
average delays are summarized in Table IV‐36.  Appendix H includes the detailed level of service analysis sheets 
for the cumulative baseline (w/project) condition, including the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. 
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Table IV‐ 36 
Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline (With Project) Condition ‐ LOS Summary 


#  Intersection 


A.M. Peak  P.M. Peak 


Avg. 
Delay2 


V/C  LOS 
Avg. 
Delay2 


V/C  LOS 


1.  Shattuck Ave & 52nd St  176.1  1.23  F  88.6  1.10  F 


2.  Telegraph Ave & SR‐24 WB off‐ramp – Aileen St  71.2  1.08  E  12.9  0.63  B 


3.  Telegraph Ave& SR 24 EB on‐ramp  15.3  0.75  B  38.9  0.96  D 


4.  Claremont Ave & SR 24 EB off‐ramp – Clifton St  138.0  0.79  F  38.6  0.53  D 


5.  Telegraph Ave & 52nd Street – Claremont Ave  167.5  1.41  F  67.1  1.00  E 


6.  Clarke St & Claremont Ave1  20.6    C  18.9    C 


7.  Telegraph Ave & 51st St  145.0  1.33  F  121.4  1.29  F 


8.  Clarke St & 51st St1  147.7    F  1308.2    F 


Source:  DKS Associates, 2007 


  Intersections operating below acceptable LOS D 


Notes: Average Delay:  in seconds per vehicle                                     V/C:  Volume to Capacity Ratio                                          LOS:  
Level of Service 


1  Unsignalized Intersection LOS is based on worst approach delay. 


2  For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
methodologies.  For unsignalized intersections, delays >50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations 
under the HCM 2000 methodologies. 
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Under the Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline (With Project) condition, six of the eight study intersection would 
operate below acceptable LOS D.   
 
The intersection of Telegraph Avenue & SR 24 WB off‐ramp‐Aileen Street would continue to operate at LOS E 
during the A.M. peak hour.  The proposed project would not trigger any of the thresholds of significance.  Thus, 
the addition of project traffic would be considered less‐than‐significant. 
 
Impact TRANS‐4:  Project Impacts at Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street (2030). The addition of project traffic 
would cause the intersection of Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street to continue to operate at LOS F during the 
A.M. and P.M. peak hour.  The addition of project traffic would result in a potentially significant impact at the 
intersection of Shattuck Avenue and 52nd Street.  The addition of project traffic would cause and increase in 
intersection average delay of 2 or more seconds during the A.M. and increase in delay of 4 or more seconds at 
one or more critical movements during the A.M. and P.M. peak hour.  This would be considered a significant 
project impact. For this location, the westbound through approach would increase by 16.2 seconds in the 
A.M. peak, and the westbound through approach would increase by 8.6 seconds in the P.M. peak hour.  The 
project’s relative contribution to the impact is shown in Appendix H.   


 
Mitigation Measure TRANS‐4:  In order to avoid triggering an impact, the intersection would require a signal 
split timing adjustment to include: 
 


 A  signal  timing  split modification of  the eastbound  left  turn and westbound  through approaches.  
During  the  A.M.  peak  hour,  a  shift  of  2.5  seconds  from  the  eastbound  left‐turn  to  westbound 
through approach would be needed.   During  the P.M. peak hour, a  shift of 1.0  seconds  from  the 
eastbound left‐turn to westbound through approach would also be needed.      
 


With this mitigation in place, the intersection would continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. and P.M. 
peak hour and not trigger any of the thresholds of significance.    To implement this mitigation measure, the 
project sponsor shall submit a signal optimization plan to the City of Oakland’s Transportation Services 
Division for review and approval.  The plan shall consist of signal timing parameters for the signals in the 
coordination group.  The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and implementing the plan.  Due to 
the minor signal timing adjustment at this location, the operation of the adjacent intersections would likely 
not be impacted. 
 
With implementation of this proposed mitigation measure, the potential impact would be reduced to less 
than significant.   


 
Impact TRANS‐5:  Project Impacts at Claremont Avenue & SR 24 EB off‐ramp‐Clifton Street (2030).  The 
addition of project trips would cause the intersection of Claremont Avenue & SR 24 EB off‐ramp – Clifton 
Street to continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. peak hour.  The addition of project traffic would result 
in a potentially significant impact at this intersection.   The addition of project traffic would cause and 
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increase in intersection average delay of 2 or more seconds during the A.M. and increase in delay of 4 or more 
seconds at one or more critical movements during the A.M. peak hour.  This would be considered a significant 
impact. For this location, the southbound through approach would increase by 7.0 seconds in the A.M. peak.  
The project’s relative contribution to the impact is shown in Appendix K.   


 
Mitigation Measure TRANS‐5:  In order to avoid triggering an impact, the intersection would require a signal 
split timing adjustment to include: 
 


 A  signal  timing  split modification of  the northbound and  southbound approach.   During  the A.M. 
peak  hour,  a  shift  of  1.0  seconds  from  the  westbound  through  to  add  1.0  second  to  the 
northbound/southbound approach.   
 


With this mitigation in place, the intersection would continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. and P.M. 
peak hour and not trigger any of the thresholds of significance.  To implement this mitigation measure, the 
project sponsor shall submit a signal optimization plan to the City of Oakland’s Transportation Services 
Division for review and approval.  The plan shall consist of signal timing parameters for the signals in the 
coordination group.  The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and implementing the plan.  Due to 
the minor signal timing adjustment at this location, the operation of the adjacent intersections would likely 
not be impacted. 
 
With implementation of this proposed mitigation measure, the potential impact would reduced to less than 
significant.  However, because this mitigation involves a change to the operation of a freeway off‐ramp 
under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, the City of Oakland, as lead agency, could not implement the mitigation 
without the approval of Caltrans.  Therefore, the project impact is conservatively considered significant and 
unavoidable.    


 
Impact TRANS‐6:  Project Impacts at Telegraph Avenue & 52nd Street‐Claremont Avenue (2030).  The addition 
of project trips would cause the intersection of Telegraph Avenue & 52nd Street ‐ Claremont Avenue to 
continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. peak hour and LOS E during the P.M. peak hour. The addition of 
project traffic would cause and increase in intersection average delay of 2 or more seconds during the A.M. 
peak hour, an increase in delay of 4 or more seconds at one or more critical movements and a v/c ratio of 
greater than 3%.  This would be considered a significant project impact. During the P.M. peak hour, the 
project would cause and increase in average delay of 4 or more seconds and an increase in delay of 6 seconds 
or more at one or more of the critical movements.  This would be considered a significant project impact. For 
this location, the westbound through approach would increase by 27.1 seconds and the northbound through 
approach would increase by 6.7 seconds in the A.M. peak hour.  In the P.M. peak hour, the northbound 
through approach would increase by 20.7 seconds, and increase by 8.9 seconds in the southbound left‐turn.  
The project’s relative contribution to the impact is shown in Appendix K.   
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Mitigation Measure TRANS‐6:  In order to avoid triggering an impact, the intersection would require a signal 
split timing adjustment to include: 
 


 A signal timing split modification of the eastbound approach, westbound approach, southbound left 
turn and southbound through approaches during the A.M. peak hour.  A shift of 0.5 second from the 
eastbound approach to the southbound left turn and southbound through approaches, and a shift of 
4.5 seconds from the eastbound approach to the westbound approach would be needed.  During 
the P.M. peak hour, a signal timing split modification would be required for the eastbound 
approach, northbound through and southbound through approaches.  A shift of 4.0 seconds from 
the eastbound approach to the northbound through and southbound through approaches would be 
needed.  


 
With this mitigation in place, the intersection would continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. peak hour 
and improve to LOS F during the P.M. peak hour and not trigger any of the thresholds of significance.    To 
implement this mitigation measure, the project sponsor shall submit a signal optimization plan to the City of 
Oakland’s Transportation Services Division for review and approval.  The plan shall consist of signal timing 
parameters for the signals in the coordination group.  The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing 
and implementing the plan.  Due to the minor signal timing adjustment at this location, the operation of the 
adjacent intersections would likely not be impacted. 
 
With implementation of this proposed mitigation measure, the potential impact would be reduced to less 
than significant. 


 
Impact TRANS‐7:  Project Impacts at Telegraph Avenue & 51st Street (2030).  The intersection of Telegraph 
Avenue & 51st Street would continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. The addition of 
project traffic would cause and increase in intersection average delay of 2 or more seconds during the A.M. 
and P.M. peak hour and increase in delay of 4 or more seconds at one or more critical movements during the 
A.M. and P.M. peak hour.  This would be considered a significant project impact. For this location, the 
westbound left approach would increase by 9.1 seconds and westbound through approach would increase by 
11.6 seconds in the A.M. peak hour.  In the P.M. peak hour, the westbound left approach would increase by 
17.6 seconds, the westbound through approach would increase by 11.8 seconds and the northbound through 
approach would increase by 8.6 seconds.  The project’s relative contribution to the impact is shown in 
Appendix K.   


 
Mitigation Measure TRANS‐7:  In order to avoid triggering an impact, the intersection would require a signal 
split timing adjustment and a widening of the northbound and eastbound approach to include: 
 


 During the A.M. peak hour, a signal timing split modification would be required for the westbound 
left turn, westbound through, eastbound left turn and eastbound through approaches.  A shift of 1.0 
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second from the westbound left turn to the eastbound through movement, and a shift of 0.7 second 
from the eastbound left turn to westbound through approach would be needed. 


 In order to avoid triggering an impact during the P.M. peak hour, the intersection would require a 
widening of the northbound and eastbound approach and a signal split timing adjustment to include 
one left‐turn lane (10 feet), two through lanes (10 feet each) and one right‐turn lane (12 feet to 14 
feet) in the northbound direction and two left‐turn lanes, two through lanes and one right‐turn lane 
in the eastbound direction. The northbound approach is approximately 40 feet wide.  Widening the 
northbound approach would require a minimum of 46 feet of roadway.  This configuration can be 
accommodated within the existing right‐of‐way but would result in narrowing the 14‐foot sidewalk 
to 8 feet, and loss of 4‐5 on‐street metered parking spaces along the eastside of Telegraph Avenue.  
In addition, there are several utilities on the southeast corner of Telegraph Avenue/51st Street 
including a fire hydrant, CATV, and a signal pole.  Note that the nearby business has outside seating 
and makes use of the existing sidewalk.  There is also a large tree that would need to be removed.  
The northbound approach is assumed to be widened towards the east.  The eastbound approach is 
approximately 48 feet wide.  Widening the eastbound approach would require a minimum of 56 feet 
of roadway.  There is a signal control cabinet, fire hydrant and signal pole that would need to be 
relocated.  In addition, the widening may result in loss of 4 on‐street parking spaces.  On the south 
side of 52nd Street there is an existing driveway approximately 105 feet west of the intersection that 
would restrict the length of the right‐turn lane.   The eastbound approach is assumed to be widened 
towards the south.  City standards state that the minimum sidewalk width in commercial areas with 
conflicts in the sidewalk is 8 feet.  The existing sidewalk along the eastbound approach to the 
intersection is 10 feet wide, of which 8 feet would be needed to accommodate the widening of the 
roadway.  Thus, private property acquisition would be required to maintain a continuous 8 feet of 
sidewalk.  The relocated sidewalk would be on property that is currently landscaping and a driveway 
access to a parking lot; the buildings are set back from the street corner. 


 
During the A.M. peak hour, with the signal split timing adjustment the intersection would continue to 
operate at LOS F and not trigger any of the thresholds of significance.  To implement this mitigation 
measure, the project sponsor shall submit a signal optimization plan to the City of Oakland’s Transportation 
Services Division for review and approval.  The plan shall consist of signal timing parameters for the signals 
in the coordination group.  The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and implementing the plan.  
Due to the minor signal timing adjustment at this location, the operation of the adjacent intersections would 
likely not be impacted.  With the implementation of this mitigation, the potential impact during the A.M. 
peak hour would be reduced to less than significant. 
 
During the P.M. peak hour, with the intersection widening and signal split timing adjustment the 
intersection would continue to operate at LOS F and not trigger any of the thresholds of significance.  
However, the intersection widening would involve reducing the width of the sidewalk and removing a street 
tree, both of which are inconsistent with City policies to encourage pedestrian amenities in commercial 
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districts.  The widening would also involve removing on‐street parking spaces, relocating numerous utilities 
and acquiring private property.  For all these reasons, the mitigation is considered infeasible.  Therefore, the 
potential impact during the P.M. peak hour would remain significant and unavoidable.  


 
Also, the intersection of Clarke & 51st Street would operate at LOS F during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours.  
Cumulative growth would add ten (10) or more P.M. peak‐hour trips at the intersection of Clark Street & 51st 
Street but the intersection peak hour traffic signal warrants would not be satisfied.  This would not be 
considered a significant impact.  


 
Appendix H includes the detailed calculation level of service analysis sheets including the weekday A.M. and 
P.M. peak hours. 


(2)  Signal Warrant Analysis.    Peak hour  traffic  signal warrants were  tested  for  the unsignalized 
study intersections.  This was done in accordance with City of Oakland requirements, using the methodology of 
the MUTCD, California Supplement.  


 
Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue.  Based on the significance criteria, the cumulative growth would add more 
than 10 trips through the intersection but would not satisfy a Peak‐Hour warrant.  Therefore it is not considered 
a potentially significant impact.  The minimum threshold volume for the minor street approach with one lane is 
100 vehicles per hour (VPH) and that relates to 1,500 vehicles per hour for the total of both approaches for a 
major street with two or more lanes.  Under the cumulative year 2030 baseline (with project) condition the A.M. 
peak hour volume is estimated at 78 vehicles per hour for the minor approach and 1,827 vph for the major 
approach.  During the P.M. peak hour the estimate is 67 vph for the minor approach and 1,284 vph for the major 
approach.   
 
Clarke Street & 51st Street.  Based on the significance criteria and project generated traffic, cumulative growth 
would add more than 10 trips through the intersection but would not satisfy a Peak‐Hour warrant.  Therefore it 
is not considered a potentially significant impact.  The minimum threshold volume for the minor street approach 
is 100 vehicles per hour (VPH) and under the cumulative year 2030 baseline (with project) the A.M. peak hour 
volume is estimated at 58 vehicles per hour, and 88 vehicles per hour during the P.M. peak hour. 


 
Appendix I includes the Peak Hour Volume Traffic Signal Warrant analysis for the intersections of Clarke Street & 
Claremont Avenue and Clarke Street & 51st Street. 


 


(3)  Project Contribution to Cumulative Year 2030 Growth.  Table IV‐37 and Table IV‐38 provide a 
summary of the cumulative (with project)  intersection analysis comparison results for the A.M. and P.M. peak 
hours, respectively. 
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Table IV‐ 37 
Cumulative Year 2030 ‐ No Project vs. Project LOS Comparison (A.M. Peak) 


 


Level of Service Analysis Summary ‐ A.M. Peak Hour 


#  Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 


2030 No Project  2030 plus Project 
Difference 
Project – No 


Project 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact?3 


Avg. 
Delay 


V/C  LOS 
Avg. 
Delay 


V/C  LOS 
Avg. 
Delay 


V/C 
(%) 


1.  Shattuck Ave & 52nd St  Signal  168.9  1.22  F  176.1  1.23  F  7.20  1.0  Yes 


2. 
Telegraph Ave & SR 24 
WB off‐ramp – Aileen St 


Signal  68.8  1.07  E  71.2  1.08  E  2.40  1.0  No 


3. 
Telegraph Ave & SR 24 
EB on‐ramp 


Signal  15.1  0.74  B  15.3  0.75  B  0.20  1.0  No 


4. 
Claremont Ave & SR 24 
EB off‐ramp – Clifton St 


Signal  135.5  0.78  F  138.0  0.79  F  2.50  1.0  Yes 


5. 
Telegraph Ave & 52nd St 
– Claremont Ave 


Signal  159.3  1.37  F  167.5  1.41  F  8.20  4.0  Yes 


6. 
Clarke St & Claremont 
Ave1 


Unsignalized  14.8    B  20.6    C  5.80  0.0  No4 


7.  Telegraph Ave & 51st St  Signal  142.4  1.32  F  145.0  1.33  F  2.60  1.0  Yes 


8.  Clarke St & 51st St1  Unsignalized  110.4    F  147.7    F    0.0  No4 


Source:  DKS Associates, 2007 


  Intersection operates below acceptable LOS D. 


Notes: Average Delay:  in seconds per vehicle                      V/C:  Volume to Capacity Ratio                                          LOS:  Level of Service 


1  Unsignalized Intersection LOS is based on worst approach delay. 


2  For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
methodologies.  For unsignalized intersections, delays >50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the 
HCM 2000 methodologies. 


3 Impact determination based on the thresholds of significance. 


4 The project would add more than 10 project trips but would not satisfy a signal warrant; therefore, the project would not have a 
significant impact. 
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Table IV‐ 38 
Cumulative Year 2015 ‐ No Project vs. Project LOS Comparison (P.M. Peak) 


Level of Service Analysis Summary ‐ P.M. Peak Hour 


#  Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 


2030 No Project  2030 plus Project 
Difference 
Project – No 


Project 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact?3 


Avg. 
Delay 


V/C  LOS 
Avg. 
Delay 


V/C  LOS 
Avg. 
Delay 


V/C 
(%) 


1.  Shattuck Ave & 52nd St  Signal  85.9  1.09  F  88.6  1.10  F  2.70  1.0  Yes 


2. 
Telegraph Ave & SR 24 
WB off‐ramp – Aileen St 


Signal  12.5  0.62  B  12.9  0.63  B  0.40  1.0  No 


3. 
Telegraph Ave & SR 24 
EB on‐ramp 


Signal  37.6  0.95  D  38.9  0.96  D  1.30  1.0  No 


4. 
Claremont Ave & SR 24 
EB off‐ramp – Clifton St 


Signal  36.8  0.53  D  38.6  0.53  D  1.80  0.00  No  


5. 
Telegraph Ave & 52nd St 
– Claremont Ave 


Signal  57.1  0.97  E  67.1  1.00  E  10.0  3.00  No  


6. 
Clarke St & Claremont 
Ave1 


Unsignalized  15.0    C  18.9    C  3.90  0.00  No4 


7.  Telegraph Ave & 51st St  Signal  115.4  1.28  F  121.4  1.29  F  6.0  1.00  Yes 


8.  Clarke St & 51st St1  Unsignalized  908.8    F  1308.2    F  399.40  0.00  No4 


Source:  DKS Associates, 2007 


  Intersection operates below acceptable LOS D. 


Notes: Average Delay:  in seconds per vehicle                      V/C:  Volume to Capacity Ratio                                          LOS:  Level of Service 


1  Unsignalized Intersection LOS is based on worst approach delay. 


2  For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
methodologies.  For unsignalized intersections, delays >50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the 
HCM 2000 methodologies. 


3 Impact determination based on the thresholds of significance listed under Section 2a.4 The project would add more than 10 project 
trips but would not satisfy a signal warrant; therefore, the project would not have a significant impact. 
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f.   ACCMA Analysis.  For the purposes of the CMA analysis, operations of the MTS segments were evaluated 


using a volume‐to‐capacity (v/c) ratio methodology.  This methodology is consistent with the MacArthur Transit 
Village EIR analysis.  For freeway segments, a per‐lane capacity of 2,000 vehicles per hour (vph) was assumed.  
For other roadway segments, a per‐lane capacity of 800 vehicles per hour was assumed.  Roadway segments 
with a v/c ratio greater than 1.00 signify a level of service F. 
 
Appendix M includes the CMA roadway segments operational analysis.  Based on the analysis results, the 
addition of the proposed project traffic would not result in an increase of more than 3% on any CMA or MTS 
roadway.  Therefore, the project would not cause a significant impact on the CMP and MTS roadways.   


 


g.   Other Recommended Improvement Measure for Non‐CEQA Planning Issue.  This section contains 
recommended improvements identified in this chapter to address project issues not considered significant 
environmental impacts under CEQA.  The recommendations should be considered by the City during the review 
of the project’s merits, independent of the CEQA impacts and mitigation measures.  The failure to adopt such 
recommendations, however, would not result in any new impacts or the increase in severity of previously 
identified impacts. 


 
Although no adverse impacts to pedestrian safety and circulation are anticipated, due to the way Clarke Street 
bends between Claremont Avenue and 51st Street, there appears to be limited sight distance along Clarke Street.  
The following improvement measure is recommended: 
 


Improvement Measure 1: The project sponsor shall submit a pedestrian safety improvement plan for Clarke 
Street between Claremont Avenue and 51st Street to the City for review and approval.  Pedestrian crossing 
safety measures could include flashing beacons and warning signage, enhanced street lighting for nighttime 
visibility, and speed control devices such as raised speed table(s) or speed humps.  The location of 
pedestrian safety devices must be carefully considered so that potential vehicular conflicts and emergency 
response times are not adversely altered.  The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and 
implementing the approved plan.  
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B. LAND USE AND DENSITY 
 
1. Introduction 
This section evaluates the proposed project’s potential land use impacts. The analysis describes the 
existing land use setting, and evaluates the compatibility of the proposed land uses with existing and 
planned land uses in the vicinity of the project site.  


 
2. Setting 
 
a. Environmental Setting.  The project is located at 5132 Telegraph Avenue in the Temescal 
neighborhood of Oakland, Alameda County.  The subject parcel is located within the area bounded by 
Telegraph Avenue, Claremont Avenue, 51st Street and Clarke Street, as depicted in Figure IV‐16. 
   


 
 
 
Major streets surround the project site.  The western edge of the site is adjacent to Telegraph Avenue, a 
major commercial street that runs south to the nearby MacArthur BART Station and through the city of 
Oakland and north, into the city of Berkeley and terminating at the UC Berkeley Campus.  Claremont 
Avenue, along the northwestern edge of the site, begins at the site and runs northeast through 


Figure IV‐16.  Project Vicinity Map.  Source:  Hauser Architects.
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Figure IV‐6.  Existing Site Land Use.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 


Oaklandand into Berkeley.  Clarke Street, a residential street, is located to the northeast of the project 
site.  51st Street, another major street, is not adjacent to the project site but is located south of the 
adjacent Civiq development project.  51st Street originates near the project site and travels east to 
Broadway where it becomes Pleasant Valley Avenue. 
 


 
 


 


 


 


 


 


Existing Land Uses Within the Project Site.  The project site is a single parcel 
containing a partially vacant two story commercial building and underutilized 
surface parking  lot  (Figure  IV‐17).    The  current  ground  floor  tenant on  site 
operates a video store.   The upper  floor  is vacant.   The existing building on 
site was previously used as a bank.   


Existing  Land Uses  in  the  Vicinity  of  the  Project  Site.    The  project  site  is 
located within  an  urban  area  comprised  of  diverse  land  uses,  as  shown  in 
Figure IV‐24. 


Claremont Towers (Figure  IV‐18),  located at 5160 Claremont Avenue,  is a 40 
unit  apartment  building  that  sits  adjacent  to  the  site  along  the  northern 
property line.  It reaches approximately 50 ft. in height.  The approved “Civiq” 
project, which would contain 67 residential units,  is  located adjacent  to  the 


site along the southeast property line and would reach a maximum height of 
57 feet. 


Telegraph Avenue  is a major arterial street  that runs along  the west side of 
the site.   The Telegraph Avenue commercial district  is comprised of a mix of 
commercial, mixed use,  residential, and public uses.   Telegraph Avenue  just 
south  of  the  site  consists  mainly  of  buildings  containing  ground‐floor 
commercial  uses  such  as  restaurants,  cafes,  and  shops  (Figure  IV‐19).  


Residential  units  are  located  on  the  upper  floor(s)  of  these  buildings.    The 


Figure IV‐18. Claremont Towers.  Source:  
Hauser Architects. 


Figure IV‐19.  Telegraph Avenue 
Commercial Building (~26 ft. tall).  Source:  


Hauser Architects. 


Figure IV‐20.  Temescal Library (~30 ft. tall)  
Source:  Hauser Architects. 


Figure IV‐17.  Project Site Existing Condition.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 
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southwest corner of the 51st Street and Telegraph Avenue intersection is comprised of a surface parking 
lot and retail mall that is occupied by larger commercial establishments such 
as a drugstore  / pharmacy, bank, police  station and post office  (Figure  IV‐
21).  


North of the project along Telegraph Avenue, the east side of the street  is 
largely  commercial  with  a  medical  building,  a  church  and  some  duplex 
housing.   A  large apartment complex, Keller Plaza and the Temescal Branch 
of  the Oakland Public  Library  (Figure  IV‐20)  sit opposite  the  site northeast 
along Telegraph Avenue.  


Claremont  Avenue  borders  the  site  along  its  northwest  edge  and  is 
characterized  by  a mix  of  commercial  uses.    Smaller  businesses  such  as 
restaurants,  insurance agencies and  therapists are  located alongside  larger 
commercial uses.   Children’s Hospital maintains  two of  their clinics on  this 
portion of Claremont Avenue (Figure IV‐22).   The Kingfish Project, a 33 unit 
residential  building  has  also  been  approved  for  a  site  that  sits  across 
Claremont  Avenue  to  the  northeast  of  the  site.    The  approved  design 
reaches approximately 57 ft. in height.  


Clarke  Street  borders  the  northeast  property  line  of  the  site  and  is 
dominated  by  single  family  and  duplex  residential  use  (Figure  IV‐23).  
Directly  opposite  the  project  site  along  Clarke  Street  is  the  Redondo 
Playground of FROG Park. 


51St  Street  runs  south  of  the  project  site  but  is  not  adjacent  to  it.    It  is 
comprised  mostly  of  single  family  residential  homes,  small  apartment 
buildings, and a fire station.   


 


 


 


 


 


Figure IV‐22.  Claremont Avenue Children’s 
Hospital Clinic (~15 ft. tall).  Source:  Hauser 


Architects. 


Figure IV‐23.  Clarke Street Single 
Family Residence (~24 ft. tall).  Source: 


Hauser Architects.


Figure IV‐21.  Telegraph Avenue Large 
Commercial Establishment.  Source:  


Hauser Architects. 
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Figure IV‐24.  Land Uses in Project Vicinity.  Source:  Google Earth website and Hauser Architects. 


Planning  Projects  in  the Area.    There  are  several development  projects which  have  been  proposed, 
approved or are under construction within  the vicinity of  the project site and  in  the neighborhood of 
North Oakland which will  result  in  some  land use changes on  individual parcels. The majority of new 
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developments are infill residential and mixed‐use projects along the Telegraph Avenue corridor, some of 
which are described below. 


• Civiq.  The approved Civiq project is located on a parcel adjacent to and southeast of the site.  It 
will consist of four buildings and a total of 67 residential units and 2990 square feet of ground 
floor commercial space.  The project has been approved and is not yet under construction. 


• Kingfish.  The approved Kingfish Co‐housing project is located on Claremont Avenue, across the 
street from and northwest of the site.  It will consist of one building and a total of 33 residential 
units.  The project has been approved and is not yet under construction. 


• 4801  Shattuck Avenue.    The  approved  4801  Shattuck Avenue  project  is  located  on  Shattuck 
Avenue  at 48th  Street,  approximately  1,000  feet  southwest of  the  site.    It will  consist of one 
building and a total of 44 residential units.  The project has been approved and is not yet under 
construction. 


• Centrada Temescal.   The approved Centrada Temescal project  is  located on Telegraph Avenue 
at 47th Street, approximately a quarter mile south of the project site.  The project consists of one 
building containing 51  residential units.   The project has been approved and  is not yet under 
construction. 


• MacArthur BART Transit Village.   This  is a proposed project,  located approximately 0.5 miles 
south of the project site, at the MacArthur BART Station.  It would transform an existing parking 
lot and several surrounding parcels  into a  large mixed use transit oriented development.   This 
project would consist of five buildings with a total of 675 residential units, 44,000 square feet of 
commercial space and a 5,000 square foot community center/ childcare facility.  The project has 
been approved and is not yet under construction. 


The development of these projects will not significantly alter the existing  land use pattern beyond that 
anticipated  in  the Oakland General Plan.   They will  result  in an  incremental  increase  in  the density of 
residential and commercial development in the area, as well as, modifications to pedestrian and vehicle 
circulation in the area.  This growth is consistent with the “Grow and Change” designation applied to the 
area in the General Plan. 


 


b. Regulatory Setting 


The main documents that are applicable to land use and density within and around the project site are 
the City of Oakland’s General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element, Housing Element, Pedestrian 
Master Plan, Bicycle Master Plan, Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element, and the Historic 
Preservation Element. In addition, the City of Oakland Planning Code, the Sustainable Community 
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Development Initiative, and the City of Oakland “Transit First” Policy are applicable to land use and 
density within and around the project site. 


Conflicts with a General Plan do not inherently result in a significant effect on the environment within 
the context of CEQA. As stated in Section 15358(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, “[e]ffects analyzed under 
CEQA must be related to a physical change.”  


Further, Appendix G of the Guidelines (Environmental Checklist Form) makes explicit the focus on 
environmental policies and plans, asking if the project would “conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation . . . adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect” 
(emphasis added). Even a response in the affirmative, however, does not necessarily indicate the project 
would have a significant effect, unless a physical change would occur. 


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).24 


(1) Land Use and Transportation Element. The Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) is 
intended to guide development within the City of Oakland.  The project site has two General Plan land 
use classifications as shown in Figure IV‐25.  The western portion of the site, adjacent to Telegraph and 
Claremont Avenues, is classified as Neighborhood Center Mixed Use (NCMU).  NCMU accounts for 
approximately 45 percent of the site area.  According to the General Plan, the intent and desired 
character of the NCMU designation is the following: 
 


“The Neighborhood Center Mixed Use classification is intended 
to identify, create, maintain and enhance mixed use 
neighborhood commercial centers. These centers are typically 
characterized by smaller scale pedestrian‐oriented, continuous 
street frontage with a mix of retail, housing, office, active open 
space, eating and drinking places, personal and business 
services, and smaller scale educational, cultural, or 
entertainment uses. Future development within this 
classification should be commercial or mixed uses that are 


                                                            
24 City Council Resolution No. 79312 C.M.S., June 2005 


Figure IV‐25.  General Plan Land Use 
Classifications for the Site.  Source:  Hauser 


Architects. 
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pedestrian‐oriented and serve nearby neighborhoods, or urban residential with ground floor 
commercial.” (Land Use and Transportation Element, p. 149) 


 
The eastern portion of the site, adjacent to Clarke Street, is classified as Mixed Housing Type Residential 
(MHTR).   MHTR  accounts  for  approximately  55  percent  of  the  site  area.    The maximum  residential 
density allowed under the MHTR designation  is 30 units per gross acre. According to the General Plan, 
the intent and desired character of the MHTR designation is the following: 


“The Mixed Housing Type Residential classification is intended to create, maintain, and enhance 
residential areas typically located near the City's major arterials and characterized by a mix of single 
family homes, townhouses, small multi‐unit buildings, and neighborhood businesses where 
appropriate. Future development within this classification should be primarily residential in 
character, with live‐work types of developments, small commercial enterprises, schools, and other 
small scale, compatible civic uses possible in appropriate locations.”  (Land Use and Transportation 
Element, p. 146)   
 


The mixed‐use project proposes to construct a ground‐floor podium with commercial, parking and open 
space with the following three buildings above:  5120 Telegraph Avenue on the southwest portion of the 
site; 5140 Claremont Avenue on the west portion of the site and 5115 Clarke Street on the northeast 
portion of the site.  The two buildings at 5120 Telegraph Avenue and 5140 Claremont Avenue would 
contain ground‐floor neighborhood‐oriented commercial space with continuous street frontage as 
called for by the General Plan.  The remaining building at 5115 Clarke Street would be entirely 
residential units above the parking garage.  Because of its location in the MHTR portion of the site and 
on a lower‐density residential street, this building would step down in height from the other two 
buildings. 


 
The project site is also located within a “Grow and Change” area as outlined in the General Plan Strategy 
Diagram. This designation is used where growth will be focused to help Oakland succeed in its economic, 
social, and environmental transition that will allow the City to successfully address housing, economic 
vitality and other challenges.  According to the General Plan, Grow and Change areas should emphasize 
significant changes in density, activity, or use, which are consistent with the General Plan.  The project is 
consistent with residential densities as specified in the NCMU and MHTR General Plan designations and 
would direct additional commercial and residential density and activities to the Telegraph Avenue 
Business Improvement District commercial corridor consistent with the Grow and Change designation. 


 
Policies of the LUTE that are applicable to the project are listed below.   
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• Policy N1.1:  Concentrating Commercial Development. Commercial development in the  
neighborhoods should be concentrated in areas that are economically viable and provide 
opportunities for smaller scale, neighborhood‐oriented retail. 
 


Figure IV‐26.  General Plan Land Use Map of Project Site. Area Source:  Hauser Architects  
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Proposal:   The commercial spaces  included  in the project would be  located on Telegraph and 
Claremont Avenues within  the  existing  Temescal Commercial District.  The proposed project 
would provide  for high‐quality  commercial  space  that would be easily visible and accessible 
from the existing commercial corridor. The proposed commercial space can be subdivided and 
designed  to  accommodate  a wide  range of  smaller‐scale, neighborhood‐serving  commercial 
uses. 


 


• Policy N3.1:  Facilitating Housing Construction. Facilitating the construction of housing units should 
be considered a high priority for the City of Oakland. 
 
Proposal:   The project would provide for 120 new housing units on an underutilized site that 
currently has no housing.  
 


• Policy N3.2:  Encouraging Infill Development. In order to facilitate the construction of needed 
housing units, infill development that is consistent with the General Plan should take place 
throughout the City of Oakland. 
 
Proposal:   The project would redevelop an existing, underutilized parcel within an urbanized 
area  of  the  city  that  adjoins  existing  streets  containing  existing  public  utilities.  The  parcel 
currently consists of surface parking, a commercial building that is 50 percent vacant, and does 
not contain any housing units. 
 


• Policy N3.9:  Orienting Residential Development. Residential developments should be encouraged to 
face the street and to orient their units to desirable sunlight and views, while avoiding unreasonably 
blocking sunlight and views for neighboring buildings, respecting the privacy needs of residents of 
the development and surrounding properties, providing for sufficient conveniently located on‐site 
open space, and avoiding undue noise exposure. 
 
Proposal:  Proposed buildings along each of the three streets bordering the site would entail 
residential units that face onto the respective streets. The facades include abundant areas of 
glass and numerous three‐sided courts and bay windows that would enhance the sunlight and 
views available to the units. There would be sufficient distance between opposing windows of 
different units within the project, and between the project and adjacent properties, to limit 
privacy impacts. On‐site courtyard open space would be conveniently located within the 
central portion of the project. Interior noise exposure of the project residents would be 
considered less than significant as discussed in the Noise section of the Initial Study (Appendix 
A) and noise exposure of project residents to neighborhood ambient noise in the courtyard 
open space area would be limited because the courtyard would largely be surrounded by the 
project’s buildings. Due to the topography and relatively flat location of the site and the 
location of the approved Civiq project, there would not be significant public scenic views that 
the project would block. Some of the new eastern facing units on the upper stories of the 
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project would have views of the Oakland Hills. The project may have some potential effect on 
the light and views of units at Claremont Towers (5160 Claremont Avenue) that face a 
common property line with the project site. 5160 Claremont is 4 stories tall and there are 3 
units on each floor that face the common property line across an irregularly shaped yard. 
There is existing vegetation that impedes light to and views from the 1st, 2nd and 3rd floor 
south‐ and east‐facing windows of 5160 Claremont.  Light to and views from the 4th floor 
south‐ and east‐facing windows of 5160 Claremont may be impacted by the project. This 
impact, however, would be considered less than significant because the light to and views 
from these windows is across an adjacent lot (the project site) in an urbanized commercial 
corridor designated “Grow and Change” in the General Plan. One would reasonably expect 
certain light and view impacts of development consistent with the General Plan along a “Grow 
and Change” corridor. Completely avoiding any potential light and view impacts would require 
unreasonably reducing the height of the project thereby reducing the project’s ability to 
provide the density called for in the General Plan. Potential light impacts to east‐facing 
windows of 5160 Claremont would be minimized due to the proposed distance between these 
windows and the project. Due to the distance between the proposed development and nearby 
homes on Clarke Street, potential solar access impacts to these nearby homes would be 
limited. A shadow analysis conducted for the project shows that the project would not block 
sunlight to nearby residential properties located on Clarke Street (see Appendix D). 
 


• Policy N3.10:  Guiding the Development of Parking. Off‐street parking for residential buildings 
should be adequate in amount and conveniently located and laid‐out, but its visual prominence 
should be minimized. 
 
Proposal:    The  project  includes  120  off‐street  parking  spaces.  Off‐street  parking would  be 
located on  two  levels  (one at grade, one above grade)  in a new, enclosed parking  structure 
located under the residential units and buffered from the street by the commercial units and 
residential  lobbies. This  configuration would make parking  convenient  to  the new units and 
parking would be screened from view from surrounding streets. 
 


• Policy N4.1:  Supporting “Fair Share” Accountability. The City is generally supportive of any efforts to 
establish accountability for communities that do not provide their fair share of affordable housing 
units. 
 
Proposal: The project would include five (5) units of affordable housing for very low income 
households, helping the Temescal area to reach its affordable housing goal. 
 


• Policy N4.2:  Advocating for Affordable Housing. The City encourages local non‐profit organizations, 
affordable housing proponents, the business community, the real estate industry, and other local 
policy makers to join in efforts to advocate for the provision of affordable housing in communities 
throughout the Bay Area region. 
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Proposal:  The project will include five (5) units of affordable housing for very low income 
households. 


 


• Policy N6.1:  Mixing Housing Types. The City will generally be supportive of a mix of projects that 
provide a variety of housing types, unit sizes and lot sizes which are available to households with a 
range of incomes. 
 
Proposal:    The  project  includes  units  ranging  in  size  from  studios  to  two‐bedroom  units 
thereby providing units available to a range of incomes. 
 


• Policy N6.2:  Increased Home Ownership. Housing developments that increase home ownership 
opportunities for households of all incomes are desirable. 


 
Proposal:  The project includes five (5) affordable housing units for very low income 
households.   


 


• Policy N7.1:  Ensuring Compatible Development. New residential development in Detached Unit and 
Mixed Housing Type areas should be compatible with the density, scale, design, and existing or 
desired character of surrounding development.  


 
Proposal:  The proposed building on Clarke Street located within the Mixed Housing Type 
Residential designation would be designed to complement the existing density, scale, design, 
and character of surrounding development. The height and scale of the proposed Clarke Street 
building would relate well to its neighbors. The existing 5160 Claremont apartment building, 
which sits to the west, is a four‐story residential building of 50 feet in height. The portion of 
the approved Civiq project located to the east of the proposed Clarke Street building will be a 
four‐story 37‐foot tall residential building at Clarke Street and rise to 55 feet in the interior 
portion of the site. The proposed Clarke Street building would be a four stories and 
approximately 46 feet tall with upper‐story setbacks. The size and proportions of the street 
façade of the proposed Clarke Street building would correspond to those of the proposed 
adjacent Civiq building and existing 5160 Claremont building fronting on Clarke Street.  


 


• Policy N8.2:  Making Compatible Interfaces between Densities. The height of development in urban 
residential and other higher density residential areas should step down as it nears lower density 
residential areas to minimize conflicts at the interface between the different types of development.  


 
Proposal:   The height of  the project would  step down  from approximately 65  feet near  the 
central portion of the site to approximately 36 feet and 46 feet along Clarke Street, the area of 
lower residential density.  
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• Policy N9.1:  Recognizing Distinct Neighborhoods. The City should encourage and support the 
identification of distinct neighborhoods.  


 
Proposal:    The  project  employs  high‐quality,  unique  and  visually  memorable  architecture 
which would  add  to  and  support  the  identity  of  the  Temescal  neighborhood.  The  project 
would  also  provide  for  neighborhood‐oriented  commercial  space  and  a  plaza  area  which 
would provide for local shopping opportunities and outdoor seating, both of which encourage 
social interaction and increase the sense of community and neighborhood.  


 


• Policy N9.7:  Creating Compatible but Diverse Development. Diversity in Oakland’s built 
environment should be as valued as the diversity in population. Regulations and permit processes 
should be geared toward creating compatible and attractive development, rather than “cookie 
cutter” development.  


 
Proposal:    The  project  employs  high‐quality,  unique  and  visually  memorable  architecture 
which would add value to the built environment and contribute positively to the eclectic mix of 
architecture found in the Temescal commercial corridor. The project would also be compatible 
with the existing built environment in that it is shaped and articulated to respond to the scale 
of  its neighboring buildings. The project would rise  in height  in the central portion of the site 
and  step down  towards neighboring properties  and be  visually broken up  into  smaller  sub‐
volumes to reduce its visual mass and reflect the scale of smaller buildings in the corridor.  


 


• Policy N9.8:  Preserving History and Community. Locations that create a sense of history and 
community within the City should be identified and preserved where feasible.  


 
Proposal: The proposed project would not disturb, remove or replace any structures of historical or 
community significance.  The proposed project would potentially add to the neighborhood 
community value with its creation of the plaza on Telegraph Avenue. 
 


• Policy N10.1:  Identifying Neighborhood "Activity Centers." Neighborhood Activity Centers should 
become identifiable commercial, activity and communication centers for the surrounding 
neighborhood. The physical design of neighborhood activity centers should support social 
interaction and attract persons to the area. Some of the attributes that may facilitate this 
interaction include plazas, pocket parks, outdoor seating on public and private property, ample 
sidewalk width, and street amenities such as trash cans and benches, and attractive landscaping.  
 
Proposal:    The  proposed  project would  include  a  plaza  area  along  Telegraph  Avenue  that 
would  allow  for  outdoor  seating  and  social  interaction.  The  project  would  also  include  a 
landscaped  greenway  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  project  site  to  complement  the  proposed 
public  walkway  on  the  adjacent  Civiq  property  thereby  supporting  social  interaction  and 
encouraging community activity. 
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(2) Housing Element. The Housing Element of the General Plan was adopted by the City 
Council on June 15, 2004. California law requires that each city and county adopt a housing element that 
includes: an assessment of housing needs; a statement of the community’s goals, objectives and policies 
related to housing; and a five‐year schedule of actions to implement the goals and objectives of the 
housing element.  The following goals are identified in the Housing Element: 


• Goal 1: Provide adequate sites suitable for housing for all income groups. 


• Goal 2: Promote the development of adequate housing for low and moderate‐income households. 


• Goal 3: Remove constraints to the availability and affordability of housing for all income groups. 


• Goal 4: Conserve and improve older housing and neighborhoods. 


• Goal 5: Preserve affordable rental housing. 


• Goal 6: Promote equal housing opportunity. 


• Goal 7: Promote sustainable development and smart growth. 


• Goal 8: Increase public access to information through technology. 


 
Applicable land use and density policies in the Housing Element are listed below. 


• Policy 1.7:  Regional Housing Needs.  The City will strive to meet its fair share of housing needed in 
the region. 
 


• Policy 2.3: Density Bonus Program.  Develop and implement a program to permit projects to exceed 
the maximum allowable density if they include units set aside for occupancy by very low‐, low‐, and 
moderate‐income households and/or seniors. 
 


• Policy 2.4:  Inclusion of Affordable Units in Market Rate Projects.  Seek voluntary agreements with 
private developers of market rate housing to include units affordable to lower‐income households, 
especially those projects involving Redevelopment Agency support or requiring major planning 
approvals. 


 


• Policy 3.1:  Expedite and Simplify Permit Processes.  Continue to implement permit processes that 
facilitate the provision of housing and annually review and revise permit approval processes. 


 


• Policy 3.2:  Flexible Zoning Standards.  Allow flexibility in the application of zoning, building, and 
other regulations. 


 


• Policy 7.2:  Energy Conservation.  Encourage the incorporation of energy conservation design 
features in existing and future residential development. 
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• Policy 7.3:  Infill Development.  Continue to direct development toward existing communities and 
encourage infill development at densities consistent with surrounding communities. 


 


• Policy 7.4:  Compact Building Design.  Work with developers to construct new housing that reduces 
the footprint of new construction, preserves green spaces, and support the use of public transit. 


• Policy 7.5:  Mixed Use Development.  Encourage a mix of land uses in the same zoning district or on 
the same site in certain districts. 


 
The proposed project would include a total of 120 units (115 market‐rate units and 5 affordable rental 
units) and would provide a variety of unit sizes. The proposed project would provide a variety of 
transportation options and would include ground floor commercial and public open space.  Therefore, 
the proposed project is generally consistent with applicable Housing Element policies. 
 


(3) Pedestrian Master Plan.  The Pedestrian Master Plan is intended to promote pedestrian 
safety and access to ensure that Oakland is a safe, convenient, and attractive place to walk. It 
establishes a Pedestrian Route Network which includes streets, walkways, and trails that connect to 
schools, libraries, parks, neighborhoods, and commercial districts throughout the City. The Pedestrian 
Master Plan is a part of the LUTE Element of the General Plan.  
 
The goals of the Pedestrian Master Plan include the following: 


• Pedestrian Safety. Create a street environment that strives to ensure pedestrian safety. 


• Pedestrian Access. Develop an environment throughout the City – prioritizing routes to school and 
transit – that enables pedestrians to travel safely and freely. 


• Streetscaping and Land Use. Provide pedestrian amenities and promote land uses that enhance 
public spaces and neighborhood commercial districts. 


• Education. Educate citizens, community groups, business associations, and developers on the safety, 
health, and civic benefits of walkable communities. 


• Implementation. Integrate pedestrian considerations based on federal guidelines into projects, 
policies, and the City’s planning process. 


 
The Pedestrian Master Plan designates a Pedestrian Route Network that extends throughout Oakland, 
and identifies common walking routes to pedestrian destinations. Telegraph Avenue, adjacent to the 
project site, is within the Pedestrian Route Network. 


The proposed project is generally consistent with the Pedestrian Master Plan as it incorporates features 
that enhance and facilitate pedestrian access to the project site. As part of the project, the sponsor 
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would install pedestrian enhancing features including the introduction of a public plaza along Telegraph 
Avenue and landscaping to enhance the proposed “Civiq” project walkway. 


(4) Bicycle Master Plan. The Bicycle Master Plan (BMP) is the City of Oakland’s official 
policy document that addresses the development of facilities and programs to enhance the role of 
bicycling as a viable transportation choice in Oakland. The BMP is part of the LUTE Element of the 
General Plan. The BMP defines City policies and recommends actions that would encourage and support 
bicycle travel improvements. The project’s consistency with the goals of the BMP is discussed below.  
 
To develop Oakland as a bicycle‐friendly community, the BMP identifies the following goals: 


• Infrastructure: Develop the physical accommodations, including a network of bikeways and support 
facilities, to provide for safe and convenient access by bicycle. 


• Education: Improve the safety of bicyclists and promote bicycling skills through education, 
encouragement, and community outreach. 


• Coordination: Provide a policy framework and implementation plan for the routine. 


• Accommodation: Accommodation of bicyclists in Oakland’s projects and programs. 
 


The proposed project is generally consistent with the goals of the BMP.  The project is located 2 blocks 
from an existing Class 3 bike route, Shafter Avenue.  According to the Master Plan, Shafter Avenue is the 
proposed location for a class 3B bicycle boulevard.  Additionally, both Telegraph and Claremont Avenues 
are proposed to become Class 2 bike routes.  These changes will allow bicyclists easy access to bicycle 
routes from the project site.   


(5) Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element. The Open Space, Conservation, and 
Recreation Element (OSCAR), which was adopted in June, 1996, addresses the management of the City’s 
open land, natural resources, and parks. The City‐wide park acreage goal set by the OSCAR is 10 acres of 
parkland per 1,000 residents. The City’s park ratio at the time the OSCAR was completed (1996) was 
approximately 7.5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents.  The North Oakland Planning Area (in which the 
project is located) is one of the most heavily urbanized parts of Oakland, and with a few exceptions, 
lacks undeveloped natural areas.  Additionally, the Local Serving Park Acreage (LSPA) in the North 
Oakland Planning Area is 1.18 acres per 1,000 residents.  This compares with a citywide average LSPA of 
1.33 and a stated goal of 4.0 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents.  The North Oakland Planning Area is 
landlocked; however because of its’ proximity to the hillside open spaces, it is perceived to have greater 
open space accessibility. Policies contained in the OSCAR that are relevant to land use within the project 
site are listed below. 
 


• Policy OS‐4.1:  Provision of Useable Open Space. Continue to require new multi‐family development 
to provide useable outdoor open space for its residents.  
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Proposal:  The proposed project provides the following amounts of usable open space: a podium 
courtyard which is approximately 5,000 sq. ft. in size; a plaza located along Telegraph Avenue that 
has an area of approximately 1,300 sq. ft.; and rooftop patios. 


 


• Policy OS‐8.2:  Creek Daylighting.  Support programs to restore or “daylight” sections of creek that 
have been culverted or buried in the storm drain system, provided that the following conditions 
exist:  (1) broad‐based community support for the project; (2) availability of financial resources for 
the project; (3) no significant health, safety, flooding, or erosion hazards would result from the 
project.  Place priority for daylighting on properties where additional opportunities for recreational 
access would be created. 
 
Proposal:  Temescal Creek flows beneath the site in a concrete culvert that lies approximately 
sixteen feet below grade.  The project provides a plaza along Telegraph that would allow for 
future daylighting of a portion of the creek.  Community supports exists for daylighting the 
Temescal Creek culvert that occurs on the project site.  The extent of this support is 
undetermined.  Funds are currently not available to daylight the creek on site.  One of the 
alternative scenarios discussed in Chapter V “Alternatives” of this EIR addresses a scenario in 
which the front portion of the site could be set aside for creek daylighting if public funds were to 
become available.   Several public health hazards could result from daylighting the creek onsite 
including the public falling into the sixteen feet deep ravine that would contain the creek, 
drowning, pollution to the creek flow, and blockage or overflow occurances. 
 
The City explored the issue of daylighting the Temescal Creek culvert on site at the April 25, 2007 
and May 23, 2007, Design Review Committee meetings which addressed the project.  A series of 
studies were performed25 that maintain that opening up the culvert would be problematic due to 
liability, structural, cost, processing, aesthetic, maintenance, security, hydrological, and flooding 
concerns.  A structural solution to daylighting the creek would be possible but the required design 
may not result in a desirable aesthetic outcome given the culvert’s below‐grade depth.  Below are 
excerpts from the studies.   
 
Liability 


 
There is a significant potential for liability on the part of the owner, the City of 
Oakland and any governmental agency that participates in the decision to open 
this ancient culvert for any reason. 
 


                                                            
25 Gordon & Rees, LLP, letter from John L. Condrey to George F. Hauser, AIA, May 8, 2007. 


Santos & Urrutia, Inc., 2007. Culvert Report for: Proposed New Building at 5132 Telegraph Avenue, Oakland, California, May 
8. 


TODD Engineers, letter from Raymond K. Will and Edwin Lin to Dan Paris, May 9, 2007. 
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As a general rule the owner of property owes no duty to mere trespassers to 
keep property in a safe condition, but the maintenance of an attractive nuisance 
with knowledge of owner, alluring to children but inherently dangerous to 
them, constitutes negligence out of which liability will arise for injuries resulting 
from such negligence. 
 
Here the condition that would result from opening the culvert would present a 
falling and drowning danger.  It could provide a potential area for vagrants and 
others that could pollute, damage or cause drainage issues with the culvert.  
Most importantly, in the event of a significant rainfall incident where the 
waterfall was high, adventurous persons might attempt to traverse, swim in, or 
even boat in the culvert.  This would be an extreme hazard since there are no 
other openings in the system.  As such, the risks associated with opening this 
drainage feature are likely to create hazardous conditions that will eventually 
result in injury to persons or property, and potential deaths are foreseeable.26  
 


Structural & Cost 
 
This approach would require demolishing this section of the existing site culvert, 
excavating along the open length and constructing an entirely new open 
concrete channel.  In order to maintain the natural flow this channel would 
require retaining walls ranging from 14’‐6” to 17’‐0” feet [sic] deep.   
 
The shoring, demolition and construction activities associated with this option 
would be extremely costly and the costs would be increased because the culvert 
would need to remain operational throughout.27 
 


Processing 
 
The approval processing for day‐lighting the culvert would require acceptance 
by numerous public agencies, including City of Oakland Public Works Agency, 
Alameda County Public Works Agency, California Department of Fish and Game, 
U.S. Army Corps or Engineers, and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB).  The process would be time‐consuming and costly, and 
any of these agencies could require costly mitigation or modification that could 
override an aesthetically‐pleasing result.28 
 


                                                            
26 Gordon & Rees, LLP, letter from John L. Condrey to George F. Hauser, AIA, May 8, 2007. 
27 Santos & Urrutia, Inc., 2007. Culvert Report for: Proposed New Building at 5132 Telegraph Avenue, Oakland, California, May 8. 
28 TODD Engineers, letter from Raymond K. Will and Edwin Lin to Dan Paris, May 9, 2007. 
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Aesthetics 
 
The resulting open culvert would also be approximately 10’ wide and 20’ below‐
grade, which would present a limited and largely overhead view of the water.  
Safety concerns also necessitate that a relatively high safety barrier be 
constructed to prevent persons from falling into the open culvert...  The safety 
barrier would further constrain the view.  Clearly, viewing a concrete culvert 
through a barrier may not be consistent with the idealized motion of day‐
lighting a creek.29 
 


Maintenance 
 
A major concern of day‐lighting the culvert is the tendency for debris to be 
thrown into the culvert.  Large items could become lodged in the culvert and 
cause a reduction in flow capacity.  Also, if items thrown into the culvert are not 
extracted, the aesthetic purposes of the culvert would be marred.  Typical flows 
in the culvert are on the order of a few inches, so flow could not be relied upon 
to clear the debris.30 
 


Security 
 
An opening in the culvert presents the obvious enticement to some people to 
enter the culvert.  This would be difficult but not impossible and were it to 
happen there is the attendant prospect of vandalism and injury.31 
 


Hydrology 
 
From a hydrologic standpoint, exposing the culvert presents several areas of 
concern.  First, there would be an increased prospect for turbulent flow in the 
vicinity of the exposed section, particularly when pressurized flow conditions 
occur during and after large rainfall events.  The turbulent flow has the 
consequence of reducing the capacity of the culvert.  Additionally, a rise in head 
under pressurized flow conditions would promote accumulation of floatable 
debris in the exposed segment.  In addition to decreasing the flow capacity of 
the culvert, turbulent flow would create eddies resulting in siltation within the 
culvert.  These issues would be exacerbated if the exposed segment had a 
different configuration relative to the upstream and downstream culvert 


                                                            
29 ibid. 
30 ibid. 
31 ibid. 
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segments (e.g., if the exposed culvert segment were widened to make for a 
more pleasing view of the water).32 
 


Flooding 
 
Localized flooding would be more immediate and widespread if the culvert was 
exposed, because rising water would encounter less friction than under the 
existing, closed conduit conditions.  A flooding event could result in a citation by 
the RWQCB [Regional Water Quality Control Board] for an un‐permitted waste 
discharge.  This culvert was created to control the undesirable impacts of 
flooding that periodically occur.  Because the culvert is a closed system, water 
flow into the culvert is restricted during flood conditions (when the culvert is 
full).  Although this condition may result in localized flooding all over the 
tributary area, it could prevent large, extremely damaging flows of water at the 
lower end of creek.  Opening the culvert changes this dynamic and allows a 
more rapid outflow of water into the surrounding area under flood conditions.  
This could conceivably inundate the adjacent important intersection of 
Telegraph Avenue and 51st Street during times when emergency access is 
critical.  It could also result in public and private property damage to cars, 
buildings, streets, utilities and other property and it could also result in injury 
and death.33 


 


• Policy OS‐11.2:  New Civic Open Space.  Create new civic open spaces at BART stations, in 
neighborhood commercial areas, on parking garages, and in other areas where high‐intensity 
redevelopment is proposed. 


 
Proposal:  The proposed project would create a 1,300 square‐foot publicly‐accessible plaza on 
Telegraph Avenue. 


 
The project is generally consistent with the policies of the OSCAR.  The project would provide adequate 
amounts of on‐site open space for future residents and would create two new open spaces that are for 
public use.  Although the project does not involve daylighting Temescal Creek, the project is 
substantially consistent with OSCAR creek daylighting policy because daylighting the Temescal Creek 
culvert on‐site may result in significant health, safety, or flooding hazards. 


 
(6) Historic Preservation Element. The Historic Preservation Element (HPE) defines goals, 


objectives, policies and actions that encourage preservation and enhancement of Oakland’s older 


                                                            
32 ibid. 
33 ibid. 
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buildings, districts and other physical environmental features having special historic, cultural, 
educational, architectural or aesthetic interest or value. HPE policies that apply to the project site 
include:  


• Policy 3.1: Avoid or Minimize Adverse Historic Preservation Impacts Related to Discretionary City 
Actions. The City will make all reasonable efforts to avoid or minimize effects on the Character‐
Defining Elements of existing or Potential Designated Historic Properties which could result from 
private or public projects requiring discretionary City actions. 


• Policy 4.1: Archeological Resource: To protect significant archeological resources, the City will take 
special measures for discretionary projects involving ground disturbances located in archeologically 
sensitive areas. 


 
The existing building within the project site,  located at 5132 Telegraph Avenue, was built  in 1974. The 
building is not identified as a historical resource by the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS), nor is it 
listed as a historical  resource  in  the State Office of Historic Preservation's Directory of Properties  (an 
inventory of properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical 
Resources, California Historical Landmarks, and California Points of Historical Interest). There are three 
historic properties in the vicinity of the project site (the Oakland Public Library Temescal Branch at 5205 
Telegraph Avenue, 445 51st Street, and the Pacific Gas & Electric Substation at 542 51st Street). Absent 
extraordinary circumstances, buildings less than 50 years old are normally presumed not to be historical 
resources. The building on the site, which was designed by Maxwell Starkman,  is a generic example of 
buildings  of  the  period,  and  does  not  have  any  unique  design  features.  It  is  not  associated  with 
important  events  or  persons,  nor  does  it  have  the  potential  to  yield  information  important  to  the 
prehistory or history of the local area, state or the nation. Thus, the building is not considered a historic 
resource pursuant to CEQA, and demolition of the building would not result in a significant impact. 
 
The existing concrete culvert located below grade on the project site, was built in 1907 and modified in 
1972. This underground culvert is not identified as a historical resource by the OCHS, nor is it listed as a 
historical resource in the State Office of Historic Preservation' Directory of Properties. The culvert does 
not  retain  historic  integrity  as  it  has  been  remodeled  and  does  not  meet  any  of  the  criteria  for 
consideration as historically  significant  (associated with historic events or  important historic persons, 
embodying distinctive  architectural  characteristics, or  yield  important historic  information). Thus,  the 
culvert is not considered a historic resource pursuant to CEQA. The project would not alter the culvert, 
since it is in good condition and can continue to serve its purpose for the foreseeable future. The project 
will be constructed so as to not increase the loading on the culvert or alter the existing procedures for 
maintenance and repair. 
 
The project site  is  located across Telegraph Avenue  to  the east  from  the historic Oakland City Library 
Temescal Branch located on the northwest corner of 52nd Street and Telegraph Avenue (City of Oakland 
Historical Landmark # 43).   The project will not create any significant shade or shadow related  impacts 
on the library. (See Chapter IV.D). 
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Consistent with HPE  Policy  4.1,  standard  conditions  of  approval  concerning  archaeological  resources 
would be applied to the project (see Section IV of the Initial Study in Appendix A).  
 


(7) Safety Element.  Adopted in November 2004, the City of Oakland’s Safety Element, 
Protect Oakland, is intended to reduce the potential risk of death, injuries, property damage and 
economic and social dislocation resulting from large‐scale hazards. This Element addresses public safety, 
geologic hazards, fire hazards, hazardous materials, and flooding hazards. Given the topics that are 
addressed in the Safety Element, most of its policies generally apply citywide.  
 
The proposed project is generally consistent with the Safety Element. The project would be required to 
conform to all applicable safety regulations and requirements regarding seismic safety, and activities to 
remediate all contamination at the project site.  


(8) City of Oakland Planning Code. The City of Oakland Planning Code (Planning Code) 
implements the policies of the General Plan and other City plans, policies, and ordinances. The Planning 
Code divides the City into zones, each of which is assigned different land use and development 
regulations. These regulations direct the construction, nature, and extent of building use.  Figure IV‐29 
shows the existing Planning Code zoning designations within and around the project site.  
 
Zoning.  The project site has two zoning designations, as shown in Figure IV‐27.  The western portion of 
the site, adjacent to Telegraph and Claremont Avenues, is designated C‐28, “Commercial Shopping 
District Zone”.  The C‐28 zone covers approximately 60 percent of 
the site (19,397 square feet).  The eastern portion of the site, 
adjacent to Clarke Street, is designated R‐40, “Garden Apartment 
Residential Zone“.  The R‐40 covers approximately 40 percent of 
the site (12,742 square feet).   
 


• Commercial Shopping District (C‐28). The intent of the C‐
28 Zone is to create, preserve, and enhance major 
boulevards of medium‐scale commercial establishments 
featuring some specified high density nodes in attractive 
settings oriented to pedestrian comparison shopping. This 
zone is also intended to encourage mixed‐use and 
nonresidential developments.  


 


• Garden Apartment Residential District (R‐40). The intent of the R‐40 Zone is to create, 
preserve, and enhance areas containing a mixture of single‐ or two‐family dwellings and garden 
apartments in spacious settings for urban living, and it typically appropriate to attractive areas 
of existing lower medium density residential development.  


 


Figure IV‐27.  Planning Code Zoning Classifications 
for the Site.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 
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The project is consistent with the intent of the C‐28 Zone and R‐40 Zone. The portion of the project 
along Telegraph and Claremont Avenues would be comprised of 
residential and commercial uses thereby supporting the 
Temescal Commercial District and the portion of the project 
along Clarke Street would be reduced in height and scale and be 
purely residential.  
 
Discussion of Allowable Density.  Current zoning for the site 
would allow for a maximum of 48 residential units on the site (1 
unit per 450 square feet in the 19,397 square feet of C‐28‐zoned 
area, and 1 unit per 2500 square feet in the 12, 742 square feet 
of R‐40‐zoned area).  The zoning for the site would allow a 
maximum of 69 units on the property with a Conditional Use 
Permit.  In many areas of the city, particularly along major transit 
corridors such as Telegraph Avenue, the maximum residential 
density allowed under the General Plan is considerably higher 
than the density allowed by the zoning. The project proposes to exceed the maximum number of units 
allowed by the zoning (120 units are proposed).  Pursuant to the Guidelines for Determining Project 
Conformity with the General Plan and Zoning Regulations, an Interim Conditional Use Permit is required 
to increase the project's residential density to the maximum allowed under the General Plan for the 
portion of the site located in the Neighborhood Center Mixed Use General Plan designation. For the 
portion of the site located in the Mixed Housing Type Residential General Plan designation, a Major 
Variance would be required to increase the project's residential density to the maximum allowed under 
the General Plan.34 
 
Section 17.01.120C of the Planning Code states that the General Plan land use designations have been 
broadly applied without parcel by parcel specificity and the General Plan Land Use Diagram is largely 
illustrative of the General Plan’s written goals and policies. Zoning boundaries are drawn with parcel‐by‐
parcel specificity.  If the maximum residential density allowed by the General Plan on the project site is 
calculated based upon the precise location of the boundary between the NCMU and MHTR designations 
as mapped on the General Plan Land Use Diagram, a total of 85 units would be allowed on the site under 
the General Plan.  If the density policies of the NCMU and MHTR designations are brought into 
conformance with the precise location of the C‐28 and R‐40 zoning classifications on site a total of 102 
units would be allowed under the General Plan 
 
Pursuant to City and State density bonus laws, the project sponsor is seeking a density bonus to exceed 
the maximum residential density allowed under the General Plan by providing a certain percentage of 
                                                            
34 According to the Guidelines for Determining Project Conformity with the General Plan and Zoning Regulations, normally an 
Interim Conditional Use Permit is required when a project seeks to exceed the allowable zoning density and apply the maximum 
density allowed under the General Plan.  In areas designated Mixed Housing Type Residential, however, a Major Variance is 
required. 


Figure IV‐28.  Adjustment to Bring General Plan 
Boundary Into Conformance with Zoning Boundary.  


Source:  Hauser Architects 
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affordable units in the project. Specifically the project sponsor proposes to restrict five percent of the 
units to very low income households, defined as households earning no more than 50 percent of Area 
Median Income, which would entitle the project to a density bonus of 20 percent additional units above 
what is allowed under the General Plan. If the project  proposes a base of 100 units, five percent of the 
units (five units) would be designated as affordable units thereby generating a density bonus of 20 
percent additional units (20 units) for a total of up to 120 units.  The project currently proposes 120 
units total. 
   
Table IV‐39 below summarizes the allowable densities for the site. 
 
 


Density Regulation  No. of Units


Zoning  48 


Zoning 


• Requires conditional use permit 


69 


General Plan 


• Based on precise location of General Plan boundaries 


• Requires interim conditional use permit and major variance 


85 


General Plan 


• Based on location of zoning boundaries 


• Requires interim conditional use permit 


93 


General Plan 


• Based on location of zoning boundaries 


• Requires interim conditional use permit and major variance 


102 
 


General Plan 


• Based on location of zoning boundaries 


• Requires interim conditional use permit and density bonus 


112 


General Plan 


• Based on location of zoning boundaries 


• Requires interim conditional use permit, major variance and density bonus 


122 


 
 
 


Table IV‐39.  Allowable Densities for the Site.  Source:  City of Oakland Planning and Zoning Division. 
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Figure IV‐29.  Zoning Designations Around Project Site.  Source:  City of Oakland Website and Hauser Architects. 


 
(9) Sustainable Community Development Initiative. The Oakland City Council adopted a 


Sustainable Community Development Initiative (Initiative) in 1998. The Initiative is a program that seeks 
to enhance the environmental sustainability of City operations and private development within the City. 
The major objectives of the Initiative include the following: economic development; employment 
training and continuing education; encouragement of in‐fill housing, mixed‐use development, and 
sustainable (“green”) building; making City operations and services a model of sustainable practices; and 
increasing community involvement.  The Sustainable Development Initiative comprises voluntary 
guidelines intended to preserve environmental health and increase economic development, and private 
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developers are not required to incorporate them into projects. The following activities listed as part of 
the Initiative relate to the proposed project:  


• In‐fill housing. 


• Green building guidelines. 


• Promote mixed‐use development.  


• Establish transit villages. 


• Improve quality of existing housing. 


 
The proposed project would be compatible with the Sustainable Community Development Initiative. 
This project would be accessible to multiple modes of transportation. The project site would be located 
on an underutilized infill site in an urbanized neighborhood in North Oakland and would incorporate a 
mix of uses, including residential, commercial and community‐serving uses.  A project with these 
characteristics demonstrates that a development's location and design meet accepted high standards 
for environmentally responsible, sustainable, development.  


(10) City of Oakland “Transit First” Policy. The City of Oakland adopted a “Transit‐First” 
Resolution in October 1996 which states the City’s support for public transit and other alternatives to 
the single‐occupant vehicle. This policy focused on resolving conflicts between public transit and single 
occupant vehicles on City streets in favor of the transit mode that has the potential to provide the 
greatest mobility for people rather than vehicles. 
 
The project site is immediately adjacent to Telegraph Avenue which is served by major AC Transit lines.  
Additionally, carshare vehicles will be provided on‐site for both residents and the general public.  
Pedestrian and bicycle access to the site is convenient.  Parking is being provided at a rate of one space 
per residential unit and a shared parking plan would allow commercial users to park in the residential 
garage during certain hours.  Overall, the project would encourage the use of transit and support the 
City’s Transit First Policy.  
  


3. Impacts and Mitigation Measures 


 
a. Criteria of Significance.  Implementation of the proposed project would have a significant land use 
and density impact if it would:  
 


1. Physically divide an established community;  
2. Result in a fundamental conflict between adjacent or nearby land uses;  
3. Fundamentally conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 


with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
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mitigating an environmental effect and actually result in a physical change in the 
environment; or  


4. Fundamentally conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan.  


 
b.  Less‐than‐Significant Land Use and Density Impacts. The following describes the less‐than significant 
land use impacts associated with the proposed project.  
 


(1) Community Integrity. The physical division of an established community typically refers to 
the construction of a major physical feature (such as an interstate highway or railroad tracks) or removal 
of a means of access (such as a local road or bridge) that would impair mobility within an existing 
community, or between a community and outlying areas. For instance, the construction of an interstate 
highway through an existing community may constrain travel from one side of the community to 
another; similarly, such construction may also impair travel to areas outside of the community.  
 
The vicinity of the project site experiences high amounts of pedestrian, vehicular, and transit activity 
due to the confluence of three major arterial streets that surround the project site and commercial 
areas along Telegraph and Claremont Avenues, north and west of the site.  The project would result in 
the construction of three buildings that would include a mix of uses, including residential, commercial, 
parking, and open space. The project is designed to facilitate access to the project site for all travel 
modes, including pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and vehicular modes, including private automobiles and 
carshare vehicles.  Implementation of the project would not result in the development of a barrier 
within the neighborhood surrounding the project site.   
 


(2) Conflict with Adjacent Land Uses. The adjacent land uses range from residential, 
commercial, to public uses.  Land uses on Telegraph Avenue opposite the project and south of 52nd 
Street are constituted of primarily commercial uses.  Land uses on Telegraph Avenue opposite the 
project and north of 52nd Street are constituted of public (Temescal Library), mult‐family residential, and 
commercial uses.  Land uses on Claremont Avenue opposite the site are comprised primarily of 
commercial uses.  Adjacent land uses on Clarke Street opposite the site are comprised of residential 
uses.  The adjacent parcel to the north, Claremont Tower Apartments, presents a multi‐family 
residential land use.  The adjacent parcel to the south, the “Civiq” project at 5110 Telegraph Avenue, 
presents a mix of multi‐family residential over commercial and entirely multi‐family residential land 
uses.  The project’s proposed multi‐family residential over commercial uses would mirror and 
complement these same uses on the adjacent parcels.  See figure IV‐24 in this EIR for additional 
information on adjacent land uses.   
 
The proposed project is designed with four‐ to six‐story mixed‐use buildings with ground floor 
commercial areas and a two level enclosed parking area that will be a shared facility for project 
residents, commercial tenants and the general public.  The commercial areas would be occupied with 
uses prescribed by the C‐28 zoned area.  These uses are intended to promote neighborhood serving 
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commercial uses. It is anticipated that the mix of land uses would serve current residents in the 
neighborhood and future residents of the project.  Residential land uses (including market‐rate and 
affordable units) would be compatible with existing residential uses in the area. 
 
In sum, implementation of the project would not result in the development of uses that would be 
intrinsically incompatible with surrounding land uses (e.g., a power plant, factory, or other noise, air 
pollution, or hazard‐generating land use). The mixed‐use development would not permanently interfere 
with the daily operations of surrounding land uses, and residential, commercial, and public uses 
surrounding the project site.  The anticipated daily operations of the project would match those of the 
surrounding land uses and no uses presented by the project would be new to the immediate area.  As 
such, the project would not present a conflict with the adjacent land uses. 


 
(3) Conflict with Land Use Policy.  The applicable land use policies discussed in this chapter are 


the City of Oakland Planning Code, Sustainable Community Development Initiative, City of Oakland 
“Transit First” Policy, and the City of Oakland General Plan.  The components of the City of Oakland 
General Plan that are discussed in this chapter are the Land Use and Transportation Element, Housing 
Element, Pedestrian Master Plan, Bicycle Master Plan, Open Space Conservation and Recreation 
Element, Historic Preservation Element, and the Oakland Safety Element.   


Conflicts with a General Plan do not inherently result in a significant effect on the environment within 
the context of CEQA.  However, the project is found to be generally consistent with the General Plan as 
discussed earlier and outlined in the following summary.   


The project is consistent with the NCMU and MHTR General Plan designations for the site put forth in 
the Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE).  The project is consistent with LUTE Policy N1.1 
because it proposes commercial space along Telegraph and Claremont Avenues that could be 
subdivided and designed to accommodate a wide range of smaller‐scale, neighborhood‐serving 
commercial uses.  The project is consistent with LUTE Policy N3.1 as it would provide for 120 new 
housing units on an underutilized site that currently has no housing.  The project is consistent with LUTE 
Policy N3.2 because the project would redevelop an existing, underutilized parcel within an urbanized 
area of the city that adjoins existing streets containing existing public utilities.  The project is consistent 
with LUTE Policy N3.9 in that it would not unreasonably block sunlight and views.  The project is 
consistent with LUTE Policy N3.10 because it would provide120 off‐street parking spaces in an enclosed 
parking structure that is mostly screened from the street by commercial uses and residential lobbies.  
The project is consistent with LUTE Policies N4.1 and N4.2 because it would provide five units of 
affordable housing for very low income households.  The project is consistent with LUTE Policy N6.1 
because it would include residential units that range in size from studios to two‐bedroom units and 
would thereby provide units that are available to a range of incomes.  The project is consistent with 
LUTE Policy N6.2 because it would provide home ownership opportunities to very low income 
households.  Although the project proposes a density and scale that are related to but higher and larger 
than existing surrounding development, the project is substantially consistent with LUTE Policy N7.1 
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because it reflects the desired character of surrounding development as reinforced by the “Growth and 
Change” overlay designation that extends along Telegraph Avenue from Highway 580 to State Route 24 
in North Oakland.  The project is consistent with LUTE Policy N8.2 because the height of the project 
would step down from approximately 65 feet near the central portion of the site to approximately 36 
feet and 46 feet along Clarke Street.  The project is consistent with LUTE Policies N9.1 and N9.7 because 
it would employ high‐quality, unique and visually memorable architecture which would add to and 
support the existing identity of the Temescal neighborhood.  The project is consistent with LUTE Policy 
N9.8 because it would not disturb, remove, or replace any structures of historical or community 
significance.  The project is consistent with LUTE Policy N.10.1 because it would include a plaza along 
Telegraph Avenue and a landscaped greenway.  The Telegraph Avenue plaza would allow for outdoor 
seating and social interaction and the greenway would also support and encourage community activity.   


The project also is consistent generally with the City of Oakland General Plan Housing Element.  The 
project is consistent with Housing Element Policies 1.7, 2.3, 2.4, 3.1, 3.2, 7.2, 7.3, 7.4, or 7.5 because of 
the proposed program:  115 market‐rate and 5 affordable residential units of varying size, a variety of 
transportation options, and ground floor commercial uses. 


The project is consistent generally with the Pedestrian Master Plan because it would incorporate 
features that enhance and facilitate pedestrian access to the project site such as a public plaza along 
Telegraph Avenue and a landscaped greenway.  The project also is consistent generally with the Bicycle 
Master Plan because it would be located in close proximity to existing and proposed Class 3 and Class 2 
bike routes.  The project is also generally consistent with the Safety Element because it would be 
required to conform to all applicable safety regulations and requirements regarding seismic safety, and 
activities to remediate any contamination at the project site.  The project is consistent with the City of 
Oakland’s Sustainable Community Development Initiative because it would be accessible to multiple 
modes of transportation, would be located on an underutilized site within a dense urban neighborhood 
of North Oakland and would incorporate a mix of uses including residential and commercial uses.  The 
project is consistent with the City of Oakland “Transit First” Policy because it would be located close to 
major transit lines; carshare vehicles would be located on site; pedestrian and bicycle access to the site 
is convenient; and because parking is being provided at a 1:1 space per unit ratio along with a shared 
residential‐commercial use parking plan. 


The project is also consistent generally with the City of Oakland General Plan Open Space, Conservation 
and Recreation Element (OSCAR).  The project is consistent with OSCAR Policy OS‐4.1 because it would 
provide adequate amounts of open space for future residents.  The project is substantially consistent 
with OSCAR Policy OS‐8.2 because daylighting of the Temescal Creek culvert on site may result in 
significant health, safety, or flooding hazards as discussed in the “Regulatory Setting” section of this 
chapter.  The project is consistent with OSCAR Policy OS‐11.2 because it would create two new open 
spaces that are for public use. 


The project is also consistent generally with the Historic Preservation element of the City of Oakland 
General Plan.  It would not conflict with Historic Preservation element Policies 1.2, 1.3, 3.1, 3.3, or 4.1 
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because neither the existing building nor Temescal Creek culvert on site are considered historic 
resources and because the project would not cast significant shadows on a nearby historic resource. 


The project uses and density are generally consistent with the City of Oakland Planning Code zoning 
regulations in that any inconsistencies between the project and the zoning are consistent with the 
Guidelines for Determining Project Conformity with the General Plan and Zoning Regulations.   


Conflicts between a project and applicable policies do not constitute significant physical environmental 
impacts in and of themselves. A policy inconsistency is considered to be a significant adverse 
environmental impact only when it is related to a policy adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect and it is anticipated that the inconsistency would result in a 
significant adverse physical impact based on the established significance criteria. The proposed project 
would not fundamentally conflict with land use policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect. As a result, no significant land use impacts related to the project’s 
consistency with land use policies would occur. 


(4) Conflict with a Habitat Conservation Plan. The project site is not currently subject to any 
adopted habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.  
 
c. Significant Land Use and Density Impacts. Implementation of the proposed project would not result 
in any significant land use impacts.  
 
d. Cumulative Land Use and Density Impacts. The cumulative study area for the project includes the 
area bounded by 40th street to the south, SR‐24 to the north and west, and Miles Avenue and Webster 
Street to the east.  This area was defined because it includes the project site and the immediately 
surrounding neighborhood area.  The implementation of the proposed project along with other projects 
in the study area would not result in any significant land use impacts.  As analyzed throughout this 
section, the proposed project would not result in a significant land use or density impact by physically 
dividing a community, conflicting with adjacent land uses, conflicting with any land use policies adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, or conflicting with a habitat 
conservation plan.  The proposed project is consistent with the City’s General Plan Land use designation 
for the site.  Thus, the proposed project would not combined with, or add to, any potential adverse land 
use impacts that may be associated with other cumulative development.  A review of cumulative 
development in the defined geographic area, including past, present, existing, pending and reasonably 
foreseeable future development does not reveal any significant adverse cumulative impacts in the area.  
Cumulative development in the area consists of residential, commercial, transit and other typical urban 
uses. 


Cumulative development, in combination with the proposed project, has and would continue to result in 
the development and redevelopment of infill or vacant sites throughout the area.  Infill projects in the 
urban areas allow for the capitalization of existing transit systems and infrastructure, and minimize 
impacts to sensitive resources that would likely be degraded in development on a greenfield site.  
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Additionally, by locating residential development in transit corridors and near employment center and 
by incorporating a mix of uses, urban mixed‐use projects reduce vehicle miles traveled.  The proposed 
project would contribute to a higher density in the area, which is anticipated by the General Plan.  The 
project is generally consistent with adopted plans and the overall vision for the area.  Based on the 
information in this land use section and for the reasons summarized above, the project would not 
contribute to any significant adverse cumulative land uses when considered together with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable future development.
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 C. VISUAL QUALITY 


1.  Introduction 


This section evaluates the effects of the Creekside Mixed‐Use Development Project on the visual quality in the 
vicinity of the project site. The analysis also considers the proposed project’s consistency with applicable visual 
resources‐related policies.  


This section is based on: (1) field surveys of the project site that were conducted in February 2008; (2) a review 
of the data provided by the project applicant, including neighborhood photographs, site plans, and architectural 
documents; and (3) visual simulations that show “existing” and “project” representations of the site. Visual 
simulations, based on schematic drawings of the proposed project, were prepared for representative public 
vantage points in the vicinity of the project site. The visual simulations are intended to convey a realistic 
impression of the project in terms of building location, scale and massing. However, because the architectural 
details of the proposed structures have not been finalized, the simulations do not portray the exact architectural 
design of the proposed project. 


2. Setting   


a.   Environmental Setting.  The following section includes a description of the visual quality of the project site 
and its surroundings, and views in the vicinity of the site. 


 
Local Context.  The project site is located in the Temescal neighborhood of Oakland, in Alameda County. The 
project site is bounded by Telegraph and Claremont Avenues to the west, a four‐story multi‐family residential 
building to the north, Clarke Street and the Redondo Playground of FROG Park to the northeast, and an adjacent 
approved multi‐family residential project to the south and southeast (the “Civiq” project). The project site is 
accessible via Highway 24 and surface streets. The site is well‐served by transit, including bus lines operated by 
the Alameda‐Contra Costa County Transit District (AC Transit). The site is within approximately .8 miles of the 
Rockridge BART station and approximately .7 miles of the MacArthur BART station. 
 
The physical environment immediately around the project site is characterized by buildings ranging in height 
from one to four stories.  Most of the older buildings are one or two stories in height.  At least seven major 
residential or mixed use projects in the project area have been constructed or approved in the last five years.  
These projects range in height from four to six stories and reflect in their height and densities the “Grow and 
Change” designation in the General Plan as discussed in Chapter IV.B.  The following Table IV‐40 shows these 
recently approved projects.   
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Project Name  Address  Stories  Max. Height 


Temescal Place  4801 Telegraph Avenue  6  62’ 


Centrada  4700 Telegraph Avenue  5  56’ 


Gate 48  574 48th Street  4  51’ 


Kingfish  5248 Telegraph Avenue  5  57’6” 


4801 Shattuck Avenue  4801 Shattuck Avenue  5  57’ 


5666 Telegraph Avenue  5666 Telegraph Avenue  5  58’7” 


Civiq  5100 Telegraph Avenue  5  57’ 


 


 
Building width to street width relationships are shows in Figures IV‐39 through IV‐42.  Building setbacks from the 
street vary from no setback to setbacks that have parking areas in the front of the building.  On‐street parking is 
allowed on certain sides of each street around the project site.  Existing land uses in the area are varied and 
include commercial, residential, and public uses. 
 
Visual Character of the Site.  The project site is bounded by Telegraph 
and  Claremont  Avenues  to  the west,  a  four‐story multi‐family  five 
story residential building to the north, Clarke Street to the northeast 
and  an  adjacent  approved  multi‐family  residential  project  to  the 
south  and  southeast  (the  “Civiq”  project).  The  project  site  is 
accessible via Highway 24 and surface streets. The site  is well‐served 
by transit,  including bus  lines operated by the Alameda‐Contra Costa 
County Transit District  (AC Transit).   Given  this urban nature of  the 


project area, views from the project site of the surrounding area are 
generally  limited  to  the  immediate  developed  area  adjacent  to  the 
site.  


 


The site is currently occupied by a surface parking lot and a two‐story 
building,  which  is  comprised  of  ground  floor  retail  space  (a  video 
rental store) and second floor office space (not occupied). The existing 
building was originally built as a bank building with a surface parking 
lot. Construction permits for the existing building were applied for on 
August  15,  1972.    The  concrete  building  is  characterized  by  double 
height  exterior  columns  that  accentuate  the  structural  grid  design.  
The building is capped with a thick concrete mat that extends beyond 


the  building  perimeter  and  is  colored  in  sections  with  turquoise 
paint.   Photographs of  the existing site are shown  in Figures  IV‐30 
and  IV‐31.   The project  site  includes an existing 160‐foot‐long, underground, north/south  storm drain culvert 
that  is  owned  and  operated  by  the  Alameda  County  Flood  Control  and  Water  Conservation  District.  The 


Figure IV‐30.  Existing Site.  Source:  Hauser 
Architects 


Figure IV‐31.  Existing Site.  Source:  Hauser 
Architects 


Table IV‐40.  Recently Approved Project Heights.  Source:  City of Oakland Planning and Zoning Division. 
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proposed  project would  be  constructed  over  this  culvert.    Automobile  access  to  the  surface  parking  occurs 
through curb cuts at both Telegraph Avenue to the west and Clarke Street to the northeast.  


 


The series of photographs of existing conditions presented in this section collectively reflect the 
2008 baseline condition against which the project effects to visual character are measured.  
 
Visual Character of the Surrounding Area.  The Temescal area is primarily a residential neighborhood comprised 
of single family homes, condominium buildings, and apartment complexes.  The majority of single family homes 
in Temescal are early twentieth century cottages and bungalows located along tree‐lined streets. Many of these 
houses feature Craftsman details such as stained glass windows and wooden trim and moldings.  Single family 
homes from this era sit opposite the project site across Clarke Street.  The apartment complexes located at 5321 
Telegraph (Keller Plaza Apartments), across the street from the site, and at 5248 Claremont Avenue (Claremont 
Park Apartments), adjacent to the site, feature mid to late 20th century four story plain stucco facades without 
ornamentation.  Recently approved condominium projects in the area such as Temescal Place, Centrada, Gate 
48, Kingfish, 4801 Shattuck Avenue, 5666 Telegraph Avenue, and Civiq range in height from four to six stories 
and incorporate designs that feature modern materials and updated architectural interpretations of older 
buildings in the area.   
 
The site is located at the north end of Temescal’s Telegraph Avenue commercial corridor. This area of Telegraph 
Avenue is home to various restaurants, bakeries, delis, banks, and hair salons, a Walgreens, and other 
convenience retail establishments.  The older commercial buildings are mostly one and two story structures that 
feature large store‐front windows at the back of the sidewalk and decorative parapets.  Many updated 
structures feature painted plaster facades without ornamentation and are set back from the street in a 
suburban layout to accommodate parking lots.   
 
The historic Temescal Library sits across Telegraph Avenue from 
the project site.  The building was constructed with a grant from 
Andrew Carnegie and opened in 1918 as Alden Branch.  Architects 
Donovan and Dickey chose the Tudor style for the Alden branch, 
and it is the remaining example of California's two Tudor style 
Carnegie libraries.   The change of the library's name to Temescal 
was made at the request of neighborhood organizations. The 
library has recently been retrofitted and refurbished to its original 


interior appearance.  
 
b.   Regulatory Setting 
The main documents that are applicable to visual quality within and around the project site are the Land Use 
and Transportation Element of the General Plan, the Oakland Planning Code, and applicable Standard Conditions 
of Approval.  


 


Figure IV‐32.  Temescal Library.  Source:  Hauser 
Architects 
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(1)  Land Use and Transportation Element.  The Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) is 
intended to guide development within the City of Oakland.  Applicable aesthetic resources policies are listed 
below. 


• Policy N3.8: Required High‐Quality Design.   High‐quality design standards should be required of all 
new residential construction.  Design requirements and permitting procedures should be developed 
and  implemented  in  a manner  that  is  sensitive  to  the  added  costs  of  those  requirements  and 
procedures.  


• Policy N3.9: Orienting Residential Development.  Residential developments should be encouraged to 
face the street and to orient their units to desirable sunlight and views, while avoiding unreasonably 
blocking sunlight and views  for neighboring buildings, respecting the privacy needs of residents of 
the development and surrounding properties, providing  for sufficient conveniently  located on‐site 
open space, and avoiding undue noise exposure.  


• Policy  N3.10:  Guiding  the  Development  of  Parking.    Off‐street  parking  for  residential  buildings 
should  be  adequate  in  amount  and  conveniently  located  and  laid  out,  but  its  visual  prominence 
should be minimized.  


• Policy N7.1: Ensuring Compatible Development.  New residential development in Detached Unit and 
Mixed Housing  Type  areas  should  be  compatible with  the  density,  scale,  design,  and  existing  or 
desired character of surrounding development.   


• Policy N8.2: Making Compatible Interfaces Between Densities.  The height of development in urban 
residential and other higher density  residential areas  should  step down as  it nears  lower density 
residential areas to minimize conflicts at the interface between the different types of development.   


• Policy  N9.1:  Recognizing  Distinct  Neighborhoods.    The  City  should  encourage  and  support  the 
identification of distinct neighborhoods. 


• Policy  N9.7:  Creating  Compatible  but  Diverse  Development.    Diversity  in  Oakland’s  built 
environment should be as valued as the diversity  in population.   Regulations and permit processes 
should  be  geared  toward  creating  compatible  and  attractive  development,  rather  than  “cookie 
cutter” development. 


• Policy  N9.8:  Preserving  History  and  Community.    Locations  that  create  a  sense  of  history  and 
community within the City should be identified and preserved where feasible.  


• Policy N10.1:  Identifying Neighborhood  “Activity Centers.”   Neighborhood Activity Centers  should 
become  identifiable  commercial,  activity  and  communication  centers  for  the  surrounding 
neighborhood.    The  physical  design  of  neighborhood  activity  centers  should  support  social 
interaction  and  attract  persons  to  the  area.    Some  of  the  attributes  that  may  facilitate  this 
interaction  include  plazas,  pocket  parks,  outdoor  seating  on  public  and  private  property,  ample 
sidewalk width, street amenities such as trash cans and benches, and attractive landscaping. 


 
(2) Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element.  This element promotes the preservation 


and good design of open space, and the protection of natural resources to improve aesthetic quality in Oakland.  
The following objectives and policies are relevant to visual resources concerns associated with the proposed 
project: 
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• Policy OS‐8.2:  Creek Daylighting.  Support programs to restore or “daylight” sections of creek that 
have been culverted or buried in the storm drain system, provided that the following conditions 
exist:  (1) broad‐based community support for the project; (2) availability of financial resources for 
the project; and (3) no significant health, safety, flooding, or erosion hazards would result from the 
project.  Place priority for daylighting on properties where additional opportunities for recreational 
access would be created. 


• Policy OS‐10.2:  Minimizing Adverse Visual Impacts.  Encourage site planning for new development 
which minimizes adverse visual impacts and takes advantage of opportunities for new vistas and 
scenic enhancement. 


• Policy OS‐10.3:  Underutilized Visual Resources.  Enhance Oakland’s underutilized visual resources, 
including the waterfront, creeks, San Leandro Bay, architecturally significant buildings or landmarks, 
and major thoroughfares. 


• Policy OS‐11.2:  New Civic Open Space.  Create new civic open spaces at BART stations, in 
neighborhood commercial areas, on parking garages, and in other areas where high‐intensity 
redevelopment is proposed. 


 
(3) Oakland Planning Code.  The design of new projects in Oakland are subject to the following 


criteria that are utilized as part of the City’s design review. 
 


(a)  For Residential Facilities 


• That the proposed design will create a building or set of buildings that are well related to 
the surrounding area in their setting, scale, bulk, height, materials, and textures; 


• That the proposed design will protect, preserve, or enhance desirable neighborhood 
characteristics; 


• That the proposed design will be sensitive to the topography and landscape. 


• That, if situated on a hill, the design and massing of the proposed building relates to the 
grade of the hill; 


• That the proposed design conforms in all significant respects with the Oakland General Plan 
and with any applicable design review guidelines or criteria, district plan, or development 
control map which have been adopted by the Planning Commission or City Council. 
 


(b)  For Non‐Residential Facilities and Signs 


•   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 area.  
Only elements of design which have some significant relationship to outside appearance 
shall be considered, except as otherwise provided in Section 17.136.060 
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• 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; 


• That the proposed design conforms in all significant respects with the Oakland General Plan 
and with any applicable design review guidelines or criteria, district plan, or development 
control map which have been adopted by the Planning Commission or City Council. 
 


(4) City of Oakland’s Standard Conditions of Approval.  The City’s Standard Conditions of Approval 
relevant to visual quality are listed in Section IV of the Initial Study (see Appendix A).  Standard Conditions BIO‐1 
and BIO‐2 specifically address impacts related to the removal and protection of existing trees at the project site.  
The conditions of approval will be adopted as requirements of the proposed project if the project is approved by 
the City to help ensure no significant impacts occur, as a result they are not identified as mitigation measures.  


 
3. Impacts and Mitigation Measures   


This section discusses potential impacts on visual character resources that could result from implementation of 
the proposed project. The section begins with the criteria of significance, which establish the thresholds used to 
determine whether an impact is significant. The latter part of this section presents the impacts associated with 
the proposed project and identifies mitigation measures, if appropriate. To guide the assessment of whether the 
change would reasonably constitute a demonstrable negative effect, the analysis includes computer‐generated 
photo simulations illustrating “existing” and “project” views and sections across the project site. Figure IV‐39 is a 
key diagram that shows locations of section cuts and streetscape elevations discussed in the following 
sentences.  Figures IV‐39 through IV‐42 show section cuts that illustrate building heights in relation to street 
widths.  Figures IV‐43 through IV‐48 show streetscape elevations of the site and neighboring blocks.  Figures IV‐
33 through IV‐38 show perspective photo‐simulations of the site and proposed project. 
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Figure IV‐33:  View of Existing Site from 52nd Street.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 


 
Figure IV‐34:  View of Project from 52nd Street in Existing Surrounding.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 
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Figure IV‐35:  View of Existing Site Looking South along Telegraph Avenue.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 


 
Figure IV‐36:  View of Project in Existing Surrounding Looking South along Telegraph Avenue.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 
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Figure IV‐37:   View of Existing Site Looking North along Telegraph Avenue.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 


 
Figure IV‐38:  View of Project in Existing Surrounding Looking North along Telegraph Avenue.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 
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Figure IV‐39:  Key Plan of Street Sections and Street Elevations.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 
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Figure IV‐40.  Street Sections.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 
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Figure IV‐41:  Street Sections.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 
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Figure IV‐42:  Street Sections.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 
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a.  Criteria of Significance.  Implementation of the proposed project would have a significant effect on visual 
quality if it would: 


1. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista35;  
2. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 


historic buildings within a State or locally designated scenic highway; or  
3. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 
 


b.  Less‐than‐Significant Visual Quality Impacts.  The following discussion describes the less‐than‐significant 
impacts to aesthetic resources that would result from implementation of the proposed project.  
 


(1) Scenic Vistas.   A scenic vista can be defined as an expansive view from a public place, a 
highway, or a roadway corridor that is actually or potentially accessible to many people, usually of natural 
scenery visual resources (hills, ridges, waterways, and shorelines), but not exclusively (downtown, urban 
skylines, parks).  Given the urban nature and relatively flat topography of the project area, views from and 
through the project site or the surrounding area are generally limited to the immediate developed area adjacent 
to the site.  From the project site, the dominant view to the west would be of Temescal Triangle retail plaza, 
Temescal Library, 51st Street, and 52nd Street with Highway 24 on the horizon.  The dominant view looking east 
from the project site would be of Redondo Park with single family homes in the background.  The view to the 
north would be mostly blocked by the existing Claremont Park Apartments building.  The view to the south 
would be mostly blocked by the approved Civiq project when it is constructed.  Top floor units of the project 
may have views extending north and east to the Oakland Hills but these views would be limited by surrounding 
development and the surrounding area’s flat topography.  No views of San Francisco Bay are available from the 
project site.  Although views from the site extend to the surrounding urban development, these views are not 
identified as vistas or resources in the General Plan, or by regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over the project 
site.   
 
An impact on views enjoyed by the public at large from a park, scenic highway or other open space may be 
considered significant.   The project may have the potential to cause a change in the existing eastward views of 
the Oakland Hills from the street and sidewalk along Telegraph Avenue, 51st Street, and 52nd Street.  Figures IV‐
43, IV‐44, and IV‐45 show that the existing and proposed streetscape suggest that a very narrow view corridor 
exists providing a glimpse of the Oakland Hills from the street and sidewalk along Telegraph Avenue eastward 
over the southern portion of the project site (between the existing Global Video building and the adjacent 5110 
Telegraph “Civiq” site) that may be changed by the project.  Due to the limited size of this view corridor, the 
potential impact would be less than significant.  Furthermore, the primary view corridors of the Oakland Hills 
from public places in this area occur eastward down 51st Street from Telegraph Avenue and northeastward 
down Claremont Avenue from Telegraph Avenue and neither or these view corridors would be affected by the 
project.  Redondo Park also sits to the east of the site and a change in existing scenic vista views that can be 


                                                            
35 Only impacts to scenic views enjoyed by members of the public generally (but not private views) are potentially significant. 
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seen from the park could be considered a significant environmental impact.  The scenic vista views from 
Redondo Park occur to the east looking towards the Oakland Hills, and the project would not change these 
views.  Views of the Temescal Library historic resource are currently not available from Redondo Park and the 
project build‐out would not change this circumstance.   Any views of the Temescal Library that could be seen 
from the Clarke Street public right‐of‐way or Redondo Park are currently blocked by the existing Claremont 
Towers building. 
 
In sum, the project would not significantly alter scenic vistas. 
 


 
(2) Scenic Resources.  The project would likely be visible from SR‐24.  The City’s Scenic Highways 


Element does not designate SR‐24 as a scenic highway.  California Department of Transportation does designate 
SR‐24 as a scenic highway; however, this designation only pertains to the portion of SR‐24 between the east 
portal of the Caldecott Tunnel to SR‐680.  The project therefore is not anticipated to damage view of scenic 
resources for motorists on a scenic highway. 


 
The  proposed project would  remove  nine  existing on‐site  trees  considered protected  trees  according  to  the 
Oakland  Tree  Preservation  and  Removal  Ordinance.  The  protected  trees  are  located  along  the  northern 
boundary of the site and consist of a variety of types ranging in size from ten inches diameter at breast‐height 
(dbh) to 24 inches dbh.  The project applicant will be required to obtain a City of Oakland Tree Removal Permit 
and abide by the conditions of that permit prior to removal of any protected tree located on the project site or 
in the public right‐of‐way adjacent to the project.  With the incorporation of the Standard Condition of Approval 
regarding  a  tree  removal  permit  (Condition  Bio‐1),  the  potential  impact  would  be  reduced  to  less  than 
significant.  


Four existing London Plane Trees ranging  in size from 16  inches dbh to 24  inches dbh are  located  in the public 
right‐of‐way  of  Telegraph Avenue  and  Claremont Avenue  along  the western  property  line.  These  trees,  also 
considered  protected  trees,  are  not  proposed  to  be  removed  by  the  project. With  the  incorporation  of  the 
Standard Condition of Approval regarding the protection of the trees in the public right‐of‐way (Condition Bio‐2), 
the potential impact would be reduced to less than significant. 


(3) Visual Character.  As described above, the site occurs along a vibrant commercial corridor 
within the mainly residential Temescal neighborhood of Oakland.  Its buildings reflect an eclectic mix of 
architectural styles including Craftsman, Spanish Revival, Art Deco, Gothic Revival, Victorian, 1960s Modernism, 
1980s Mediterranean Revival, Contextual Modernism, and various stripped‐down versions of these styles.       
 
The underutilized existing building on site is set back from the sidewalk, its principal entrance is at the rear and 
off the surface parking lot surrounding the building on three sides and it is out of character with the siting of 
most of the buildings along Telegraph and Claremont Avenues.   The existing building has a monumental 
modernism  that is in sharp contrast with the more active residential and commercial areas south of the site 
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along Telegraph Avenue.  Existing development on the site is currently lacking character and a pleasing 
aesthetic.    
 
The project’s style is characterized by a Contextual Modernism that has strong parallels to the styles of the 
adjoining, approved Civiq project, the fire station on the south side of 51st Street and the medical facilities at 
5220 and 5275 Clarmont Avenue.  The project proposes a series of buildings that are in scale and character with 
other recently constructed and approved residential and mixed‐use developments in the area such as those at 
the adjacent Civiq project and at the Kingfish project across the street.  Civiq and Kingfish contain street‐
oriented ground floor commercial spaces.  The commercial space in Civiq Building I adjoins a public plaza and the 
commercial space in Kingfish adjoins the public sidewalk.  The project site currently lacks a dynamic street 
façade.  The project streetscape improvements, including an extension of the Civiq public plaza, and the location 
of commercial spaces along the plaza and at the back of sidewalk would enhance visual quality within the 
district. 
 
The project context is composed of buildings of varying widths, heights, massing and uses.  A photo montage of 
the buildings along Telegraph Avenue between 51st Street and 49th Street appears in Figure IV‐44.  The 
buildings in this area have a similar form, but variations in articulation, height, and setbacks create diversity 
along the streetscape.  This variety gives a unique character to the overall street elevation and breaks the scale 
of the buildings down into recognizable elements.   


Buildings along Telegraph Avenue are mainly one and two stories and range in width from 30 to 50 feet.  This 
sets up a distinctive building rhythm that contributes to the visual character of the existing district.  The project 
façade along Telegraph is similarly patterned on 32 to 51 feet wide compositional elements.  This would ensure 
a consistent visual texture between the surrounding context and the project.    
 
The ground floors of buildings along Telegraph Avenue contain commercial uses with large glass storefronts.  
The storefronts are subdivided by columns that reinforce the upper story architecture.  A similar visual 
relationship would exist between the project’s storefronts and upper stories. 
 
The fenestration pattern of the existing commercial corridor is predominantly vertical.  This gives the individual 
buildings, which are all horizontal in their relationship of width to height, a dominant vertical feeling.   The 
fenestration pattern in the project would also be predominantly vertical and the Telegraph/Claremont façade, 
which would be predominantly horizontal in its relationship of width to height, would nonetheless be vertical in 
its feeling.  This verticality would serve to enhance the visual character of the project in relationship to its 
context. 
 
 The upper levels of the buildings in the area are demarcated by smaller window openings in a monolithic façade 
that reflect more private uses.  Bay windows or other protrusions further distinguish the residential level from 
the street level.  As shown in Figures IV‐50 and IV‐51, the project design would provide a modern interpretation 
of the existing neighborhood building elements and compositions.  The project would articulate a clear 
distinction between the commercial and residential levels. The street level commercial spaces would be 
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articulated in a modern storefront system that would be visually open and provide views into these spaces from 
the sidewalk and the street.    The residential levels above would be delineated by a change in material and 
smaller window openings.  The residences would be articulated with window bays clad in a horizontal concrete 
fiber plank siding reminiscent of the wood siding frequently seen in neighboring buildings.  Other parts of the 
residential levels would be clad with a metal panel system, a modern interpretation of the stucco facades seen 
throughout the area.  The composition of the metal facade with the intermittent window bays and set backs at 
various levels would breakdown the overall scale of the buildings and would suggest a relationship with other 
buildings in the area.   


This reinterpretation of materials would be in concert with other new buildings around the site.  The Oakland 
Fire Station located on 51st Street, see Fig. IV‐49, is organized with the rectilinear form of a brick fire station.  
Auxiliary program elements are housed in separate forms which intersect the primary brick form.  The brick of 
the main form is an interpretation on the ‘classic’ firehouse using a modern scale to the size and coursing of the 
bricks.   The auxiliary forms use modern materials that reflect aspects of the surrounding architecture.  The 
pedestrian entrance is housed in a volume clad in a laminate rain screen system, which relates to the monolithic 
stucco facades of existing structures.  The back of house element is clad in a painted stucco system and use a 
kalwall, semi‐translucent window system, to illuminate the interior area.      


The process of reinterpreting existing architectural styles helps to exemplify the beauty and forms of these 
existing buildings.  The Temescal Library, located across Telegraph Avenue from the project, is an expressly 
unique building.  Its architectural style is uncommon to the neighborhood and relates to a specific time in 
American history.  Instead of competing with this historic building, the project would relate to more common 
architectural elements in the area.  By preserving the Library’s architectural uniqueness it would be maintained 
as a prominent figure in the area’s architectural landscape. 
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Figure IV‐49.  Modern Fire Station as Interpretation of Older Temescal Building Types.  Source:  Hauser Architects.
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Figure IV‐50.  Project Massing as an Interpretation of Existing Temescal Buildings.  Source:  Hauser Architects.
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Figure IV‐51.  Project Materials Reflect Those Used In Existing Temescal Buildings.  Source:  Hauser Architects.


 


As  shown  in  figures  IV‐44 and  IV‐45 which  show “existing” and “project” photomontages,  the building would 
appear prominently  in  the  foreground of  the Telegraph Avenue and Claremont Avenue street  frontages.   The 
building is in keeping with the scale of recently approved projects in the immediate vicinity of the project such 
as Civiq and Kingfish which  reach heights of 57  feet and 57  feet  six  inches.   At 65  feet  in height,  the project 
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would be taller than the Civiq and Kingfish project.  However, this portion of the building would be set back from 
the street so as to not overburden the Telegraph Avenue – Claremont Avenue streetscape.  There is at least one 
other building  in the area that extends beyond 60 feet  in height and this  is Temescal Place at 4801 Telegraph 
Avenue.   There could be a disparity between the heights of the project buildings and some of the surrounding 
development, specifically  the one and  two story older buildings along Telegraph Avenue.   However the urban 
design fabric surrounding the site supports this scale of development  including street widths and some of the 
taller new development located along the Telegraph Avenue corridor.  Refer to figures IV‐39 through IV‐42.  The 
site is located along Telegraph Avenue which has a street right‐of‐way width of 100 feet.  Accepted urban design 
principles place a high level of importance on the relationship of building height to street width.  If buildings are 
too short in relation to the width of the street, the street space is less defined and looses a sense of enclosure.  
The optimum height‐to‐width  ratio  is between 1:1  (where  the height of  the building equals  the width of  the 
street) and 1:2  (where  the height of  the building  is one‐half  the height of  the street width).   Along Telegraph 
Avenue  the height‐to‐width  ratio of  the project would be 1:1.5 where  the project  is  at  its highest  (65  feet), 
within  the range of recommended height‐to‐width ratios.    If the height of the project was reduced to 40  feet 
(the maximum heig allowed by the zoning regulations), the height‐to‐street ratio would be 1:2.5, outside of the 
range  of  recommended  height‐to‐width  ratios.   A  building  height  in  the  range  of  50  feet  to  100  feet  along 
Telegraph Avenue would result in an optimum height‐to‐width ratio.  


 


Figure IV‐52:  Telegraph Avenue – Claremont Avenue Project Elevation.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 


While  the site has only a short  frontage along Clarke Street,  the building would create a noticeable presence 
along the streetscape  in relationship to the single‐family residential neighborhood to the east of Clarke Street.  
The  project  accommodates  this  single  family  residential  neighborhood  though  by  stepping  down  in  building 
height to 44 and 35 feet as it nears Clarke Street, as shown in Figure IV‐53.    These step‐down heights are within 
the character of the existing apartment building and approved Civiq project that both sit adjacent  to the site.  
The existing apartment building height abutting Clarke Street is approximately 50 feet from the sidewalk to the 
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top of parapet and the approved height for the Civiq structures abutting Clarke Street  is 35 feet.   The project 
setback from the Clarke Street property  line ranges from three to seven feet.   The existing apartment building 
has no set back from the Clarke Street property line and the approved Civiq project Clarke Street property line 
setback ranges from zero to nine feet.   The project provides an appropriate building height and street setback 
transition from Civiq to the existing apartment building along the Clarke Street streetscape. 


 


Furthermore, Clarke Street has a street right‐of‐way width of 60 feet.  The project’s height‐to‐width ratio along 
Clarke Street would be 1:1.3 where the project is at its highest (44 feet), within the range of recommended 
height‐to‐width ratios.  If the height of the project was reduced to 25 feet (the maximum height allowed by the 
zoning regulations), the height‐to‐street ratio would be 1:2.4, outside of the range of recommended height‐to‐
width ratios.  A building height in the range of 30 feet to 60 feet along Clarke Street would result in an optimum 
height‐to‐width ratio.  Refer to Figures IV‐39 through IV‐42. 


The project heights are appropriate for the Clarke Street, Telegraph Avenue, and Claremont Avenue street 
widths that create the urban fabric surrounding the site.  The project is compatible with the heights and 


setbacks of adjacent structures and steps down to accommodate the single family residential neighborhood east 
of Clarke Street.  The building design complements the existing architecture of the neighborhood and enhances 
the vibrant character of the streetscape by creating a continuous street façade that contains active uses.  The 
project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 


The proposed project is generally consistent with applicable visual resources policies in the General Plan 
identified in Section 2.b “Regulatory Setting” in this chapter of the EIR.  The project would result in the 


Figure IV‐53:  Clarke Street Project Elevation.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 
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development of a mixed‐use project on an infill site that is currently characterized by surface parking and 
underutilized commercial development.  By creating a more unified streetscape, the proposed project would 
result in a more visually comfortable pedestrian environment than currently exists at the site project.  The 
project is consistent with LUTE Policy N3.8 in that it would utilize high‐quality materials would satisfy the design 
review criteria as discussed in the next paragraph.  The project is consistent with LUTE Policy N3.9 in that it 
would not unreasonably block sunlight and views.  Although the project proposes a density and scale that are 
related to but higher and larger than existing surrounding development, the project is substantially consistent 
with LUTE Policy N7.1 because it reflects the desired character of surrounding development as reinforced by the 
“Growth and Change” overlay designation that extends along Telegraph Avenue from Highway 580 to State 
Route 24 in North Oakland.  The project is consistent with LUTE Policy N8.2 because the height of the project 
would step down from approximately 65 feet near the central portion of the site to approximately 36 feet and 
46 feet along Clarke Street.  The project is consistent with LUTE Policies N9.1 and N9.7 because it would employ 
high‐quality, unique and visually memorable architecture which would add to and support the existing identity 
of the Temescal neighborhood.  The project is consistent with LUTE Policy N9.8 because it would not disturb, 
remove, or replace any structures of historical or community significance.  The project is consistent with LUTE 
Policy N.10.1 because it would include a plaza along Telegraph Avenue and a landscaped greenway.  The 
Telegraph Avenue plaza would allow for outdoor seating and social interaction and the greenway would also 
support and encourage community activity. 
 
The project would be consistent with the Oakland Planning Code design review criteria listed  in this chapter for 
the reasons previously discussed in this section.  


 
c.  Significant Visual Quality Impacts.  The proposed project would not result in any significant aesthetic‐related 
impacts. 


d.  Cumulative Visual Quality Impacts.  The geographic area considered for the aesthetic cumulative analysis 
includes the area in close proximity to the site extending from 40th Street to the south to 57th Street to the 
north, and from SR‐24 to the west to Clarke Street and Miles Avenue to the east.  This area was defined because 
it includes the project site and representative use types of the immediately surrounding neighborhoods. 


As analyzed throughout this section, the proposed project would not result in a significant aesthetic impact by 
creating a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, substantially damaging scenic resources, or substantially 
degrading the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 


The proposed project is consistent with the City’s General Plan Land Use designation for the site and together 
with the majority of the past, present, existing, pending and reasonably foreseeable future development 
projects, and is subject to the City’s design review process.  The purpose of the design review process is to 
consider the design treatment and relationship of buildings to the surrounding built environment and ensure no 
significant adverse aesthetic impacts would result.  Thus, the proposed project would not combine with, or add 
to, any potential adverse aesthetic impacts that may be associated with other cumulative development. 
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Cumulative development, in combination with the proposed project, has and would continue to result in new 
buildings of varying size and scale being developed on infill or vacant sites throughout the area.  A review of 
cumulative development in the defined geographic area, including past, present, existing, pending and 
reasonably foreseeable future development reveals the proposed structures within the project site are of similar 
size and scale to  other development projects in the area.  The project is generally consistent with adopted plans 
and the overall vision for the area.  Based on the information in this aesthetic section and for the reasons 
summarized above, the project would not contribute to any significant adverse cumulative aesthetic impacts 
when considered together with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development.
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TRAFFIC COLLISION HISTORY REPORTS 


 







5/21/2007


Page 1


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: 51st Street / Miles Avenue


Report No.


5/8/06 08:05 Improper Turning0 In Int. Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0East WestProceeding 
Straight


Stopped in 
Road


2632306


Total Number of Collisions: 1


Settings Used For Query


Parameter Setting


Street Name 51st Street


Cross Street Miles Avenue


Starting Date 1/1/2004


Ending Date 12/31/2006


Intersection Intersection Related







5/21/2007


Page 1


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Telegraph Avenue / Route 24 Sb Offramp


Report No.


2/23/04 08:00 Unsafe Speed24 South Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


1291123


4/20/04 16:30 Unsafe Speed18 Not 
Stated


Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0South SouthSlowing/Stoppi
ng


Stopped in 
Road


1389374


10/20/04 10:00 Unsafe Speed45 North Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0North NorthProceeding 
Straight


Stopped in 
Road


1687621


Total Number of Collisions: 3


Settings Used For Query


Parameter Setting


Street Name Telegraph Avenue


Cross Street Route 24 Sb Offramp


Starting Date 1/1/2004


Ending Date 12/31/2006


Intersection Intersection Related







5/21/2007


Page 1


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Telegraph Avenue / Route 24 Nb Onramp


Report No.


1/5/04 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South EastProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


1200835


1/28/04 15:16 Other0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


7 0East SouthProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


1248256


4/1/04 14:20 Other0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South EastProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


1380172


4/10/04 22:25 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North EastProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


1392780


4/18/04 11:00 Unsafe Speed0 In Int. Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0North NorthProceeding 
Straight


Stopped in 
Road


1419818


4/22/04 14:15 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South EastProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


1389324


8/6/04 14:03 Other0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South EastProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


1551778


8/21/04 12:24 Auto R/W 
Violation


0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0Not Stated SouthMaking Left 
Turn


Making Left 
Turn


1597041


9/13/04 11:50 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0South EastMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1649026


10/31/04 22:50 Auto R/W 
Violation


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South NorthMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1703416


4/3/05 15:15 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Head-On Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South NorthMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1977699


4/9/05 11:55 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South EastProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


1987234


5/13/05 14:38 Unknown0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0North EastProceeding 
Straight


Making Left 
Turn


2030759


7/12/05 12:00 Auto R/W 
Violation


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0North SouthMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


2158378


7/29/05 14:35 Auto R/W 
Violation


0 In Int. Head-On Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North SouthMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


2158639







5/21/2007


Page 2


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Telegraph Avenue / Route 24 Nb Onramp


Report No.


8/7/05 00:30 Improper Turning0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North NorthMaking Right 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


2179033


9/19/05 12:10 Unsafe Speed30 North Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthProceeding 
Straight


Stopped in 
Road


2282307


10/28/05 20:20 Auto R/W 
Violation


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


2 0West SouthMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


2508586


2/17/06 12:10 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South EastProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


2511783


5/16/06 13:37 Improper Turning0 In Int. Vehicle - 
Pedestrian


Bicycle 1 0North NorthMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


2660491







5/21/2007


Page 3


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Telegraph Avenue / Route 24 Nb Onramp


Report No.


Total Number of Collisions: 20


Settings Used For Query


Parameter Setting


Street Name Telegraph Avenue


Cross Street Route 24 Nb Onramp


Starting Date 1/1/2004


Ending Date 12/31/2006


Intersection Intersection Related







5/21/2007


Page 1


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Telegraph Avenue / Claremont Avenue


Report No.


2/8/04 14:20 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0North WestProceeding 
Straight


Making Left 
Turn


1291040


5/18/04 16:33 Improper Turning40 North Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1466472


12/10/04 12:27 Improper Turning0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


1831327


5/23/05 15:10 Following Too 
Closely


0 In Int. Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North NorthProceeding 
Straight


Stopped in 
Road


2058940


7/14/05 16:30 Other24 North Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthMaking Right 
Turn


Making Right 
Turn


2119730


8/12/05 11:55 Other0 In Int. Not Stated Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0West Not 
Stated


Proceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


2179162


8/12/05 12:25 Improper Turning50 North Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


2179131


12/25/05 10:15 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Motor Vehicle 
on Other 


0 0West NorthProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


2396819


10/29/06 09:30 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South WestProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


2870485


10/30/06 17:56 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0South SouthProceeding 
Straight


Making Left 
Turn


2871839







5/21/2007


Page 2


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Telegraph Avenue / Claremont Avenue


Report No.


Total Number of Collisions: 10


Settings Used For Query


Parameter Setting


Street Name Telegraph Avenue


Cross Street Claremont Avenue


Starting Date 1/1/2004


Ending Date 12/31/2006


Intersection Intersection Related







5/21/2007


Page 1


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Telegraph Avenue / Aileen Street


Report No.


2/23/04 08:00 Unsafe Speed24 South Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


1291123


4/20/04 16:30 Unsafe Speed18 Not 
Stated


Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0South SouthSlowing/Stoppi
ng


Stopped in 
Road


1389374


10/20/04 10:00 Unsafe Speed45 North Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0North NorthProceeding 
Straight


Stopped in 
Road


1687621


Total Number of Collisions: 3


Settings Used For Query


Parameter Setting


Street Name Telegraph Avenue


Cross Street Aileen Street


Starting Date 1/1/2004


Ending Date 12/31/2006


Intersection Intersection Related







5/21/2007


Page 1


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Telegraph Avenue / 55th Street


Report No.


2/14/04 14:38 Unsafe Starting 
or Backing


50 East Rear-End Not Stated 0 0West Not 
Stated


Not Stated Not Stated1283658


2/15/04 12:30 Auto R/W 
Violation


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0South NorthMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1291795


4/14/04 18:30 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East SouthMaking Right 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1390265


5/2/04 16:58 Ped R/W Violation0 In Int. Vehicle - 
Pedestrian


Pedestrian 0 0West EastMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1419684


6/1/04 17:40 Unsafe Speed40 South Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North NorthProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


1472223


6/10/04 15:00 Improper Turning0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North WestMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1517691


10/1/04 17:34 Ped R/W Violation0 In Int. Vehicle - 
Pedestrian


Pedestrian 1 0South WestMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1639612


10/16/04 12:13 Unsafe Speed45 West Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0East EastProceeding 
Straight


Stopped in 
Road


1687710


9/12/05 22:31 Unknown0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East EastMaking Right 
Turn


Making Right 
Turn


2234797


10/29/05 20:30 Improper Turning150 South Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North NorthProceeding 
Straight


Parked2308227







5/21/2007


Page 2


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Telegraph Avenue / 55th Street


Report No.


Total Number of Collisions: 10


Settings Used For Query


Parameter Setting


Street Name Telegraph Avenue


Cross Street 55th Street


Starting Date 1/1/2004


Ending Date 12/31/2006


Intersection Intersection Related







5/21/2007


Page 1


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Telegraph Avenue / 51st Street


Report No.


1/21/04 13:45 Unknown20 West Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East EastProceeding 
Straight


Making Right 
Turn


1248754


2/24/04 18:20 Auto R/W 
Violation


50 Not 
Stated


Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East WestMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1294063


4/15/04 15:15 Unsafe Speed0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0Not Stated Not 
Stated


Not Stated Parked1393193


7/17/04 22:21 Improper Turning25 North Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthProceeding 
Straight


Stopped in 
Road


1545910


7/23/04 13:30 Improper Turning10 North Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1549035


12/25/04 01:50 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South WestMaking Right 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1796425


7/22/05 14:30 Improper Turning15 South Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North NorthMaking Right 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


2139767


7/30/05 14:50 Improper Turning0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East EastProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


2158683


8/31/05 10:20 Unsafe Speed0 In Int. Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North NorthProceeding 
Straight


Stopped in 
Road


2209440


9/8/05 16:55 Improper Turning0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East EastMaking Left 
Turn


Making Left 
Turn


2241151


2/10/06 11:29 Improper Turning0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East EastMerging Proceeding 
Straight


2508538


3/17/06 14:10 Improper Turning45 West Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East EastBacking Proceeding 
Straight


2538162


10/9/06 10:50 Unsafe Speed0 In Int. Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


2 0East EastMaking Left 
Turn


Making Left 
Turn


2834256


10/13/06 Improper Turning0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North NorthPassing Other 
Vehicle


Stopped in 
Road


2851596


11/5/06 21:37 Other Hazardous 
Movement


50 South Sideswipe Parked Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthParked Proceeding 
Straight


2885280







5/21/2007


Page 2


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Telegraph Avenue / 51st Street


Report No.


12/4/06 15:00 Improper Turning0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South EastMaking Right 
Turn


Making Right 
Turn


2925839


Total Number of Collisions: 16


Settings Used For Query


Parameter Setting


Street Name Telegraph Avenue


Cross Street 51st Street


Starting Date 1/1/2004


Ending Date 12/31/2006


Intersection Intersection Related







5/21/2007


Page 1


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Shattuck Avenue / 52nd Street


Report No.


2/7/04 12:00 Auto R/W 
Violation


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0West EastMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1291021


3/12/04 09:30 Following Too 
Closely


50 North Rear-End Motor Vehicle 
on Other 


0 0North NorthProceeding 
Straight


Making Left 
Turn


1378216


4/23/04 22:00 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East SouthProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


1416334


5/3/04 15:50 Unsafe Speed0 In Int. Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East EastMaking Left 
Turn


Slowing/Stoppi
ng


1421669


6/7/04 10:40 Improper Turning10 North Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthMaking Right 
Turn


Making Right 
Turn


1466379


7/10/04 01:46 Auto R/W 
Violation


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North WestMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1516992


7/10/04 23:20 Auto R/W 
Violation


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0Not Stated EastProceeding 
Straight


Making Left 
Turn


1517078


7/18/04 12:00 Unknown0 In Int. Head-On Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North SouthProceeding 
Straight


Making Left 
Turn


1647811


8/23/04 17:07 Ped R/W Violation0 In Int. Vehicle - 
Pedestrian


Pedestrian 1 0West Not 
Stated


Proceeding 
Straight


Not Stated1649241


9/14/04 08:20 Unsafe Starting 
or Backing


45 West Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East NorthBacking Parked1624572


9/27/04 12:47 Unsafe Speed10 North Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0South SouthMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1652842


10/19/04 12:55 Ped R/W Violation0 In Int. Vehicle - 
Pedestrian


Pedestrian 0 0East NorthMaking Right 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1687649


10/21/04 08:27 Unknown0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East WestProceeding 
Straight


Making Left 
Turn


1687629


11/24/04 20:51 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


40 West Head-On Pedestrian 0 0East WestMaking Right 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1767007


11/29/04 16:18 Unknown0 In Int. Not Stated Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0West EastProceeding 
Straight


Making Left 
Turn


1757711







5/21/2007


Page 2


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Shattuck Avenue / 52nd Street


Report No.


12/23/04 17:20 Auto R/W 
Violation


0 In Int. Head-On Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0West WestMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1783579


4/11/05 13:20 Unsafe Speed20 East Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0West Not 
Stated


Proceeding 
Straight


Stopped in 
Road


1977639


4/23/05 22:25 Other15 East Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0West WestSlowing/Stoppi
ng


Stopped in 
Road


2012218


5/6/05 16:50 Unsafe Speed0 In Int. Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0West WestProceeding 
Straight


Stopped in 
Road


2014581


5/26/05 12:50 Improper Turning20 North Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthMaking Right 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


2074447


6/6/05 18:31 Other0 In Int. Vehicle - 
Pedestrian


Pedestrian 1 0South WestProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


2276436


7/14/05 19:04 Unknown0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0West EastProceeding 
Straight


Making Left 
Turn


2119726


7/15/05 21:30 Improper Turning20 West Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East EastChanging 
Lanes


Proceeding 
Straight


2127355


7/18/05 16:45 Unknown20 North Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


2139080


7/25/05 11:48 Improper Turning8 North Sideswipe Not Stated 0 0South SouthMaking Right 
Turn


Stopped in 
Road


2144835


8/13/05 14:30 Improper Turning10 South Not Stated Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North NorthProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


2179150


8/15/05 12:36 Auto R/W 
Violation


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North SouthMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


2407328


8/23/05 09:02 Improper Turning22 West Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East EastChanging 
Lanes


Proceeding 
Straight


2254074


9/21/05 20:05 Other Improper 
Driving


15 West Sideswipe Fixed Object 0 0South Not Stated2237297


9/29/05 21:15 Improper Turning0 In Int. Sideswipe Fixed Object 0 0East Making Right 
Turn


2257302







5/21/2007


Page 3


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Shattuck Avenue / 52nd Street


Report No.


10/13/05 16:45 Unsafe Speed0 In Int. Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North NorthProceeding 
Straight


Making Left 
Turn


2283669


11/8/05 09:45 Unsafe Starting 
or Backing


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East EastBacking Stopped in 
Road


2329303


11/9/05 22:14 Driving Under 
Influence


0 In Int. Head-On Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0North SouthProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


2348745


11/26/05 01:15 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South EastProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


2531897


11/26/05 22:35 Auto R/W 
Violation


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South EastMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


2356778


12/23/05 16:00 Improper Turning50 West Hit Object Fixed Object 0 0West Other Unsafe 
Turning


2396832


1/18/06 13:05 Auto R/W 
Violation


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0West EastMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


2438515


3/10/06 17:27 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Head-On Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0West EastMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


2523352


3/28/06 12:14 Auto R/W 
Violation


15 South Not Stated Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthMaking Right 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


2556435


4/2/06 10:30 Auto R/W 
Violation


0 In Int. Head-On Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0West EastMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


2567291


4/3/06 02:19 Unsafe Speed0 In Int. Hit Object Fixed Object 0 0North Stopped in 
Road


2563550


4/4/06 02:39 Improper Turning6 East Hit Object Fixed Object 1 0West Proceeding 
Straight


2563267


6/1/06 21:10 Improper Turning0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East EastChanging 
Lanes


Proceeding 
Straight


2682979


10/12/06 14:45 Unsafe Speed50 West Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East EastProceeding 
Straight


Stopped in 
Road


2845644


10/17/06 10:55 Ped R/W Violation0 In Int. Vehicle - 
Pedestrian


Pedestrian 1 0South NorthNot Stated Not Stated2855388







5/21/2007


Page 4


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Shattuck Avenue / 52nd Street


Report No.


11/7/06 19:10 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0North EastProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


2891432


12/4/06 12:20 Ped R/W Violation0 In Int. Vehicle - 
Pedestrian


Pedestrian 0 0South EastProceeding 
Straight


Not Stated2986304


Total Number of Collisions: 47


Settings Used For Query


Parameter Setting


Street Name Shattuck Avenue


Cross Street 52nd Street


Starting Date 1/1/2004


Ending Date 12/31/2006


Intersection Intersection Related







5/21/2007


Page 1


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Clarke Street / 51st Street


Report No.


6/27/05 10:55 Improper Turning0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North NorthMaking Right 
Turn


Making Right 
Turn


2103313


Total Number of Collisions: 1


Settings Used For Query


Parameter Setting


Street Name Clarke Street


Cross Street 51st Street


Starting Date 1/1/2004


Ending Date 12/31/2006


Intersection Intersection Related







5/21/2007


Page 1


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Claremont Avenue / Route 24 Nb Offramp


Report No.


4/3/04 11:15 Improper Turning0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North NorthMaking Left 
Turn


Making Left 
Turn


1383225


5/15/05 15:45 Improper Turning75 North Rear-End Parked Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthProceeding 
Straight


Parked2050490


Total Number of Collisions: 2


Settings Used For Query


Parameter Setting


Street Name Claremont Avenue


Cross Street Route 24 Nb Offramp


Starting Date 1/1/2004


Ending Date 12/31/2006


Intersection Intersection Related







5/21/2007


Page 1


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Claremont Avenue / Clifton Street


Report No.


4/3/04 11:15 Improper Turning0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North NorthMaking Left 
Turn


Making Left 
Turn


1383225


5/15/05 15:45 Improper Turning75 North Rear-End Parked Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthProceeding 
Straight


Parked2050490


Total Number of Collisions: 2


Settings Used For Query


Parameter Setting


Street Name Claremont Avenue


Cross Street Clifton Street


Starting Date 1/1/2004


Ending Date 12/31/2006


Intersection Intersection Related







5/21/2007


Page 1


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Telegraph Avenue / 52nd Street


Report No.


2/8/04 14:20 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0North WestProceeding 
Straight


Making Left 
Turn


1291040


5/18/04 16:33 Improper Turning40 North Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthMaking Left 
Turn


Proceeding 
Straight


1466472


12/10/04 12:27 Improper Turning0 In Int. Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


1831327


5/23/05 15:10 Following Too 
Closely


0 In Int. Rear-End Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North NorthProceeding 
Straight


Stopped in 
Road


2058940


7/14/05 16:30 Other24 North Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthMaking Right 
Turn


Making Right 
Turn


2119730


8/12/05 11:55 Other0 In Int. Not Stated Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0West Not 
Stated


Proceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


2179162


8/12/05 12:25 Improper Turning50 North Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


2179131


12/25/05 10:15 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Motor Vehicle 
on Other 


0 0West NorthProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


2396819


10/29/06 09:30 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South WestProceeding 
Straight


Proceeding 
Straight


2870485


10/30/06 17:56 Traffic Signals 
and Signs


0 In Int. Broadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0South SouthProceeding 
Straight


Making Left 
Turn


2871839







5/21/2007


Page 2


Traffic Collision History Report


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 1


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date Time Dist. Dir.
Type of


Collision


Motor Veh.


Involved With


Direct. of 


Travel 1
PCF Inj. Kil


Movement 


Prec. Coll. 2


Direct. of 


Travel 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


Location: Telegraph Avenue / 52nd Street


Report No.


Total Number of Collisions: 10


Settings Used For Query


Parameter Setting


Street Name Telegraph Avenue


Cross Street 52nd Street


Starting Date 1/1/2004


Ending Date 12/31/2006


Intersection Intersection Related







5/21/2007


Page 1Traffic Collision History Report


Midblock Collisions


Street: 51ST STREET


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date


Time


Report No. Type of Collision
Motor Veh.


Involved With
DOT1 DOT2 PCF


Limit 1: TELEGRAPH AVENUE


Limit 2: MILES AVENUE


MPC 1 MPC 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


#


Inj


#


KldDist/Dir Location


1/26/04


22:00


Improper TurningRear-End Parked Motor 
Vehicle


0 0Not 
Stated


WestProceeding 
Straight


Parked200'


East of 


51ST 
STREET/TELEGRAPH 
AVENUE


1245048


9/26/05


02:30


Improper TurningSideswipe Parked Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East EastProceeding 
Straight


Parked75'


East of 


51ST 
STREET/TELEGRAPH 
AVENUE


2253932







5/21/2007


Page 2Traffic Collision History Report


Midblock Collisions


Street: 51ST STREET


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date


Time


Report No. Type of Collision
Motor Veh.


Involved With
DOT1 DOT2 PCF


Limit 1: TELEGRAPH AVENUE


Limit 2: MILES AVENUE


MPC 1 MPC 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


#


Inj


#


KldDist/Dir Location


Total Number of Collisions: 2 Segment Length:  0.12 miles (644')


Settings Used For Query


Parameter Setting


Limit 1 Do Not Include Intersection Related


Limit 2 Do Not Include Intersection Related


Intermediate Intersections Do Not Include Intersection Related







5/21/2007


Page 1Traffic Collision History Report


Midblock Collisions


Street: CLARKE STREET


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date


Time


Report No. Type of Collision
Motor Veh.


Involved With
DOT1 DOT2 PCF


Limit 1: CLAREMONT AVENUE


Limit 2: 51ST STREET


MPC 1 MPC 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


#


Inj


#


KldDist/Dir Location


Total Number of Collisions: 0 Segment Length:  0.10 miles (537')


Settings Used For Query


Parameter Setting


Limit 1 Do Not Include Intersection Related


Limit 2 Do Not Include Intersection Related


Intermediate Intersections Do Not Include Intersection Related







5/21/2007


Page 1Traffic Collision History Report


Midblock Collisions


Street: CLAREMONT AVENUE


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date


Time


Report No. Type of Collision
Motor Veh.


Involved With
DOT1 DOT2 PCF


Limit 1: TELEGRAPH AVENUE


Limit 2: CLIFTON STREET


MPC 1 MPC 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


#


Inj


#


KldDist/Dir Location


4/2/04


13:08


Unsafe Starting or 
Backing


Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North NorthOther Proceeding 
Straight


110'


South of 


CLAREMONT 
AVENUE/TELEGRAPH 
AVENUE


1383217


4/26/04


07:30


Unsafe Starting or 
Backing


Sideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0East EastEntering Traffic Proceeding 
Straight


65'


East of 


CLAREMONT 
AVENUE/TELEGRAPH 
AVENUE


1416368


4/28/04


11:20


Auto R/W ViolationBroadside Motor Vehicle on 
Other Roadway


0 0West NorthMaking Left Turn Proceeding 
Straight


75'


South of 


CLAREMONT 
AVENUE/CLIFTON 
STREET


1416396


5/5/04


15:15


Improper TurningSideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthEntering Traffic Proceeding 
Straight


130'


North of 


CLAREMONT 
AVENUE/CLARKE 
STREET


1427782


8/24/05


18:17


Improper TurningBroadside Other Motor 
Vehicle


1 0North NorthChanging Lanes Proceeding 
Straight


60'


South of 


CLAREMONT 
AVENUE/CLARKE 
STREET


2195031







5/21/2007


Page 2Traffic Collision History Report


Midblock Collisions


Street: CLAREMONT AVENUE


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date


Time


Report No. Type of Collision
Motor Veh.


Involved With
DOT1 DOT2 PCF


Limit 1: TELEGRAPH AVENUE


Limit 2: CLIFTON STREET


MPC 1 MPC 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


#


Inj


#


KldDist/Dir Location


Total Number of Collisions: 5 Segment Length:  0.28 miles (1,452')


Settings Used For Query


Parameter Setting


Limit 1 Do Not Include Intersection Related


Limit 2 Do Not Include Intersection Related


Intermediate Intersections Do Not Include Intersection Related







5/21/2007


Page 1Traffic Collision History Report


Midblock Collisions


Street: TELEGRAPH AVENUE


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date


Time


Report No. Type of Collision
Motor Veh.


Involved With
DOT1 DOT2 PCF


Limit 1: 51ST STREET


Limit 2: AILEEN STREET


MPC 1 MPC 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


#


Inj


#


KldDist/Dir Location


12/21/04


14:20


Other Hazardous 
Movement


Sideswipe Parked Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North NorthProceeding 
Straight


Parked250'


South of 


TELEGRAPH 
AVENUE/55TH STREET


1797618


4/23/05


08:50


Improper TurningSideswipe Parked Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South SouthProceeding 
Straight


Parked108'


South of 


TELEGRAPH 
AVENUE/55TH STREET


2012212


6/1/05


14:16


Improper TurningSideswipe Other Motor 
Vehicle


0 0North NorthProceeding 
Straight


Making Left Turn210'


South of 


TELEGRAPH 
AVENUE/55TH STREET


2059323


10/22/05


01:21


Improper TurningSideswipe Parked Motor 
Vehicle


0 0South Not 
Stated


Proceeding 
Straight


Parked115'


North of 


TELEGRAPH 
AVENUE/52ND STREET


2302764







5/21/2007


Page 2Traffic Collision History Report


Midblock Collisions


Street: TELEGRAPH AVENUE


Date Range Reported: 1/1/2004 - 12/31/2006


Date


Time


Report No. Type of Collision
Motor Veh.


Involved With
DOT1 DOT2 PCF


Limit 1: 51ST STREET


Limit 2: AILEEN STREET


MPC 1 MPC 2


City of Oakland


Transportation Services Division


#


Inj


#


KldDist/Dir Location


Total Number of Collisions: 4 Segment Length:  0.31 miles (1,657')


Settings Used For Query


Parameter Setting


Limit 1 Do Not Include Intersection Related


Limit 2 Do Not Include Intersection Related


Intermediate Intersections Do Not Include Intersection Related
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WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969


INTERSECTION CAR/PED/BIKE TRAFFIC COUNT RESULTS SUMMARY  


CLIENT: DKS ASSOCIATES
INTERSECTION: N/S SHATTUCK AVENUE DATE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2007


E/W 52ND STREET PERIOD: 7:00 AM TO 9:00 AM


 VEHICLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
700-715 52 24 14 18 118 9 9 32 30 20 79 38 443
715-730 79 31 17 17 146 17 5 27 23 30 107 52 551
730-745 94 40 22 14 188 7 4 39 29 26 144 69 676
745-800 109 32 31 29 244 12 3 33 42 40 188 83 846
800-815 100 47 26 36 276 23 4 24 49 56 174 86 901
815-830 87 36 21 20 250 14 2 34 30 26 140 71 731
830-845 71 43 22 33 262 20 9 48 34 37 161 76 816
845-900 92 43 26 45 244 25 13 45 51 42 189 89 904
HOUR TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
700-800 334 127 84 78 696 45 21 131 124 116 518 242 2516
715-815 382 150 96 96 854 59 16 123 143 152 613 290 2974
730-830 390 155 100 99 958 56 13 130 150 148 646 309 3154
745-845 367 158 100 118 1032 69 18 139 155 159 663 316 3294
800-900 350 169 95 134 1032 82 28 151 164 161 664 322 3352


AM PEAK HOUR: 800-900


134


350 169 95 1032


82


322


52ND STREET 664 164 151 28


161 SHATTUCK AVENUE


 PEDESTRIAN COUNTS BICYCLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL 15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
700-715 0 1 0 1 2 700-715 0 3 0 0 3
715-730 0 3 1 0 4 715-730 1 2 1 3 7
730-745 0 1 5 1 7 730-745 0 0 1 1 2
745-800 1 5 1 3 10 745-800 2 2 2 2 8
800-815 0 2 2 3 7 800-815 1 3 0 1 5
815-830 3 1 1 6 11 815-830 2 3 2 0 7
830-845 2 4 2 3 11 830-845 0 0 1 1 2
845-900 2 0 1 2 5 845-900 1 5 1 0 7
HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
700-800 1 10 7 5 23 700-800 3 7 4 6 20
715-815 1 11 9 7 28 715-815 4 7 4 7 22
730-830 4 9 9 13 35 730-830 5 8 5 4 22
745-845 6 12 6 15 39 745-845 5 8 5 4 22
800-900 7 7 6 14 34 800-900 4 11 4 2 21







WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969


INTERSECTION CAR/PED/BIKE TRAFFIC COUNT RESULTS SUMMARY  


CLIENT: DKS ASSOCIATES
INTERSECTION: N/S TELEGRAPH AVENUE DATE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2007


E/W SR-24 WB OFF-RAMP/AILEEN STREET PERIOD: 7:00 AM TO 9:00 AM


 VEHICLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
700-715 0 84 0 98 0 44 0 76 0 3 0 1 306
715-730 0 101 0 123 0 75 0 100 0 8 0 0 407
730-745 0 143 0 139 0 60 0 125 0 4 0 2 473
745-800 0 162 0 149 0 83 0 137 0 5 0 2 538
800-815 0 188 0 154 0 90 0 131 0 0 0 7 570
815-830 0 225 0 150 0 91 0 163 0 3 0 0 632
830-845 0 216 0 165 0 81 0 137 0 3 0 3 605
845-900 0 208 0 153 0 95 0 115 0 2 0 0 573
HOUR TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
700-800 0 490 0 509 0 262 0 438 0 20 0 5 1724
715-815 0 594 0 565 0 308 0 493 0 17 0 11 1988
730-830 0 718 0 592 0 324 0 556 0 12 0 11 2213
745-845 0 791 0 618 0 345 0 568 0 11 0 12 2345
800-900 0 837 0 622 0 357 0 546 0 8 0 10 2380


AM PEAK HOUR: 800-900


622


0 837 0 0


357


10


SR-24 WB OFF-RAMP/AILEEN STREET 0 0 546 0


8 TELEGRAPH AVENUE


 PEDESTRIAN COUNTS BICYCLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL 15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
700-715 0 1 0 3 4 700-715 0 1 0 2 3
715-730 0 3 1 2 6 715-730 0 3 0 1 4
730-745 0 4 0 0 4 730-745 0 4 0 2 6
745-800 0 0 0 2 2 745-800 0 1 0 2 3
800-815 0 1 0 0 1 800-815 1 1 0 4 6
815-830 0 3 5 2 10 815-830 0 4 0 6 10
830-845 1 1 0 0 2 830-845 0 6 0 2 8
845-900 0 4 3 2 9 845-900 0 2 0 5 7
HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
700-800 0 8 1 7 16 700-800 0 9 0 7 16
715-815 0 8 1 4 13 715-815 1 9 0 9 19
730-830 0 8 5 4 17 730-830 1 10 0 14 25
745-845 1 5 5 4 15 745-845 1 12 0 14 27
800-900 1 9 8 4 22 800-900 1 13 0 17 31







WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969


INTERSECTION CAR/PED/BIKE TRAFFIC COUNT RESULTS SUMMARY  


CLIENT: DKS ASSOCIATES
INTERSECTION: N/S TELEGRAPH AVENUE DATE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2007


E/W EB SR-24 ON-RAMP PERIOD: 7:00 AM TO 9:00 AM


 VEHICLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
700-715 3 115 22 0 0 0 36 66 0 0 1 0 243
715-730 2 140 38 0 0 0 41 96 0 3 7 1 328
730-745 3 187 39 0 0 0 48 113 0 2 11 0 403
745-800 1 202 43 0 0 0 52 151 1 3 7 0 460
800-815 4 249 41 0 0 0 48 135 0 1 8 1 487
815-830 1 262 53 0 0 0 52 165 0 1 8 1 543
830-845 1 287 47 0 0 0 68 169 0 1 14 1 588
845-900 3 216 40 0 0 0 51 207 1 2 3 2 525
HOUR TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
700-800 9 644 142 0 0 0 177 426 1 8 26 1 1434
715-815 10 778 161 0 0 0 189 495 1 9 33 2 1678
730-830 9 900 176 0 0 0 200 564 1 7 34 2 1893
745-845 7 1000 184 0 0 0 220 620 1 6 37 3 2078
800-900 9 1014 181 0 0 0 219 676 1 5 33 5 2143


AM PEAK HOUR: 800-900


0


9 1014 181 0


0


5


EB SR-24 ON-RAMP 33 1 676 219


5 TELEGRAPH AVENUE


 PEDESTRIAN COUNTS BICYCLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL 15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
700-715 0 1 0 0 1 700-715 0 1 0 2 3
715-730 0 3 0 0 3 715-730 0 3 0 2 5
730-745 0 3 1 1 5 730-745 0 3 0 4 7
745-800 0 0 0 0 0 745-800 0 2 0 3 5
800-815 0 1 0 4 5 800-815 0 1 0 6 7
815-830 0 1 0 0 1 815-830 0 2 0 3 5
830-845 2 2 0 0 4 830-845 0 1 0 6 7
845-900 0 3 0 3 6 845-900 0 3 0 6 9
HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
700-800 0 7 1 1 9 700-800 0 9 0 11 20
715-815 0 7 1 5 13 715-815 0 9 0 15 24
730-830 0 5 1 5 11 730-830 0 8 0 16 24
745-845 2 4 0 4 10 745-845 0 6 0 18 24
800-900 2 7 0 7 16 800-900 0 7 0 21 28







WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969


INTERSECTION CAR/PED/BIKE TRAFFIC COUNT RESULTS SUMMARY  


CLIENT: DKS ASSOCIATES
INTERSECTION: N/S CLAREMONT AVENUE DATE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2007


E/W EB SR-24 OFF-RAMP / CLIFTON STREET PERIOD: 7:00 AM TO 9:00 AM


 VEHICLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
700-715 0 11 0 2 0 0 1 12 0 12 11 83 132
715-730 0 17 2 4 0 0 1 21 0 23 14 94 176
730-745 0 15 2 6 0 0 4 26 0 25 24 140 242
745-800 0 26 0 3 0 0 1 33 0 29 25 173 290
800-815 0 47 2 4 0 0 1 29 0 42 19 175 319
815-830 0 39 1 3 0 0 3 41 0 23 11 155 276
830-845 0 61 0 2 0 0 1 50 0 22 17 152 305
845-900 0 32 0 6 0 0 3 40 0 38 12 141 272
HOUR TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
700-800 0 69 4 15 0 0 7 92 0 89 74 490 840
715-815 0 105 6 17 0 0 7 109 0 119 82 582 1027
730-830 0 127 5 16 0 0 9 129 0 119 79 643 1127
745-845 0 173 3 12 0 0 6 153 0 116 72 655 1190
800-900 0 179 3 15 0 0 8 160 0 125 59 623 1172


AM PEAK HOUR: 745-845


12


0 173 3 0


0


655


EB SR-24 OFF-RAMP / CLIFTON STRE 72 0 153 6


116 CLAREMONT AVENUE


 PEDESTRIAN COUNTS BICYCLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL 15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
700-715 0 1 0 0 1 700-715 1 0 1 0 2
715-730 1 3 4 0 8 715-730 0 0 0 0 0
730-745 1 9 1 0 11 730-745 0 1 1 0 2
745-800 3 5 3 0 11 745-800 2 1 1 0 4
800-815 3 7 0 1 11 800-815 2 0 0 0 2
815-830 2 1 1 0 4 815-830 0 3 1 0 4
830-845 0 2 0 0 2 830-845 0 0 1 0 1
845-900 2 4 1 0 7 845-900 0 2 1 0 3
HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
700-800 5 18 8 0 31 700-800 3 2 3 0 8
715-815 8 24 8 1 41 715-815 4 2 2 0 8
730-830 9 22 5 1 37 730-830 4 5 3 0 12
745-845 8 15 4 1 28 745-845 4 4 3 0 11
800-900 7 14 2 1 24 800-900 2 5 3 0 10







WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969


INTERSECTION CAR/PED/BIKE TRAFFIC COUNT RESULTS SUMMARY  


CLIENT: DKS ASSOCIATES
INTERSECTION: N/S TELEGRAPH AVENUE DATE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2007


E/W CLAREMONT AVENUE / 52ND STREET PERIOD: 7:00 AM TO 9:00 AM


 VEHICLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
700-715 41 52 2 8 22 5 28 71 4 2 1 1 237
715-730 64 78 5 16 14 4 20 81 1 1 4 0 288
730-745 64 111 2 21 13 8 26 157 2 0 0 0 404
745-800 70 109 1 32 15 10 33 185 0 1 0 2 458
800-815 85 127 11 25 23 23 41 152 2 0 0 2 491
815-830 93 146 15 36 39 51 35 171 4 2 2 0 594
830-845 104 138 7 24 38 43 26 156 1 1 0 3 541
845-900 94 130 22 16 19 24 40 167 2 2 1 2 519
HOUR TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
700-800 239 350 10 77 64 27 107 494 7 4 5 3 1387
715-815 283 425 19 94 65 45 120 575 5 2 4 4 1641
730-830 312 493 29 114 90 92 135 665 8 3 2 4 1947
745-845 352 520 34 117 115 127 135 664 7 4 2 7 2084
800-900 376 541 55 101 119 141 142 646 9 5 3 7 2145


AM PEAK HOUR: 800-900


101


376 541 55 119


141


7


CLAREMONT AVENUE / 52ND STREET 3 9 646 142


5 TELEGRAPH AVENUE


 PEDESTRIAN COUNTS BICYCLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL 15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
700-715 1 3 4 2 10 700-715 1 1 0 4 6
715-730 6 2 0 4 12 715-730 0 1 0 0 1
730-745 0 0 0 0 0 730-745 0 2 1 1 4
745-800 0 0 1 0 1 745-800 0 1 0 1 2
800-815 2 0 0 8 10 800-815 1 0 0 1 2
815-830 1 1 0 2 4 815-830 0 1 0 4 5
830-845 1 1 0 7 9 830-845 1 0 0 6 7
845-900 8 0 0 5 13 845-900 0 0 1 5 6
HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
700-800 7 5 5 6 23 700-800 1 5 1 6 13
715-815 8 2 1 12 23 715-815 1 4 1 3 9
730-830 3 1 1 10 15 730-830 1 4 1 7 13
745-845 4 2 1 17 24 745-845 2 2 0 12 16
800-900 12 2 0 22 36 800-900 2 1 1 16 20







WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969


INTERSECTION CAR/PED/BIKE TRAFFIC COUNT RESULTS SUMMARY  


CLIENT: DKS ASSOCIATES
INTERSECTION: N/S CLAREMONT AVENUE DATE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2007


E/W CLARK STREET PERIOD: 7:00 AM TO 9:00 AM


 VEHICLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
700-715 0 30 3 1 0 1 1 32 0 0 0 0 68
715-730 0 34 2 4 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 65
730-745 0 59 2 3 0 3 1 37 0 0 0 0 105
745-800 0 55 1 3 0 0 3 35 0 0 0 0 97
800-815 0 78 2 5 0 3 0 45 0 0 0 0 133
815-830 0 88 6 8 0 3 6 45 0 0 0 0 156
830-845 0 91 3 8 0 1 3 62 0 0 0 0 168
845-900 0 80 6 12 0 5 7 53 0 0 0 0 163
HOUR TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
700-800 0 178 8 11 0 4 5 129 0 0 0 0 335
715-815 0 226 7 15 0 6 4 142 0 0 0 0 400
730-830 0 280 11 19 0 9 10 162 0 0 0 0 491
745-845 0 312 12 24 0 7 12 187 0 0 0 0 554
800-900 0 337 17 33 0 12 16 205 0 0 0 0 620


AM PEAK HOUR: 800-900


33


0 337 17 0


12


0


CLARK STREET 0 0 205 16


0 CLAREMONT AVENUE


 PEDESTRIAN COUNTS BICYCLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL 15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
700-715 0 8 0 1 9 700-715 0 2 0 0 2
715-730 0 7 0 1 8 715-730 0 1 0 0 1
730-745 0 1 0 4 5 730-745 0 0 0 0 0
745-800 0 5 0 0 5 745-800 0 0 0 1 1
800-815 0 6 0 4 10 800-815 0 0 0 0 0
815-830 0 8 0 5 13 815-830 0 0 0 1 1
830-845 0 16 0 6 22 830-845 0 0 0 1 1
845-900 0 18 0 6 24 845-900 0 0 0 2 2
HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
700-800 0 21 0 6 27 700-800 0 3 0 1 4
715-815 0 19 0 9 28 715-815 0 1 0 1 2
730-830 0 20 0 13 33 730-830 0 0 0 2 2
745-845 0 35 0 15 50 745-845 0 0 0 3 3
800-900 0 48 0 21 69 800-900 0 0 0 4 4







WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969


INTERSECTION CAR/PED/BIKE TRAFFIC COUNT RESULTS SUMMARY  


CLIENT: DKS ASSOCIATES
INTERSECTION: N/S TELEGRAPH AVENUE DATE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2007


E/W 51ST STREET PERIOD: 7:00 AM TO 9:00 AM


 VEHICLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
700-715 2 34 20 12 65 5 19 59 24 29 96 27 392
715-730 2 59 14 22 79 3 18 78 19 19 75 42 430
730-745 5 81 16 31 100 16 23 110 30 27 90 63 592
745-800 5 100 24 39 110 16 28 81 26 31 100 67 627
800-815 2 102 32 40 151 16 30 88 29 28 90 63 671
815-830 7 156 38 59 194 27 22 107 26 18 119 48 821
830-845 6 128 29 55 186 27 26 100 22 28 85 56 748
845-900 11 144 36 75 185 33 34 74 22 21 89 59 783
HOUR TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
700-800 14 274 74 104 354 40 88 328 99 106 361 199 2041
715-815 14 342 86 132 440 51 99 357 104 105 355 235 2320
730-830 19 439 110 169 555 75 103 386 111 104 399 241 2711
745-845 20 486 123 193 641 86 106 376 103 105 394 234 2867
800-900 26 530 135 229 716 103 112 369 99 95 383 226 3023


AM PEAK HOUR: 800-900


229


26 530 135 716


103


226


51ST STREET 383 99 369 112


95 TELEGRAPH AVENUE


 PEDESTRIAN COUNTS BICYCLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL 15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
700-715 1 3 8 15 27 700-715 0 0 1 3 4
715-730 2 5 11 23 41 715-730 0 2 2 4 8
730-745 1 2 4 9 16 730-745 1 3 0 3 7
745-800 2 3 7 11 23 745-800 1 4 0 9 14
800-815 4 9 1 13 27 800-815 0 3 2 7 12
815-830 3 12 14 17 46 815-830 2 3 4 7 16
830-845 3 7 8 19 37 830-845 1 5 1 2 9
845-900 5 4 7 9 25 845-900 0 5 0 5 10
HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
700-800 6 13 30 58 107 700-800 2 9 3 19 33
715-815 9 19 23 56 107 715-815 2 12 4 23 41
730-830 10 26 26 50 112 730-830 4 13 6 26 49
745-845 12 31 30 60 133 745-845 4 15 7 25 51
800-900 15 32 30 58 135 800-900 3 16 7 21 47







WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969


INTERSECTION CAR/PED/BIKE TRAFFIC COUNT RESULTS SUMMARY  


CLIENT: DKS ASSOCIATES
INTERSECTION: N/S CLARKE STREET DATE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2007


E/W 51ST STREET PERIOD: 7:00 AM TO 9:00 AM


 VEHICLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
700-715 0 0 0 0 79 2 0 0 4 2 85 1 173
715-730 0 1 0 3 90 0 0 0 1 7 83 9 194
730-745 1 1 2 0 140 3 0 0 0 5 109 7 268
745-800 1 1 1 3 171 1 0 1 2 4 136 8 329
800-815 1 1 1 4 215 3 0 0 0 3 151 5 384
815-830 1 1 1 5 247 2 2 1 5 7 166 4 442
830-845 0 0 1 8 251 3 4 1 3 5 162 8 446
845-900 0 0 0 14 237 4 0 2 2 6 136 10 411
HOUR TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
700-800 2 3 3 6 480 6 0 1 7 18 413 25 964
715-815 3 4 4 10 616 7 0 1 3 19 479 29 1175
730-830 4 4 5 12 773 9 2 2 7 19 562 24 1423
745-845 3 3 4 20 884 9 6 3 10 19 615 25 1601
800-900 2 2 3 31 950 12 6 4 10 21 615 27 1683


AM PEAK HOUR: 800-900


31


2 2 3 950


12


27


51ST STREET 615 10 4 6


21 CLARKE STREET


 PEDESTRIAN COUNTS BICYCLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL 15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
700-715 0 0 1 0 1 700-715 0 0 2 0 2
715-730 1 0 3 2 6 715-730 0 0 0 1 1
730-745 0 0 2 0 2 730-745 0 0 0 0 0
745-800 3 0 4 0 7 745-800 2 0 2 0 4
800-815 2 1 2 0 5 800-815 0 0 0 0 0
815-830 1 0 1 0 2 815-830 0 0 0 0 0
830-845 5 0 7 4 16 830-845 0 0 0 0 0
845-900 1 2 2 1 6 845-900 0 0 0 0 0
HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
700-800 4 0 10 2 16 700-800 2 0 4 1 7
715-815 6 1 11 2 20 715-815 2 0 2 1 5
730-830 6 1 9 0 16 730-830 2 0 2 0 4
745-845 11 1 14 4 30 745-845 2 0 2 0 4
800-900 9 3 12 5 29 800-900 0 0 0 0 0







 


 


P.M. Peak 


 







WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969


INTERSECTION CAR/PED/BIKE TRAFFIC COUNT RESULTS SUMMARY  


CLIENT: DKS ASSOCIATES
INTERSECTION: N/S SHATTUCK AVENUE DATE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2007


E/W 52ND STREET PERIOD: 4:00 PM TO 6:00 PM


 VEHICLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
400-415 62 38 27 26 237 10 10 49 32 55 213 89 848
415-430 85 47 28 23 233 6 4 55 26 56 211 80 854
430-445 72 45 25 19 240 2 1 65 38 49 226 89 871
445-500 92 44 24 10 255 24 3 56 42 50 210 92 902
500-515 101 38 31 47 235 10 16 70 34 47 245 102 976
515-530 89 60 33 28 275 6 17 66 42 49 257 113 1035
530-545 80 47 35 38 262 13 14 77 45 44 205 94 954
545-600 82 42 35 27 237 1 22 67 36 55 239 101 944
HOUR TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
400-500 311 174 104 78 965 42 18 225 138 210 860 350 3475
415-515 350 174 108 99 963 42 24 246 140 202 892 363 3603
430-530 354 187 113 104 1005 42 37 257 156 195 938 396 3784
445-545 362 189 123 123 1027 53 50 269 163 190 917 401 3867
500-600 352 187 134 140 1009 30 69 280 157 195 946 410 3909


PM PEAK HOUR: 500-600


140


352 187 134 1009


30


410


52ND STREET 946 157 280 69


195 SHATTUCK AVENUE


 PEDESTRIAN COUNTS BICYCLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL 15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
400-415 4 2 5 3 14 400-415 4 2 0 3 9
415-430 4 4 2 1 11 415-430 3 3 2 0 8
430-445 3 7 1 3 14 430-445 7 1 0 2 10
445-500 9 5 7 12 33 445-500 1 3 2 1 7
500-515 3 1 1 5 10 500-515 1 1 1 0 3
515-530 2 1 0 1 4 515-530 2 4 0 0 6
530-545 2 3 0 5 10 530-545 5 5 1 4 15
545-600 1 0 1 2 4 545-600 2 4 0 1 7
HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
400-500 20 18 15 19 72 400-500 15 9 4 6 34
415-515 19 17 11 21 68 415-515 12 8 5 3 28
430-530 17 14 9 21 61 430-530 11 9 3 3 26
445-545 16 10 8 23 57 445-545 9 13 4 5 31
500-600 8 5 2 13 28 500-600 10 14 2 5 31







WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969


INTERSECTION CAR/PED/BIKE TRAFFIC COUNT RESULTS SUMMARY  


CLIENT: DKS ASSOCIATES
INTERSECTION: N/S TELEGRAPH AVENUE DATE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2007


E/W SR-24 WB OFF-RAMP/AILEEN STREET PERIOD: 4:00 PM TO 6:00 PM


 VEHICLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
400-415 0 288 0 49 0 39 0 190 0 8 0 1 575
415-430 0 285 0 56 0 37 0 220 0 2 0 3 603
430-445 0 266 0 63 0 36 0 207 0 3 0 3 578
445-500 0 311 0 45 0 32 0 202 0 4 0 3 597
500-515 0 314 0 47 0 30 0 214 0 7 0 0 612
515-530 0 328 0 76 0 53 0 231 0 10 0 3 701
530-545 0 369 0 60 0 34 0 241 0 2 0 1 707
545-600 0 314 0 57 0 41 0 245 0 3 0 3 663
HOUR TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
400-500 0 1150 0 213 0 144 0 819 0 17 0 10 2353
415-515 0 1176 0 211 0 135 0 843 0 16 0 9 2390
430-530 0 1219 0 231 0 151 0 854 0 24 0 9 2488
445-545 0 1322 0 228 0 149 0 888 0 23 0 7 2617
500-600 0 1325 0 240 0 158 0 931 0 22 0 7 2683


PM PEAK HOUR: 500-600


240


0 1325 0 0


158


7


SR-24 WB OFF-RAMP/AILEEN STREET 0 0 931 0


22 TELEGRAPH AVENUE


 PEDESTRIAN COUNTS BICYCLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL 15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
400-415 0 2 1 2 5 400-415 0 1 0 0 1
415-430 0 11 1 3 15 415-430 0 4 0 5 9
430-445 0 5 2 2 9 430-445 0 0 0 4 4
445-500 0 5 1 10 16 445-500 0 7 0 4 11
500-515 1 4 2 3 10 500-515 0 3 0 3 6
515-530 0 2 1 1 4 515-530 0 10 0 2 12
530-545 0 3 0 3 6 530-545 1 6 0 4 11
545-600 0 5 7 6 18 545-600 0 4 0 5 9
HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
400-500 0 23 5 17 45 400-500 0 12 0 13 25
415-515 1 25 6 18 50 415-515 0 14 0 16 30
430-530 1 16 6 16 39 430-530 0 20 0 13 33
445-545 1 14 4 17 36 445-545 1 26 0 13 40
500-600 1 14 10 13 38 500-600 1 23 0 14 38







WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969


INTERSECTION CAR/PED/BIKE TRAFFIC COUNT RESULTS SUMMARY  


CLIENT: DKS ASSOCIATES
INTERSECTION: N/S TELEGRAPH AVENUE DATE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2007


E/W EB SR-24 ON-RAMP PERIOD: 4:00 PM TO 6:00 PM


 VEHICLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
400-415 2 243 103 0 0 0 66 220 1 3 41 3 682
415-430 5 248 106 0 0 0 47 210 3 4 35 0 658
430-445 3 242 96 0 0 0 59 196 5 2 38 3 644
445-500 7 203 82 0 0 0 77 225 2 2 44 0 642
500-515 1 297 93 0 0 0 65 199 1 0 69 1 726
515-530 5 251 86 0 0 0 60 246 2 3 51 0 704
530-545 8 278 112 0 0 0 60 253 1 2 36 5 755
545-600 2 276 90 0 0 0 42 218 0 0 40 0 668
HOUR TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
400-500 17 936 387 0 0 0 249 851 11 11 158 6 2626
415-515 16 990 377 0 0 0 248 830 11 8 186 4 2670
430-530 16 993 357 0 0 0 261 866 10 7 202 4 2716
445-545 21 1029 373 0 0 0 262 923 6 7 200 6 2827
500-600 16 1102 381 0 0 0 227 916 4 5 196 6 2853


PM PEAK HOUR: 500-600


0


16 1102 381 0


0


6


EB SR-24 ON-RAMP 196 4 916 227


5 TELEGRAPH AVENUE


 PEDESTRIAN COUNTS BICYCLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL 15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
400-415 2 6 1 3 12 400-415 1 2 2 0 5
415-430 0 6 0 8 14 415-430 0 2 1 0 3
430-445 0 1 0 4 5 430-445 0 2 1 1 4
445-500 5 3 7 7 22 445-500 0 3 3 2 8
500-515 0 3 0 1 4 500-515 0 2 6 4 12
515-530 0 0 0 1 1 515-530 0 5 3 2 10
530-545 1 3 1 0 5 530-545 1 2 2 1 6
545-600 1 5 3 0 9 545-600 0 6 2 3 11
HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
400-500 7 16 8 22 53 400-500 1 9 7 3 20
415-515 5 13 7 20 45 415-515 0 9 11 7 27
430-530 5 7 7 13 32 430-530 0 12 13 9 34
445-545 6 9 8 9 32 445-545 1 12 14 9 36
500-600 2 11 4 2 19 500-600 1 15 13 10 39







WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969


INTERSECTION CAR/PED/BIKE TRAFFIC COUNT RESULTS SUMMARY  


CLIENT: DKS ASSOCIATES
INTERSECTION: N/S CLAREMONT AVENUE DATE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2007


E/W EB SR-24 OFF-RAMP / CLIFTON STREET PERIOD: 4:00 PM TO 6:00 PM


 VEHICLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
400-415 0 28 0 3 0 0 4 37 0 17 19 92 200
415-430 0 37 1 5 0 0 6 41 0 12 21 119 242
430-445 0 39 2 11 0 0 8 66 0 19 16 169 330
445-500 0 47 1 6 0 0 3 60 0 25 33 186 361
500-515 0 38 8 3 0 0 6 73 0 19 29 171 347
515-530 0 51 4 6 0 0 6 97 0 27 38 163 392
530-545 0 51 2 10 0 0 9 93 0 36 30 180 411
545-600 0 39 2 6 0 0 6 77 0 27 43 172 372
HOUR TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
400-500 0 151 4 25 0 0 21 204 0 73 89 566 1133
415-515 0 161 12 25 0 0 23 240 0 75 99 645 1280
430-530 0 175 15 26 0 0 23 296 0 90 116 689 1430
445-545 0 187 15 25 0 0 24 323 0 107 130 700 1511
500-600 0 179 16 25 0 0 27 340 0 109 140 686 1522


PM PEAK HOUR: 500-600


25


0 179 16 0


0


686


EB SR-24 OFF-RAMP / CLIFTON STRE 140 0 340 27


109 CLAREMONT AVENUE


 PEDESTRIAN COUNTS BICYCLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL 15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
400-415 0 3 1 0 4 400-415 0 0 1 0 1
415-430 0 3 0 0 3 415-430 0 3 1 1 5
430-445 0 2 0 0 2 430-445 1 4 0 0 5
445-500 0 0 0 0 0 445-500 0 0 0 0 0
500-515 0 0 0 0 0 500-515 0 1 0 1 2
515-530 0 2 0 2 4 515-530 0 1 0 0 1
530-545 1 2 1 0 4 530-545 0 1 0 0 1
545-600 0 1 0 1 2 545-600 1 2 0 0 3
HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
400-500 0 8 1 0 9 400-500 1 7 2 1 11
415-515 0 5 0 0 5 415-515 1 8 1 2 12
430-530 0 4 0 2 6 430-530 1 6 0 1 8
445-545 1 4 1 2 8 445-545 0 3 0 1 4
500-600 1 5 1 3 10 500-600 1 5 0 1 7







WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969


INTERSECTION CAR/PED/BIKE TRAFFIC COUNT RESULTS SUMMARY  


CLIENT: DKS ASSOCIATES
INTERSECTION: N/S TELEGRAPH AVENUE DATE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2007


E/W CLAREMONT AVENUE / 52ND STREET PERIOD: 4:00 PM TO 6:00 PM


 VEHICLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
400-415 61 160 21 31 21 22 37 189 13 4 5 8 572
415-430 58 124 9 26 25 21 24 143 5 4 1 2 442
430-445 79 143 20 42 43 42 27 203 11 5 0 3 618
445-500 64 159 14 42 28 37 25 198 4 4 3 6 584
500-515 93 168 11 39 29 20 23 213 6 15 3 5 625
515-530 93 208 23 56 24 31 40 240 13 4 1 4 737
530-545 82 185 28 43 24 27 25 266 7 6 1 6 700
545-600 90 118 23 37 22 14 15 224 1 2 1 8 555
HOUR TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
400-500 262 586 64 141 117 122 113 733 33 17 9 19 2216
415-515 294 594 54 149 125 120 99 757 26 28 7 16 2269
430-530 329 678 68 179 124 130 115 854 34 28 7 18 2564
445-545 332 720 76 180 105 115 113 917 30 29 8 21 2646
500-600 358 679 85 175 99 92 103 943 27 27 6 23 2617


PM PEAK HOUR: 445-545


180


332 720 76 105


115


21


CLAREMONT AVENUE 8 30 917 113


29 TELEGRAPH AVENUE


 PEDESTRIAN COUNTS BICYCLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL 15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
400-415 13 0 0 7 20 400-415 1 0 0 3 4
415-430 6 2 2 7 17 415-430 0 1 0 2 3
430-445 9 1 0 12 22 430-445 1 0 0 3 4
445-500 1 0 4 10 15 445-500 1 0 0 2 3
500-515 11 0 0 16 27 500-515 1 0 0 2 3
515-530 5 0 0 5 10 515-530 1 0 0 2 3
530-545 7 5 0 10 22 530-545 0 1 2 4 7
545-600 7 1 2 4 14 545-600 0 0 0 5 5
HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
400-500 29 3 6 36 74 400-500 3 1 0 10 14
415-515 27 3 6 45 81 415-515 3 1 0 9 13
430-530 26 1 4 43 74 430-530 4 0 0 9 13
445-545 24 5 4 41 74 445-545 3 1 2 10 16
500-600 30 6 2 35 73 500-600 2 1 2 13 18







WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969


INTERSECTION CAR/PED/BIKE TRAFFIC COUNT RESULTS SUMMARY  


CLIENT: DKS ASSOCIATES
INTERSECTION: N/S CLAREMONT AVENUE DATE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2007


E/W CLARK STREET PERIOD: 4:00 PM TO 6:00 PM


 VEHICLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
400-415 0 99 4 10 0 7 3 44 0 0 0 0 167
415-430 0 75 9 7 0 3 5 37 0 0 0 0 136
430-445 0 107 4 2 0 3 3 56 0 0 0 0 175
445-500 0 100 6 10 0 3 3 50 0 0 0 0 172
500-515 0 104 1 5 0 3 2 36 0 0 0 0 151
515-530 0 94 10 4 0 4 1 46 0 0 0 0 159
530-545 0 105 12 14 0 4 4 83 0 0 0 0 222
545-600 0 110 8 7 0 3 5 67 0 0 0 0 200
HOUR TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
400-500 0 381 23 29 0 16 14 187 0 0 0 0 650
415-515 0 386 20 24 0 12 13 179 0 0 0 0 634
430-530 0 405 21 21 0 13 9 188 0 0 0 0 657
445-545 0 403 29 33 0 14 10 215 0 0 0 0 704
500-600 0 413 31 30 0 14 12 232 0 0 0 0 732


PM PEAK HOUR: 500-600


30


0 413 31 0


14


0


CLARKE STREET 0 0 232 12


0 CLAREMONT AVENUE


 PEDESTRIAN COUNTS BICYCLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL 15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
400-415 0 24 0 7 31 400-415 0 3 0 0 3
415-430 0 15 0 4 19 415-430 0 3 0 1 4
430-445 0 9 0 17 26 430-445 0 2 0 0 2
445-500 0 24 0 16 40 445-500 0 1 0 2 3
500-515 0 8 0 3 11 500-515 0 0 0 3 3
515-530 0 19 0 7 26 515-530 0 0 0 2 2
530-545 0 30 0 10 40 530-545 0 0 0 0 0
545-600 0 24 0 5 29 545-600 0 3 0 1 4
HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
400-500 0 72 0 44 116 400-500 0 9 0 3 12
415-515 0 56 0 40 96 415-515 0 6 0 6 12
430-530 0 60 0 43 103 430-530 0 3 0 7 10
445-545 0 81 0 36 117 445-545 0 1 0 7 8
500-600 0 81 0 25 106 500-600 0 3 0 6 9







WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969


INTERSECTION CAR/PED/BIKE TRAFFIC COUNT RESULTS SUMMARY  


CLIENT: DKS ASSOCIATES
INTERSECTION: N/S TELEGRAPH AVENUE DATE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2007


E/W 51ST STREET PERIOD: 4:00 PM TO 6:00 PM


 VEHICLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
400-415 17 106 38 38 128 21 19 89 24 29 153 52 714
415-430 9 133 50 53 131 26 18 108 19 19 132 62 760
430-445 5 128 56 41 137 24 23 140 30 27 147 93 851
445-500 11 140 64 45 132 37 28 111 26 31 157 92 874
500-515 12 139 63 45 137 24 30 118 29 28 147 88 860
515-530 12 147 58 42 141 16 22 137 26 18 176 73 868
530-545 6 168 44 53 124 22 26 130 22 28 142 81 846
545-600 4 163 60 59 121 34 34 104 22 21 146 84 852
HOUR TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
400-500 42 507 208 177 528 108 88 448 99 106 589 299 3199
415-515 37 540 233 184 537 111 99 477 104 105 583 335 3345
430-530 40 554 241 173 547 101 103 506 111 104 627 346 3453
445-545 41 594 229 185 534 99 106 496 103 105 622 334 3448
500-600 34 617 225 199 523 96 112 489 99 95 611 326 3426


PM PEAK HOUR: 430-530


173


40 554 241 547


101


346


51ST STREET 627 111 506 103


104 TELEGRAPH AVENUE


 PEDESTRIAN COUNTS BICYCLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL 15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
400-415 3 19 8 15 45 400-415 1 2 1 3 7
415-430 12 8 11 23 54 415-430 0 3 2 4 9
430-445 4 9 4 9 26 430-445 0 2 0 3 5
445-500 6 14 7 11 38 445-500 1 3 0 8 12
500-515 8 21 4 13 46 500-515 1 3 2 7 13
515-530 12 17 11 17 57 515-530 0 11 4 7 22
530-545 5 12 8 19 44 530-545 3 5 1 2 11
545-600 6 14 7 9 36 545-600 2 6 0 5 13
HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
400-500 25 50 30 58 163 400-500 2 10 3 18 33
415-515 30 52 26 56 164 415-515 2 11 4 22 39
430-530 30 61 26 50 167 430-530 2 19 6 25 52
445-545 31 64 30 60 185 445-545 5 22 7 24 58
500-600 31 64 30 58 183 500-600 6 25 7 21 59







WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969


INTERSECTION CAR/PED/BIKE TRAFFIC COUNT RESULTS SUMMARY  


CLIENT: DKS ASSOCIATES
INTERSECTION: N/S CLARKE STREET DATE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2007


E/W 51ST STREET PERIOD: 4:00 PM TO 6:00 PM


 VEHICLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
400-415 2 1 1 5 166 4 1 0 2 6 196 6 390
415-430 4 2 4 11 209 6 6 1 1 4 190 2 440
430-445 8 2 2 5 200 5 1 1 2 2 209 5 442
445-500 5 1 2 1 175 6 4 1 1 5 229 5 435
500-515 5 1 7 3 188 4 11 1 8 5 268 3 504
515-530 8 2 7 4 198 6 5 3 14 5 246 11 509
530-545 5 1 5 2 166 5 6 3 2 2 239 3 439
545-600 8 3 2 6 170 4 7 2 14 5 290 7 518
HOUR TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
PERIOD SBRT SBTH SBLT WBRT WBTH WBLT NBRT NBTH NBLT EBRT EBTH EBLT TOTAL
400-500 19 6 9 22 750 21 12 3 6 17 824 18 1707
415-515 22 6 15 20 772 21 22 4 12 16 896 15 1821
430-530 26 6 18 13 761 21 21 6 25 17 952 24 1890
445-545 23 5 21 10 727 21 26 8 25 17 982 22 1887
500-600 26 7 21 15 722 19 29 9 38 17 1043 24 1970


PM PEAK HOUR: 500-600


15


26 7 21 722


19


24


51ST STREET 1043 38 9 29


17 CLARKE STREET


 PEDESTRIAN COUNTS BICYCLE COUNTS
15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL 15 MIN COUNTS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
400-415 0 0 3 0 3 400-415 0 0 1 4 5
415-430 3 0 1 1 5 415-430 0 0 0 0 0
430-445 0 2 4 0 6 430-445 1 0 0 1 2
445-500 0 0 0 1 1 445-500 0 0 0 2 2
500-515 3 3 0 5 11 500-515 0 0 0 1 1
515-530 0 1 0 0 1 515-530 0 0 1 0 1
530-545 4 0 0 0 4 530-545 0 0 1 0 1
545-600 4 0 0 0 4 545-600 1 0 2 0 3
HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL HOUR TOTALS NORTH EAST SOUTH WEST TOTAL
PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG PERIOD LEG LEG LEG LEG
400-500 3 2 8 2 15 400-500 1 0 1 7 9
415-515 6 5 5 7 23 415-515 1 0 0 4 5
430-530 3 6 4 6 19 430-530 1 0 1 4 6
445-545 7 4 0 6 17 445-545 0 0 2 3 5
500-600 11 4 0 5 20 500-600 1 0 4 1 6
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 D. LIGHT AND SHADOW 
 
1. Introduction 
This section discusses existing visual conditions on the project site and the project vicinity, and analyzes the 
potential for the project to affect those conditions.  The section focuses on the effects associated with light, 
glare, and shadow. 
 
2. Setting 
 
a.   Environmental Setting   
 
Project Vicinity.  The approved Civiq Project is located to the east of the project site.  The Civiq greenway is 
located on the property line between the Civiq project and the proposed project.  The portion of the approved 
Civiq project buildings located to the east of the proposed Clarke Street building will be a four‐story 37‐foot tall 
residential building at Clarke Street and rise to 55 feet in the interior portion of the site.  The portion of the 
approved Civiq project located adjacent to the south and southeast of the project site contains proposed 
rooftop solar collectors.  The approved Civiq project located immediately to the south of the project site along 
Telegraph Avenue will be five stories tall and reach a maximum height of 57 feet at the corner of Telegraph 
Avenue and 51st Street. 
 
The Oakland City Library Temescal Branch is located to the west of the project site, on the northwest corner of 
52nd Street and Telegraph Avenue, and across Clarke Street to the south from the Redondo Playground of FROG 
Park.  The Redondo Playground of FROG Park, a linear park that includes two children’s playgrounds, is located 
to the northeast of the proposed project.  The existing 5160 Claremont apartment building, which sits to the 
northwest of the project site, is a four‐story residential building of 50 feet in height.  
 
The project site is in close proximity to Highway 24.  The site is well‐served by transit, including bus lines 
operated by the Alameda‐Contra Costa County Transit District (AC Transit). The site is within approximately .8 
miles of the Rockridge BART station and approximately .7 miles of the MacArthur BART station. 
 
Project Site.  The site is currently occupied by a two‐story building, which comprises ground floor retail space 
(video rental store) and second floor office space (vacant). The existing building was originally built as a bank 
building with a surface parking lot.  
 
Property Uses of Light.  Global Video, which currently occupies the first floor of the existing building, uses lights 
for its daily operation.  The property also has security lights and flood lights in the parking lot.  The second floor 
of the building is unoccupied office space, and does not use any light. 
 
Neighboring Sources of Light.  The project site is located in a built‐out urban environment that has existing 
sources of light and glare associated with nearby land uses.  Light sources in the area include lights from 
neighboring Claremont Towers apartments and traffic stop lights at the intersection of Telegraph and 52nd 
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Street.  Additional sources of light include street lights along Telegraph Avenue, lights from cars traveling the 
major streets of Telegraph Avenue and 52nd Street during the evening and early morning hours and lights from 
neighboring residences.   
 
b.  Regulatory Setting 
 
City of Oakland’s Standard Conditions of Approval.  The City’s Standard Condition of Approval relevant to light 
and shadow is listed below for reference.  The condition of approval will be adopted as requirements of the 
proposed project if the project is approved by the City to help ensure no significant impacts occur, as a result it 
not identified as mitigation measures. 
 
Standard Condition AES‐1: Lighting Plan. Prior to the issuance of an electrical or building permit, the proposed 
lighting fixtures shall be adequately shielded to a point below the light bulb and reflector and that prevent 
unnecessary glare onto adjacent properties. Plans shall be submitted to the Planning and Zoning Division and 
the Electrical Services Division of the Public Works Agency for review and approval. All lighting shall be 
architecturally integrated into the site. 
 
 
3.  Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
a.  Significance Criteria.  Implementation of the proposed project would have a significant impact related to 
light and glare, or shadows, if it would: 


1. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would substantially and adversely affect day 
or nighttime views in the area; 


2. Introduce landscape that would now or in the future cast substantial shadows on existing solar 
collectors (in conflict with California Public Resource Code Section 25980‐25986); 


3. Cast shadow that substantially impairs the function of a building using passive solar heat collection, 
solar collectors for hot water heating, or photovoltaic solar collectors; 


4. Cast shadow that substantially impairs the beneficial use of any public or quasi‐public park, lawn, 
garden, or open space; 


5. Cast shadow on an historic resource, as defined by CEQA Section 15064.5(a), such that the shadow 
would materially impair the resource’s historic significance by materially altering those physical 
characteristics of the resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion on 
or eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical 
Resources, Local register of historical resources or a historical resource survey form (DPR Form 523) 
with a rating of 1‐5; or 


6. Require an exception (variance) to the policies and regulations in the General Plan, Planning Code, 
or Uniform Building Code, and the exception causes a fundamental conflict with policies and 
regulations in the General Plan, Planning Code, and Uniform Building Code addressing the provision 
of adequate light related to appropriate uses. 
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b.   Less‐than‐Significant Light and Shadow Impacts 
 


(1)   Light and Glare.  Lighting would be installed within the project site for the maintenance of public 
safety. This lighting, which would be directed downward to the sidewalk, is not expected to substantially 
adversely affect nighttime views. The project would incorporate non‐reflective glass to eliminate glare from the 
residential and commercial windows.  With the incorporation of the Standard Conditions of Approval regarding 
a lighting plan, the potential impact would be reduced to less than significant.  


 
(2)   Shadow Impacts.  In order to identify the proposed project’s potential shadow‐related impacts, 


existing and project‐generated shade patterns were compared for each of the four seasons (from 9:00 a.m. until 
4:00 p.m.).  Specifically, the following four dates were used for analysis purposes: the winter and summer 
solstices (December 22 and June 21), when the sun is at its lowest and highest point, respectively, and the spring 
and fall equinoxes (March 21 and September 23), when day and night are of approximately equal length.  The 
shadow analysis was based on the images in Appendix D.  A three‐dimensional digital model of the proposed 
project was used to calculate the shadows for each time of day and date evaluated.  Project building heights 
assumed in the shadow study model are outlined in Sub‐section A.4 of Chapter III “Project Description” in this 
EIR.  During the winter solstice in December, the sun is at its lowest and the project shadows would be at their 
longest.  During the summer solstice in June, the sun is at its highest and the project shadows would be at their 
shortest.  During the spring and fall equinoxes in March and September, respectively, shadows are midway 
through a period of shortening and lengthening.  In general, new shadows from the project would fall in a 
westerly to northwesterly direction during the morning hours and sweep eastward to terminate in a 
northeasterly and then easterly direction as the afternoon progresses. 


 
The site reconnaissance conducted for this analysis did not identify any existing passive solar heat collectors, 
solar collection for hot water heating, or photovoltaic solar collectors in the areas adjacent to the project site.  
The project and proposed landscaping would not cast a shadow on a building currently using passive solar heat 
collection, solar collectors for hot water heating or photovoltaic solar collectors.  The approved Civiq project 
located adjacent to the south and southeast of the project site contains proposed rooftop solar collectors. 
 


(a)   Shadow Analysis of Existing Conditions  
 
(i)   Approved Civiq Project 


 
A.  Solar Collectors.  Each of the buildings in the approved Civiq project would have solar collectors on 


the rooftop.  The height of these buildings exceeds the height of the existing building on the site, so the existing 
building would not cast shadows on these solar collectors. 
 


B.   Greenway.  The Civiq greenway would primarily be a public walkway in the Civiq project located on 
the adjacent property to the east.  During the equinoxes, the approved Civiq project would cast shadow over the 
greenway during the entire day.  At 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. the greenway would be almost entirely covered by 
shadow from the building on the north of the approved Civiq project. (See Appendix D Figures D‐1 and D‐2).  
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This building would continue to cast shadow over the north and northeast portions of the greenway until 
approximately 2:00 p.m. (See Appendix D Figures D‐3 – D‐5).  Starting at approximately 2:00 p.m. the building on 
the western side of the approved Civiq project would cast shadow on the southern and central portions of the 
greenway. (See Appendix D Figure D‐6).  At 3:00 p.m. the shadow from this building and the trees on the 
greenway would cast shadow over almost the entire greenway. (See Appendix D Figure D‐7).  At 4:00 p.m. the 
shadow from this building would cast shadow over almost the entire greenway. (See Appendix D Figure D‐8). 
 
During the summer solstice (June 21), the buildings on the north and east of the approved Civiq project would 
cast shadow over the entire greenway at 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. (See Appendix D Figures D‐25 and D‐26).  At 
11:00 a.m. the northern building of the approved Civiq project would cast shadow over the portion of the 
greenway adjacent to that building. (See Appendix D Figure D‐27).  Collectively, the buildings on the approved 
Civiq project would cast shadow over the central and northern portions of the greenway at 12:00 p.m. and 1:00 
p.m. (See Appendix D Figures D‐28 and D‐29).  At 2:00 p.m. and 3:00 p.m. the building on the western side of the 
approved Civiq project, the existing property line wall and the trees on the greenway would cast shadow over 
almost the entire greenway. (See Appendix D Figures D‐30 and D‐31).  At 4:00 p.m. the building, wall and trees 
would cast a shadow over nearly the entire southern and most of the western portions of the greenway. (See 
Appendix D Figure D‐32). 
 
From 9:00 a.m. until 12:00 p.m. during the winter solstice (December 22), the approved Civiq project would cast 
shadows that cover nearly the entire greenway. (See Appendix D Figures D‐9, 10 and 11).  At 12:00 and 1:00 p.m 
the northern building on the approved Civiq project and the trees on the greenway would cast shadow over the 
northern half of the greenway. (See Appendix D Figures D‐12 and D‐13).  At 2:00 p.m. and 3:00 p.m. the building 
on the western portion of the approved Civiq project and the trees on the greenway would cast significant 
shadow that covers nearly all of the greenway. (See Appendix D Figures D‐14 and D‐15).  At 4:00 p.m. the 
approved Civiq project would cast shadows that entirely cover the greenway. (See Appendix D Figure D‐16). 
 


(ii)  Redondo Playground.  The Redondo Playground of Frog Park is situated to the northeast of the 
proposed project and contains a number of large evergreen (mostly Redwood) conifer trees, play areas, benches 
and a picnic area. The park is situated at the northwest corner of Clarke Street and Redondo Avenue directly 
across Clarke Street from the project site.  The existing mature trees in the park cast significant shadow on the 
park at all times of the year. 
 
During the autumnal and spring equinoxes, the existing trees cast shadow on the playground equipment, 
benches and picnic area of the park at all hours.  (See Appendix D Figures D‐34 through D‐41). These shadows 
begin in a westerly or northwesterly direction in the morning hours, and move easterly throughout the course of 
the day. 
 
During the summer solstice, the existing trees cast shadow on the playground that covers the playground 
equipment, benches and picnic area at 9:00 and 10:00 a.m.  After this, the shadow from the existing trees beings 
to dissipate.  (See Appendix D Figures D‐42 through D‐43). 
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During the winter solstice, the shadow cast by the existing trees, the fence on the park and the buildings across 
Redondo Street is lightest at 9:00 a.m.  As the day progresses, the shadows begin to move northwesterly, 
allowing more sunlight to the playground equipment, benches and picnic area.  (See Appendix D Figures D‐50 
through D‐57). 


 
(iii)  Temescal Library.  The Temescal Library has trees that line Telegraph Avenue which cast shadow 


over the eastern façade at all times of the year.  Additionally, the roof of the library casts shadow along the 
eastern façade starting at noon at all times during the year.  At 1:00 p.m. during the four seasons studied, the 
shadow cast by the roof covers almost the entire eastern façade.  Due to the library’s orientation respective to 
the sun, these shadows last for the remainder of the day.   
 
The existing building and trees on the project site do not cast any shadows on the Temescal Library during the 
autumnal or spring equinoxes and the summer solstice. (See Appendix D Figures D‐59 through D‐65 and D‐82 
through D‐89).  The existing trees located in front of the eastern façade of the Temescal Library cast small 
shadows on the library in the mornings during the autumnal and spring equinoxes at 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. 
(See Appendix D Figures D‐58, D‐59, D‐74 and D‐75).   
 
The existing building on the project site and the trees in front of the project site along Telegraph Avenue cast 
shadows on the Temescal Library during the winter solstice at 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. (See Appendix D Figures 
D‐66 and D‐67). The remaining hours of the Winter Solstice are shown in Appendix D Figures D‐68 – D‐73.      


 
(iv)  Claremont Towers Apartments.  5160 Claremont (Claremont Towers) is four (4) stories tall and 


there are three (3) units on each floor that face the common property line across an irregularly shaped yard. 
There is existing vegetation that impedes light to and views from the 1st, 2nd and 3rd floor south‐ and east‐facing 
windows of the Claremont Park Apartments.  The design of Claremont Park Apartments causes the building to 
cast shadows on itself throughout the day during the autumnal and spring equinoxes.  Nearly the entire façade 
facing the project site is covered by shadow from the building at 3:00 p.m.  At 4:00 p.m. the entire façade is 
covered by shadow from its own building. (See Appendix D Figures D‐97 and D‐98). 
 
At 9:00 a.m. During the summer solstice, the Claremont Tpwers building casts shadow westward onto its own 
façade.  (See Appendix D Figure D‐99).  This westward shadow reaches its peak at approximately 11:00 a.m. (See 
Appendix D Figure D‐101).  At 1:00 p.m. the building begins casting shadow eastward.  (See Appendix D Figure D‐
103).  This eastward shadow completely covers the façade facing the project at 2:00 p.m. (See Appendix D Figure 
D‐104).  The façade facing the project site is completely covered in shadow for the rest of the day.  (See 
Appendix D Figures D‐105 and D‐106). 
 
During the winter solstice, the existing vegetation casts shadow over Claremont Towers in the early morning 
hours.  (See Appendix D Figures D‐107 and D‐108).  As the day progresses, the shadow cast by the vegetation 
dissipates to the east.  (See Appendix D Figures D‐109 – D‐112).  At approximately 3:00 p.m. the building casts 
shadow that begins to cover the east‐facing façade.  (See Appendix D Figure D‐113).  At approximately 4:00 p.m. 
the eastern façade of the building is nearly completely covered in shadow.  (See Appendix D Figure D‐114). 
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(b)   Shadow Analysis of Project on Neighboring Parcels 
 
(i)   Civiq project. 
 
A.   Solar Collectors.  The approved Civiq project located adjacent to the south and southeast of the 


project site contains proposed rooftop solar collectors. Due to solar orientation relative to the project site and 
the Civiq site, the project would not cast shadows on the proposed Civiq solar collectors. 


 
B.   Greenway.  The project would cast additional shadow covering a small portion of the northern 


portion of the greenway at approximately 3:00 p.m. during the autumn and spring equinoxes.  (See Appendix D 
Figures D‐23 and D‐7).  During the equinoxes, the approved Civiq project would cast shadow over the greenway 
starting at 4:00 p.m. that would cover almost the entire greenway.  (See Appendix D Figures D‐24 and D‐8.)  The 
project would cast shadows that cover the remaining portion of the greenway.  The additional shadow cast by 
the project is approximately 98 feet long, and covers an area of 590 square feet. 
 
During the summer solstice the project would cast additional shadow at approximately 3:00 p.m. and 4:00 p.m.  
(See Appendix D Figures D‐31 and D‐32.)  At 3:00 p.m. the shadow cast by the project is approximately 90 feet 
long and covers an area of 540 square feet.  At 4:00 p.m. this shadow increases to approximately 140 feet in 
length and covers an area of approximately 900 square feet.  During the winter solstice the project would not 
cast any additional shadow on the greenway.   
 
The project would not cast any additional shadow on the greenway during the months of November, December 
or January.  During the months of February, March, April, August, September and October the project would not 
have a shadow impact on the greenway before 4:00 p.m.  During the months of May, June and July the project 
would not have a shadow impact on the greenway before 3:00 p.m. 
  
The shadow impact of the project on the greenway is less than significant.  The buildings in the approved Civiq 
project would cast shadow covering most of the greenway during the year.   The amount of shadow that would 
be cast by the project on the greenway is limited in size and duration.  The amount of shadow the project would 
cast on the greenway would not impair the use of the greenway as a public walkway.  
 


(ii)    Redondo Playground.  The project would cast afternoon shadow on the park during the months of 
September, October, November, December, January, February and March (See Appendix D Figures D‐34 through 
D‐41, D‐50 through D‐57 through, and D‐58 through D‐65.)  During the fall equinox (September 23) the project 
would cast shadow on the park beginning at approximately 3:00 p.m. (4:00 p.m. during the spring equinox on 
March 21). This shadow would extend up to approximately ten feet into the southeast side of the park near 
Clarke Street at a width up to approximately 50 feet. The new 500 square feet of shadow cast by the project 
would shadow approximately four percent of the park’s total area. The shadow would be cast on an open area 
not occupied by play equipment or seating/picnic areas.      
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During the winter solstice (December 22) the project would cast shadow on the park beginning at approximately 
1:30 p.m. This shadow would extend up to approximately 20 feet into the southeast side of the park near Clarke 
Street at a width up to approximately 50 feet. The new 1,000 square feet of shadow cast by the project would 
shadow approximately nine percent of the park’s total area. The shadow would be cast primarily on an open 
area not occupied by play equipment or seating/picnic areas with a small portion of the shadow encroaching 
onto the southeast portion of the southeastern‐most play area replacing existing scattered light which is 
currently filtered by existing trees and fences. 
 
The project would not cast any shadow on the park during the months of April, May, June, July and August. 
 
The shadow cast by the proposed project on the park would not substantially impair the beneficial use of the 
park. No new shadow would be cast during the summer and during the morning and the middle of the day 
during the remainder of the year. Shadow cast by the project during the fall, winter and spring would be 
restricted to the afternoon and shadow only a small percentage of the park. Except during winter when the 
project would cast a new shadow on only a limited portion of one of the play areas thereby replacing existing 
filtered sunlight, new shadow cast by the project would cover an open area not occupied by play equipment or 
seating/picnic areas. Park users would continue to be able to use the park’s play areas, benches and picnic areas 
beneficially. Thus, the new shadow cast by the project on the park would be considered a less than significant 
impact. 
 


(iii)  Temescal Library.   The Oakland City Library Temescal Branch located on the northwest corner of 
52nd Street and Telegraph Avenue is City of Oakland Historical Landmark #43 and is, therefore, considered an 
historic resource under CEQA. 
 
CEQA Section 21084.1 states "a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment." A "substantial adverse 
change" is defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 as "demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of 
the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be 
materially impaired." The significance of an historical resource is "materially impaired," according to Guidelines 
Section 15064.5(b)(2), when a project demolishes or materially alters, in an adverse manner, those physical 
characteristics of the resource that: 


• convey its historic significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in, the California 
Register of Historical Resources (including a determination by the lead agency that the resource is 
eligible for inclusion in the California Register); or 


• account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources adopted by local agency ordinance or 
resolution (in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)); or account for its identification 
in an historical resources survey that meets the requirement of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1(g), including, among other things, that "the resource is evaluated and determined by the [State 
Office of Historic Preservation] to have a significance rating of Category 1 to 5 on DPR Form 523," unless 
the lead agency "establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically or 
culturally significant." 
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In November, December, January and February the proposed project would cast approximately 30 minutes of 
new shadow before 10:00 a.m. on the front (east) façade of the library. (See Appendix D Figures D‐66 and D‐67.)  
The project would not cast shadow on the library during the remainder of the day during the months of 
November to February nor cast shadow on the library at any time of day during the remaining months of the 
year. The amount of new shadow cast on the library is considered relatively minor due to the short duration of 
the shadow and due to the limited period of the year when it would be cast. Therefore, the shadow cast by the 
project would not result in a significant physical effect such that the shadow would materially impair the 
resource’s historical significance identified by the four criteria above (event, person, architecture, or 
informational potential) and would not affect the listing in the National Register of Historic Places, California 
Register of Historical Resources, Local register of historical resources or a historical resource survey form (DPR 
Form 523) with a rating of 1‐5. 
 


(iv)   Claremont Towers Apartments.  The project would cast shadow on the units at Claremont Towers 
that face a common property line with the project site during the autumn and spring equinoxes.  The project 
would cast shadow on the same units during the winter solstice.  The project would not cast shadows on 
Claremont Towers that face the property line during the summer solstice.   
 
As with the project’s view and light impacts (discussed in Chapter IV.B), the shadow impacts would not be 
considered unreasonable and would be considered less than significant because the shadow cast on these units 
is from an adjacent lot (the project site) in an urbanized commercial corridor designated “Grow and Change” in 
the General Plan. One would reasonably expect certain shadow impacts of development consistent with the 
General Plan along a “Grow and Change” corridor. Completely avoiding any potential light and view impacts 
would require unreasonably reducing the height of the project thereby reducing the project’s ability to provide 
the density called for in the General Plan. Potential light impacts to east‐facing windows of 5160 Claremont 
would be minimized due to the proposed distance between these windows and the project. 
 


(3)   Exceptions or Variances.  The proposed project requires no exceptions or variances which could 
cause a fundamental conflict to the policies and regulations in the General Plan, Planning Code, or Uniform 
Building Code addressing the provision of light.  It is possible that a Minor Variance will be required for building 
height.  However, the potential impacts of the project’s height on the provision of light would be less than 
significant as explained previously in this chapter and in Chapter IV.B.    
 
c.   Significant Light and Shadow Impacts.  The project would not result in any significant light or shadow 
impacts. 
 
d.   Cumulative Light and Shadow Impacts.  The geographic area considered for the light and shadow 
cumulative analysis includes the area in the Temescal area of North Oakland, which includes the project site and 
the surrounding parcels as generally depicted in Figure III‐1. This area was defined because it includes the 
project site, the immediately surrounding neighborhoods, and the larger City context for the project 
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As analyzed throughout this section, the proposed project would not result in a significant light and shadow 
impact by creating substantial light or glare, casting substantial shadows that impair solar access, the beneficial 
use of a park, or a historic resource, or requiring an exception or variance to policies and regulations in the 
General Plan, Planning Code, or Uniform Building Code, and the exception causes a fundamental conflict with 
policies addressing the provision of light. 
 
The proposed project is consistent with the City’s General Plan Land Use designation for the site and together 
with the majority of past, present, existing, pending and reasonably foreseeable future development projects, is 
subject to the City’s design review process.  The purpose of the design review process is to consider the design 
treatment and relationship of buildings to the surrounding built environment and ensure no significant adverse 
light and shadow impacts would result. Thus, the proposed project would not combine with, or add to, any 
potential adverse aesthetic impacts that may be associated with other cumulative development. 
 
Cumulative development, in combination with the proposed project, has and would continue to result in new 
buildings of varying size and scale being developed on infill or vacant sites throughout the area. A review of 
cumulative development in the defined geographic area, including past, present, existing, pending and 
reasonably foreseeable future development reveals the proposed structures within the project site are of similar 
size and scale to other development projects in the area. The project is generally consistent with adopted plans 
and the overall vision for the area. Based on the information in this light and shadow section and for the reasons 
summarized above, the project would not contribute to any significant adverse light or shadow impacts when 
considered together with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development. 
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Oakland Creekside 5132 Telegraph TIA Existing AM
1: 52ND St. & Shattuck Ave.


DKS Associates Synchro 7 -  Report
3/27/2008 Page 1


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 322 664 161 82 1032 134 164 151 28 95 169 350
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.90
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4896 1770 4970 1770 1813 1770 1643
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.64 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4896 1770 4970 244 1813 1184 1643
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 350 722 175 89 1122 146 178 164 30 103 184 380
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 41 0 0 17 0 0 8 0 0 83 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 350 856 0 89 1251 0 178 186 0 103 481 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 7 7 14
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 4 11 2
Turn Type Prot Prot pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 20.5 31.1 7.9 18.5 37.0 37.0 26.5 26.5
Effective Green, g (s) 20.5 31.1 7.9 18.5 37.0 37.0 27.5 27.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.35 0.09 0.21 0.41 0.41 0.31 0.31
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 403 1692 155 1022 211 745 362 502
v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 0.17 0.05 c0.25 c0.06 0.10 c0.29
v/s Ratio Perm 0.29 0.09
v/c Ratio 0.87 0.51 0.57 1.22 0.84 0.25 0.28 0.96
Uniform Delay, d1 33.5 23.4 39.4 35.8 22.0 17.4 23.8 30.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.81 1.47 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 17.1 1.1 2.2 106.8 24.3 0.1 0.2 29.1
Delay (s) 50.6 24.4 34.0 159.3 46.3 17.5 23.9 59.8
Level of Service D C C F D B C E
Approach Delay (s) 31.8 151.1 31.3 54.3
Approach LOS C F C D


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 80.3 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.99
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.4% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 10 0 8 357 0 622 0 546 0 0 837 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.94 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.97 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1687 1770 1562 3539 3539
Flt Permitted 0.97 0.74 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1687 1386 1562 3539 3539
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 11 0 9 388 0 676 0 593 0 0 910 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 134 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 14 0 388 0 542 0 593 0 0 910 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Perm D.Pm custom
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 33.8 33.8 33.8 47.2 47.2
Effective Green, g (s) 33.8 33.8 33.8 47.2 47.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.52
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 634 521 587 1856 1856
v/s Ratio Prot 0.17 c0.26
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.28 c0.35
v/c Ratio 0.02 0.74 0.92 0.32 0.49
Uniform Delay, d1 17.7 24.4 26.9 12.2 13.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.44 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 5.0 19.9 0.4 0.9
Delay (s) 17.7 29.4 46.8 5.7 14.6
Level of Service B C D A B
Approach Delay (s) 17.7 40.5 5.7 14.6
Approach LOS B D A B


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 23.2 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.67
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.6% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 5 33 5 0 0 0 1 676 219 181 1014 9
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.99 0.96 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1643 3048 1593 3180
Flt Permitted 0.99 0.95 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1643 2910 1593 3180
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 5 36 5 0 0 0 1 735 238 197 1102 10
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 41 0 0 0 0 0 949 0 197 1112 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 7
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 21
Turn Type Split Perm Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.3 54.4 14.8 73.7
Effective Green, g (s) 7.3 54.4 14.8 73.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.60 0.16 0.82
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 133 1759 262 2604
v/s Ratio Prot c0.03 c0.12 0.35
v/s Ratio Perm c0.33
v/c Ratio 0.31 0.54 0.75 0.43
Uniform Delay, d1 39.0 10.4 35.8 2.3
Progression Factor 1.00 0.86 1.18 0.47
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 1.2 8.9 0.4
Delay (s) 39.5 10.2 51.2 1.5
Level of Service D B D A
Approach Delay (s) 39.5 0.0 10.2 9.0
Approach LOS D A B A


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 10.1 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.56
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 655 72 116 0 0 12 0 153 6 3 173 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.96 0.86 0.99 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1644 1584 3510 3536
Flt Permitted 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1644 1584 3510 3369
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 712 78 126 0 0 13 0 166 7 3 188 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 18 0 0 0 5 0 4 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 463 436 0 0 0 8 0 169 0 0 191 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 8 15 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 4 4
Turn Type Perm custom Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1093 1069 1030 921 884
v/s Ratio Prot 0.05
v/s Ratio Perm c0.28 0.26 0.01 c0.06
v/c Ratio 0.42 0.41 0.01 0.18 0.22
Uniform Delay, d1 6.8 6.7 4.9 22.9 23.1
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.4 0.6
Delay (s) 8.0 7.8 4.9 23.3 23.6
Level of Service A A A C C
Approach Delay (s) 7.9 4.9 23.3 23.6
Approach LOS A A C C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 12.2 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.36
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.5% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 7 3 5 141 119 101 9 646 142 55 541 376
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.97
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.96 1.00 0.94 0.97 1.00 0.94
Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1730 1681 1629 3433 1770 3209
Flt Permitted 0.98 0.95 0.99 0.94 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1730 1681 1609 3236 1770 3209
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 8 3 5 153 129 110 10 702 154 60 588 409
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 35 0 0 14 0 0 94 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 11 0 138 219 0 0 852 0 60 903 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 12 2 22
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 2 1 16
Turn Type Split Prot Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 7 8 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 2.5 16.6 16.6 46.3 6.6 57.4
Effective Green, g (s) 2.5 16.6 16.6 46.3 6.6 57.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.03 0.18 0.18 0.51 0.07 0.64
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 48 310 297 1665 130 2047
v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 0.08 0.03 c0.28
v/s Ratio Perm c0.14 c0.26
v/c Ratio 0.23 0.45 0.74 0.51 0.46 0.44
Uniform Delay, d1 42.8 32.6 34.6 14.4 40.0 8.2
Progression Factor 1.49 1.00 1.00 1.07 0.91 1.24
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.4 8.0 0.8 0.9 0.6
Delay (s) 64.1 33.0 42.6 16.3 37.5 10.9
Level of Service E C D B D B
Approach Delay (s) 64.1 39.2 16.3 12.4
Approach LOS E D B B


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 18.7 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.56
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.3% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
        OAKLAND 5132 TELEGRAPH CREEKSIDE MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT          
                             TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY                                
                                DKS ASSOCIATES                                   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.9       Worst Case Level Of Service: A[  9.8] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1  1  0    0  1  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 13 Feb 2007 << 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 
Base Vol:      12    0    33     0    0     0     0  205    16    17  337     0  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   12    0    33     0    0     0     0  205    16    17  337     0  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    12    0    33     0    0     0     0  205    16    17  337     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   12    0    33     0    0     0     0  205    16    17  337     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  416  584   111  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   221 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  570  426   928  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1360 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    565  421   928  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1360 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.02 0.00  0.04  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.7 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  792 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.2 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx  9.8 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.7 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    A     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
ApproachDel:       9.8           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        A                *                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 226 383 95 103 716 229 99 369 112 135 530 26
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3398 1770 3384 1770 3365 1770 3499
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3398 1770 3384 1770 3365 1770 3499
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 246 416 103 112 778 249 108 401 122 147 576 28
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 23 0 0 32 0 0 32 0 0 4 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 246 496 0 112 995 0 108 491 0 147 600 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 30 15 32 58
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 3 16 21
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 10.6 31.1 8.1 28.6 8.0 23.7 10.1 25.8
Effective Green, g (s) 9.6 30.6 7.6 28.1 7.5 23.2 9.6 25.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.34 0.08 0.31 0.08 0.26 0.11 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 366 1155 149 1057 148 867 189 984
v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 0.15 0.06 c0.29 0.06 0.15 c0.08 c0.17
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.67 0.43 0.75 0.94 0.73 0.57 0.78 0.61
Uniform Delay, d1 38.7 23.0 40.3 30.1 40.3 29.0 39.2 28.1
Progression Factor 1.53 0.44 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.06 0.77
Incremental Delay, d2 3.4 0.1 17.1 15.4 14.1 2.7 15.5 2.6
Delay (s) 62.4 10.2 57.4 45.5 54.4 31.7 56.9 24.1
Level of Service E B E D D C E C
Approach Delay (s) 27.0 46.7 35.6 30.5
Approach LOS C D D C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 36.3 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.0% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group







 
 
Existing AM                Wed Dec 5, 2007 22:21:39                  Page 3-1    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
        OAKLAND 5132 TELEGRAPH CREEKSIDE MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT          
                             TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY                                
                                DKS ASSOCIATES                                   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #8 Clarke Street & 51st Street                                      
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.7       Worst Case Level Of Service: E[ 35.1] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 13 Feb 2007 << 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 
Base Vol:      10    4     6     3    2     2    27  615    21    12  950    31  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   10    4     6     3    2     2    27  615    21    12  950    31  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    10    4     6     3    2     2    27  615    21    12  950    31  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   10    4     6     3    2     2    27  615    21    12  950    31  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 1180 1685   318  1353 1680   491   981 xxxx xxxxx   636 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  148   95   684   110   96   529   712 xxxx xxxxx   957 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    140   90   684   102   91   529   712 xxxx xxxxx   957 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.07 0.04  0.01  0.03 0.02  0.00  0.04 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  10.3 xxxx xxxxx   8.8 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     B    *     *     A    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  160 xxxxx  xxxx  127 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.4 xxxxx xxxxx  0.2 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 30.6 xxxxx xxxxx 35.1 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    D     *     *    E     *     *    *     *     *    *     *   
ApproachDel:      30.6             35.1           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        D                E                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 410 946 195 30 1009 140 157 280 69 134 187 352
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.90
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4931 1770 4952 1770 1798 1770 1647
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.54 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4931 1770 4952 237 1798 1000 1647
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 446 1028 212 33 1097 152 171 304 75 146 203 383
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 26 0 0 17 0 0 9 0 0 67 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 446 1214 0 33 1232 0 171 370 0 146 519 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 8 5 13
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 10 14 5
Turn Type Prot Prot pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.3 40.5 4.5 17.7 41.0 41.0 27.4 27.4
Effective Green, g (s) 27.3 40.5 4.5 17.7 41.0 41.0 28.4 28.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.40 0.04 0.18 0.41 0.41 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 483 1997 80 877 244 737 284 468
v/s Ratio Prot c0.25 0.25 0.02 c0.25 c0.07 0.21 c0.32
v/s Ratio Perm 0.22 0.15
v/c Ratio 0.92 0.61 0.41 1.40 0.70 0.50 0.51 1.11
Uniform Delay, d1 35.3 23.5 46.5 41.2 45.2 21.9 30.0 35.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.12 0.86 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 23.0 1.4 0.7 186.0 7.2 0.2 0.7 74.5
Delay (s) 58.4 24.9 52.8 221.5 52.4 22.1 30.7 110.3
Level of Service E C D F D C C F
Approach Delay (s) 33.7 217.1 31.5 94.4
Approach LOS C F C F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 99.2 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.07
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 100.6% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 7 0 22 158 0 240 0 931 0 0 1325 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.90 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1624 1770 1560 3539 3539
Flt Permitted 0.99 0.74 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1624 1372 1560 3539 3539
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 8 0 24 172 0 261 0 1012 0 0 1440 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 20 0 0 0 116 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 12 0 172 0 145 0 1012 0 0 1440 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Perm D.Pm custom
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.1 17.1 17.1 73.9 73.9
Effective Green, g (s) 17.1 17.1 17.1 73.9 73.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.74 0.74
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 278 235 267 2615 2615
v/s Ratio Prot 0.29 c0.41
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 c0.13 0.09
v/c Ratio 0.04 0.73 0.54 0.39 0.55
Uniform Delay, d1 34.6 39.3 37.9 4.8 5.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.03 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 9.7 1.2 0.0 0.8
Delay (s) 34.6 49.0 39.1 0.2 6.6
Level of Service C D D A A
Approach Delay (s) 34.6 43.0 0.2 6.6
Approach LOS C D A A


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 10.1 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.58
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.6% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 6 196 5 0 0 0 4 916 227 381 1102 16
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1668 3065 1593 3177
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1668 2916 1593 3177
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 7 213 5 0 0 0 4 996 247 414 1198 17
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 22 0 0 1 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 224 0 0 0 0 0 1225 0 414 1214 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 11 2
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 13 15 10
Turn Type Split Perm Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.3 40.5 28.7 73.7
Effective Green, g (s) 17.3 40.5 28.7 73.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.40 0.29 0.74
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 289 1181 457 2341
v/s Ratio Prot c0.13 c0.26 0.38
v/s Ratio Perm c0.42
v/c Ratio 0.78 1.04 0.91 0.52
Uniform Delay, d1 39.5 29.8 34.3 5.6
Progression Factor 1.00 0.83 1.03 0.60
Incremental Delay, d2 11.2 34.5 18.5 0.7
Delay (s) 50.7 59.3 53.9 4.1
Level of Service D E D A
Approach Delay (s) 50.7 0.0 59.3 16.7
Approach LOS D A E B


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 36.3 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.94
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.1% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 686 140 109 0 0 25 0 340 27 16 179 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.96 0.86 0.99 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1664 1591 3491 3525
Flt Permitted 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.91
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1664 1591 3491 3227
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 746 152 118 0 0 27 0 370 29 17 195 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 0 9 0 7 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 515 487 0 0 0 18 0 392 0 0 212 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 5 3
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 5 1
Turn Type Perm custom Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1093 1082 1034 916 847
v/s Ratio Prot c0.11
v/s Ratio Perm c0.31 0.29 0.01 0.07
v/c Ratio 0.47 0.45 0.02 0.43 0.25
Uniform Delay, d1 7.1 6.9 5.0 24.5 23.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 1.4 0.0 1.5 0.7
Delay (s) 8.5 8.3 5.0 26.0 24.0
Level of Service A A A C C
Approach Delay (s) 8.4 5.0 26.0 24.0
Approach LOS A A C C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 14.6 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.46
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.5% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 21 8 29 115 105 180 30 917 113 76 720 332
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.96
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.93 1.00 0.91 0.98 1.00 0.95
Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1671 1681 1554 3470 1770 3226
Flt Permitted 0.98 0.95 0.99 0.88 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1671 1681 1540 3072 1770 3226
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 23 9 32 125 114 196 33 997 123 83 783 361
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 30 0 0 58 0 0 8 0 0 47 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 34 0 112 265 0 0 1145 0 83 1097 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 24 5 41
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 3 1 10
Turn Type Split Prot Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 7 8 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.5 19.9 19.9 48.6 8.0 61.1
Effective Green, g (s) 5.5 19.9 19.9 48.6 8.0 61.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.20 0.20 0.49 0.08 0.61
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 92 335 306 1493 142 1971
v/s Ratio Prot c0.02 0.07 0.05 c0.34
v/s Ratio Perm c0.17 c0.37
v/c Ratio 0.37 0.33 0.87 0.77 0.58 0.56
Uniform Delay, d1 45.6 34.4 38.8 21.1 44.4 11.5
Progression Factor 1.91 1.00 1.00 0.72 0.75 1.73
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.2 21.2 2.8 3.3 1.0
Delay (s) 87.4 34.6 60.0 18.1 36.4 20.8
Level of Service F C E B D C
Approach Delay (s) 87.4 53.4 18.1 21.8
Approach LOS F D B C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 26.5 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.1% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
        OAKLAND 5132 TELEGRAPH CREEKSIDE MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT          
                             TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY                                
                                DKS ASSOCIATES                                   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      1.0       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 10.3] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1  1  0    0  1  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 13 Feb 2007 << 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 
Base Vol:      14    0    30     0    0     0     0  232    12    31  413     0  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   14    0    30     0    0     0     0  232    12    31  413     0  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    14    0    30     0    0     0     0  232    12    31  413     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   14    0    30     0    0     0     0  232    12    31  413     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  507  713   122  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   244 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  500  360   913  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1334 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    491  351   913  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1334 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.03 0.00  0.03  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.02 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.8 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  717 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.2 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 10.3 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.8 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    B     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
ApproachDel:      10.3           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        B                *                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 346 627 104 101 547 173 111 506 103 241 554 40
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3439 1770 3368 1770 3388 1770 3482
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3439 1770 3368 1770 3388 1770 3482
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 376 682 113 110 595 188 121 550 112 262 602 43
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 30 0 0 17 0 0 5 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 376 782 0 110 753 0 121 645 0 262 640 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 26 30 61 50
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 2 19 25
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.4 29.0 9.5 24.1 5.0 32.5 12.0 39.5
Effective Green, g (s) 13.4 28.5 9.0 23.6 4.5 32.0 11.5 39.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.28 0.09 0.24 0.04 0.32 0.12 0.39
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 460 980 159 795 80 1084 204 1358
v/s Ratio Prot c0.11 0.23 0.06 c0.22 0.07 c0.19 c0.15 0.18
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.82 0.80 0.69 0.95 1.51 0.60 1.28 0.47
Uniform Delay, d1 42.1 33.1 44.2 37.6 47.8 28.6 44.2 22.8
Progression Factor 1.19 1.21 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.24 0.60
Incremental Delay, d2 8.6 3.6 10.0 19.8 284.5 2.4 156.1 1.0
Delay (s) 58.7 43.6 54.2 57.4 332.2 31.0 211.0 14.8
Level of Service E D D E F C F B
Approach Delay (s) 48.5 57.0 77.5 71.5
Approach LOS D E E E


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 62.1 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.83
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 19.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.1% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
        OAKLAND 5132 TELEGRAPH CREEKSIDE MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT          
                             TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY                                
                                DKS ASSOCIATES                                   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #8 Clarke Street & 51st Street                                      
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      5.2       Worst Case Level Of Service: F[ 96.8] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 13 Feb 2007 << 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 
Base Vol:      38    9    29    21    7    26    24 1043    17    19  722    15  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   38    9    29    21    7    26    24 1043    17    19  722    15  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    38    9    29    21    7    26    24 1043    17    19  722    15  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   38    9    29    21    7    26    24 1043    17    19  722    15  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 1502 1875   530  1342 1876   369   737 xxxx xxxxx  1060 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:   86   73   499   113   72   634   878 xxxx xxxxx   665 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:     73   69   499    91   68   634   878 xxxx xxxxx   665 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.52 0.13  0.06  0.23 0.10  0.04  0.03 xxxx  xxxx  0.03 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   9.2 xxxx xxxxx  10.6 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *     B    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  107 xxxxx  xxxx  145 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  3.8 xxxxx xxxxx  1.6 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 96.8 xxxxx xxxxx 43.9 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    F     *     *    E     *     *    *     *     *    *     *   
ApproachDel:      96.8             43.9           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        F                E                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 322 666 161 82 1057 145 164 151 28 106 169 350
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.90
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4897 1770 4964 1770 1813 1770 1643
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.64 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4897 1770 4964 244 1813 1184 1643
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 350 724 175 89 1149 158 178 164 30 115 184 380
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 41 0 0 19 0 0 8 0 0 83 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 350 858 0 89 1288 0 178 186 0 115 481 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 7 7 14
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 4 11 2
Turn Type Prot Prot pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 20.5 31.1 7.9 18.5 37.0 37.0 26.5 26.5
Effective Green, g (s) 20.5 31.1 7.9 18.5 37.0 37.0 27.5 27.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.35 0.09 0.21 0.41 0.41 0.31 0.31
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 403 1692 155 1020 211 745 362 502
v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 0.18 0.05 c0.26 c0.06 0.10 c0.29
v/s Ratio Perm 0.29 0.10
v/c Ratio 0.87 0.51 0.57 1.26 0.84 0.25 0.32 0.96
Uniform Delay, d1 33.5 23.4 39.4 35.8 22.0 17.4 24.0 30.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.83 1.47 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 17.1 1.1 2.1 123.5 24.3 0.1 0.2 29.1
Delay (s) 50.6 24.5 34.6 176.1 46.3 17.5 24.2 59.8
Level of Service D C C F D B C E
Approach Delay (s) 31.8 167.1 31.3 53.8
Approach LOS C F C D


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 86.9 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.00
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.2% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 10 0 8 357 0 622 0 567 0 0 850 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.94 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.97 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1687 1770 1562 3539 3539
Flt Permitted 0.97 0.74 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1687 1386 1562 3539 3539
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 11 0 9 388 0 676 0 616 0 0 924 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 126 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 14 0 388 0 550 0 616 0 0 924 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Perm D.Pm custom
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 33.8 33.8 33.8 47.2 47.2
Effective Green, g (s) 33.8 33.8 33.8 47.2 47.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.52
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 634 521 587 1856 1856
v/s Ratio Prot 0.17 c0.26
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.28 c0.35
v/c Ratio 0.02 0.74 0.94 0.33 0.50
Uniform Delay, d1 17.7 24.4 27.1 12.3 13.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.45 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 5.0 22.3 0.4 1.0
Delay (s) 17.7 29.4 49.3 5.9 14.7
Level of Service B C D A B
Approach Delay (s) 17.7 42.1 5.9 14.7
Approach LOS B D A B


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 23.8 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.68
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.2% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 5 33 5 0 0 0 1 697 219 181 1027 9
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.99 0.96 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1643 3051 1593 3180
Flt Permitted 0.99 0.95 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1643 2913 1593 3180
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 5 36 5 0 0 0 1 758 238 197 1116 10
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 24 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 41 0 0 0 0 0 973 0 197 1126 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 7
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 21
Turn Type Split Perm Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.3 54.4 14.8 73.7
Effective Green, g (s) 7.3 54.4 14.8 73.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.60 0.16 0.82
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 133 1761 262 2604
v/s Ratio Prot c0.03 c0.12 0.35
v/s Ratio Perm c0.33
v/c Ratio 0.31 0.55 0.75 0.43
Uniform Delay, d1 39.0 10.6 35.8 2.3
Progression Factor 1.00 0.86 1.18 0.46
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 1.2 8.8 0.4
Delay (s) 39.5 10.3 51.2 1.5
Level of Service D B D A
Approach Delay (s) 39.5 0.0 10.3 8.9
Approach LOS D A B A


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 10.1 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.7% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 655 72 125 0 0 12 0 171 6 3 186 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.96 0.86 0.99 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1639 1584 3513 3537
Flt Permitted 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1639 1584 3513 3369
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 712 78 136 0 0 13 0 186 7 3 202 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 19 0 0 0 5 0 3 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 470 437 0 0 0 8 0 190 0 0 205 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 8 15 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 4 4
Turn Type Perm custom Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1093 1065 1030 922 884
v/s Ratio Prot 0.05
v/s Ratio Perm c0.28 0.27 0.01 c0.06
v/c Ratio 0.43 0.41 0.01 0.21 0.23
Uniform Delay, d1 6.8 6.7 4.9 23.0 23.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.5 0.6
Delay (s) 8.0 7.9 4.9 23.5 23.8
Level of Service A A A C C
Approach Delay (s) 7.9 4.9 23.5 23.8
Approach LOS A A C C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 12.6 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.37
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.5% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 7 3 5 141 131 122 9 646 142 68 541 376
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.97
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.96 1.00 0.93 0.97 1.00 0.94
Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1730 1681 1622 3433 1770 3208
Flt Permitted 0.98 0.95 0.99 0.94 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1730 1681 1606 3235 1770 3208
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 8 3 5 153 142 133 10 702 154 74 588 409
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 38 0 0 15 0 0 100 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 11 0 138 252 0 0 851 0 74 897 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 12 2 22
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 2 1 16
Turn Type Split Prot Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 7 8 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 2.5 18.7 18.7 43.6 7.2 55.3
Effective Green, g (s) 2.5 18.7 18.7 43.6 7.2 55.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.03 0.21 0.21 0.48 0.08 0.61
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 48 349 334 1567 142 1971
v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 0.08 0.04 c0.28
v/s Ratio Perm c0.16 c0.26
v/c Ratio 0.23 0.40 0.75 0.54 0.52 0.46
Uniform Delay, d1 42.8 30.8 33.5 16.2 39.7 9.3
Progression Factor 1.49 1.00 1.00 1.07 0.86 1.23
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.3 8.3 1.0 1.5 0.7
Delay (s) 64.2 31.0 41.8 18.3 35.8 12.2
Level of Service E C D B D B
Approach Delay (s) 64.2 38.3 18.3 13.8
Approach LOS E D B B


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 20.2 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.59
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.5% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
        OAKLAND 5132 TELEGRAPH CREEKSIDE MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT          
                             TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY                                
                                DKS ASSOCIATES                                   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      1.9       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 11.2] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1  1  0    0  1  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      45    0    51     0    0     0     0  205    29    38  337     0  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   45    0    51     0    0     0     0  205    29    38  337     0  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    45    0    51     0    0     0     0  205    29    38  337     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   45    0    51     0    0     0     0  205    29    38  337     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  464  633   117  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   234 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  532  400   919  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1345 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    520  388   919  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1345 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.09 0.00  0.06  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.03 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.8 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  676 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.5 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 11.2 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.8 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    B     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
ApproachDel:      11.2           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        B                *                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 226 396 95 121 739 229 99 369 125 135 530 26
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3402 1770 3388 1770 3350 1770 3499
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3402 1770 3388 1770 3350 1770 3499
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 246 430 103 132 803 249 108 401 136 147 576 28
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 23 0 0 31 0 0 37 0 0 4 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 246 510 0 132 1021 0 108 500 0 147 600 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 30 15 32 58
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 3 16 21
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 10.6 28.7 9.8 27.9 8.0 24.4 10.1 26.5
Effective Green, g (s) 9.6 28.2 9.3 27.4 7.5 23.9 9.6 26.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.31 0.10 0.30 0.08 0.27 0.11 0.29
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 366 1066 183 1031 148 890 189 1011
v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 0.15 c0.07 c0.30 0.06 0.15 c0.08 c0.17
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.67 0.48 0.72 0.99 0.73 0.56 0.78 0.59
Uniform Delay, d1 38.7 25.0 39.1 31.2 40.3 28.5 39.2 27.5
Progression Factor 1.51 0.50 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.07 0.77
Incremental Delay, d2 3.4 0.1 11.2 25.5 14.1 2.6 15.4 2.4
Delay (s) 61.9 12.6 50.3 56.6 54.4 31.1 57.3 23.6
Level of Service E B D E D C E C
Approach Delay (s) 28.2 55.9 35.0 30.2
Approach LOS C E C C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 39.7 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
        OAKLAND 5132 TELEGRAPH CREEKSIDE MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT          
                             TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY                                
                                DKS ASSOCIATES                                   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #8 Clarke Street & 51st Street                                      
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      1.6       Worst Case Level Of Service: E[ 35.8] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      10    4     6    13    2    43    53  615    21    12  950    38  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   10    4     6    13    2    43    53  615    21    12  950    38  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    10    4     6    13    2    43    53  615    21    12  950    38  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   10    4     6    13    2    43    53  615    21    12  950    38  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 1232 1744   318  1409 1735   494   988 xxxx xxxxx   636 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  136   87   684   100   89   526   708 xxxx xxxxx   957 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    114   80   684    89   81   526   708 xxxx xxxxx   957 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.09 0.05  0.01  0.15 0.02  0.08  0.07 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  10.5 xxxx xxxxx   8.8 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     B    *     *     A    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  137 xxxxx  xxxx  230 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.5 xxxxx xxxxx  1.0 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 35.8 xxxxx xxxxx 25.8 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    E     *     *    D     *     *    *     *     *    *     *   
ApproachDel:      35.8             25.8           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        E                D                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 410 953 195 30 1022 148 157 280 69 147 187 352
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.90
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4932 1770 4947 1770 1798 1770 1647
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.54 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4932 1770 4947 237 1798 1000 1647
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 446 1036 212 33 1111 161 171 304 75 160 203 383
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 25 0 0 19 0 0 9 0 0 67 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 446 1223 0 33 1253 0 171 370 0 160 519 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 8 5 13
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 10 14 5
Turn Type Prot Prot pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.3 40.5 4.5 17.7 41.0 41.0 27.4 27.4
Effective Green, g (s) 27.3 40.5 4.5 17.7 41.0 41.0 28.4 28.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.40 0.04 0.18 0.41 0.41 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 483 1997 80 876 244 737 284 468
v/s Ratio Prot c0.25 0.25 0.02 c0.25 c0.07 0.21 c0.32
v/s Ratio Perm 0.22 0.16
v/c Ratio 0.92 0.61 0.41 1.43 0.70 0.50 0.56 1.11
Uniform Delay, d1 35.3 23.5 46.5 41.2 45.2 21.9 30.5 35.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.12 0.86 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 23.0 1.4 0.7 197.4 7.2 0.2 1.5 74.5
Delay (s) 58.4 25.0 52.9 232.7 52.4 22.1 32.0 110.3
Level of Service E C D F D C C F
Approach Delay (s) 33.8 228.2 31.5 93.5
Approach LOS C F C F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 102.9 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.07
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.0% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 7 0 22 158 0 240 0 944 0 0 1347 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.90 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1624 1770 1560 3539 3539
Flt Permitted 0.99 0.74 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1624 1372 1560 3539 3539
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 8 0 24 172 0 261 0 1026 0 0 1464 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 20 0 0 0 113 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 12 0 172 0 148 0 1026 0 0 1464 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Perm D.Pm custom
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.1 17.1 17.1 73.9 73.9
Effective Green, g (s) 17.1 17.1 17.1 73.9 73.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.74 0.74
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 278 235 267 2615 2615
v/s Ratio Prot 0.29 c0.41
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 c0.13 0.10
v/c Ratio 0.04 0.73 0.56 0.39 0.56
Uniform Delay, d1 34.6 39.3 38.0 4.8 5.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.03 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 9.7 1.4 0.0 0.9
Delay (s) 34.6 49.0 39.4 0.2 6.7
Level of Service C D D A A
Approach Delay (s) 34.6 43.2 0.2 6.7
Approach LOS C D A A


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 10.1 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.59
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.0% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 6 196 5 0 0 0 4 929 227 381 1124 16
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1668 3066 1593 3177
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1668 2917 1593 3177
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 7 213 5 0 0 0 4 1010 247 414 1222 17
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 0 1 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 224 0 0 0 0 0 1240 0 414 1238 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 11 2
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 13 15 10
Turn Type Split Perm Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.3 40.5 28.7 73.7
Effective Green, g (s) 17.3 40.5 28.7 73.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.40 0.29 0.74
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 289 1181 457 2341
v/s Ratio Prot c0.13 c0.26 0.39
v/s Ratio Perm c0.42
v/c Ratio 0.78 1.05 0.91 0.53
Uniform Delay, d1 39.5 29.8 34.3 5.7
Progression Factor 1.00 0.86 1.04 0.60
Incremental Delay, d2 11.2 38.4 18.4 0.7
Delay (s) 50.7 64.1 54.0 4.1
Level of Service D E D A
Approach Delay (s) 50.7 0.0 64.1 16.6
Approach LOS D A E B


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 38.1 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.2% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 686 140 127 0 0 25 0 351 27 16 199 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.96 0.86 0.99 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1657 1591 3493 3526
Flt Permitted 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.91
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1657 1591 3493 3235
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 746 152 138 0 0 27 0 382 29 17 216 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 16 0 0 0 9 0 7 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 522 498 0 0 0 18 0 404 0 0 233 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 5 3
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 5 1
Turn Type Perm custom Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1093 1077 1034 917 849
v/s Ratio Prot c0.12
v/s Ratio Perm c0.31 0.30 0.01 0.07
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.46 0.02 0.44 0.27
Uniform Delay, d1 7.1 7.0 5.0 24.6 23.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 1.4 0.0 1.5 0.8
Delay (s) 8.6 8.4 5.0 26.1 24.2
Level of Service A A A C C
Approach Delay (s) 8.5 5.0 26.1 24.2
Approach LOS A A C C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 14.9 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.47
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.5% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 21 8 29 115 111 187 30 923 113 98 720 332
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.96
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.93 1.00 0.91 0.98 1.00 0.95
Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1671 1681 1556 3470 1770 3226
Flt Permitted 0.98 0.95 0.99 0.88 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1671 1681 1543 3071 1770 3226
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 23 9 32 125 121 203 33 1003 123 107 783 361
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 30 0 0 56 0 0 8 0 0 48 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 34 0 112 281 0 0 1151 0 107 1096 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 24 5 41
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 3 1 10
Turn Type Split Prot Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 7 8 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.5 20.7 20.7 45.7 10.1 60.3
Effective Green, g (s) 5.5 20.7 20.7 45.7 10.1 60.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.21 0.21 0.46 0.10 0.60
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 92 348 319 1403 179 1945
v/s Ratio Prot c0.02 0.07 0.06 c0.34
v/s Ratio Perm c0.18 c0.37
v/c Ratio 0.37 0.32 0.88 0.82 0.60 0.56
Uniform Delay, d1 45.6 33.7 38.5 23.6 43.0 11.9
Progression Factor 1.91 1.00 1.00 0.71 0.75 1.72
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.2 23.1 4.0 3.0 1.0
Delay (s) 87.5 33.9 61.6 20.8 35.4 21.5
Level of Service F C E C D C
Approach Delay (s) 87.5 54.7 20.8 22.7
Approach LOS F D C C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 28.3 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.4% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
        OAKLAND 5132 TELEGRAPH CREEKSIDE MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT          
                             TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY                                
                                DKS ASSOCIATES                                   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      1.6       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 11.5] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1  1  0    0  1  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      26    0    39     0    0     0     0  236    30    67  413     0  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   26    0    39     0    0     0     0  236    30    67  413     0  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    26    0    39     0    0     0     0  236    30    67  413     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   26    0    39     0    0     0     0  236    30    67  413     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  592  798   133  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   266 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  443  321   898  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1310 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    425  304   898  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1310 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.06 0.00  0.04  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.05 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.9 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  621 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.3 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 11.5 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.9 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    B     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
ApproachDel:      11.5           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        B                *                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 342 651 104 112 562 173 111 506 123 241 554 40
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3442 1770 3371 1770 3365 1770 3482
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3442 1770 3371 1770 3365 1770 3482
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 372 708 113 122 611 188 121 550 134 262 602 43
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 12 0 0 28 0 0 21 0 0 5 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 372 809 0 122 771 0 121 663 0 262 640 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 26 30 61 50
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 2 19 25
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.3 28.6 9.9 24.2 5.0 32.5 12.0 39.5
Effective Green, g (s) 13.3 28.1 9.4 23.7 4.5 32.0 11.5 39.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.28 0.09 0.24 0.04 0.32 0.12 0.39
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 457 967 166 799 80 1077 204 1358
v/s Ratio Prot c0.11 c0.23 0.07 c0.23 0.07 c0.20 c0.15 0.18
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.81 0.84 0.73 0.96 1.51 0.62 1.28 0.47
Uniform Delay, d1 42.1 33.8 44.1 37.7 47.8 28.8 44.2 22.8
Progression Factor 1.18 1.19 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.24 0.62
Incremental Delay, d2 8.4 5.0 13.5 23.2 284.5 2.6 156.0 1.0
Delay (s) 58.3 45.3 57.6 60.9 332.2 31.4 210.7 15.1
Level of Service E D E E F C F B
Approach Delay (s) 49.3 60.5 76.6 71.6
Approach LOS D E E E


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 63.0 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.90
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 25.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.9% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
        OAKLAND 5132 TELEGRAPH CREEKSIDE MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT          
                             TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY                                
                                DKS ASSOCIATES                                   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #8 Clarke Street & 51st Street                                      
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      7.6       Worst Case Level Of Service: F[148.2] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      38    9    29    20    7    50    60 1050    17    19  726    22  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   38    9    29    20    7    50    60 1050    17    19  726    22  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    38    9    29    20    7    50    60 1050    17    19  726    22  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   38    9    29    20    7    50    60 1050    17    19  726    22  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 1583 1965   534  1425 1962   374   748 xxxx xxxxx  1067 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:   74   64   496    98   64   629   870 xxxx xxxxx   661 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:     58   58   496    75   58   629   870 xxxx xxxxx   661 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.66 0.16  0.06  0.27 0.12  0.08  0.07 xxxx  xxxx  0.03 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   9.4 xxxx xxxxx  10.6 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *     B    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx   87 xxxxx  xxxx  165 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  4.7 xxxxx xxxxx  2.2 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx  148 xxxxx xxxxx 44.5 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    F     *     *    E     *     *    *     *     *    *     *   
ApproachDel:     148.2             44.5           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        F                E                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 255 806 170 79 1140 164 136 191 41 139 386 254
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.94
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4916 1770 4960 1770 1805 1770 1733
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.60 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4916 1770 4960 240 1805 1122 1733
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 277 876 185 86 1239 178 148 208 45 151 420 276
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 33 0 0 19 0 0 9 0 0 26 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 277 1028 0 86 1398 0 148 244 0 151 670 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 7 7 14
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 4 11 2
Turn Type Prot Prot pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.8 30.8 7.7 20.7 37.5 37.5 27.0 27.0
Effective Green, g (s) 17.8 30.8 7.7 20.7 37.5 37.5 28.0 28.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 0.34 0.09 0.23 0.42 0.42 0.31 0.31
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 350 1682 151 1141 211 752 349 539
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 0.21 0.05 c0.28 c0.05 0.14 c0.39
v/s Ratio Perm 0.24 0.13
v/c Ratio 0.79 0.61 0.57 1.23 0.70 0.32 0.43 1.24
Uniform Delay, d1 34.3 24.6 39.6 34.6 42.3 17.7 24.7 31.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.25 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 10.8 1.7 1.3 105.0 8.3 0.1 0.3 124.3
Delay (s) 45.2 26.3 38.7 148.5 50.6 17.8 25.0 155.3
Level of Service D C D F D B C F
Approach Delay (s) 30.2 142.2 29.9 132.0
Approach LOS C F C F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 92.4 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.08
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 98.0% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 11 0 9 351 0 607 0 624 0 0 1325 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.94 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.97 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1686 1770 1562 3539 3539
Flt Permitted 0.97 0.74 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1686 1384 1562 3539 3539
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 10 382 0 660 0 678 0 0 1440 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 106 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 16 0 382 0 554 0 678 0 0 1440 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Perm D.Pm custom
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 33.5 33.5 33.5 47.5 47.5
Effective Green, g (s) 33.5 33.5 33.5 47.5 47.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.53 0.53
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 628 515 581 1868 1868
v/s Ratio Prot 0.19 c0.41
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.28 c0.35
v/c Ratio 0.03 0.74 0.95 0.36 0.77
Uniform Delay, d1 17.9 24.5 27.5 12.4 16.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.36 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 5.0 25.8 0.5 3.1
Delay (s) 17.9 29.5 53.3 5.0 20.1
Level of Service B C D A C
Approach Delay (s) 17.9 44.6 5.0 20.1
Approach LOS B D A C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 24.9 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.85
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 12 29 4 0 0 0 0 750 83 238 1436 8
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1636 3129 1593 3182
Flt Permitted 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1636 3129 1593 3182
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 13 32 4 0 0 0 0 815 90 259 1561 9
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 897 0 259 1570 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 7
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 21
Turn Type Split Perm Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.4 48.0 21.1 73.6
Effective Green, g (s) 7.4 48.0 21.1 73.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.53 0.23 0.82
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 135 1669 373 2602
v/s Ratio Prot c0.03 0.29 c0.16 c0.49
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.34 0.54 0.69 0.60
Uniform Delay, d1 39.0 13.7 31.5 2.9
Progression Factor 1.00 0.74 1.30 0.24
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 1.2 2.9 0.7
Delay (s) 39.5 11.3 43.9 1.4
Level of Service D B D A
Approach Delay (s) 39.5 0.0 11.3 7.4
Approach LOS D A B A


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 9.2 HCM Level of Service A
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.59
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.9% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 628 120 97 0 0 25 0 134 10 10 304 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 0.86 0.99 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1662 1584 3489 3534
Flt Permitted 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1662 1584 3489 3348
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 683 130 105 0 0 27 0 146 11 11 330 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 0 9 0 7 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 464 440 0 0 0 18 0 150 0 0 341 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 8 15 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 4 4
Turn Type Perm custom Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1093 1080 1030 916 879
v/s Ratio Prot 0.04
v/s Ratio Perm c0.28 0.26 0.01 c0.10
v/c Ratio 0.42 0.41 0.02 0.16 0.39
Uniform Delay, d1 6.8 6.7 5.0 22.7 24.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 1.1 0.0 0.4 1.3
Delay (s) 8.0 7.8 5.0 23.1 25.5
Level of Service A A A C C
Approach Delay (s) 7.9 5.0 23.1 25.5
Approach LOS A A C C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 13.7 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.41
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.5% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group







Oakland Creekside 5132 Telegraph TIA 2015 Base AM
5: 52th St. & Telegraph Ave.


DKS Associates Synchro 7 -  Report
3/27/2008 Page 5


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 10 10 10 185 108 153 7 807 163 80 1064 420
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.96 1.00 0.92 0.98 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1740 1681 1593 3441 1770 3309
Flt Permitted 0.98 0.95 0.98 0.94 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1740 1681 1570 3229 1770 3309
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 11 11 11 201 117 166 8 877 177 87 1157 457
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 54 0 0 14 0 0 36 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 23 0 181 249 0 0 1048 0 87 1578 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 12 2 22
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 2 1 16
Turn Type Split Prot Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 7 8 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.2 19.4 19.4 41.0 7.4 52.9
Effective Green, g (s) 4.2 19.4 19.4 41.0 7.4 52.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.22 0.22 0.46 0.08 0.59
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 81 362 338 1471 146 1945
v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 0.11 0.05 c0.48
v/s Ratio Perm c0.16 0.32
v/c Ratio 0.28 0.50 0.74 0.71 0.60 0.81
Uniform Delay, d1 41.4 31.0 32.9 19.7 39.9 14.6
Progression Factor 1.28 1.00 1.00 1.05 0.96 1.05
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.4 7.0 1.6 3.5 3.2
Delay (s) 53.3 31.4 39.9 22.3 41.8 18.5
Level of Service D C D C D B
Approach Delay (s) 53.3 36.8 22.3 19.7
Approach LOS D D C B


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 23.4 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.5% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.6       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 10.3] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1  1  0    0  1  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      12    0    17     0    0     0     0  205     2    17  456     0  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   12    0    17     0    0     0     0  205     2    17  456     0  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    12    0    17     0    0     0     0  205     2    17  456     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   12    0    17     0    0     0     0  205     2    17  456     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  468  696   104  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   207 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  529  368   938  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1376 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    524  363   938  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1376 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.02 0.00  0.02  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.6 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  707 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.1 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 10.3 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.6 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    B     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
ApproachDel:      10.3           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        B                *                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 313 389 61 108 715 327 86 498 80 261 812 168
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3443 1770 3339 1770 3435 1770 3391
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3443 1770 3339 1770 3435 1770 3391
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 340 423 66 117 777 355 93 541 87 284 883 183
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 58 0 0 14 0 0 19 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 340 476 0 117 1074 0 93 614 0 284 1047 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 30 15 32 58
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 3 16 21
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.1 31.0 8.2 27.1 7.7 22.8 11.0 26.1
Effective Green, g (s) 11.1 30.5 7.7 26.6 7.2 22.3 10.5 25.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.34 0.09 0.30 0.08 0.25 0.12 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 423 1167 151 987 142 851 207 965
v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 c0.14 0.07 c0.32 0.05 0.18 c0.16 c0.31
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.80 0.41 0.77 1.09 0.65 0.72 1.37 1.09
Uniform Delay, d1 38.4 22.8 40.3 31.7 40.2 31.0 39.8 32.2
Progression Factor 1.40 0.44 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.14 0.90
Incremental Delay, d2 8.4 0.1 19.9 55.8 8.0 5.3 186.7 50.6
Delay (s) 62.1 10.2 60.2 87.5 48.2 36.3 232.2 79.6
Level of Service E B E F D D F E
Approach Delay (s) 31.5 84.9 37.8 111.7
Approach LOS C F D F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 74.8 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.18
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 25.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.2% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #8 Clarke Street & 51st Street                                      
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.6       Worst Case Level Of Service: E[ 44.1] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      11    3     6     3    2     2     4  774    23    12 1067    25  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   11    3     6     3    2     2     4  774    23    12 1067    25  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    11    3     6     3    2     2     4  774    23    12 1067    25  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   11    3     6     3    2     2     4  774    23    12 1067    25  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 1352 1910   399  1500 1909   546  1092 xxxx xxxxx   797 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  111   69   607    86   69   487   647 xxxx xxxxx   834 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    106   68   607    81   68   487   647 xxxx xxxxx   834 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.10 0.04  0.01  0.04 0.03  0.00  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  10.6 xxxx xxxxx   9.4 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     B    *     *     A    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  127 xxxxx  xxxx   99 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.5 xxxxx xxxxx  0.2 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 38.7 xxxxx xxxxx 44.1 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    E     *     *    E     *     *    *     *     *    *     *   
ApproachDel:      38.7             44.1           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        E                E                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
 
 
 







 


 


P.M. Peak 


 







Oakland Creekside 5132 Telegraph TIA 2015 Base PM
1: 52ND St. & Shattuck Ave.


DKS Associates Synchro 7 -  Report
3/27/2008 Page 1


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 309 1110 154 90 1009 142 183 258 97 132 280 280
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.92
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4975 1770 4953 1770 1774 1770 1697
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.53 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4975 1770 4953 240 1774 994 1697
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 336 1207 167 98 1097 154 199 280 105 143 304 304
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 17 0 0 14 0 0 36 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 336 1359 0 98 1234 0 199 371 0 143 572 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 8 5 13
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 10 14 5
Turn Type Prot Prot pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 22.9 36.2 8.8 22.1 41.0 41.0 27.0 27.0
Effective Green, g (s) 22.9 36.2 8.8 22.1 41.0 41.0 28.0 28.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.36 0.09 0.22 0.41 0.41 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 405 1801 156 1095 251 727 278 475
v/s Ratio Prot c0.19 0.27 0.06 c0.25 c0.08 0.21 c0.34
v/s Ratio Perm 0.25 0.14
v/c Ratio 0.83 0.75 0.63 1.13 0.79 0.51 0.51 1.20
Uniform Delay, d1 36.7 28.0 44.0 39.0 45.6 22.0 30.3 36.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.15 0.89 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 12.6 3.0 4.2 66.5 14.7 0.3 0.7 110.5
Delay (s) 49.3 31.0 54.7 101.0 60.3 22.3 31.0 146.5
Level of Service D C D F E C C F
Approach Delay (s) 34.6 97.6 35.2 124.5
Approach LOS C F D F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 69.4 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.03
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.7% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 8 0 18 106 0 206 0 935 0 0 1335 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.91 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1636 1770 1560 3539 3539
Flt Permitted 0.98 0.74 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1636 1375 1560 3539 3539
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 9 0 20 115 0 224 0 1016 0 0 1451 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 17 0 0 0 120 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 12 0 115 0 104 0 1016 0 0 1451 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Perm D.Pm custom
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 14.0 14.0 77.0 77.0
Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 14.0 14.0 77.0 77.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.77 0.77
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 229 193 218 2725 2725
v/s Ratio Prot 0.29 c0.41
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 c0.08 0.07
v/c Ratio 0.05 0.60 0.48 0.37 0.53
Uniform Delay, d1 37.2 40.3 39.6 3.7 4.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 3.3 0.6 0.2 0.7
Delay (s) 37.3 43.6 40.2 0.4 5.2
Level of Service D D D A A
Approach Delay (s) 37.3 41.4 0.4 5.2
Approach LOS D D A A


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 8.1 HCM Level of Service A
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.54
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.7% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 11 189 3 0 0 0 2 916 115 496 933 20
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1668 3117 1593 3173
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1668 2974 1593 3173
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 12 205 3 0 0 0 2 996 125 539 1014 22
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 1 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 219 0 0 0 0 0 1113 0 539 1035 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 11 2
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 13 15 10
Turn Type Split Perm Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.1 40.5 28.9 73.9
Effective Green, g (s) 17.1 40.5 28.9 73.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.40 0.29 0.74
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 285 1204 460 2345
v/s Ratio Prot c0.13 c0.34 0.33
v/s Ratio Perm c0.37
v/c Ratio 0.77 0.92 1.17 0.44
Uniform Delay, d1 39.6 28.3 35.6 5.1
Progression Factor 1.00 0.82 0.98 0.63
Incremental Delay, d2 10.7 12.0 96.0 0.5
Delay (s) 50.2 35.3 130.8 3.7
Level of Service D D F A
Approach Delay (s) 50.2 0.0 35.3 47.2
Approach LOS D A D D


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 42.9 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.98
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.9% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 678 166 52 0 0 62 0 485 47 17 89 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 0.86 0.99 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1693 1591 3481 3512
Flt Permitted 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.86
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1693 1591 3481 3040
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 737 180 57 0 0 67 0 527 51 18 97 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 23 0 9 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 486 482 0 0 0 44 0 569 0 0 115 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 5 3
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 5 1
Turn Type Perm custom Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1093 1100 1034 914 798
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16
v/s Ratio Perm c0.29 0.28 0.03 0.04
v/c Ratio 0.44 0.44 0.04 0.62 0.14
Uniform Delay, d1 6.9 6.9 5.0 26.0 22.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 1.3 0.1 3.2 0.4
Delay (s) 8.2 8.1 5.1 29.2 23.0
Level of Service A A A C C
Approach Delay (s) 8.2 5.1 29.2 23.0
Approach LOS A A C C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 16.0 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.1% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 16 16 31 137 131 142 9 966 416 84 709 363
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00 0.97 0.99 1.00 0.95
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.93 1.00 0.93 0.96 1.00 0.95
Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1681 1592 3359 1770 3204
Flt Permitted 0.99 0.95 0.99 0.94 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1681 1573 3175 1770 3204
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 17 17 34 149 142 154 10 1050 452 91 771 395
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 32 0 0 37 0 0 39 0 0 56 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 36 0 134 274 0 0 1473 0 91 1110 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 24 5 41
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 3 1 10
Turn Type Split Prot Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 7 8 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.6 19.1 19.1 48.9 8.4 61.8
Effective Green, g (s) 5.6 19.1 19.1 48.9 8.4 61.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.19 0.19 0.49 0.08 0.62
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 94 321 300 1553 149 1980
v/s Ratio Prot c0.02 0.08 0.05 c0.35
v/s Ratio Perm c0.17 c0.46
v/c Ratio 0.38 0.42 0.91 0.95 0.61 0.56
Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 35.6 39.6 24.4 44.2 11.2
Progression Factor 1.63 1.00 1.00 0.59 0.82 1.61
Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 0.3 29.9 4.4 4.7 1.1
Delay (s) 74.9 35.9 69.5 18.8 41.0 19.0
Level of Service E D E B D B
Approach Delay (s) 74.9 59.4 18.8 20.6
Approach LOS E E B C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 26.2 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.3% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.9       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 11.5] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1  1  0    0  1  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      14    0    25     0    0     0     0  412    12    31  300     0  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   14    0    25     0    0     0     0  412    12    31  300     0  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    14    0    25     0    0     0     0  412    12    31  300     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   14    0    25     0    0     0     0  412    12    31  300     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  630  780   212  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   424 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  418  329   800  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1146 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    410  320   800  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1146 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.03 0.00  0.03  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.03 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.2 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  596 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.2 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 11.5 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.2 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    B     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
ApproachDel:      11.5           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        B                *                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 360 656 62 115 522 305 86 844 229 202 605 55
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3478 1770 3277 1770 3349 1770 3468
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3478 1770 3277 1770 3349 1770 3468
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 391 713 67 125 567 332 93 917 249 220 658 60
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 84 0 0 24 0 0 7 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 391 773 0 125 815 0 93 1142 0 220 711 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 26 30 61 50
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 2 19 25
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.7 28.5 10.0 23.8 5.0 32.5 12.0 39.5
Effective Green, g (s) 13.7 28.0 9.5 23.3 4.5 32.0 11.5 39.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.28 0.10 0.23 0.04 0.32 0.12 0.39
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 470 974 168 764 80 1072 204 1353
v/s Ratio Prot c0.11 0.22 0.07 c0.25 0.05 c0.34 c0.12 0.21
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.83 0.79 0.74 1.07 1.16 1.06 1.08 0.53
Uniform Delay, d1 42.0 33.3 44.1 38.4 47.8 34.0 44.2 23.4
Progression Factor 1.11 1.55 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.21 0.66
Incremental Delay, d2 8.3 3.0 14.4 52.0 151.0 46.5 80.7 1.3
Delay (s) 55.0 54.7 58.5 90.4 198.8 80.5 134.5 16.8
Level of Service E D E F F F F B
Approach Delay (s) 54.8 86.5 89.2 44.4
Approach LOS D F F D


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 69.8 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.03
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 19.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.5% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #8 Clarke Street & 51st Street                                      
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      8.1       Worst Case Level Of Service: F[177.4] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      40    8    31    23    6     3    24 1174    18    20  805     9  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   40    8    31    23    6     3    24 1174    18    20  805     9  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    40    8    31    23    6     3    24 1174    18    20  805     9  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   40    8    31    23    6     3    24 1174    18    20  805     9  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 1677 2085   596  1489 2090   407   814 xxxx xxxxx  1192 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:   63   54   452    88   53   599   822 xxxx xxxxx   593 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:     55   50   452    68   50   599   822 xxxx xxxxx   593 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.73 0.16  0.07  0.34 0.12  0.01  0.03 xxxx  xxxx  0.03 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   9.5 xxxx xxxxx  11.3 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *     B    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx   82 xxxxx  xxxx   69 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  5.2 xxxxx xxxxx  1.8 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx  177 xxxxx xxxxx 95.4 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    F     *     *    F     *     *    *     *     *    *     *   
ApproachDel:     177.4             95.4           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        F                F                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 255 808 170 79 1165 175 136 191 41 150 386 254
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.94
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4916 1770 4955 1770 1805 1770 1733
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.60 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4916 1770 4955 240 1805 1122 1733
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 277 878 185 86 1266 190 148 208 45 163 420 276
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 33 0 0 21 0 0 9 0 0 26 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 277 1030 0 86 1435 0 148 244 0 163 670 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 7 7 14
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 4 11 2
Turn Type Prot Prot pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.8 30.8 7.7 20.7 37.5 37.5 27.0 27.0
Effective Green, g (s) 17.8 30.8 7.7 20.7 37.5 37.5 28.0 28.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 0.34 0.09 0.23 0.42 0.42 0.31 0.31
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 350 1682 151 1140 211 752 349 539
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 0.21 0.05 c0.29 c0.05 0.14 c0.39
v/s Ratio Perm 0.24 0.15
v/c Ratio 0.79 0.61 0.57 1.26 0.70 0.32 0.47 1.24
Uniform Delay, d1 34.3 24.6 39.6 34.6 42.3 17.7 25.0 31.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.26 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 10.8 1.7 1.2 119.6 8.3 0.1 0.4 124.3
Delay (s) 45.2 26.3 38.5 163.4 50.6 17.8 25.3 155.3
Level of Service D C D F D B C F
Approach Delay (s) 30.2 156.4 29.9 130.6
Approach LOS C F C F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 98.0 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.09
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 98.7% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 11 0 9 351 0 607 0 645 0 0 1338 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.94 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.97 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1686 1770 1562 3539 3539
Flt Permitted 0.97 0.74 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1686 1384 1562 3539 3539
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 10 382 0 660 0 701 0 0 1454 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 98 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 16 0 382 0 562 0 701 0 0 1454 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Perm D.Pm custom
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 34.6 34.6 34.6 46.4 46.4
Effective Green, g (s) 34.6 34.6 34.6 46.4 46.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.52 0.52
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 648 532 601 1825 1825
v/s Ratio Prot 0.20 c0.41
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.28 c0.36
v/c Ratio 0.02 0.72 0.94 0.38 0.80
Uniform Delay, d1 17.2 23.6 26.6 13.2 17.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.37 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 3.8 21.7 0.5 3.7
Delay (s) 17.2 27.4 48.3 5.4 21.6
Level of Service B C D A C
Approach Delay (s) 17.2 40.6 5.4 21.6
Approach LOS B D A C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 24.2 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.86
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.4% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 12 29 4 0 0 0 0 771 83 238 1449 8
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1636 3131 1593 3182
Flt Permitted 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1636 3131 1593 3182
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 13 32 4 0 0 0 0 838 90 259 1575 9
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 921 0 259 1584 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 7
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 21
Turn Type Split Perm Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.4 48.0 21.1 73.6
Effective Green, g (s) 7.4 48.0 21.1 73.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.53 0.23 0.82
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 135 1670 373 2602
v/s Ratio Prot c0.03 0.29 c0.16 c0.50
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.34 0.55 0.69 0.61
Uniform Delay, d1 39.0 13.9 31.5 3.0
Progression Factor 1.00 0.73 1.29 0.24
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 1.3 2.8 0.7
Delay (s) 39.5 11.4 43.4 1.4
Level of Service D B D A
Approach Delay (s) 39.5 0.0 11.4 7.3
Approach LOS D A B A


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 9.2 HCM Level of Service A
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.59
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.9% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 628 120 106 0 0 25 0 152 10 10 317 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.96 0.86 0.99 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1658 1584 3494 3534
Flt Permitted 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1658 1584 3494 3347
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 683 130 115 0 0 27 0 165 11 11 345 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 0 9 0 6 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 471 442 0 0 0 18 0 170 0 0 356 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 8 15 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 4 4
Turn Type Perm custom Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1093 1078 1030 917 879
v/s Ratio Prot 0.05
v/s Ratio Perm c0.28 0.27 0.01 c0.11
v/c Ratio 0.43 0.41 0.02 0.19 0.41
Uniform Delay, d1 6.8 6.7 5.0 22.9 24.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.4 1.4
Delay (s) 8.0 7.8 5.0 23.3 25.7
Level of Service A A A C C
Approach Delay (s) 7.9 5.0 23.3 25.7
Approach LOS A A C C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 14.0 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.42
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.5% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 10 10 10 185 120 174 7 807 163 93 1064 420
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.96 1.00 0.92 0.98 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1740 1681 1591 3441 1770 3309
Flt Permitted 0.98 0.95 0.98 0.94 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1740 1681 1570 3229 1770 3309
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 11 11 11 201 130 189 8 877 177 101 1157 457
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 55 0 0 14 0 0 36 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 22 0 181 284 0 0 1048 0 101 1578 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 12 2 22
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 2 1 16
Turn Type Split Prot Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 7 8 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.0 20.2 20.2 40.0 7.8 52.3
Effective Green, g (s) 4.0 20.2 20.2 40.0 7.8 52.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04 0.22 0.22 0.44 0.09 0.58
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 77 377 352 1435 153 1923
v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 0.11 0.06 c0.48
v/s Ratio Perm c0.18 0.32
v/c Ratio 0.29 0.48 0.81 0.73 0.66 0.82
Uniform Delay, d1 41.6 30.3 33.1 20.6 39.8 15.1
Progression Factor 1.28 1.00 1.00 1.05 0.97 1.05
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.4 12.0 1.7 6.6 3.3
Delay (s) 53.6 30.7 45.0 23.2 45.1 19.2
Level of Service D C D C D B
Approach Delay (s) 53.6 40.0 23.2 20.7
Approach LOS D D C C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 24.9 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.8% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      1.6       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 11.9] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1  1  0    0  1  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      47    0    35     0    0     0     0  205    15    38  456     0  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   47    0    35     0    0     0     0  205    15    38  456     0  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    47    0    35     0    0     0     0  205    15    38  456     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   47    0    35     0    0     0     0  205    15    38  456     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  517  745   110  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   220 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  493  345   929  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1361 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    482  335   929  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1361 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.10 0.00  0.04  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.03 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.7 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  607 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.5 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 11.9 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.7 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    B     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
ApproachDel:      11.9           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        B                *                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 313 402 61 126 738 327 86 498 93 261 812 168
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3446 1770 3343 1770 3421 1770 3391
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3446 1770 3343 1770 3421 1770 3391
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 340 437 66 137 802 355 93 541 101 284 883 183
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 55 0 0 17 0 0 18 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 340 490 0 137 1102 0 93 625 0 284 1048 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 30 15 32 58
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 3 16 21
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.1 28.6 9.9 26.4 7.7 23.5 11.0 26.8
Effective Green, g (s) 11.1 28.1 9.4 25.9 7.2 23.0 10.5 26.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.31 0.10 0.29 0.08 0.26 0.12 0.29
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 423 1076 185 962 142 874 207 991
v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 0.14 0.08 c0.33 0.05 0.18 c0.16 c0.31
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.80 0.46 0.74 1.15 0.65 0.71 1.37 1.06
Uniform Delay, d1 38.4 24.8 39.1 32.1 40.2 30.5 39.8 31.8
Progression Factor 1.39 0.49 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.15 0.90
Incremental Delay, d2 8.4 0.1 13.0 77.9 8.0 5.0 186.5 40.0
Delay (s) 61.8 12.3 52.1 110.0 48.2 35.5 232.3 68.5
Level of Service E B D F D D F E
Approach Delay (s) 32.3 103.9 37.1 103.0
Approach LOS C F D F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 77.7 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.11
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 19.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.8% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #8 Clarke Street & 51st Street                                      
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      1.6       Worst Case Level Of Service: E[ 46.7] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      11    3     6    13    2    43    30  774    23    12 1067    32  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   11    3     6    13    2    43    30  774    23    12 1067    32  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    11    3     6    13    2    43    30  774    23    12 1067    32  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   11    3     6    13    2    43    30  774    23    12 1067    32  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 1404 1969   399  1556 1964   550  1099 xxxx xxxxx   797 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  101   63   607    78   64   484   643 xxxx xxxxx   834 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:     86   60   607    71   60   484   643 xxxx xxxxx   834 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.13 0.05  0.01  0.18 0.03  0.09  0.05 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  10.9 xxxx xxxxx   9.4 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     B    *     *     A    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  106 xxxxx  xxxx  190 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.7 xxxxx xxxxx  1.2 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 46.7 xxxxx xxxxx 32.1 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    E     *     *    D     *     *    *     *     *    *     *   
ApproachDel:      46.7             32.1           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        E                D                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 309 1117 154 90 1022 150 183 258 97 145 280 280
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.92
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4976 1770 4948 1770 1774 1770 1697
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.53 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4976 1770 4948 240 1774 994 1697
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 336 1214 167 98 1111 163 199 280 105 158 304 304
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 18 0 0 14 0 0 36 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 336 1366 0 98 1256 0 199 371 0 158 572 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 8 5 13
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 10 14 5
Turn Type Prot Prot pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 22.9 36.2 8.8 22.1 41.0 41.0 27.0 27.0
Effective Green, g (s) 22.9 36.2 8.8 22.1 41.0 41.0 28.0 28.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.36 0.09 0.22 0.41 0.41 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 405 1801 156 1094 251 727 278 475
v/s Ratio Prot c0.19 0.27 0.06 c0.25 c0.08 0.21 c0.34
v/s Ratio Perm 0.25 0.16
v/c Ratio 0.83 0.76 0.63 1.15 0.79 0.51 0.57 1.20
Uniform Delay, d1 36.7 28.1 44.0 39.0 45.6 22.0 30.8 36.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.15 0.88 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 12.6 3.0 4.1 74.8 14.7 0.3 1.6 110.5
Delay (s) 49.3 31.1 54.8 109.1 60.3 22.3 32.4 146.5
Level of Service D C D F E C C F
Approach Delay (s) 34.7 105.2 35.2 123.0
Approach LOS C F D F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 71.8 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.04
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.1% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 8 0 18 106 0 206 0 948 0 0 1357 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.91 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1636 1770 1560 3539 3539
Flt Permitted 0.98 0.74 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1636 1375 1560 3539 3539
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 9 0 20 115 0 224 0 1030 0 0 1475 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 17 0 0 0 116 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 12 0 115 0 108 0 1030 0 0 1475 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Perm D.Pm custom
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 14.0 14.0 77.0 77.0
Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 14.0 14.0 77.0 77.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.77 0.77
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 229 193 218 2725 2725
v/s Ratio Prot 0.29 c0.42
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 c0.08 0.07
v/c Ratio 0.05 0.60 0.49 0.38 0.54
Uniform Delay, d1 37.2 40.3 39.7 3.7 4.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 3.3 0.6 0.1 0.8
Delay (s) 37.3 43.6 40.4 0.4 5.3
Level of Service D D D A A
Approach Delay (s) 37.3 41.5 0.4 5.3
Approach LOS D D A A


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 8.1 HCM Level of Service A
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.55
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.1% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 11 189 3 0 0 0 2 929 115 496 955 20
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1668 3118 1593 3173
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1668 2974 1593 3173
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 12 205 3 0 0 0 2 1010 125 539 1038 22
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 1 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 219 0 0 0 0 0 1127 0 539 1059 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 11 2
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 13 15 10
Turn Type Split Perm Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.1 40.5 28.9 73.9
Effective Green, g (s) 17.1 40.5 28.9 73.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.40 0.29 0.74
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 285 1204 460 2345
v/s Ratio Prot c0.13 c0.34 0.33
v/s Ratio Perm c0.38
v/c Ratio 0.77 0.94 1.17 0.45
Uniform Delay, d1 39.6 28.5 35.6 5.1
Progression Factor 1.00 0.88 0.98 0.63
Incremental Delay, d2 10.7 13.3 95.9 0.5
Delay (s) 50.2 38.4 130.8 3.8
Level of Service D D F A
Approach Delay (s) 50.2 0.0 38.4 46.6
Approach LOS D A D D


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 43.7 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.98
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.3% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 678 166 70 0 0 62 0 496 47 17 109 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 0.86 0.99 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.99
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1685 1591 3482 3516
Flt Permitted 0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.87
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1685 1591 3482 3071
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 737 180 76 0 0 67 0 539 51 18 118 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 0 23 0 9 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 494 491 0 0 0 44 0 581 0 0 136 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 5 3
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 5 1
Turn Type Perm custom Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1093 1095 1034 914 806
v/s Ratio Prot c0.17
v/s Ratio Perm c0.29 0.29 0.03 0.04
v/c Ratio 0.45 0.45 0.04 0.64 0.17
Uniform Delay, d1 6.9 6.9 5.0 26.1 22.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.4 1.3 0.1 3.4 0.5
Delay (s) 8.3 8.2 5.1 29.5 23.2
Level of Service A A A C C
Approach Delay (s) 8.3 5.1 29.5 23.2
Approach LOS A A C C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 16.3 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.1% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 16 16 31 137 137 149 9 972 416 106 709 363
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00 0.97 0.99 1.00 0.95
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.93 1.00 0.93 0.96 1.00 0.95
Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1681 1592 3359 1770 3203
Flt Permitted 0.99 0.95 0.99 0.94 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1681 1574 3175 1770 3203
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 17 17 34 149 149 162 10 1057 452 115 771 395
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 32 0 0 36 0 0 41 0 0 58 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 36 0 134 290 0 0 1478 0 115 1108 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 24 5 41
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 3 1 10
Turn Type Split Prot Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 7 8 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.6 20.9 20.9 45.1 10.4 60.0
Effective Green, g (s) 5.6 20.9 20.9 45.1 10.4 60.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.21 0.21 0.45 0.10 0.60
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 94 351 329 1432 184 1922
v/s Ratio Prot c0.02 0.08 0.06 c0.35
v/s Ratio Perm c0.18 c0.47
v/c Ratio 0.38 0.38 0.88 1.03 0.62 0.58
Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 34.0 38.3 27.4 42.9 12.2
Progression Factor 1.66 1.00 1.00 0.60 0.84 1.61
Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 0.3 22.3 17.4 4.3 1.2
Delay (s) 76.0 34.2 60.6 33.9 40.3 20.9
Level of Service E C E C D C
Approach Delay (s) 76.0 53.0 33.9 22.6
Approach LOS E D C C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 33.1 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.91
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 102.5% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      1.6       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.0] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1  1  0    0  1  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      27    0    34     0    0     0     0  416    31    67  300     0  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   27    0    34     0    0     0     0  416    31    67  300     0  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    27    0    34     0    0     0     0  416    31    67  300     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   27    0    34     0    0     0     0  416    31    67  300     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  716  866   224  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   447 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  370  294   786  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1124 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    352  275   786  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1124 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.08 0.00  0.04  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.06 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.4 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  509 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.4 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 13.0 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.4 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    B     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
ApproachDel:      13.0           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        B                *                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 356 680 62 126 537 305 86 844 249 202 605 55
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3480 1770 3281 1770 3336 1770 3468
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3480 1770 3281 1770 3336 1770 3468
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 387 739 67 137 584 332 93 917 271 220 658 60
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 78 0 0 28 0 0 7 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 387 800 0 137 838 0 93 1160 0 220 711 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 26 30 61 50
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 2 19 25
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.6 28.3 10.2 23.9 5.0 32.5 12.0 39.5
Effective Green, g (s) 13.6 27.8 9.7 23.4 4.5 32.0 11.5 39.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.28 0.10 0.23 0.04 0.32 0.12 0.39
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 467 967 172 768 80 1068 204 1353
v/s Ratio Prot c0.11 c0.23 0.08 c0.26 0.05 c0.35 c0.12 0.21
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.83 0.83 0.80 1.09 1.16 1.09 1.08 0.53
Uniform Delay, d1 42.1 33.8 44.2 38.3 47.8 34.0 44.2 23.4
Progression Factor 1.10 1.53 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.20 0.66
Incremental Delay, d2 7.9 4.0 20.7 60.1 151.0 54.1 80.4 1.2
Delay (s) 54.3 55.7 64.9 98.4 198.8 88.1 133.5 16.6
Level of Service D E E F F F F B
Approach Delay (s) 55.3 94.0 96.1 44.0
Approach LOS E F F D


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 73.8 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.11
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 25.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.5% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #8 Clarke Street & 51st Street                                      
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):     12.3       Worst Case Level Of Service: F[277.9] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      40    8    31    22    6    27    61 1181    18    20  809    16  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   40    8    31    22    6    27    61 1181    18    20  809    16  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    40    8    31    22    6    27    61 1181    18    20  809    16  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   40    8    31    22    6    27    61 1181    18    20  809    16  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 1760 2177   600  1574 2178   413   825 xxxx xxxxx  1199 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:   55   47   449    76   47   594   814 xxxx xxxxx   589 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:     43   42   449    55   42   594   814 xxxx xxxxx   589 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.93 0.19  0.07  0.40 0.14  0.05  0.07 xxxx  xxxx  0.03 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   9.8 xxxx xxxxx  11.3 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *     B    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx   66 xxxxx  xxxx   94 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  6.3 xxxxx xxxxx  2.7 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx  278 xxxxx xxxxx 87.2 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    F     *     *    F     *     *    *     *     *    *     *   
ApproachDel:     277.9             87.2           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        F                F                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 266 856 189 108 1471 214 139 201 49 159 396 274
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.94
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4910 1770 4958 1770 1799 1770 1729
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.59 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4910 1770 4958 240 1799 1104 1729
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 289 930 205 117 1599 233 151 218 53 173 430 298
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 36 0 0 20 0 0 10 0 0 28 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 289 1099 0 117 1812 0 151 261 0 173 700 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 7 7 14
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 4 11 2
Turn Type Prot Prot pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 18.3 29.6 8.9 20.2 37.5 37.5 27.0 27.0
Effective Green, g (s) 18.3 29.6 8.9 20.2 37.5 37.5 28.0 28.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 0.33 0.10 0.22 0.42 0.42 0.31 0.31
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 360 1615 175 1113 211 750 343 538
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 0.22 0.07 c0.37 c0.05 0.15 c0.41
v/s Ratio Perm 0.25 0.16
v/c Ratio 0.80 0.68 0.67 1.63 0.72 0.35 0.50 1.30
Uniform Delay, d1 34.1 26.1 39.1 34.9 42.3 17.9 25.3 31.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.20 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 11.5 2.3 0.7 282.9 9.2 0.1 0.4 149.0
Delay (s) 45.7 28.4 38.0 324.8 51.6 18.0 25.8 180.0
Level of Service D C D F D B C F
Approach Delay (s) 31.9 307.6 30.0 150.4
Approach LOS C F C F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 168.9 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.22
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 108.0% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 40 0 7 95 0 704 0 565 0 0 1785 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.98 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1744 1770 1562 3539 3539
Flt Permitted 0.96 0.72 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1744 1348 1562 3539 3539
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 43 0 8 103 0 765 0 614 0 0 1940 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 0 117 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 49 0 103 0 648 0 614 0 0 1940 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Perm D.Pm custom
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 38.0 38.0 38.0 43.0 43.0
Effective Green, g (s) 38.0 38.0 38.0 43.0 43.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.48 0.48
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 736 569 660 1691 1691
v/s Ratio Prot 0.17 c0.55
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 0.08 c0.41
v/c Ratio 0.07 0.18 0.98 0.36 1.15
Uniform Delay, d1 15.5 16.3 25.7 14.8 23.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.56 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 0.1 30.1 0.3 73.7
Delay (s) 15.5 16.3 55.8 8.7 97.2
Level of Service B B E A F
Approach Delay (s) 15.5 51.1 8.7 97.2
Approach LOS B D A F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 68.8 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.07
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.2% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 6 57 8 0 0 0 1 695 313 290 1585 14
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1643 3011 1593 3180
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1643 2872 1593 3180
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 7 62 9 0 0 0 1 755 340 315 1723 15
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 58 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 72 0 0 0 0 0 1038 0 315 1738 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 7
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 21
Turn Type Split Perm Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 9.5 39.9 27.1 71.5
Effective Green, g (s) 9.5 39.9 27.1 71.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.44 0.30 0.79
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 173 1273 480 2526
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.20 c0.55
v/s Ratio Perm c0.36
v/c Ratio 0.41 0.82 0.66 0.69
Uniform Delay, d1 37.6 21.8 27.4 4.2
Progression Factor 1.00 0.76 1.68 0.92
Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 5.4 0.2 0.1
Delay (s) 38.2 22.0 46.1 4.0
Level of Service D C D A
Approach Delay (s) 38.2 0.0 22.0 10.5
Approach LOS D A C B


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 15.1 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.4% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 586 100 246 0 0 197 0 165 11 13 1220 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 0.98 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.92 0.86 0.99 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1593 1584 3494 3537
Flt Permitted 0.95 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1593 1584 3494 3367
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 637 109 267 0 0 214 0 179 12 14 1326 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 75 0 6 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 522 491 0 0 0 139 0 185 0 0 1340 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 8 15 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 4 4
Turn Type Perm custom Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1093 1035 1030 917 884
v/s Ratio Prot 0.05
v/s Ratio Perm c0.31 0.31 0.09 c0.40
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.47 0.14 0.20 1.52
Uniform Delay, d1 7.1 7.1 5.4 23.0 29.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 1.6 0.3 0.5 238.0
Delay (s) 8.6 8.6 5.6 23.5 267.5
Level of Service A A A C F
Approach Delay (s) 8.6 5.6 23.5 267.5
Approach LOS A A C F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 135.2 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.78
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.9% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 10 10 10 361 329 465 7 819 171 90 1242 433
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.96 1.00 0.92 0.97 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1740 1681 1592 3438 1770 3326
Flt Permitted 0.98 0.95 0.99 0.75 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1740 1681 1575 2586 1770 3326
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 11 11 11 392 358 505 8 890 186 98 1350 471
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 46 0 0 19 0 0 40 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 22 0 353 856 0 0 1065 0 98 1781 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 12 2 22
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 2 1 16
Turn Type Split Prot Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 7 8 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.0 32.8 32.8 27.6 7.6 39.7
Effective Green, g (s) 4.0 32.8 32.8 27.6 7.6 39.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04 0.36 0.36 0.31 0.08 0.44
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 77 613 574 793 149 1467
v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 0.21 0.06 c0.54
v/s Ratio Perm c0.54 c0.41
v/c Ratio 0.29 0.58 1.49 1.34 0.66 1.21
Uniform Delay, d1 41.6 23.0 28.6 31.2 39.9 25.2
Progression Factor 1.27 1.00 1.00 1.03 0.88 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 0.8 230.4 158.1 5.6 101.0
Delay (s) 53.0 23.8 259.0 190.2 40.7 126.2
Level of Service D C F F D F
Approach Delay (s) 53.0 192.9 190.2 121.8
Approach LOS D F F F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 159.3 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.37
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 122.3% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
        OAKLAND 5132 TELEGRAPH CREEKSIDE MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT          
                             TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY                                
                                DKS ASSOCIATES                                   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.2       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 14.8] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1  1  0    0  1  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      12    0    15     0    0     0     0  248    16     7 1522     0  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   12    0    15     0    0     0     0  248    16     7 1522     0  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    12    0    15     0    0     0     0  248    16     7 1522     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   12    0    15     0    0     0     0  248    16     7 1522     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 1031 1792   132  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   264 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  232   82   899  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1312 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    231   81   899  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1312 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.05 0.00  0.02  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.8 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  394 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.2 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 14.8 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.8 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    B     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
ApproachDel:      14.8           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        B                *                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
 







Oakland Creekside 5132 Telegraph TIA 2030 Base AM
7: 51ST St. & Telegraph Ave.


DKS Associates Synchro 7 -  Report
3/27/2008 Page 6


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 323 443 77 129 836 335 95 512 97 303 1090 209
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3433 1770 3356 1770 3420 1770 3401
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3433 1770 3356 1770 3420 1770 3401
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 351 482 84 140 909 364 103 557 105 329 1185 227
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 47 0 0 17 0 0 17 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 351 551 0 140 1226 0 103 645 0 329 1395 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 30 15 32 58
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 3 16 21
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.2 28.5 10.0 26.3 7.9 23.5 11.0 26.6
Effective Green, g (s) 11.2 28.0 9.5 25.8 7.4 23.0 10.5 26.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.31 0.11 0.29 0.08 0.26 0.12 0.29
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 427 1068 187 962 146 874 207 986
v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 0.16 0.08 c0.37 0.06 0.19 c0.19 c0.41
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.82 0.52 0.75 1.27 0.71 0.74 1.59 1.41
Uniform Delay, d1 38.4 25.4 39.1 32.1 40.2 30.7 39.8 32.0
Progression Factor 1.45 0.47 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.20 1.01
Incremental Delay, d2 9.1 0.1 13.3 131.6 11.9 5.5 267.3 187.2
Delay (s) 65.0 12.0 52.4 163.7 52.2 36.3 315.1 219.6
Level of Service E B D F D D F F
Approach Delay (s) 32.3 152.7 38.4 237.7
Approach LOS C F D F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 142.4 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.32
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 19.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 102.5% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
        OAKLAND 5132 TELEGRAPH CREEKSIDE MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT          
                             TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY                                
                                DKS ASSOCIATES                                   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #8 Clarke Street & 51st Street                                      
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      1.4       Worst Case Level Of Service: F[110.4] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      11    4     9     3    2     2     9 1180    27    14 1243    30  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   11    4     9     3    2     2     9 1180    27    14 1243    30  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    11    4     9     3    2     2     9 1180    27    14 1243    30  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   11    4     9     3    2     2     9 1180    27    14 1243    30  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 1862 2513   604  1896 2511   637  1273 xxxx xxxxx  1207 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:   46   29   447    43   29   425   552 xxxx xxxxx   585 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:     42   28   447    37   28   425   552 xxxx xxxxx   585 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.26 0.15  0.02  0.08 0.07  0.00  0.02 xxxx  xxxx  0.02 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  11.6 xxxx xxxxx  11.3 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     B    *     *     B    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx   56 xxxxx  xxxx   44 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  1.6 xxxxx xxxxx  0.5 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx  110 xxxxx xxxxx  102 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    F     *     *    F     *     *    *     *     *    *     *   
ApproachDel:     110.4            101.7           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        F                F                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 319 1179 164 120 1059 162 213 267 107 153 290 290
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.92
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4975 1770 4943 1770 1770 1770 1697
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.52 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4975 1770 4943 240 1770 975 1697
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 347 1282 178 130 1151 176 232 290 116 166 315 315
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 16 0 0 19 0 0 14 0 0 36 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 347 1444 0 130 1308 0 232 392 0 166 594 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 8 5 13
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 10 14 5
Turn Type Prot Prot pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 23.4 33.3 11.7 21.6 41.0 41.0 27.0 27.0
Effective Green, g (s) 23.4 33.3 11.7 21.6 41.0 41.0 28.0 28.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.33 0.12 0.22 0.41 0.41 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 414 1657 207 1068 251 726 273 475
v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 0.29 0.07 c0.26 c0.09 0.22 c0.35
v/s Ratio Perm 0.29 0.17
v/c Ratio 0.84 0.87 0.63 1.22 0.92 0.54 0.61 1.25
Uniform Delay, d1 36.5 31.3 42.1 39.2 46.6 22.4 31.2 36.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.19 0.87 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 13.2 6.6 2.4 106.1 36.3 0.4 2.6 129.2
Delay (s) 49.7 37.9 52.5 140.1 82.9 22.7 33.9 165.2
Level of Service D D D F F C C F
Approach Delay (s) 40.2 132.3 44.6 137.8
Approach LOS D F D F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 85.9 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.09
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.5% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 11 0 27 167 0 328 0 864 0 0 1358 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.90 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1633 1770 1561 3539 3539
Flt Permitted 0.99 0.81 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1633 1504 1561 3539 3539
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 29 182 0 357 0 939 0 0 1476 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 23 0 0 0 132 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 18 0 182 0 225 0 939 0 0 1476 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Perm D.Pm custom
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 19.2 19.2 19.2 71.8 71.8
Effective Green, g (s) 19.2 19.2 19.2 71.8 71.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.72 0.72
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 314 289 300 2541 2541
v/s Ratio Prot 0.27 c0.42
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.12 c0.14
v/c Ratio 0.06 0.63 0.75 0.37 0.58
Uniform Delay, d1 33.0 37.1 38.1 5.4 6.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 3.1 9.0 0.0 1.0
Delay (s) 33.0 40.2 47.2 0.4 7.8
Level of Service C D D A A
Approach Delay (s) 33.0 44.8 0.4 7.8
Approach LOS C D A A


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 12.5 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.62
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.0% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 3 206 6 0 0 0 8 854 388 326 1201 20
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1667 2997 1593 3176
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.94 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1667 2828 1593 3176
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 3 224 7 0 0 0 9 928 422 354 1305 22
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 49 0 0 1 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 233 0 0 0 0 0 1310 0 354 1326 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 11 2
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 13 15 10
Turn Type Split Perm Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.7 43.8 25.0 73.3
Effective Green, g (s) 17.7 43.8 25.0 73.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.44 0.25 0.73
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 295 1239 398 2328
v/s Ratio Prot c0.14 c0.22 0.42
v/s Ratio Perm c0.46
v/c Ratio 0.79 1.06 0.89 0.57
Uniform Delay, d1 39.4 28.1 36.2 6.1
Progression Factor 1.00 0.77 1.15 0.59
Incremental Delay, d2 12.6 40.0 17.6 0.9
Delay (s) 52.0 61.8 59.1 4.4
Level of Service D E E A
Approach Delay (s) 52.0 0.0 61.8 16.0
Approach LOS D A E B


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 37.6 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 102.8% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 517 110 31 0 0 59 0 799 67 41 246 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 0.86 0.99 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1694 1591 3488 3514
Flt Permitted 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.59
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1694 1591 3488 2104
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 562 120 34 0 0 64 0 868 73 45 267 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 0 4 0 8 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 360 351 0 0 0 60 0 933 0 0 312 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 5 3
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 5 1
Turn Type Perm custom Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1093 1101 1034 916 552
v/s Ratio Prot c0.27
v/s Ratio Perm c0.21 0.21 0.04 0.15
v/c Ratio 0.33 0.32 0.06 1.02 0.57
Uniform Delay, d1 6.2 6.2 5.1 29.5 25.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 0.8 0.1 34.4 4.2
Delay (s) 7.0 6.9 5.2 63.9 29.7
Level of Service A A A E C
Approach Delay (s) 7.0 5.2 63.9 29.7
Approach LOS A A E C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 36.8 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.53
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.1% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 16 16 31 147 141 140 9 958 534 158 791 377
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00 0.98 0.99 1.00 0.96
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.93 1.00 0.93 0.95 1.00 0.95
Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1681 1599 3325 1770 3219
Flt Permitted 0.99 0.95 0.99 0.94 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1681 1580 3140 1770 3219
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 17 17 34 160 153 152 10 1041 580 172 860 410
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 32 0 0 33 0 0 68 0 0 51 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 36 0 144 288 0 0 1563 0 172 1219 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 24 5 41
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 3 1 10
Turn Type Split Prot Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 7 8 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.6 20.6 20.6 43.3 12.5 60.3
Effective Green, g (s) 5.6 20.6 20.6 43.3 12.5 60.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.21 0.21 0.43 0.12 0.60
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 94 346 325 1360 221 1941
v/s Ratio Prot c0.02 0.09 c0.10 0.38
v/s Ratio Perm c0.18 c0.50
v/c Ratio 0.38 0.42 0.89 1.15 0.78 0.63
Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 34.5 38.6 28.4 42.4 12.7
Progression Factor 1.70 1.00 1.00 0.64 0.76 1.62
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.3 23.1 68.1 12.0 1.3
Delay (s) 77.8 34.8 61.7 86.1 44.5 21.8
Level of Service E C E F D C
Approach Delay (s) 77.8 53.3 86.1 24.5
Approach LOS E D F C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 57.1 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.97
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 109.2% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
        OAKLAND 5132 TELEGRAPH CREEKSIDE MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT          
                             TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY                                
                                DKS ASSOCIATES                                   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.8       Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 15.0] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1  1  0    0  1  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      14    0    32     0    0     0     0  756     2    31  437     0  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   14    0    32     0    0     0     0  756     2    31  437     0  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    14    0    32     0    0     0     0  756     2    31  437     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   14    0    32     0    0     0     0  756     2    31  437     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 1038 1256   379  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   758 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  230  173   625  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   862 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    224  167   625  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   862 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.06 0.00  0.05  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.04 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   9.3 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  404 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.4 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 15.0 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   9.3 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    C     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
ApproachDel:      15.0           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        C                *                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 367 709 102 156 591 365 96 896 317 277 619 55
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3450 1770 3268 1770 3307 1770 3470
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3450 1770 3268 1770 3307 1770 3470
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 399 771 111 170 642 397 104 974 345 301 673 60
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 12 0 0 94 0 0 35 0 0 7 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 399 870 0 170 945 0 104 1284 0 301 726 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 26 30 61 50
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 2 19 25
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.8 27.5 11.0 23.7 5.0 32.5 12.0 39.5
Effective Green, g (s) 13.8 27.0 10.5 23.2 4.5 32.0 11.5 39.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.27 0.10 0.23 0.04 0.32 0.12 0.39
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 474 932 186 758 80 1058 204 1353
v/s Ratio Prot c0.12 c0.25 0.10 c0.29 0.06 c0.39 c0.17 0.21
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.84 0.93 0.91 1.25 1.30 1.21 1.48 0.54
Uniform Delay, d1 42.0 35.6 44.3 38.4 47.8 34.0 44.2 23.5
Progression Factor 1.05 1.65 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.19 0.71
Incremental Delay, d2 7.1 9.7 41.6 122.1 200.6 104.8 234.3 1.2
Delay (s) 51.4 68.7 85.9 160.5 248.4 138.8 286.9 17.9
Level of Service D E F F F F F B
Approach Delay (s) 63.3 150.0 146.8 96.2
Approach LOS E F F F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 115.4 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.28
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 25.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 107.2% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
        OAKLAND 5132 TELEGRAPH CREEKSIDE MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT          
                             TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY                                
                                DKS ASSOCIATES                                   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #8 Clarke Street & 51st Street                                      
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):     36.0       Worst Case Level Of Service: F[908.8] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      45    9    34    26    6     6    24 1473    20    22 1028    11  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   45    9    34    26    6     6    24 1473    20    22 1028    11  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    45    9    34    26    6     6    24 1473    20    22 1028    11  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   45    9    34    26    6     6    24 1473    20    22 1028    11  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 2092 2614   747  1867 2619   520  1039 xxxx xxxxx  1493 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:   31   25   360    46   24   507   677 xxxx xxxxx   456 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:     23   23   360    27   22   507   677 xxxx xxxxx   456 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  1.98 0.40  0.09  0.97 0.27  0.01  0.04 xxxx  xxxx  0.05 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  10.5 xxxx xxxxx  13.3 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     B    *     *     B    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx   36 xxxxx  xxxx   30 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  9.9 xxxxx xxxxx  4.3 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx  909 xxxxx xxxxx  442 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    F     *     *    F     *     *    *     *     *    *     *   
ApproachDel:     908.8            441.6           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        F                F                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 266 858 189 108 1496 225 139 201 49 170 396 274
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.94
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4910 1770 4955 1770 1799 1770 1729
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.59 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4910 1770 4955 240 1799 1104 1729
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 289 933 205 117 1626 245 151 218 53 185 430 298
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 36 0 0 21 0 0 10 0 0 28 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 289 1102 0 117 1850 0 151 261 0 185 700 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 7 7 14
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 4 11 2
Turn Type Prot Prot pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 18.3 29.6 8.9 20.2 37.5 37.5 27.0 27.0
Effective Green, g (s) 18.3 29.6 8.9 20.2 37.5 37.5 28.0 28.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 0.33 0.10 0.22 0.42 0.42 0.31 0.31
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 360 1615 175 1112 211 750 343 538
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 0.22 0.07 c0.37 c0.05 0.15 c0.41
v/s Ratio Perm 0.25 0.17
v/c Ratio 0.80 0.68 0.67 1.66 0.72 0.35 0.54 1.30
Uniform Delay, d1 34.1 26.1 39.1 34.9 42.3 17.9 25.7 31.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.20 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 11.5 2.4 0.7 299.0 9.2 0.1 0.8 149.0
Delay (s) 45.7 28.5 37.8 341.0 51.6 18.0 26.5 180.0
Level of Service D C D F D B C F
Approach Delay (s) 32.0 323.1 30.0 148.9
Approach LOS C F C F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 176.1 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.23
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 108.8% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 40 0 7 95 0 704 0 586 0 0 1798 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.98 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1744 1770 1562 3539 3539
Flt Permitted 0.96 0.72 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1744 1348 1562 3539 3539
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 43 0 8 103 0 765 0 637 0 0 1954 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 0 110 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 49 0 103 0 655 0 637 0 0 1954 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Perm D.Pm custom
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 38.0 38.0 38.0 43.0 43.0
Effective Green, g (s) 38.0 38.0 38.0 43.0 43.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.48 0.48
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 736 569 660 1691 1691
v/s Ratio Prot 0.18 c0.55
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 0.08 c0.42
v/c Ratio 0.07 0.18 0.99 0.38 1.16
Uniform Delay, d1 15.5 16.3 25.9 15.0 23.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.57 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 0.1 33.0 0.4 77.2
Delay (s) 15.5 16.3 58.9 8.8 100.7
Level of Service B B E A F
Approach Delay (s) 15.5 53.8 8.8 100.7
Approach LOS B D A F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 71.2 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.08
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 6 57 8 0 0 0 1 716 313 290 1598 14
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1643 3014 1593 3180
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1643 2875 1593 3180
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 7 62 9 0 0 0 1 778 340 315 1737 15
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 55 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 72 0 0 0 0 0 1064 0 315 1752 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 7
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 21
Turn Type Split Perm Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 9.4 39.9 27.2 71.6
Effective Green, g (s) 9.4 39.9 27.2 71.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.44 0.30 0.80
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 172 1275 481 2530
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.20 c0.55
v/s Ratio Perm c0.37
v/c Ratio 0.42 0.83 0.65 0.69
Uniform Delay, d1 37.7 22.1 27.3 4.2
Progression Factor 1.00 0.75 1.68 0.95
Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 6.0 0.2 0.1
Delay (s) 38.3 22.6 46.0 4.1
Level of Service D C D A
Approach Delay (s) 38.3 0.0 22.6 10.5
Approach LOS D A C B


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 15.3 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.75
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 98.4% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 586 100 255 0 0 197 0 183 11 13 1233 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 0.98 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.92 0.86 0.99 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1590 1584 3498 3537
Flt Permitted 0.95 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1590 1584 3498 3366
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 637 109 277 0 0 214 0 199 12 14 1340 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 75 0 5 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 529 494 0 0 0 139 0 206 0 0 1354 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 8 15 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 4 4
Turn Type Perm custom Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1093 1034 1030 918 884
v/s Ratio Prot 0.06
v/s Ratio Perm c0.31 0.31 0.09 c0.40
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.48 0.14 0.22 1.53
Uniform Delay, d1 7.1 7.1 5.4 23.1 29.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 1.6 0.3 0.6 245.0
Delay (s) 8.7 8.7 5.6 23.7 274.5
Level of Service A A A C F
Approach Delay (s) 8.7 5.6 23.7 274.5
Approach LOS A A C F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 138.0 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.2% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 10 10 10 361 341 486 7 819 171 103 1242 433
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.96 1.00 0.92 0.97 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1740 1681 1591 3438 1770 3326
Flt Permitted 0.98 0.95 0.99 0.75 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1740 1681 1575 2583 1770 3326
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 11 11 11 392 371 528 8 890 186 112 1350 471
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 46 0 0 19 0 0 40 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 22 0 353 892 0 0 1065 0 112 1781 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 12 2 22
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 2 1 16
Turn Type Split Prot Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 7 8 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.0 32.8 32.8 27.3 7.9 39.7
Effective Green, g (s) 4.0 32.8 32.8 27.3 7.9 39.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04 0.36 0.36 0.30 0.09 0.44
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 77 613 574 784 155 1467
v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 0.21 0.06 c0.54
v/s Ratio Perm c0.57 c0.41
v/c Ratio 0.29 0.58 1.55 1.36 0.72 1.21
Uniform Delay, d1 41.6 23.0 28.6 31.4 40.0 25.2
Progression Factor 1.27 1.00 1.00 1.03 0.88 1.01
Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 0.8 257.5 164.7 9.4 100.9
Delay (s) 53.0 23.8 286.1 196.9 44.5 126.3
Level of Service D C F F D F
Approach Delay (s) 53.0 214.4 196.9 121.6
Approach LOS D F F F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 167.5 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.41
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 129.3% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
        OAKLAND 5132 TELEGRAPH CREEKSIDE MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT          
                             TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY                                
                                DKS ASSOCIATES                                   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      1.0       Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 20.6] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1  1  0    0  1  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      47    0    33     0    0     0     0  248    29    28 1522     0  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   47    0    33     0    0     0     0  248    29    28 1522     0  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    47    0    33     0    0     0     0  248    29    28 1522     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   47    0    33     0    0     0     0  248    29    28 1522     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 1080 1841   139  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   277 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  216   76   891  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1298 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    213   75   891  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1298 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.22 0.00  0.04  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.02 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.8 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  310 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  1.0 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 20.6 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.8 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    C     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
ApproachDel:      20.6           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        C                *                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 323 456 77 147 859 335 95 512 110 303 1090 209
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3436 1770 3360 1770 3406 1770 3401
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3436 1770 3360 1770 3406 1770 3401
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 351 496 84 160 934 364 103 557 120 329 1185 227
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 45 0 0 20 0 0 17 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 351 565 0 160 1253 0 103 657 0 329 1395 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 30 15 32 58
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 3 16 21
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.2 28.1 10.4 26.3 7.9 23.5 11.0 26.6
Effective Green, g (s) 11.2 27.6 9.9 25.8 7.4 23.0 10.5 26.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.31 0.11 0.29 0.08 0.26 0.12 0.29
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 427 1054 195 963 146 870 207 986
v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 0.16 0.09 c0.37 0.06 0.19 c0.19 c0.41
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.82 0.54 0.82 1.30 0.71 0.76 1.59 1.41
Uniform Delay, d1 38.4 25.9 39.2 32.1 40.2 30.9 39.8 32.0
Progression Factor 1.44 0.49 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.20 1.02
Incremental Delay, d2 9.1 0.2 22.3 143.2 11.9 6.0 267.3 187.2
Delay (s) 64.6 12.9 61.5 175.3 52.2 36.9 315.1 219.6
Level of Service E B E F D D F F
Approach Delay (s) 32.4 162.8 39.0 237.7
Approach LOS C F D F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 145.0 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.33
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 19.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 103.1% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
        OAKLAND 5132 TELEGRAPH CREEKSIDE MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT          
                             TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY                                
                                DKS ASSOCIATES                                   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #8 Clarke Street & 51st Street                                      
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      3.5       Worst Case Level Of Service: F[147.7] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      11    4     9    13    2    43    35 1180    27    14 1243    37  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   11    4     9    13    2    43    35 1180    27    14 1243    37  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    11    4     9    13    2    43    35 1180    27    14 1243    37  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   11    4     9    13    2    43    35 1180    27    14 1243    37  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 1914 2572   604  1952 2567   640  1280 xxxx xxxxx  1207 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:   42   26   447    39   26   423   549 xxxx xxxxx   585 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:     33   24   447    31   24   423   549 xxxx xxxxx   585 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.33 0.17  0.02  0.41 0.08  0.10  0.06 xxxx  xxxx  0.02 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  12.0 xxxx xxxxx  11.3 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     B    *     *     B    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx   46 xxxxx  xxxx   97 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  1.9 xxxxx xxxxx  2.8 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx  148 xxxxx xxxxx 86.2 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    F     *     *    F     *     *    *     *     *    *     *   
ApproachDel:     147.7             86.2           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        F                F                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 319 1186 164 120 1072 170 213 267 107 166 290 290
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.92
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4975 1770 4938 1770 1770 1770 1697
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.52 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4975 1770 4938 240 1770 975 1697
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 347 1289 178 130 1165 185 232 290 116 180 315 315
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 16 0 0 20 0 0 14 0 0 36 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 347 1451 0 130 1330 0 232 392 0 180 594 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 8 5 13
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 10 14 5
Turn Type Prot Prot pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 23.4 33.3 11.7 21.6 41.0 41.0 27.0 27.0
Effective Green, g (s) 23.4 33.3 11.7 21.6 41.0 41.0 28.0 28.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.33 0.12 0.22 0.41 0.41 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 414 1657 207 1067 251 726 273 475
v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 0.29 0.07 c0.27 c0.09 0.22 c0.35
v/s Ratio Perm 0.29 0.18
v/c Ratio 0.84 0.88 0.63 1.25 0.92 0.54 0.66 1.25
Uniform Delay, d1 36.5 31.4 42.1 39.2 46.6 22.4 31.8 36.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.20 0.86 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 13.2 6.8 2.2 115.0 36.3 0.4 4.3 129.2
Delay (s) 49.7 38.2 52.5 148.7 82.9 22.7 36.1 165.2
Level of Service D D D F F C D F
Approach Delay (s) 40.4 140.2 44.6 136.5
Approach LOS D F D F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 88.6 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.10
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.9% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 11 0 27 167 0 328 0 877 0 0 1380 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.90 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1633 1770 1561 3539 3539
Flt Permitted 0.99 0.81 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1633 1509 1561 3539 3539
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 12 0 29 182 0 357 0 953 0 0 1500 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 24 0 0 0 130 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 17 0 182 0 227 0 953 0 0 1500 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Perm D.Pm custom
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 18.3 18.3 18.3 72.7 72.7
Effective Green, g (s) 18.3 18.3 18.3 72.7 72.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.73 0.73
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 299 276 286 2573 2573
v/s Ratio Prot 0.27 c0.42
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.12 c0.15
v/c Ratio 0.06 0.66 0.79 0.37 0.58
Uniform Delay, d1 33.7 38.0 39.0 5.1 6.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 4.3 13.2 0.0 1.0
Delay (s) 33.8 42.3 52.2 0.3 7.4
Level of Service C D D A A
Approach Delay (s) 33.8 48.9 0.3 7.4
Approach LOS C D A A


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 12.9 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.63
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.4% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 3 206 6 0 0 0 8 867 388 326 1223 20
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1667 2999 1593 3176
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.94 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1667 2829 1593 3176
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 3 224 7 0 0 0 9 942 422 354 1329 22
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 48 0 0 1 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 233 0 0 0 0 0 1325 0 354 1350 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 11 2
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 13 15 10
Turn Type Split Perm Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.7 43.8 25.0 73.3
Effective Green, g (s) 17.7 43.8 25.0 73.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.44 0.25 0.73
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 295 1239 398 2328
v/s Ratio Prot c0.14 c0.22 0.43
v/s Ratio Perm c0.47
v/c Ratio 0.79 1.07 0.89 0.58
Uniform Delay, d1 39.4 28.1 36.2 6.2
Progression Factor 1.00 0.76 1.12 0.58
Incremental Delay, d2 12.6 44.2 17.6 0.9
Delay (s) 52.0 65.5 57.9 4.5
Level of Service D E E A
Approach Delay (s) 52.0 0.0 65.5 15.6
Approach LOS D A E B


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 38.9 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.96
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 103.9% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 517 110 49 0 0 59 0 810 67 41 266 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 0.86 0.99 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1684 1591 3489 3516
Flt Permitted 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.59
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1684 1591 3489 2091
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 562 120 53 0 0 64 0 880 73 45 289 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 0 4 0 7 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 365 363 0 0 0 60 0 946 0 0 334 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 5 3
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 5 1
Turn Type Perm custom Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 21.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1093 1095 1034 916 549
v/s Ratio Prot c0.27
v/s Ratio Perm c0.22 0.22 0.04 0.16
v/c Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.06 1.03 0.61
Uniform Delay, d1 6.3 6.2 5.1 29.5 25.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 0.8 0.1 38.4 5.0
Delay (s) 7.1 7.1 5.2 67.9 30.8
Level of Service A A A E C
Approach Delay (s) 7.1 5.2 67.9 30.8
Approach LOS A A E C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 38.6 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.53
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.1% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 16 16 31 147 147 147 9 964 534 180 791 377
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00 0.98 0.99 1.00 0.96
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.93 1.00 0.93 0.95 1.00 0.95
Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1681 1599 3326 1770 3219
Flt Permitted 0.99 0.95 0.99 0.94 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1681 1581 3140 1770 3219
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 17 17 34 160 160 160 10 1048 580 196 860 410
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 32 0 0 33 0 0 69 0 0 53 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 36 0 144 303 0 0 1569 0 196 1217 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 24 5 41
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 3 1 10
Turn Type Split Prot Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 7 8 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.6 21.6 21.6 41.8 13.0 59.3
Effective Green, g (s) 5.6 21.6 21.6 41.8 13.0 59.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.22 0.22 0.42 0.13 0.59
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 94 363 341 1313 230 1909
v/s Ratio Prot c0.02 0.09 c0.11 0.38
v/s Ratio Perm c0.19 c0.50
v/c Ratio 0.38 0.40 0.89 1.20 0.85 0.64
Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 33.6 38.0 29.1 42.6 13.3
Progression Factor 1.73 1.00 1.00 0.62 0.78 1.63
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.3 22.7 88.6 20.2 1.3
Delay (s) 78.8 33.9 60.8 106.8 53.4 23.0
Level of Service E C E F D C
Approach Delay (s) 78.8 52.7 106.8 27.0
Approach LOS E D F C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 67.1 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.00
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 109.7% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
        OAKLAND 5132 TELEGRAPH CREEKSIDE MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT          
                             TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY                                
                                DKS ASSOCIATES                                   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Clarke Street & Claremont Avenue                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      1.4       Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 18.9] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1  1  0    0  1  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      27    0    41     0    0     0     0  760    20    67  437     0  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   27    0    41     0    0     0     0  760    20    67  437     0  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    27    0    41     0    0     0     0  760    20    67  437     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   27    0    41     0    0     0     0  760    20    67  437     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 1123 1341   390  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   780 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  203  154   614  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   846 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    190  141   614  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   846 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.14 0.00  0.07  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.08 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.3 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   9.6 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  326 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.8 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.3 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 18.9 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   9.6 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    C     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *   
ApproachDel:      18.9           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        C                *                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 363 733 102 167 606 365 96 896 337 277 619 55
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3452 1770 3272 1770 3297 1770 3470
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3452 1770 3272 1770 3297 1770 3470
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 395 797 111 182 659 397 104 974 366 301 673 60
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 88 0 0 39 0 0 7 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 395 897 0 182 968 0 104 1301 0 301 726 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 26 30 61 50
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 2 19 25
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.8 27.5 11.0 23.7 5.0 32.5 12.0 39.5
Effective Green, g (s) 13.8 27.0 10.5 23.2 4.5 32.0 11.5 39.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.27 0.10 0.23 0.04 0.32 0.12 0.39
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 474 932 186 759 80 1055 204 1353
v/s Ratio Prot 0.12 c0.26 c0.10 c0.30 0.06 c0.39 c0.17 0.21
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.83 0.96 0.98 1.27 1.30 1.23 1.48 0.54
Uniform Delay, d1 42.0 36.0 44.6 38.4 47.8 34.0 44.2 23.5
Progression Factor 1.05 1.64 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.20 0.71
Incremental Delay, d2 6.4 13.6 58.8 133.9 200.6 113.4 234.1 1.2
Delay (s) 50.4 72.6 103.5 172.3 248.4 147.4 287.1 18.0
Level of Service D E F F F F F B
Approach Delay (s) 65.8 162.2 154.7 96.3
Approach LOS E F F F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 121.4 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.29
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 24.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 108.2% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
        OAKLAND 5132 TELEGRAPH CREEKSIDE MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT          
                             TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY                                
                                DKS ASSOCIATES                                   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #8 Clarke Street & 51st Street                                      
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):     53.7       Worst Case Level Of Service: F[1308.2] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol:      45    9    34    25    6    30    61 1480    20    22 1032    18  
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
Initial Bse:   45    9    34    25    6    30    61 1480    20    22 1032    18  
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  
PHF Volume:    45    9    34    25    6    30    61 1480    20    22 1032    18  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:   45    9    34    25    6    30    61 1480    20    22 1032    18  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 2175 2706   750  1952 2707   525  1050 xxxx xxxxx  1500 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:   27   22   358    39   21   502   671 xxxx xxxxx   453 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:     17   19   358    20   19   502   671 xxxx xxxxx   453 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  2.66 0.48  0.09  1.25 0.32  0.06  0.09 xxxx  xxxx  0.05 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.3 xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  10.9 xxxx xxxxx  13.4 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     B    *     *     B    *     *   
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx   27 xxxxx  xxxx   37 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx 10.7 xxxxx xxxxx  6.5 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 1308 xxxxx xxxxx  545 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:    *    F     *     *    F     *     *    *     *     *    *     *   
ApproachDel:    1308.2            545.2           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:        F                F                *                *         
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 350 369 481 0 360 47 111 973 333
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.92 0.98 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1597 3472 1770 1753
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1597 3472 1770 1753
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 380 401 523 0 391 51 121 1058 362
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 48 0 0 11 0 0 14 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 342 914 0 0 431 0 121 1406 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 12 2 22
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 2 1 16
Turn Type Prot Prot
Protected Phases 3 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 31.5 30.5 36.0 10.0 50.5
Effective Green, g (s) 31.5 30.5 36.0 10.0 50.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.35 0.34 0.40 0.11 0.56
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 588 541 1389 197 984
v/s Ratio Prot 0.20 0.12 0.07 c0.80
v/s Ratio Perm c0.57
v/c Ratio 0.58 1.69 0.31 0.61 1.43
Uniform Delay, d1 23.9 29.8 18.5 38.2 19.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.84 1.15 0.71
Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 318.5 0.4 2.8 197.3
Delay (s) 25.3 348.3 15.9 46.6 211.3
Level of Service C F B D F
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 263.6 15.9 198.3
Approach LOS A F B F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 199.7 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.53
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 114.1% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 91 626 136 352 545 165 0 466 127 276 747 200
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97 0.97 1.00 0.97
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3390 1770 3391 3379 1770 1769
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3390 1770 3391 3379 1770 1769
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 99 680 148 383 592 179 0 507 138 300 812 217
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 21 0 0 29 0 0 28 0 0 10 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 99 807 0 383 742 0 0 617 0 300 1019 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 30 15 32 58
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 3 16 21
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.0 25.6 11.5 31.1 22.3 13.6 39.4
Effective Green, g (s) 5.0 25.1 11.0 30.6 21.8 13.1 38.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.28 0.12 0.34 0.24 0.15 0.43
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 191 945 216 1153 818 258 765
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.24 c0.22 0.22 0.18 0.17 c0.58
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.52 0.85 1.77 0.64 0.75 1.16 1.33
Uniform Delay, d1 41.3 30.7 39.5 25.1 31.6 38.4 25.5
Progression Factor 1.49 0.55 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.10 0.82
Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 5.8 366.1 0.9 6.4 77.5 150.1
Delay (s) 62.3 22.7 405.6 26.0 38.0 119.7 171.2
Level of Service E C F C D F F
Approach Delay (s) 26.9 152.0 38.0 159.6
Approach LOS C F D F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 107.7 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.24
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 15.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 106.5% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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V. ALTERNATIVES 


The CEQA Guidelines require the analysis of a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location 
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives and avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project. The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a 
“rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned 
choice.36  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.  


The primary purpose of this chapter is to ascertain whether there are alternatives of design, scale, land use, or 
location that would substantially lessen the project’s significant impacts, even if those alternatives “impede to 
some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.”37 


Under some circumstances, as with this EIR, in addition to considering alternatives that lessen the significant 
project impacts for purposes of CEQA, additional “planning” alternatives are analyzed. The planning alternative 
in this EIR is evaluated primarily to consider variants to the project that may be desirable to the project 
developer, the City, and/or members of the community, but might not lessen or avoid any of the significant, 
adverse environmental effects of the project. The planning alternative may result in similar or more severe 
environmental impacts, but address an objective outside the scope of CEQA (i.e. community interest, agency 
policy, developer objectives, economics).  


The three CEQA‐required project alternatives to the proposed project include:  


• Alternative 1: The No Project Alternative 


• Alternative 2: The No Significant Impact Alternative 


• Alternative 3: The Existing Zoning/ Creek Daylighting Alternative 
 
The alternatives discussed but not considered for detailed analysis are: 


• Alternative 4: The All Park/ Creek Daylighting Alternative 


• Alternative 5: The Off‐Site Alternative 


• Alternative 6: The Temescal Gateway Plan Alternative 


• Alternative 7: The Proposed Temescal Zoning Alternative 
 
The planning project alternative to the proposed project is: 


• Alternative 8: The Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Alternative 
 


A summary comparison of the key components of each alternative is included in Table V‐1.   


                                                            
36 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6. 
37 ibid. 
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The remainder of this chapter is organized as follows: overview of project objectives and impacts; description of 
alternatives considered and rejected, description and analysis of project alternatives selected for detailed 
evaluation; summary comparison of alternatives; and discussion of environmentally‐superior alternative.  


Table V‐1.  Project and Alternatives Selected for Evaluation. 


     


   Project Alternative 
Proposed 


Development 
Building 
Height  Creek Daylighting 


Affordable 
Housing 
Units 


Public 
Plaza 


Commercial 
Space 


Proposed Project 


   Proposed Project 


120 Residential Units, 
4‐6 Story Structures, 
120 Parking Spaces, 


7,500 Sq. Ft. 
Commercial Space, 


Public Plaza, 
Greenway, Very‐Low 
Income Affordable 
Housing Units  36' to 65' 


Possible in Future at 
Plaza Location  Yes  Yes  Yes 


CEQA Alternatives           


1  No Project 
No development / 
improvements 


No Change 
to Existing 
Condition  No  No  No 


Existing to 
Remain 
Without 


Improvements 


2 
No Significant 


Impact 


11,000 Sq. Ft. 
Commercial Space, No 


Residential Units 


No Change 
to Existing 
Condition  No  No  No  Yes 


3 
Existing Zoning/ 
Creek Daylighting 


45 Residential Units, 
2‐4 Story Structures, 
46 Parking Spaces  20' to 40' 


Possible in Future at 
Plaza Location  Yes  Yes  Yes 


Alternatives Not Considered for Detailed Analysis 


4  All Park  32,139 Sq. Ft. Park  N/A  Yes  No  Yes  No 


5  Off‐Site  No Program Identified  Undefined  Undefined  Undefined  Undefined  Undefined 


6 
Temescal Gateway 


Plan  No Program Identified  Undefined  Undefined  Undefined  Undefined  Undefined 


7  Temescal Zoning  No Program Identified  Undefined  Undefined  Undefined  Undefined  Undefined 


Planning Alternative 


8 
Reduced Density/ 
Creek Daylighting 


93 Residential Units, 7 
Story Structure, Public 
Park, Day‐lighted Creek  15' to 75'  Possible in Future  No  Yes  No 
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A. PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND IMPACTS  


To determine what range of alternatives should be considered, the impacts identified for the proposed project 
were considered along with the project objectives described in Chapter III.b. The proposed project is described 
in detail in Chapter III, Project Description, and the potential environmental effects of the proposed project are 
analyzed in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation 
Measures. The project objectives and impacts are summarized below.  


1. Project Objectives 


The Creekside Mixed‐Use Development Project seeks to redevelop and revitalize an underutilized office building 
and surface parking lot in the Temescal neighborhood of Oakland to create a vibrant mixed‐use residential 
community that enhances the character of the surrounding area.  Specifically, the project seeks to: 


• Redevelop a site with an underutilized office building and surface parking lot in the Temescal 
neighborhood of Oakland into a vibrant mixed‐use residential/commercial community. 


• Maximize on‐site housing to help Oakland achieve its housing needs. 


• Provide on‐site affordable housing units to serve very low income families in exchange for City 
approval of density and height bonuses that make inclusion of these units economically viable for 
the project sponsor. 


• Develop market‐rate residential units at urban densities and provide housing opportunities for a 
range of income levels. 


• Develop urban infill housing with convenient transportation access near the urban core and thereby 
divert housing from outlying areas and reduce long distance commute traffic‐related pollution. 


• Construct a high‐quality building that exhibits architectural creativity and, using the modernist 
idiom, reflects the architectural diversity of the Temescal neighborhood.  


• Enhance the Telegraph Avenue neighborhood streetscape by creating dynamic, pedestrian‐friendly 
commercial frontage that generates activity and visual quality absent at the existing site. 


• Boost City and local community redevelopment efforts and strengthen existing neighborhood‐
serving businesses. 


• Improve safety by increasing the activity on the site and by providing ground level commercial 
frontage. 


• Provide community residents with additional opportunities to purchase goods and services. 


• Generate job opportunities during project construction. 


• Provide employment opportunities from development and operation of the project. 


• Construct a financially feasible development with sufficient flexibility to adjust to market needs and 
to provide reasonable returns on investment so as to secure construction and long‐term financing. 
 


2.  Project Impacts 


Impacts associated with the following environmental topics would be significant for the proposed project 
without the implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, but would be reduced to a less‐than‐
significant level if the mitigation measures are implemented: 
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TRANS‐1:  The addition of project traffic would cause the intersection of Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street to 
continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. and P.M. peak hour.  The addition of project traffic would cause 
an increase in intersection average delay of 2 or more seconds during the A.M. and P.M. peak hour.  There 
would also be an increase in delay of 4 or more seconds at one or more critical movements during the A.M. 
and P.M. peak hours.  The impact can be mitigated with a split signal timing adjustment. 


TRANS‐2:  The addition of project traffic in the cumulative year 2015 scenario would cause the intersection of 
Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street to continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. and LOS E during the P.M. 
peak hour.  The addition of project traffic would cause an increase in intersection average delay of 2 or more 
seconds during the A.M. peak hour.  During the P.M. peak hour, the project would cause an increase in delay 
of 4 or more seconds at one or more critical movements.  The impact can be mitigated with a split signal 
timing adjustment. 


TRANS‐3:  The addition of project traffic in the cumulative year 2015 scenario would cause the intersection of 
Telegraph Avenue and 51st Street to continue to operate at LOS E during the A.M. and P.M. peak hour.  The 
addition of project traffic would cause an increase in delay of 6 seconds or more at one or more critical 
movements during the A.M. peak hour.  During the P.M. peak hour, the project would cause an increase in 
average delay of 4 or more seconds and an increase in delay of 6 seconds or more at one or more of the 
critical movements.  The impact can be mitigated with a split signal timing adjustment. 


TRANS‐4:  The addition of project traffic in the cumulative year 2030 scenario would cause the intersection of 
Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street to continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. and P.M. peak hour.  The 
addition of project traffic would result in a potentially significant impact at the intersection of Shattuck 
Avenue and 52nd Street.  The addition of project traffic would cause an increase in intersection average delay 
of 2 or more seconds during the A.M. and increase in delay of 4 or more seconds at one or more critical 
movements during the A.M. and P.M. peak hour.  The impact can be mitigated with a split signal timing 
adjustment. 


TRANS‐6:  The addition or project traffic in the cumulative year 2030 scenario would cause the intersection of 
Telegraph Avenue & 52nd Street – Claremont Avenue to continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. peak 
hour and LOS E during the P.M. peak hour.  The addition of project traffic would cause an increase in 
intersection average delay of 2 or more seconds during the A.M. peak hour, an increase in delay of 4 or more 
seconds at one or more critical movements and a v/c ratio of greater than 3%.  This would be considered a 
significant project impact.  During the P.M. peak hour, the project would cause an increase in average delay of 
4 or more seconds and an increase in delay of 6 seconds or more at one or more of the critical movements.  
The impact can be mitigated with a split signal timing adjustment. 


The following impacts are considered significant and unavoidable, and can not be reduced to a less‐than‐
significant level with implementation of mitigation measures: 


TRANS‐5:  The addition of project traffic in the cumulative year 2030 scenario would cause the intersection of 
Claremont Avenue & SR 24 EB off‐ramp – Clifton Street to continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. peak 
hour.  The addition of project traffic would result in a potentially significant impact at this intersection.  The 
addition of project traffic would cause an increase in intersection average delay of 2 or more seconds during 
the A.M. and increase in delay of 4 or more seconds at one or more critical movements during the A.M. peak 
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hour.  Mitigation would reduce the impact to a less‐than‐significant level, however, the mitigation (signal 
timing adjustment) could not be implemented by the City of Oakland because it would require approval by 
Caltrans.  Therefore, the impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 


TRANS‐7:  The addition of project traffic in the cumulative year 2030 scenario, the intersection of Telegraph 
Avenue & 51st Street would continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours.  The addition 
of project traffic would cause an increase in intersection average delay of 2 or more seconds during the A.M. 
and P.M. peak hour and increase in delay of 4 or more seconds at one or more critical movements during the 
A.M. and P.M. peak hour.  Mitigation would reduce the impact to a less‐than‐significant level, however, the 
mitigation identified for the P.M. peak hour (intersection widening and signal timing adjustment) is infeasible.  
Therefore, the impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 


 


 


B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT ANALYZED IN DETAIL 


During the process to identify feasible alternatives to address in this EIR, members of the public and Planning 
Commissioners asked that the EIR consider several project alternatives that involved an all‐park scenario, an off‐
site project scenario, a scenario that would comply with the proposed Temescal Zoning revisions, and a scenario 
that would comply the Temescal Gateway Plan (plan for the corner of 51st Street and Telegraph Avenue that was 
developed by property owners and the community).  This section addresses these alternatives and explains why 
the alternatives do not warrant detailed analysis. 
 
1.  Alternative 4: The All‐Park/CreekDaylighting Alternative 
The All‐Park/Creekdaylighting Alternative would involve demolition of the existing office building on site, 
removal of the existing surface parking lot, and grading and landscaping of a park covering the entire 32,139 
square foot site.  The Temescal creek culvert on site would be opened to daylight.  Daylighting of the creek 
would consist of an eight foot tall glass barrier above ground that extends the length of the culvert.  Two twenty 
foot four inch tall concrete retaining walls would extend from the ground surface to below the existing culvert.  
The water flow of Temescal Creek would sit approximately sixteen feet below ground level.   


 
This alternative may mitigate the significant impacts of the project, but it may create other significant impacts.  
This alternative does not meet any of the project objectives.   These objectives, which include redeveloping the 
site with housing, providing affordable housing, enhancing the Telegraph Avenue streetscape, providing 
additional commercial opportunities to area residents and providing employment in the operation of the 
project, among others, would not be satisfied by the All‐Park/Creekdaylighting Alternative because it does not 
provide housing or commercial units.  Also, the daylighting of Temescal Creek may result in significant health, 
safety, or flooding hazards as discussed in Chapter IV.B.  Therefore this alternative is not analyzed further in this 
EIR. 
 
2.  Alternative 5:  The Off‐Site Alternative 
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The Off‐Site Alternative would consist of a project similar in size and use to that currently proposed by the 
sponsor that is located in the Temescal neighborhood of Oakland.  Two challenges involved with the off‐site 
Project Alternative are discussed below.   
 
First, no site nearby is readily available for the sponsor to acquire on which it could build a project of similar type 
and size as that currently proposed.  The project sponsor has a local connection to the Temescal neighborhood 
and is looking to develop a site in this specific neighborhood of Oakland.  The alternate site would occur along a 
corridor well‐served by transit and would be in an area designated as “Grow and Change” in the City of Oakland 
General Plan.  The sponsor actively searched for a property to acquire in the area.  Several offers were made, 
but none were accepted.  The sponsor is a San Francisco‐based company that owns no land parcels in Oakland. 
 
Second, the significant and unavoidable impacts that are identified with the project (listed above in “Potentially 
Significant Impacts Resulting with the Project”) may be avoided if the project was developed at a comparable 
alternative site.  But, the impacts probably would shift elsewhere in the Temescal neighborhood and cause 
unavoidable significant traffic/transportation impacts given the existing condition intersection levels of service 
in the area. 
 
It is likely that the project’s significant impacts would not be avoided or reduced at an alternative location.  This 
alternative is not analyzed further in this EIR. 
 
3.  Alternative 6:  The Temescal Gateway Plan Alternative 
A group of community members conducted a design workshop in 2001 (called the “Temescal Gateway Design 
Workshop”) that focused on creating a plan for the Civiq site adjacent to the project site.  The resulting plans 
were presented to the City but no drawings were presented that addressed the project site.   
 
The Temescal Gateway Plan Alternative was considered in response to public testimony made at the Planning 
Commission hearing.  It is not analyzed in further detail because the plan only covers the adjacent property 
(Civiq site) and not the project site. 
 
4.  Alternative 7: The Proposed Temescal Zoning Alternative 
The Proposed Temescal Zoning Alternative would consist of a project that complies with updated zoning 
regulations the City has proposed for the Temescal neighborhood of Oakland.  The zoning is meant to bring the 
area’s outdated zoning regulations into conformance with the more current City of Oakland General Plan.  The 
City has held numerous meetings to solicit public input on the zoning updates.  The City has not yet adopted the 
Temescal Zoning proposal, and there remain conflicting views among community groups as to what zoning 
updates would be appropriate for the neighborhood.  Some community members support a less dense, lower‐
height zoning update while other community members support a higher‐density, increased‐height proposal.  
The City has not taken action on the Temescal Zoning update since it was last discussed at the June 20, 2007, 
Zoning Update Committee meeting.  Until the City has adopted zoning updates, projects are evaluated for 
zoning regulation and General Plan conformance in accordance with Guidelines for Determining Project 
Conformity With the General Plan and Zoning Regulations that was adopted by the City of Oakland Planning 
Commission on May 6, 1998 and amended most recently on July 15, 2003. 
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In sum, this EIR does not further analyze the Proposed Temescal Zoning Alternative because the City has not yet 
adopted the revised zoning regulations and because local community groups currently support different 
versions of the zoning update.  The lack of consensus on the issue makes it unclear as to what project elements 
would be considered in the Proposed Temescal Zoning Alternative in this EIR. 
 
 
 


C. CEQA ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED FOR DETAILED EVALUATION 


Using the project objectives and the significant impacts presented above, the City selected a reasonable range of 
project alternatives to be analyzed within the EIR.  The CEQA alternatives include the following: 


• Alternative 1: The No Project Alternative assumes the continuation of the existing conditions within the 
project site.  The land would remain available for future development in accordance with current or 
future zoning regulations. 


• Alternative 2: The No Significant Impact Alternative assumes redevelopment of the site with a new two‐
story commercial building containing approximately 11,000 square feet. 


• Alternative 3: The Existing Zoning/ Creek Daylighting Alternative assumes development of 45 
residential units in three structures that range in height from two to four stories, or 20 to 45 in height.  
Five percent of the units would be set aside for very‐low income families.  4,500 square feet of 
commercial space, a 1,500 square foot public plaza that could accommodate future daylighting of a 
portion of the Temescal creek culvert, and 5 feet wide greenway would also be provided. 


Following is a discussion of each CEQA project alternative, and an analysis of the anticipated environmental 
impacts. The emphasis of the analysis is on the comparison of the anticipated impacts of each alternative to be 
the impacts associated with the proposed project. The discussion includes a determination as to whether the 
alternative would or would not reduce, eliminate, or create new significant impacts. 
 
1.  Alternative 1:  The No Project Alternative 


The No Project Alternative assumes that the project site would remain in its current condition and would not be 
subject to development.  The land would remain available for future development in accordance with current or 
future zoning regulations.  Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126, the No Project Alternative is considered to 
compare the impacts of approving the proposed project to not approving the project. Under the No Project 
Alternative, no development would occur on the 32,139 square foot site and existing conditions would continue 
into the future. The characteristics of this alternative are the baseline conditions, which are described in each of 
the topic sections included in Chapter IV of this EIR.  


 
Under the No Project Alternative, no new construction would occur and the existing building and surface parking 
lot, and other physical conditions on the project site would remain in their current state. Table V‐2 compares the 
No Project Alternative to the proposed project.   
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Table V‐2 
The No Project Alternative Scenario Compared to the Proposed Project 


Use 
The No Project 
Alternative  Proposed Project 


Difference 
Between Project & 


Alternative 


Dwelling 
Units  0  120  +120 


Commercial 
(Sq. Ft.)  10,000  7,500  ‐2,500 


Public Plaza 
(Sq. Ft.)  0  1,500  +1,500 


 


The potential impacts of the No Project Alternative are described below. 


a.  Transportation, Circulation and Parking.  The No Project Alternative would not change the existing 
traffic conditions.  Under this alternative, the existing circulation pattern and parking configurations would 
continue to operate under their current conditions. 


b.  Land Use and Density.  The existing commercial use would remain in the existing condition under the 
No Project Alternative.  No new construction would occur and no new land uses would be introduced to the 
project site under this alternative.  The existing video store use on site is similar to adjacent commercial uses in 
the vicinity.  Without the introduction of new uses or structures, the No Project Alternative would not conflict 
with adjacent land uses; nor would this alternative result in impacts that would physically divide an established 
community.  The No Project Alternative would conflict with the General Plan’s “Grow and Change” designation 
for the site, but this conflict in and of itself would not constitute a significant impact.  Like the proposed project, 
this alternative would not result in any significant land use impacts. 


c.  Visual Quality.  Under the No Project Alternative, the visual quality of the project site under this 
alternative would be the same as the current conditions.  Existing structures currently located on the project site 
would remain.  As no development would result under the No Project Alternative, there would be no impacts 
related to scenic vistas, scenic resources, or visual character. 


d.  Light & Shadow.  Under the No Project Alternative, the light and shadow impacts of the project site 
under this alternative would be the same as the current conditions.  Existing structures currently located on the 
project site would remain.  As no development would result under the No Project Alternative, there would be no 
impacts related to light and shadow. 


 


2.  Alternative 2: The No Significant Impact Alternative 


The No Significant Impact Alternative assumes redevelopment of the existing project site with a two‐story 
11,000 sq. ft. commercial building.  The new commercial space in the No Significant Impact Alternative would be 
occupied by a tenant such as an apparel retailer or other business that is not open in the morning and that 
draws its patrons from the local neighborhood so as to create similar traffic patterns as the current video store 
tenant.  If a different tenant type is allowed to occupy the new commercial facility than is proposed in the No 
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Significant Impact Alternative, the new facility may cause different environmental impacts than those outlined in 
the following discussion. 


Table V‐3 compares the No Significant Impact Alternative to the proposed project.   
 


Table V‐3:  The No Significant Impact Alternative Scenario Compared to the Proposed Project 


Use 


The No Significant 
Impact 


Alternative  Proposed Project 


Difference 
Between Project & 


Alternative 


Dwelling 
Units  0  120  +120 


Commercial 
(Sq. Ft.)  11,000  7,500  ‐3,500 


Public Plaza 
(Sq. Ft.)  0  1,500  +1500 


 


The potential impacts of the No Significant Impact Alternative are described below. 


a.  Transportation, Circulation and Parking.  If the No Significant Impact Alternative was implemented, 
none of the potential impacts associated with the proposed project would occur.  This alternative represents the 
maximum build‐out allowable that would not trigger a significant and unavoidable impact.  Transportation and 
traffic conditions described as existing conditions would occur.  The No Significant Impact Alternative Scenario 
demonstrates that any development on site beyond a 1,000 square foot increase of the current use would cause 
significant transportation, circulation and parking environmental impacts.38 


b.  Land use and Density.  If the No Significant Impact Alternative were implemented, the existing two‐
story structure containing 10,000 sq. ft. of commercial use on site would be demolished.  A new two‐story 
building containing 11,000 square feet of commercial use would be constructed on site.  Build‐out of the No 
Significant Impact Alternative would result in a net addition of 1,000 square feet of commercial use.  No new 
land uses would be introduced to the project site under this alternative.  The new commercial uses would likely 
be similar to adjacent commercial uses in the vicinity.  Without the introduction of new uses or a substantially 
larger structure, the No Significant Impact Alternative would not conflict with adjacent land uses; nor would this 
alternative result in impacts that would physically divide an established community.  The No Significant Impact 
Alternative would conflict with the General Plan’s “Grow and Change” designation for the site but this conflict in 
and of itself would not constitute and significant impact.  It also would not conflict with adjacent land uses or 
physically divide a community.  Like the proposed project, this alternative would not result in any significant land 
use impacts. 


c.  Visual Quality.  The existing structure on site contains approximately 10,000 square feet of commercial 
use in a two‐story building that is set back from the sidewalk.  The No Significant Impact Alternative proposes 
11,000 square feet of commercial use in a two‐story building, representing a net gain of 1,000 square feet of 
commercial use on site.  This alternative could build the structure in a location on site that is slightly different 


                                                            
38 Any new use that involves more than a 1,000 square‐foot increase of the current use or results in any additional A.M. peak hour trips 
(e.g., residential uses, office uses) would trigger a significant transportation impact.  
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than the existing structure’s location on site however, this change would be considered a less‐than‐significant.  
The new structure could also be designed in an architectural style that differs from the existing structure, but 
this change in and of itself would likely not be considered a significant impact to visual character.  Given the 
incremental increase in the No Significant Impact Alternative building size compared to the existing condition, 
any impacts to scenic vistas or scenic resources would be considered less‐than‐significant.  


d.  Light and Shadow.  The No Significant Impact Alternative proposes a building of similar size to that in 
the existing condition.  Light and shadow impacts that may result from a slightly increased building size or 
slightly varied building shape compared to the existing condition would constitute a minimal change that would 
be considered less‐than‐significant.  Light and shadow impacts that may result from the building’s possible 
location on a different part of the site than in the existing condition are also anticipated to be minimal in their 
shadowing of public spaces or adjacent buildings and would be considered less‐than‐significant. 


  


3.  Alternative 3: The Existing Zoning/ Creek Daylighting Alternative 


The Existing Zoning/ Creek Daylighting Alternative assumes demolition of existing structures on site and 
construction of 35 residential units in three structures that range in height from two to four stories, or 20 to 40 
feet in height.  There would be 35 parking spaces and five percent of the units would be set aside for very‐low 
income families.  2,500 square feet of commercial space would be provided.  New structures would be set back 
significantly from Telegraph Avenue to allow for the creation of an 8,000 square‐foot public plaza that could 
accommodate future daylighting of the Temescal creek culvert along the length of the project site. 


Table V‐4 compares the Existing Zoning/ Creek Daylighting Alternative to the proposed project. 


Table V‐4:  Existing Zoning/ Creek Daylighting Alternative Scenario Compared to the Proposed Project 


Use 


The Existing Zoning/ 
Creek Daylighting 


Alternative  Proposed Project 


Difference 
Between Project & 


Alternative 


Dwelling 
Units  35  120  +85 


Commercial 
(Sq. Ft.)  2,700  7,500  +4,800 


Public Plaza 
(Sq. Ft.)  8,000  1,500  ‐6,500 


 


The project density, height, and parking would comply with regulations of the existing zoning without any 
Variances or Conditional Use Permits. 


Figures V‐1 through V‐4 show conceptual plans for the Existing Zoning/ Creek Daylighting Alternative.  The 
potential impacts of the Existing Zoning / Creek Daylighting Alternative are described below. 


a.  Transportation, Circulation and Parking.  If the Existing Zoning / Creek Daylighting Alternative were to 
be implemented, most if not all of the potential impacts associated with the proposed project would occur.  This 
alternative would result in a non‐CEQA benefit because there would be a parking surplus of about 9 spaces 
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(compared to the project’s shortfall of 47 spaces and when compared to the City of Oakland parking 
requirements).  Impacts related to pedestrian facilities and transit would be similar to the proposed project.  
With regard to traffic and circulation impacts, the impacts would be similar to those impacts identified for the 
proposed project because any development would exacerbate the unacceptable conditions that exist at some of 
the study intersections, particularly during the A.M. peak hour. 


b.  Land Use and Density.  The Existing Zoning / Creek Daylighting Alternative would be consistent with the 
density policies of the General Plan and zoning but would be less consistent with the “Grow and Change” 
designation in the General Plan than the proposed project because it would only provide 35 residential units on 
site.  However, this would not in and of itself constitute a significant impact.  The Existing Zoning / Creek 
Daylighting Alternative would be consistent with Policy 2.4 of the Housing Element in that the alternative would 
provide affordable housing units and the alternative would be consistent with Policy OS‐8.2 of the Open Space, 
Conservation and Recreation Element regarding creek daylighting because it would allow for future daylighting 
of Temescal Creek along the length of the project site. 


The Existing Zoning / Creek Daylighting Alternative would substantially comply with the Planning Code, City of 
Oakland “Transit First” Policy, Sustainable Community Development Initiative, and the Pedestrian Master Plan, 
Bicycle Master Plan, Open Space Conservation and Recreation Element, Historic Preservation Element, and 
Oakland Safety Element components of the General Plan.  It also would not conflict with adjacent land uses or 
physically divide a community.  Like the proposed project, this alternative would not result in any significant land 
use impacts. 


c.  Visual Quality.  The Existing Zoning / Creek Daylighting Alternative would substantially comply with 
policies related to visual quality in the Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE), Open Space Conservation 
and Recreation Element (OSCAR), and Planning Code.  This alternative represents a similar building configuration 
and design as the project except that it is substantially reduced in density and height.  As such, any impacts 
related to scenic vistas, scenic resources, or visual character are anticipated to be less significant than those 
presented by the project, and like the proposed project, this alternative would not result in any significant visual 
quality impacts. 


d.  Light and Shadow.  The Existing Zoning / Creek Daylighting Alternative represents a similar building 
configuration and design as the project except that it is substantially reduced in density and height.  As such, any 
impacts related to light and shadow are anticipated to be less significant than those presented by the project, 
and like the proposed project, this alternative would not result in any significant visual quality impacts. 
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D. PLANNING PROJECT ALTERNATIVE CONSIDERED FOR DETAILED EVALUATION 


1.  Alternative 8: The Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Alternative 


The Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Alternative assumes demolition of the existing commercial building and 
surface parking lot on site and construction of a 93‐unit building comprised of six residential floors above a 
parking podium containing 93 parking spaces.  No affordable units would be provided.  The proposed 75‐foot tall 
building would be set back from Telegraph and Claremont Avenues by a distance of approximately half the 
depth of the site.  The undeveloped portion of the property between Telegraph and Claremont Avenues and the 
proposed building would contain all but a small portion of the Temescal Creek culvert.  This would provide an 
opportunity to construct a park and to daylight the Temescal Creek culvert as has been requested by some 
members of the community while allowing the developer to obtain the density prescribed for the site in the 
General Plan.  In the event that a park with a daylighted creek is not constructed, the project sponsor would 
construct approximately 8,600 square feet of commercial space along Telegraph and Claremont Avenues with 
parking for 22 spaces located above the commercial space.  


Figures V‐5 through V‐12 show conceptual plans and a cross‐section for the Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting 
Alternative Scenario.  Table V‐5 compares the Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Alternative to the proposed 
project. 


Table V‐5 
The Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Alternative Scenario Compared to the Proposed Project 


Use 


Reduced Density/ 
Creek Daylighting 


Alternative  Proposed Project 
Difference Between 
Project & Alternative 


Dwelling Units  93  120  +25 


Commercial (Sq. 
Ft.)  0 (8,600*)  7,500  +7,500 (‐1,100*) 


Public Plaza (Sq. 
Ft.)  10,500 (0*)  1,500  ‐9,000 (+1,500*) 


* This refers to the commercial space and public plaza that would be constructed if the 
park and daylighted creek are not constructed.   


 


The Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Alternative would not contain affordable housing units and would not 
require a Major Variance for density.  It would require that the City consider that the General Plan boundary 
that separates the NCMU and MHTR designations is consistent with the zoning boundary that separates the C‐28 
and R‐40 zoning designations.  This scenario would require an Interim Conditional Use Permit to allow the 
density prescribed in the General Plan. 


The potential impacts of the Reduced Density / Creek Daylighting Alternative are described below. 


a.  Transportation, Circulation and Parking.  If the Reduced Density / Creek Daylighting Alternative were to 
be implemented, most if not all of the potential impacts associated with the proposed project would occur.  This 
alternative would result in a parking deficit because there would be a parking shortfall of about 9 spaces 
(compared to the project’s shortfall of 47 spaces and when compared to the City of Oakland parking 
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requirements).  With regard to traffic and circulation impacts, the impacts would be similar to those impacts 
identified for the proposed project because any development would exacerbate the unacceptable conditions 
that exist at some of the study intersections, particularly during the A.M. peak hour. 


b.  Land Use and Density.  The Reduced Density / Creek Daylighting Alternative would not provide 
affordable units but this would not constitute a conflict with Policy 2.4 of the Housing Element.  The Reduced 
Density / Creek Daylighting Alternative would exceed the height and density standards in the Planning Code.  It 
would comply though with General Plan densities for the site.  The Reduced Density / Creek Daylighting 
Alternative would substantially comply with the Planning Code, City of Oakland “Transit First” Policy, Sustainable 
Community Development initiative, and the Pedestrian Master Plan, Bicycle Master Plan, Open Space 
Conservation and Recreation Element, Historic Preservation Element, and Oakland Safety Element components 
of the General Plan.  The alternative would be consistent with Policy OS‐8.2 of the Open Space, Conservation 
and Recreation Element regarding creek daylighting because it would allow for future daylighting of Temescal 
Creek along the length of the project site.  It also would not conflict with adjacent land uses or physically divide a 
community.  Like the proposed project, this alternative would not result in any significant land use impacts. 


c.  Visual Quality.  The Reduced Density / Creek Daylighting Alternative would substantially comply with 
policies related to visual quality.  The alternative would have similar effects on views and scenic resources as the 
proposed project.  This alternative represents a taller building configuration than the proposed project.  
However, the alternative would still be subject to the design review criteria in the Planning Code.  Although the 
tallest portion of the alternative would be taller than the proposed project and not include upper‐story setbacks, 
due to its immense setback from the street and the width of street, the building would not adversely impact in a 
significant way the character of the streetscape.  Detailed architectural drawings have not been prepared for the 
alternative, but it is possible that the elevations of the building could be articulated in a manner with bay 
windows and fenestration similar to the proposed project and the surrounding context such that the alternative 
is consistent with the design review criteria.  


d.  Light and Shadow.  The Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Alternative presents a reduced 
development density alternative compared to that of the project.  The height of the structure would be taller 
than that of the project.  A shadow study was completed to assess the light and shadow impacts that would 
result from the Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Alternative. 


Shadows cast on Temescal Library would be reduced in the Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Alernative from 
the project scenario.  This can be accounted for by the fact that the Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting 
Alternative scenario assumes the building will be set back from Telegraph Avenue as shown on Figure V‐5.   


Shadows cast on the Civiq greenway in the spring and fall would be similar in both the project and Reduced 
Density/ Creek Daylighting Alternative except for between the hours of 2 p.m. and 4 p.m.; during these hours, 
the Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Alternative would cast slightly larger shadows on the greenway than 
would the project.  During the summer months, the Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Atlernative would cast 
larger shadows on the greenway between the hours of 2 p.m. and 4 p.m.  Shadows cast by the project and 
Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting scenarios on the greenway are virtually identical during the winter months. 


The Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Alternative would cause increased shadow impacts in the afternoon on 
the back portion of the Claremont Towers apartment building that faces Clarke Street during the afternoon 
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hours in the fall and spring months compared to those cast by the project in the same location during the same 
months and time of day. Shadows cast on the same area by the Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Alternative 
would be less than the project scenario in the morning hours of fall and spring.  The interior courtyard of 
Claremont Park Apartments would also receive increased shadows in the Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting 
Alternative compared to the project scenario after 10:00 a.m. in the fall and spring.  During the summer months, 
the Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Alternative would cause increased shadows on the Claremont Towers 
interior courtyard after 11:00 a.m.  During the winter months, shadows cast by the Reduced Density/ Creek 
Daylighting Alternative scenario on the rear portion of the Claremont Towers near Clarke Street would be 
reduced from those cast by the project scenario in the morning hours but increased from those cast by the 
project scenario in the afternoon hours. 


 Shadows cast on Redondo Playground by the Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Alterative and project 
scenarios are virtually identical.  This can be explained by the similarity in parking podium massing and set backs 
of residential buildings above the podium. 
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Figure V‐11.  Reduced Density / Creek Daylighting Alternative Perspective View from Telegraph Avenue.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 


Figure V‐12.  Reduced Density / Creek Daylighting Alternative Perspective View from 51st Street.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 
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E. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE  


CEQA requires the identification of the environmentally superior alternative in an EIR. The No Project/No Build 
Alternative is considered the environmentally superior alternative because environmental impacts associated 
with its implementation would be the least of all the scenarios examined (including the proposed project). To 
maintain the project site at baseline conditions would avoid each of the significant impacts that would result 
from the proposed project.  


In cases like this where the No Project/No Build Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, CEQA 
requires that the second most environmentally superior alternative be identified. Comparison of the 
environmental impacts associated with each alternative as described above, indicates that the No Significant 
Impact Alternative would generally represent the next‐best alternative in terms of the fewest impacts.  All 
significant impacts in this EIR relate to transportation / traffic.  The only alternative (other than the No 
Project/No Build Alternative) that reduces any of these impacts to less‐than‐significant levels is the No 
Significant Impact Alternative which assumes redevelopment of the site with a commercial building 
approximately 1,000 square feet larger in size and with similar use patterns as the existing commercial building.
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VI. CEQA REQUIRED ASSESSMENT CONCLUSIONS 


As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this chapter discusses the following types of 
impacts that could result from implementation of the proposed Creekside Mixed‐Use development project: 
growth‐inducing impacts; significant irreversible changes; significant unavoidable environmental impacts; 
cumulative impacts; and effects found not to be significant. 
 


A.   GROWTH‐INDUCING IMPACTS 
A project is considered growth inducing if it would directly or indirectly foster economic or population growth or 
the construction of additional housing.  Examples of projects likely to have significant growth‐inducing impacts 
include extensions or expansions of infrastructure systems beyond what is needed to serve project‐specific 
demand, and development of new residential subdivisions or industrial parks in areas that are currently only 
sparsely developed or are undeveloped. Typically, redevelopment projects on infill sites that are surrounded by 
existing urban uses are not considered growth‐inducing because redevelopment by itself usually does not 
facilitate development intensification on adjacent sites. 
 
The proposed project would not have any growth inducement effects. The project site is in a developed area 
fully served by public utilities. There are no significant areas that are undeveloped adjacent to the project site. 
Additionally, the project would not remove any obstacles that would help facilitate growth that could 
significantly affect the physical environment 
 
Indirect population growth associated with the proposed project could also occur in association with job 
creation. The economic stimulus generated by construction of the proposed project could result in the creation 
of new construction‐related jobs. In addition, commercial square footage that would be built as part of the 
project could generate approximately 22 employees. However, the jobs created during both the construction 
and operation phases of the project would not be substantial in the context of job growth in Oakland and the 
region in the next 10 years. Although some of the employees generated by the proposed project may decide to 
live in Oakland, the migration of these employees into the City would not result in a substantial population 
increase. 
 
Implementation of the proposed project would result in an estimated residential population of 208 people39. 
According to ABAG, the population of Oakland is expected to increase by 35,100 residents between the years 
2005 and 2015. The proposed project’s associated increase in population would account for approximately 0.6 
percent of this increase. This residential growth is well within the anticipated population growth for the City of 
Oakland and would not be considered substantial. 
 


                                                            
39 Population and employment estimates based on assumptions in the Gateway Community Development Project Draft Environmental 
Impact Report.  Assumptions concerning residents:  Long‐term average vacancy of four percent; 1 person per studio unit; 1.6 persons per 
one‐bedroom unit and 2.2 persons per two‐bedroom (assumed unit mix is based on typical floor plan included in project plans).  
Assumptions concerning employment:  1 employee per 350 square feet of commercial space. 
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In addition, the proposed project would occur on an infill site in an existing urbanized neighborhood in Oakland. 
It would not result in the extension of utilities or roads into exurban areas, and would not directly or indirectly 
lead to the development of greenfield sites in the East Bay.  In addition, the provision of additional housing in 
Oakland would allow more people to live in an existing urbanized area and could reduce development pressures 
on farmland and open space in the greater Bay Area. Therefore, the population growth that would occur as a 
result of project implementation would be largely beneficial and not considered substantial and adverse.  
 
 
 


B.  SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE CHANGES 
An EIR must identify any significant irreversible environmental changes that could result from implementation of 
a proposed project. These may include current or future uses of non‐renewable resources, and secondary or 
growth‐inducing impacts that commit future generations to similar uses. CEQA dictates that irretrievable 
commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified.  The CEQA 
Guidelines describe three distinct categories of significant irreversible changes: (1) changes in land use that 
would commit future generations; (2) irreversible changes from environmental actions; and (3) consumption of 
non‐renewable resources. 
 
1.   Changes in Land Use Which Would Commit Future Generations 
 
The proposed project would allow for the redevelopment of approximately 32,139 square feet of land just north 
of 51st Street on Telegraph Avenue in the Temescal neighborhood of Oakland. The project site, which is 
surrounded by urban development on all sides, is designated for additional growth in the plans and policies of 
the City of Oakland, including the General Plan. The project site is located within a “Grow and Change” area as 
outlined in the General Plan Strategy Diagram. This designation is used where growth will be focused to help 
Oakland succeed in its economic, social, and environmental transition that will allow the City to successfully 
address housing, economic vitality and other challenges.  According to the General Plan, Grow and Change areas 
should emphasize significant changes in density, activity, or use, which are consistent with the General Plan.  
The project is consistent with residential densities as specified in the NCMU and MHTR General Plan 
designations and would direct additional commercial and residential density and activities to the Temescal 
commercial corridor consistent with the Grow and Change designation.   
 
Construction of the project over the underground Temescal Creek culvert would likely lessen the opportunity of 
future generations to daylight the creek on‐site.  Since the culvert is currently underground and the existing 
building on‐site is constructed over the culvert, construction of the project would not substantially alter the 
existing underground condition of the culvert.  As previously discussed in Chapter IV‐B of this EIR, daylighting the 
creek may be undesirable due to liability, structural, cost, processing, aesthetic, maintenance, security, 
hydrological, and flooding concerns.   
 
Because the proposed project would occur on an infill site on land designated for housing and commercial uses 
in both the City of Oakland’s General Plan and Planning Code, it would not commit future generations to a 
significant change in land use. 
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2.  Irreversible Changes from Environmental Accidents 
 
No significant irreversible environmental damage, such as what could occur as a result of an accidental spill or 
explosion of hazardous materials, is anticipated due to implementation of the proposed project. Furthermore, 
compliance with federal, State and local regulations, and the City of Oakland’s Standard Conditions of Approval 
would reduce to a less‐than significant level the possibility that hazardous substances within the project site 
would cause significant environmental damage. 
 
3.  Consumption of Non‐Renewable Resources 
 
Consumption of nonrenewable resources includes conversion of agricultural lands, loss of access to mining 
reserves, and use of non‐renewable energy sources. The project site is located within an urban area of Oakland; 
no agricultural land would be converted to nonagricultural uses. The project site does not contain known 
mineral resources and does not serve as a mining reserve. 
 
Construction of the proposed project would require the use of energy, including energy produced from non‐
renewable resources. Energy consumption would also occur during the operational period of the proposed 
project due to the use of automobiles and appliances. However, the proposed project would incorporate 
energy‐conserving features, as required by the Uniform Building Code and CA Energy Code Title 24. 
 
 
 


C.  SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE PROJECT IMPACTS 
As discussed at the end of each topical section in Chapter IV, Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval, 
and Mitigation Measures, the project would not significantly contribute to any significant unavoidable impacts 
for any section other than transportation.  The project transportation impacts would be significant without the 
implementation of Standard Conditions of Approval and mitigation measures, but, with the exception of two 
intersections (Claremont Avenue & SR 24 EB off‐ramp/Clifton Street and Telegraph/51st Street) would be 
reduced to a less‐than‐significant level if the Standard Conditions of Approval and mitigation measures noted in 
this report are implemented.  Impacts are anticipated to be less than significant for all other environmental 
topics. 
 
 
 


D.  CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
As discussed at the end of each topical section in Chapter IV, Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval, 
and Mitigation Measures, the project would not significantly contribute to any significant cumulative impacts for 
any topics other than transportation.  “Cumulative” is defined to include all past, present, existing, approved, 
pending and reasonably foreseeable future projects.  The project would significantly contribute to cumulative 
impacts at the following intersections: 


• Shattuck Avenue / 52nd Street (Years 2015 and 2030) 


• Telegraph Avenue / 51st Street (Years 2015 and 2030) 
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• Telegraph Avenue / 52nd Street and Claremont Avenue (Year 2030) 


• Claremont Avenue & S.R. 24 E.B. off‐ramp / Clifton Street (Year 2030) 


The project’s contribution to the cumulative impact at each of the above intersections can be mitigated to a 
less‐than‐significant level except at the Claremont Avenue & SR 24 EB off‐ramp/Clifton Street intersection and at 
the Telegraph Avenue / 51st Street intersection in the year 2030.  The impact to the Claremont Avenue & SR 24 
EB off‐ramp/Clifton Street intersection can be mitigated to a less‐than‐significant level with the approval of 
Caltrans.  












 


APPENDIX J 


PARKING SURVEYS 


 







11:00 11:30 12:00 12:30 1:00 6:00 6:30 7:00 7:30 8:00 10:00 10:30 11:00 11:30 12:00 11:00 11:30 12:00 12:30 1:00 6:00 6:30 7:00 7:30 8:00 10:00 10:30 11:00 11:30 12:00


North UR 9 7 7 7 7 8 1 1 1 2 2 5 4 5 7 7 7 7 7 7 8 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 7 7


South UR 8 2 2 4 5 2 4 3 2 5 6 1 2 2 7 7 2 2 4 5 2 4 3 2 2 2 1 4 5 7 7


North UR 16 11 11 9 11 12 14 14 15 14 15 16 15 16 16 15 8 8 9 11 11 13 13 13 13 13 13 14 14 15 14


South UR 17 12 12 9 8 9 14 14 15 15 11 11 11 13 12 14 13 14 12 10 8 12 12 11 12 12 13 13 14 14 14


North UR 8 2 1 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3


South UR 5 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4


North UR 7 3 3 3 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 2 2 2 2 2 4 2 1 2 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1


South UR 7 5 5 4 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 3 3 3 3 3 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5


North UR 6 5 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 5 6 7 6 6 5 6 7 5 5 3 2 2 1 1 5 4 5 5 5


South UR 9 5 6 6 4 3 5 5 3 3 3 4 5 4 5 7 6 5 10 10 9 3 3 3 2 1 3 7 7 7 7


North UR 9 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 3


South UR 9 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 1 3 2 2 4 4


North UR 8 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 6 4 5 5 5 4 3 5 3 3 5 3 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4


South UR 7 4 5 6 6 6 5 5 6 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 6 6 6 5 5 5 6 5 6 6 5 5 5 5


North UR 6 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3


South UR 8 5 4 6 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 4


North UR 15 14 10 10 12 13 14 14 14 14 14 15 15 15 16 18 13 13 14 14 12 12 12 12 12 13 15 13 13 13 14


South UR 18 14 14 15 14 14 13 13 14 14 15 18 17 17 17 17 10 9 16 14 13 15 15 15 15 15 15 13 13 14 14


UR 20 15 15 16 15 15 15 9 8 9 8 10 7 5 6 5 15 15 13 14 14 5 6 6 6 5 5 5 3 4 4


ada 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


South 2 hr 6 3 1 1 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 3 0 3 4 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2


North UR 29 25 26 27 25 27 17 14 15 13 11 14 14 14 14 14 10 8 11 9 10 9 11 11 10 10 14 11 10 10 10


South UR 23 3 3 3 2 1 1 3 2 2 2 17 6 8 7 7 13 12 14 10 15 10 10 10 9 9 11 11 11 11 11


LZ 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


UR 12 3 3 3 1 1 6 4 6 6 6 6 6 4 4 5 7 5 6 5 7 12 12 12 12 12 11 11 11 11 11


ADA 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


2 hr 8 8 3 3 8 8 8 6 6 9 11 8 6 6 10 7 4 5 6 7 6 6 7 6 6 6 4 3 3 3 3


South 2 hr 16 9 9 5 9 8 9 15 10 12 13 14 13 13 11 12 12 14 14 14 13 11 13 13 14 14 16 16 16 16 16


UR 22 8 15 14 18 8 8 12 12 12 11 2 1 1 1 0 7 8 9 11 10 13 13 11 13 13 7 6 6 5 6


LZ 4 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


South UR 22 16 11 8 10 2 15 17 18 17 15 1 1 2 1 2 16 15 14 16 17 21 20 20 18 18 13 14 9 6 6


North 1 hr 7 1 3 5 5 5 0 4 3 3 2 3 1 1 1 1 6 5 5 3 4 2 2 3 4 7 1 1 1 1 0


South UR 29 3 1 5 7 10 12 13 13 16 15 6 2 3 3 2 7 6 8 11 10 9 10 11 13 13 8 7 2 2 2


BZ


UR 7 3 3 3 3 3 2 5 6 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 6 5 5 6 5 4 6 6 5 5 4 4 3 3 3


1 hr 5 5 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 5 3 1 2 3 2 4 3 3 3 4 5 5 5 4 4 3 3 3 3 3


LZ 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0


BZ


2 hr 4 3 2 2 1 2 4 2 2 3 3 0 1 2 1 2 4 4 2 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 2 2 1 1 1


UR 2 0 0 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1


North UR 4 5 4 4 3 3 2 2 1 1 1 4 2 2 6 2 4 4 4 3 4 2 2 4 4 4 2 1 1 1 1


South UR 7 0 2 1 1 1 3 3 3 4 5 3 5 3 5 2 6 6 7 7 7 6 6 7 8 7 5 5 5 5 5


North UR 4 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 5 2 2 3 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 2 2 2


South UR 6 0 0 0 0 0 7 7 5 4 4 7 4 6 4 5 5 5 55 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5


North UR 14 5 5 5 5 6 3 3 3 4 3 2 5 6 5 4 6 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4


South UR 8 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2


North UR 4 1 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 3 2 4 4 2 2 1


South UR 5 4 5 5 6 5 4 4 4 3 4 1 0 0 0 0 4 3 2 3 2 5 5 4 3 1 5 4 4 4 3


North UR 7 7 7 7 5 6 7 7 7 6 7 2 3 2 2 2 4 2 4 7 7 7 7 5 7 7 7 7 7 5 3


South UR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


North UR 7 8 7 7 8 9 7 7 8 8 8 7 5 7 5 3 8 8 8 8 8 7 8 8 8 8 8 7 6 5 6


South UR 8 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 7 7 8 7 8 8 7 7 6 8 7 7 8 8 8 8 7 8 6 8 7 6 6


North UR 14 2 1 2 3 4 3 5 7 8 8 8 7 8 8 8 9 10 9 9 11 10 12 11 14 14 11 9 11 11 11


South UR 12 12 9 9 8 9 6 9 11 11 12 10 11 11 11 11 12 14 12 12 12 11 11 14 12 14 10 11 11 11 11


Spaces Occupied


 between Locksley Avenue to Shafter Avenue


Weekend


Cl
ift
on


 S
tr
ee
t


 between Claremont Avenue to Miles Avenue


 between Miles Avenue to Locksley Avenue


 between Locksley Avenue to Shafter Avenue


Ca
vo
ur
 S
tr
ee
t


between Miles Avenue to Shafter Avenue


 between Redondon Avenue to  Miles avenue


 between Clarket Street to Webster Street


Midday Evening


between Shattuck Avenue to Telegraph Avenue


 between Cavour Street to Clifton Street


 betweenTelegraph Avenue to Cavour Street
North


North


 between Claremont Avenue to Redondo Avenue


 between Miles Avenue to Locksley Avenue


Time 
Limit


55
th
 S
tr
ee
t


Spaces Occupied


Street Segment
Side of 
Street


 betweenWebster Street to Shafter Avenue


51
st
 S
tr
ee
t


 between  Shattuck Avenue to Telegraph Avenue


 betweenTelegraph Avenue to Clarke Street


 between Clarke Street to Miles Avenue


# of 
Spaces


Parking Occupancy Survey ‐ The Creekside


between Telegraph Avenue and Vicente Way


Midday Evening
Weekday


North


South


 between Miles aVenue to Webster Street


between Clarke Street and Cavour Street


A
vo
n 
St
re
et


52
nd


 S
tr
ee
t


Re
do


nd
o 


St
re
et


 between East of Telegraph Avenue to Telegraph 
Avenue


50
th
 S
tr
ee
t


Cl
ar
em


on
t A


ve
nu


e


North
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11:00 11:30 12:00 12:30 1:00 6:00 6:30 7:00 7:30 8:00 10:00 10:30 11:00 11:30 12:00 11:00 11:30 12:00 12:30 1:00 6:00 6:30 7:00 7:30 8:00 10:00 10:30 11:00 11:30 12:00


Spaces Occupied
Weekend


Midday EveningTime 
Limit


Spaces Occupied


Street Segment
Side of 
Street


# of 
Spaces


Parking Occupancy Survey ‐ The Creekside


Midday Evening
Weekday


North UR 6 4 4 3 5 8 6 6 6 8 7 6 6 7 7 7 5 7 7 6 6 6 7 7 6 8 6 7 7 7 6


South UR 9 1 1 2 3 3 8 8 8 8 8 7 8 8 8 7 7 8 8 7 8 8 9 9 8 8 8 8 8 8 8


North UR 10 0 0 0 1 4 9 8 8 8 7 8 9 8 8 8 7 7 7 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 9 9 10 10 10


South UR 13 10 11 10 8 9 8 8 9 8 6 10 12 11 11 11 9 11 13 12 12 9 10 11 11 11 11 12 12 12 12


North UR 13 0 0 0 0 1 5 7 9 8 9 9 10 10 10 10 9 9 8 8 7 6 6 7 8 7 10 10 10 10 10


South UR 15 12 15 14 13 13 9 9 9 9 9 9 7 7 8 8 4 5 4 3 2 6 5 5 4 5 6 6 6 6 6


North UR 10 0 0 1 1 1 4 6 5 5 5 8 7 8 8 8 7 9 10 10 10 9 8 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10


South UR 11 7 6 5 4 4 8 7 9 8 8 8 8 9 8 8 5 5 5 5 5 7 8 6 5 5 6 6 6 6 6


North UR 6 9 8 4 9 9 6 6 7 7 7 3 3 3 3 4 2 4 5 4 5 6 8 9 8 8 4 5 5 3 3


South UR 10 5 4 4 4 4 10 10 11 10 10 9 9 8 8 5 8 7 5 7 8 9 10 10 11 10 7 7 6 4 3


UR 5 5 5 5 3 4 2 2 2 2 4 1 5 5 5 2 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4


Ada 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1


2 hr 6 3 4 4 4 4 6 6 6 6 5 5 2 2 3 2 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 3


South 2 hr 11 6 7 5 7 10 8 10 11 10 10 9 9 7 7 4 10 8 9 10 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 9 7 6


North UR 14 11 11 11 11 11 12 11 11 11 11 12 12 12 12 11 12 11 12 11 10 13 12 13 13 13 11 11 13 12 12


South UR 15 2 3 3 4 4 10 10 9 11 10 12 12 10 13 11 13 11 10 12 11 11 11 11 10 10 10 12 12 12 12


North


South


North  UR 5 4 4 5 6 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 4 5 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 0 0


South UR 4 2 2 2 5 3 3 3 2 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3


North UR 33 18 16 16 15 16 9 11 13 6 5 6 7 6 5 5 9 5 6 6 6 6 4 5 4 4 8 4 4 4 4


South UR 31 1 4 1 3 4 6 4 4 4 3 2 3 5 4 4 4 3 3 5 4 8 8 8 8 8 6 5 8 8 8


North UR 10 7 9 8 9 9 8 7 7 9 8 9 9 9 10 10 7 7 6 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 7 5 6 4 4


South UR 12 0 0 0 1 2 3 4 3 3 3 6 6 6 6 6 5 6 6 8 8 8 7 8 8 8 5 7 7 7 7


East UR 6 2 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 5 4 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 4 4 3 3 3 2 1 2


West UR 5 5 5 3 6 4 3 3 3 5 4 3 4 4 3 5 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 3 3


East UR 9 5 6 5 7 6 10 10 11 10 10 3 3 4 1 3 3 4 8 4 6 3 2 2 8 7 5 6 4 4 4


West UR 9 4 3 3 5 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 1 1 2 1 3 4 6 4 4 3 3 7 6 6 4 4 4 3 2


East UR 6 4 2 6 5 6 8 8 8 4 4 3 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 5 6 6 4 4 5 6 2 3


West UR 8 5 5 4 6 5 4 4 4 7 6 9 8 7 6 6 3 3 2 3 4 2 6 7 6 4 4 5 3 4 4


East UR 6 7 5 6 7 5 7 7 7 7 8 7 6 5 6 6 5 6 4 5 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 5 5 7 7


West UR 9 2 2 7 7 3 7 7 9 9 9 5 2 3 5 3 4 3 4 5 5 7 8 8 8 7 7 7 5 6 6


East UR 5 4 5 4 6 6 3 3 4 4 4 7 6 5 6 6 3 4 4 5 5 3 3 5 5 2 3 3 2 2 1


West UR 6 0 2 3 2 2 3 3 4 4 4 5 2 3 5 3 1 2 1 3 2 4 4 4 4 2 2 3 2 2 0


East UR 5 4 4 3 2 2 3 2 4 3 3 0 1 1 0 0


West UR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


UR 22 6 9 5 7 7 6 9 12 12 8 12 13 13 13 12 4 5 6 6 7 3 5 3 3 3 4 3 1 1 1


UR 21 7 8 13 7 4 12 18 14 18 16 12 5 5 6 3 13 15 16 15 14 10 11 13 13 11 12 13 12 12 11


LZ 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1


1 hr 5 2 2 3 3 5 5 3 4 5 5 3 0 0 0 0 4 3 4 2 3 5 5 5 5 5 4 3 3 3 3


UR 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0


2 hr 12 11 11 11 11 11 12 11 10 11 12 12 8 7 7 7 11 12 11 11 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 11 12 12


LZ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1


1 hr 9 7 4 8 4 8 8 7 8 8 8 6 6 6 1 1 8 6 7 8 7 6 8 9 9 9 7 7 7 4 4


East  2 hr 11 5 6 8 7 6 9 11 10 7 9 8 11 9 10 8 8 8 9 7 9 10 10 10 10 9 10 10 9 6 6


LZ 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2


UR 5 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 1 0 2 0 0 0 4 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1


2 hr 12 4 3 3 12 9 5 5 5 12 10 4 4 6 3 3 3 2 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 1 1 2 2 1


2 hr 10 4 4 4 8 7 3 7 7 8 9 4 4 4 2 2 9 8 11 8 6 10 9 10 9 9 3 3 3 3 3


UR 5 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 4 4 5 1 0 0 0 0 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 1 1 1 1 1


2 hr 8 3 8 8 8 7 5 3 3 2 2 2 1 0 1 2 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 2


East


West


 between  Telegraph Avenue to Clarke Street


 between  Webster Street to Shafter Avenue


between 52nd Street and 51st Street


between 51st Street and 49th Street


between 55th Street to 52nd Street


Sh
at
tu
ck
 A
ve
nu


e


between 46th Street and 45th Street


between 47th Street and 46th Street


between 48th Street and 47th Street


between 49th street and 48th Street


between 50th Street and 49th Street


between 50th Street and 51st Street


45
th
 S
tr
ee
t  between Telegraph Avenue to Webster Street


 between  Webster Street to Shafter Avenue


 between Shattuck Avenue to Telegraph Avenue


 between  Telegraph Avenue to Clarke Street


 between Clarke Street to Webster Street 


 between Webster Street to Shafter Avenue


49
th
 S
tr
ee
t


 between  Clarke Street to Webster Street 


North


 between Shattuck Avenue to Telegraph Avenue


47
th
 S
tr
ee
t


between 49th Street and 48th Street


 between Shattuck Avenue to Telegraph Avenue


48
th
 S
tr
ee
t


Te
le
gr
ap
h 
A
ve
nu


e


West


West


East


between 48th Street and 45th Street


West


East


West
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11:00 11:30 12:00 12:30 1:00 6:00 6:30 7:00 7:30 8:00 10:00 10:30 11:00 11:30 12:00 11:00 11:30 12:00 12:30 1:00 6:00 6:30 7:00 7:30 8:00 10:00 10:30 11:00 11:30 12:00


Spaces Occupied
Weekend


Midday EveningTime 
Limit


Spaces Occupied


Street Segment
Side of 
Street


# of 
Spaces


Parking Occupancy Survey ‐ The Creekside


Midday Evening
Weekday


East UR 11 4 3 3 3 4 2 1 0 0 1 2 2 1 1 1 8 8 8 7 7 6 6 5 6 6 7 6 7 8 8


West UR 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9 8 8 9 8 9 9 7 6 9 8 9 5 5


East UR 8 4 3 3 3 4 2 1 0 0 1 2 2 1 1 1 4 3 3 3 4 2 1 0 0 1 2 2 1 1 1


West UR 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


East UR 6 4 3 3 3 4 2 1 0 0 1 2 2 1 1 1 4 3 3 3 4 2 1 0 0 1 2 2 1 1 1


West UR 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


East UR 11 2 1 2 0 1 5 6 6 7 8 7 8 8 7 8 9 10 10 8 10 10 11 11 11 11 11 10 8 8 8


West UR 17 12 11 12 12 13 10 10 10 11 9 10 11 11 10 9 14 15 15 13 16 13 13 15 15 15 16 14 15 15 15


East UR 10 6 10 9 7 7 2 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 7 5 5 5 5 6 6 10 11 11 3 4 4 4 4


West UR 12 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 6 6 6 8 10 13 12 12 1 1 1 1 1


East UR 14 12 11 11 10 10 10 7 8 7 8 11 11 11 11 11 6 6 7 5 6 6 4 5 6 6 12 12 12 12 12


West UR 15 1 1 1 1 1 4 3 3 4 4 6 6 6 6 6 4 4 4 5 5 7 8 7 7 7 12 13 13 14 13


East UR 4 4 6 7 6 6 6 5 5 6 5 4 4 5 5 4 2 6 6 4 6 6 7 6 6 6 7 4 4 6 4


West UR 8 2 0 0 0 0 5 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 1 2 0 0 1 7 7 7 7 7 7 5 6 6 6


East UR 5 5 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 5 7 5 6 5 5 2 2 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 6 6 6 6 6


West UR 6 0 0 1 1 1 5 4 5 5 4 6 5 5 5 4 1 1 2 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 6 6 9 7 7


East UR 10 12 6 66 6 6 5 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 0 1 2 1 0 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2


West UR 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 8 6 7 5 7 8 9 9 6 10 9 8 8


East UR 11 8 7 7 6 6 6 6 6 7 8 7 7 6 6 6 1 2 3 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3


West UR 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 8 4 7 5 6 4 4 5 6 5 5 5 7 7 7


East UR 5 9 3 1 1 2 3 4 3 3 4 4 2 2 2 2 3 3 4 3 2 1 2 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4


West UR 8 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 4 4 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 6 7 6 7 4 3 4 5 5 8 9 8 8 8


East UR 10 4 3 3 3 4 2 1 0 0 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 3 0 5 9 9 8 8 8 10 10 9 10 10


West UR 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 6 9 8 10 10 11 10 11 10 10 10 11 12 12


East UR 12 10 7 9 9 8 6 4 7 8 8 8 8 7 6 6 3 5 8 8 9 8 9 8 10 11 12 13 13 15 12


West UR 14 2 0 2 0 1 4 4 5 7 6 6 6 6 5 5 7 9 8 13 10 12 14 10 11 10 13 13 12 11 12


East UR 23 15 15 15 15 15 13 12 10 13 15 15 17 16 16 16 10 10 12 17 18 26 28 24 24 24 28 26 26 27 28


West UR 19 16 17 15 13 14 16 15 16 15 17 15 16 10 15 14 8 6 10 17 19 24 25 24 23 24 25 29 28 28 28


East UR 4 3 3 3 4 2 1 0 0 1 2 2 1 1 1 4 3 3 3 4 2 1 0 0 1 2 2 1 1 1


West UR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


East UR 20 16 15 15 14 14 14 15 14 16 15 18 17 17 18 18 16 16 14 14 15 14 15 16 15 15 18 17 18 18 18


West UR 22 9 8 8 8 8 13 16 15 15 15 17 19 19 18 18 12 11 11 11 12 15 16 15 14 14 16 15 16 16 16


East UR 11 7 7 8 7 7 10 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 7 9 5 7 10 9 9 9 9 10 10 10 11 11 11 11 11


West UR 14 10 10 11 11 10 8 9 9 8 8 14 13 13 14 14 6 7 8 8 8 13 13 13 12 12 11 11 12 12 12


East UR 8 7 9 9 8 8 3 7 5 4 5 7 7 8 8 8 6 6 7 7 6 8 10 10 9 9 8 7 8 7 7


West UR 10 5 5 6 6 6 10 11 10 10 10 9 9 9 9 9 4 8 5 5 5 10 9 10 10 10 7 7 7 7 7


East UR 14 18 17 17 16 16 7 8 8 7 8 11 11 11 11 11 6 13 12 12 12 13 12 13 11 11 14 14 15 15 15


West UR 14 2 2 3 3 3 7 11 10 11 10 10 11 12 12 12 7 12 12 11 11 13 13 13 11 12 13 13 13 13 13


UR 26 18 19 21 21 18 16 17 20 19 19 22 20 20 20 20 18 19 21 17 20 24 24 25 24 23 16 16 17 16 17


LZ 2 0 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


West UR 22 14 9 9 3 1 15 17 14 14 16 19 19 19 19 19 16 14 16 15 17 21 21 20 20 20 19 19 18 18 19


1406 713 686 758 717 709 760 788 791 813 813 783 745 736 740 713 767 779 890 821 849 888 912 935 923 913 891 886 870 850 837


51% 49% 54% 51% 50% 54% 56% 56% 58% 58% 56% 53% 52% 53% 51% 55% 55% 63% 58% 60% 63% 65% 67% 66% 65% 63% 63% 62% 60% 60%


11:00 11:30 12:00 12:30 1:00 6:00 6:30 7:00 7:30 8:00 10:00 10:30 11:00 11:30 12:00 11:00 11:30 12:00 12:30 1:00 6:00 6:30 7:00 7:30 8:00 10:00 10:30 11:00 11:30 12:00


1406 1257 1246 1270 1278 1316 1324 1325 1289 1294 1324 1312 1299 1299 1300 1276 1359 1371 1362 1349 1350 1378 1373 1363 1346 1373 1371 1377 1376 1370 1357


57% 55% 60% 56% 54% 57% 59% 61% 63% 61% 60% 57% 57% 57% 56% 56% 57% 65% 61% 63% 64% 66% 69% 69% 66% 65% 64% 63% 62% 62%


11:00 11:30 12:00 12:30 1:00 6:00 6:30 7:00 7:30 8:00 10:00 10:30 11:00 11:30 12:00 11:00 11:30 12:00 12:30 1:00 6:00 6:30 7:00 7:30 8:00 10:00 10:30 11:00 11:30 12:00


Metered


85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85%


V
ic
en
te
 W


ay
Lo
sk
se
ly
 


A
ve
nu


e
M
ile
s 
A
ve
nu


e


between 51st Street and Avon Street


between Avon Street and Cavour Street


between Cavour Street and Clifton Street


between Claremont Avenue (west) and 
Claremont Avenue (east)


between Cavour Street and Clifton Street


Sh
af
te
r 
St
re
et


between 45th Street to 48th Street


between 48th Street and 49th Street


between 49th Street and 50th Street


between 50th Street and 51st Street


between 51st Street to Avon Street


between Avon Street and Cavour Street


between Cavour Street and Clifton Street


W
eb
st
er
 S
tr
ee
t


between 45th Street to 48th Street


between 49th Street and 50th Street


between 50th Street and 51st Street


between 48th Street and 49th Street


Cl
ar
ke
 S
tr
ee
t


between 48th Street and 49th Street


between 49th Street and 50th Street


between 50th Street and 51st Street


between 51st Street and Claremont Avenue


Average Occupancy
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VII. RESPONSES TO NOP AND EIR SCOPING HEARING COMMENTS 


 


A Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study were published on December 21, 2007 (Appendices A and B) and 
circulated to all interested parties and regulatory agencies for 30 days.  A public hearing was also held by the 
Oakland Planning Commission on January 9, 2008, for the City to receive public testimony on the appropriate 
scope of the EIR.  While both the NOP and the EIR scoping hearing generated a number of comments related to 
the merits of the project and other non‐CEQA issues, those comments which addressed the scope of the EIR 
within CEQA criteria are discussed below.  The majority of comments address six topics:  culvert daylighting, 
traffic analysis scope, aesthetic compatibility, shadow analysis scope, building noise operation, and park use.   


A.  RESPONSES TO NOP/SCOPING COMMENTS 
 
The following general responses address topics identified in written comments received on the NOP and verbal 
comments made at the Planning Commission scoping hearing that are not analyzed further in the Draft EIR.  
Comments regarding traffic, aesthetics, and shadow are not addressed here because those areas are addressed 
in the Draft EIR.  Additionally, these comments are not meant to respond to each and every comment but rather 
provide a general response to the issues raised in the comments.  Refer to Appendix C to see actual written 
comments. 
 
1.  Temescal Creek Culvert 
Public comments requested that the City review effects of daylighting the portion of the Temescal Creek culvert 
that is located on the site and effects related to the structural integrity of the culvert and surrounding soil.  
Daylighting the creek is discussed in Chapter IV.B of this EIR.  Regarding the structural integrity of the culvert and 
surrounding soil, a geotechnical engineer reviewed the project site and the proposal and believes that the site is 
suitable for the proposed development provided that certain engineering recommendations are followed and 
that the project can be adequately designed to span over the existing culvert and not exert pressure on the 
culvert.40    
 
Public comments also requested that the City consider the effects of not daylighting the portion of the Temescal 
Creek culvert that is located on the site.  The impacts of not daylighting the creek are discussed in this EIR as part 
of the existing conditions but are not discussed separately in detail because CEQA requires analysis of a project 
on the environment, not the analysis of the impact of not taking a certain action.  Furthermore, CEQA is 
concerned with environmental impacts of projects, not impacts to a community’s emotional well‐being that 
could be related to not taking a certain action (such as daylighting the creek). 
 
2.  Building Operation Noise 


                                                            
40 Earth Mechanics Consulting Engineers, letter from H. Allen Gruen, C.E., G.E. to Dan Paris, May 10, 2007. 


   Earth Mechanics Consulting Engineers, 2007. Report Geotechnical Investigation: Planned Development, 5132 Telegraph Avenue, 
Oakland, California, June 5. 
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Section XI of the Initial Study that was published on December 21, 2007 for the project (Appendix A) addressed 
the building operation noise that would result from building systems in the completed project.  The Initial Study 
found that the mechanical equipment associated with the project that could produce operational noise, such as 
air conditioning units and chillers, would likely be located within the interior of the project or on the roof of the 
project well away from nearby public places and nearby uses.  The building operational noise would generally be 
similar to other buildings’ operational noise with a less‐than‐significant impact.  Furthermore, building 
operational noise would be required to comply with the noise standards in the Oakland Planning Code. 
 
3.  Park Use 
The project’s impact on neighboring Redondo Playground is expected to be minimal.41  Redondo Park is 
designed for 3‐8 year olds.  The play structure would be difficult for younger children to climb on and older 
children would probably nto be interested in using the park due to the park’s small size.  Since the proposed 
project consists mainly of studio and one bedroom units, there probably won’t be a high number of children in 
general, nor many children of that particular age group.  The park does have one or two picnic tables so it could 
attract someone to read a newspaper or book but the park won’t really appeal to adults without children.  The 
adults living at the proposed project would probably use Bushrod or Hardy Park for their recreational purposes. 
 
Additional information on the project’s impacts on park use in the surrounding neighborhood can be found in 
the “Recreation” section of the Initial Study that was published on December 21, 2007, for the project (see 
Appendix A). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


                                                            
41 Ceasar, David, e‐mail message to Menka Sethi, April 28, 2008 (concerning telephone conversation between David Ceaser, Hauser 


Architects, and Jim Ryugo, City of Oakland Park Services Manager, April 28, 2008). 
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Oakland Creekside 5132 Telegraph TIA Project AM
1: 52ND St. & Shattuck Ave.
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 322 666 161 82 1057 145 164 151 28 106 169 350
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.90
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4897 1770 5085 1509 1770 1813 1770 1643
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.64 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4897 1770 5085 1509 244 1813 1184 1643
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 350 724 175 89 1149 158 178 164 30 115 184 380
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 41 0 0 0 73 0 8 0 0 83 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 350 858 0 89 1149 85 178 186 0 115 481 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 7 7 14
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 4 11 2
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 8 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 19.3 31.1 7.9 19.7 19.7 37.0 37.0 26.5 26.5
Effective Green, g (s) 19.3 31.1 7.9 19.7 19.7 37.0 37.0 27.5 27.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.21 0.35 0.09 0.22 0.22 0.41 0.41 0.31 0.31
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 380 1692 155 1113 330 211 745 362 502
v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 0.18 0.05 c0.23 c0.06 0.10 c0.29
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.29 0.10
v/c Ratio 0.92 0.51 0.57 1.03 0.26 0.84 0.25 0.32 0.96
Uniform Delay, d1 34.6 23.4 39.4 35.2 29.1 22.0 17.4 24.0 30.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.82 1.46 2.01 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 26.9 1.1 2.1 30.5 1.2 24.3 0.1 0.2 29.1
Delay (s) 61.5 24.5 34.6 81.8 59.7 46.3 17.5 24.2 59.8
Level of Service E C C F E D B C E
Approach Delay (s) 34.8 76.3 31.3 53.8
Approach LOS C E C D


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 53.6 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.96
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.9% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 410 953 195 30 1022 148 157 280 69 147 187 352
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.90
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4932 1770 5085 1484 1770 1798 1770 1647
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.54 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4932 1770 5085 1484 237 1798 1000 1647
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 446 1036 212 33 1111 161 171 304 75 160 203 383
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 25 0 0 0 71 0 9 0 0 67 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 446 1223 0 33 1111 90 171 370 0 160 519 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 8 5 13
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 10 14 5
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 8 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 23.0 40.5 4.5 22.0 22.0 41.0 41.0 27.4 27.4
Effective Green, g (s) 23.0 40.5 4.5 22.0 22.0 41.0 41.0 28.4 28.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.40 0.04 0.22 0.22 0.41 0.41 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 407 1997 80 1119 326 244 737 284 468
v/s Ratio Prot c0.25 0.25 0.02 c0.22 c0.07 0.21 c0.32
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.22 0.16
v/c Ratio 1.10 0.61 0.41 0.99 0.28 0.70 0.50 0.56 1.11
Uniform Delay, d1 38.5 23.5 46.5 38.9 32.4 45.2 21.9 30.5 35.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.12 0.85 0.70 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 73.0 1.4 0.7 18.4 1.2 7.2 0.2 1.5 74.5
Delay (s) 111.5 25.0 52.9 51.6 23.9 52.4 22.1 32.0 110.3
Level of Service F C D D C D C C F
Approach Delay (s) 47.7 48.2 31.5 93.5
Approach LOS D D C F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 53.8 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.03
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.6% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 255 808 170 79 1165 175 136 191 41 150 386 254
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.94
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4916 1770 4955 1770 1805 1770 1733
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.60 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4916 1770 4955 240 1805 1122 1733
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 277 878 185 86 1266 190 148 208 45 163 420 276
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 33 0 0 21 0 0 9 0 0 26 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 277 1030 0 86 1435 0 148 244 0 163 670 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 7 7 14
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 4 11 2
Turn Type Prot Prot pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.2 30.8 7.7 21.3 37.5 37.5 27.0 27.0
Effective Green, g (s) 17.2 30.8 7.7 21.3 37.5 37.5 28.0 28.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.34 0.09 0.24 0.42 0.42 0.31 0.31
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 338 1682 151 1173 211 752 349 539
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 0.21 0.05 c0.29 c0.05 0.14 c0.39
v/s Ratio Perm 0.24 0.15
v/c Ratio 0.82 0.61 0.57 1.22 0.70 0.32 0.47 1.24
Uniform Delay, d1 34.9 24.6 39.6 34.4 42.3 17.7 25.0 31.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.26 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 13.6 1.7 1.2 103.7 8.3 0.1 0.4 124.3
Delay (s) 48.5 26.3 38.5 147.1 50.6 17.8 25.3 155.3
Level of Service D C D F D B C F
Approach Delay (s) 30.9 141.0 29.9 130.6
Approach LOS C F C F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 92.5 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.09
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 98.7% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 313 402 61 126 738 327 86 498 93 261 812 168
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3446 1770 3343 1770 3421 1770 3391
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3446 1770 3343 1770 3421 1770 3391
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 340 437 66 137 802 355 93 541 101 284 883 183
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 55 0 0 17 0 0 19 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 340 490 0 137 1102 0 93 625 0 284 1047 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 30 15 32 58
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 3 16 21
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 11.6 29.1 9.9 27.4 7.7 23.0 11.0 26.3
Effective Green, g (s) 10.6 28.6 9.4 26.9 7.2 22.5 10.5 25.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.32 0.10 0.30 0.08 0.25 0.12 0.29
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 404 1095 185 999 142 855 207 972
v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 0.14 0.08 c0.33 0.05 0.18 c0.16 c0.31
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.84 0.45 0.74 1.10 0.65 0.73 1.37 1.08
Uniform Delay, d1 38.9 24.4 39.1 31.6 40.2 31.0 39.8 32.1
Progression Factor 1.41 0.50 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.15 0.89
Incremental Delay, d2 11.9 0.1 13.0 60.9 8.0 5.5 186.5 47.5
Delay (s) 66.6 12.2 52.1 92.5 48.2 36.4 232.3 76.2
Level of Service E B D F D D F E
Approach Delay (s) 34.2 88.2 37.9 109.0
Approach LOS C F D F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 75.3 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.11
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 19.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.8% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 309 1117 154 90 1022 150 183 258 97 145 280 280
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.92
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4976 1770 4948 1770 1774 1770 1697
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.53 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4976 1770 4948 240 1774 994 1697
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 336 1214 167 98 1111 163 199 280 105 158 304 304
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 18 0 0 14 0 0 36 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 336 1366 0 98 1256 0 199 371 0 158 572 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 8 5 13
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 10 14 5
Turn Type Prot Prot pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 22.6 36.2 8.8 22.4 41.0 41.0 27.0 27.0
Effective Green, g (s) 22.6 36.2 8.8 22.4 41.0 41.0 28.0 28.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.36 0.09 0.22 0.41 0.41 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 400 1801 156 1108 251 727 278 475
v/s Ratio Prot c0.19 0.27 0.06 c0.25 c0.08 0.21 c0.34
v/s Ratio Perm 0.25 0.16
v/c Ratio 0.84 0.76 0.63 1.13 0.79 0.51 0.57 1.20
Uniform Delay, d1 37.0 28.1 44.0 38.8 45.6 22.0 30.8 36.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.15 0.88 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 14.1 3.0 4.1 68.8 14.7 0.3 1.6 110.5
Delay (s) 51.0 31.1 54.8 103.0 60.3 22.3 32.4 146.5
Level of Service D C D F E C C F
Approach Delay (s) 35.0 99.5 35.2 123.0
Approach LOS D F D F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 70.2 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.04
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.1% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 356 680 62 126 537 305 86 844 249 202 605 55
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3480 1770 3281 1770 3336 1770 3468
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3480 1770 3281 1770 3336 1770 3468
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 387 739 67 137 584 332 93 917 271 220 658 60
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 79 0 0 28 0 0 7 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 387 799 0 137 837 0 93 1160 0 220 711 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 26 30 61 50
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 2 19 25
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 13.9 27.5 10.5 24.1 5.0 33.0 12.0 40.0
Effective Green, g (s) 12.9 27.0 10.0 23.6 4.5 32.5 11.5 39.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.27 0.10 0.24 0.04 0.32 0.12 0.40
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 443 940 177 774 80 1084 204 1370
v/s Ratio Prot c0.11 c0.23 0.08 c0.26 0.05 c0.35 c0.12 0.21
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.87 0.85 0.77 1.08 1.16 1.07 1.08 0.52
Uniform Delay, d1 42.7 34.6 43.9 38.2 47.8 33.8 44.2 23.0
Progression Factor 1.09 1.53 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.19 0.66
Incremental Delay, d2 12.2 5.1 17.3 56.8 151.0 48.3 80.4 1.2
Delay (s) 58.9 58.0 61.2 95.0 198.8 82.0 133.3 16.3
Level of Service E E E F F F F B
Approach Delay (s) 58.3 90.6 90.5 43.8
Approach LOS E F F D


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 72.1 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.11
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 25.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.5% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 266 858 189 108 1496 225 139 201 49 170 396 274
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.94
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4910 1770 4955 1770 1799 1770 1729
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.59 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4910 1770 4955 240 1799 1104 1729
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 289 933 205 117 1626 245 151 218 53 185 430 298
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 36 0 0 22 0 0 10 0 0 28 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 289 1102 0 117 1849 0 151 261 0 185 700 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 7 7 14
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 4 11 2
Turn Type Prot Prot pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.7 29.6 8.9 20.8 37.5 37.5 27.0 27.0
Effective Green, g (s) 17.7 29.6 8.9 20.8 37.5 37.5 28.0 28.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 0.33 0.10 0.23 0.42 0.42 0.31 0.31
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 348 1615 175 1145 211 750 343 538
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 0.22 0.07 c0.37 c0.05 0.15 c0.41
v/s Ratio Perm 0.25 0.17
v/c Ratio 0.83 0.68 0.67 1.62 0.72 0.35 0.54 1.30
Uniform Delay, d1 34.7 26.1 39.1 34.6 42.3 17.9 25.7 31.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.20 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 14.7 2.4 0.7 277.2 9.2 0.1 0.8 149.0
Delay (s) 49.4 28.5 37.8 318.8 51.6 18.0 26.5 180.0
Level of Service D C D F D B C F
Approach Delay (s) 32.7 302.2 30.0 148.9
Approach LOS C F C F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 167.6 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.23
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 108.8% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group







Oakland Creekside 5132 Telegraph TIA 2030 PJ AM
4: Clifton St. & Claremont Ave.


DKS Associates Synchro 7 -  Report
3/27/2008 Page 1


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 586 100 255 0 0 197 0 183 11 13 1233 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 0.98 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.92 0.86 0.99 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1590 1584 3498 3537
Flt Permitted 0.95 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1590 1584 3498 3367
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 637 109 277 0 0 214 0 199 12 14 1340 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 78 0 6 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 529 494 0 0 0 136 0 205 0 0 1354 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 8 15 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 3 4 4
Turn Type Perm custom Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 51.0 51.0 51.0 22.0 22.0
Effective Green, g (s) 51.0 51.0 51.0 22.0 22.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1072 1014 1010 962 926
v/s Ratio Prot 0.06
v/s Ratio Perm c0.31 0.31 0.09 c0.40
v/c Ratio 0.49 0.49 0.14 0.21 1.46
Uniform Delay, d1 7.7 7.6 5.8 22.3 29.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.6 1.7 0.3 0.5 214.0
Delay (s) 9.3 9.3 6.0 22.8 243.0
Level of Service A A A C F
Approach Delay (s) 9.3 6.0 22.8 243.0
Approach LOS A A C F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 123.0 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.2% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 10 10 10 361 341 486 7 819 171 103 1242 433
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.97 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1740 1681 1761 1583 3438 1770 3328
Flt Permitted 0.98 0.95 0.97 1.00 0.82 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1740 1681 1718 1583 2809 1770 3328
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 11 11 11 392 371 528 8 890 186 112 1350 471
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 0 475 0 17 0 0 34 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 22 0 353 410 53 0 1067 0 112 1787 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 12 2 22
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 2 1 16
Turn Type Split Prot Over Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 7 8 1 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.0 24.9 24.9 9.0 34.1 9.0 47.6
Effective Green, g (s) 4.0 24.9 24.9 9.0 34.1 9.0 47.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04 0.28 0.28 0.10 0.38 0.10 0.53
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 77 465 475 158 1064 177 1760
v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 0.21 0.03 0.06 c0.54
v/s Ratio Perm c0.24 0.38
v/c Ratio 0.29 0.76 0.86 0.33 1.00 0.63 1.02
Uniform Delay, d1 41.6 29.8 30.9 37.7 28.0 38.9 21.2
Progression Factor 1.30 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.94 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 6.2 14.5 0.5 24.5 3.8 21.9
Delay (s) 54.7 36.0 45.4 38.2 51.6 40.3 43.1
Level of Service D D D D D D D
Approach Delay (s) 54.7 39.9 51.6 43.0
Approach LOS D D D D


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 44.3 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.93
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 113.9% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 323 456 77 147 859 335 95 512 110 303 1090 209
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 5.0 4.0 5.5 5.0 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3436 1770 3539 1532 1770 3539 1483 1770 3401
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3436 1770 3539 1532 1770 3539 1483 1770 3401
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 351 496 84 160 934 364 103 557 120 329 1185 227
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 0 148 0 0 82 0 17 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 351 565 0 160 934 216 103 557 38 329 1395 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 30 15 32 58
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 3 16 21
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Prot Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.2 26.8 10.9 25.5 25.5 7.9 23.6 23.6 11.7 27.4
Effective Green, g (s) 11.2 26.3 10.4 25.0 25.5 7.4 23.1 23.6 11.2 26.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.29 0.12 0.28 0.28 0.08 0.26 0.26 0.12 0.30
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 427 1004 205 983 434 146 908 389 220 1017
v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 0.16 0.09 c0.26 0.06 0.16 c0.19 c0.41
v/s Ratio Perm 0.14 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.82 0.56 0.78 0.95 0.50 0.71 0.61 0.10 1.50 1.37
Uniform Delay, d1 38.4 27.0 38.7 31.9 26.9 40.2 29.5 25.1 39.4 31.6
Progression Factor 1.44 0.49 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.16 0.87
Incremental Delay, d2 9.1 0.3 16.1 17.7 0.3 11.9 3.1 0.5 232.2 169.8
Delay (s) 64.6 13.7 54.8 49.6 27.2 52.2 32.6 25.6 277.7 197.3
Level of Service E B D D C D C C F F
Approach Delay (s) 32.9 44.6 34.1 212.5
Approach LOS C D C F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 100.3 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.18
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 19.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.0% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 319 1186 164 120 1072 170 213 267 107 166 290 290
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.92
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4975 1770 4938 1770 1770 1770 1697
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.52 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4975 1770 4938 240 1770 975 1697
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 347 1289 178 130 1165 185 232 290 116 180 315 315
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 16 0 0 20 0 0 14 0 0 36 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 347 1451 0 130 1330 0 232 392 0 180 594 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 8 5 13
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 10 14 5
Turn Type Prot Prot pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 23.1 33.3 11.7 21.9 41.0 41.0 27.0 27.0
Effective Green, g (s) 23.1 33.3 11.7 21.9 41.0 41.0 28.0 28.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.33 0.12 0.22 0.41 0.41 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 409 1657 207 1081 251 726 273 475
v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 0.29 0.07 c0.27 c0.09 0.22 c0.35
v/s Ratio Perm 0.29 0.18
v/c Ratio 0.85 0.88 0.63 1.23 0.92 0.54 0.66 1.25
Uniform Delay, d1 36.8 31.4 42.1 39.1 46.6 22.4 31.8 36.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.20 0.86 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 14.5 6.8 2.2 107.9 36.3 0.4 4.3 129.2
Delay (s) 51.2 38.2 52.5 141.5 82.9 22.7 36.1 165.2
Level of Service D D D F F C D F
Approach Delay (s) 40.7 133.7 44.6 136.5
Approach LOS D F D F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 86.6 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.10
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.9% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 16 16 31 147 147 147 9 964 534 180 791 377
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.96
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.95 1.00 0.95
Flt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1681 1762 1583 3326 1770 3219
Flt Permitted 0.99 0.95 0.97 1.00 0.94 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1681 1719 1583 3141 1770 3219
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 17 17 34 160 160 160 10 1048 580 196 860 410
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 32 0 0 0 136 0 64 0 0 45 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 36 0 144 176 24 0 1574 0 196 1225 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 24 5 41
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 3 1 10
Turn Type Split Prot Over Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 7 8 1 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.6 15.8 15.8 14.9 45.7 14.9 65.1
Effective Green, g (s) 5.6 15.8 15.8 14.9 45.7 14.9 65.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.46 0.15 0.65
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 94 266 272 236 1435 264 2096
v/s Ratio Prot c0.02 0.09 0.02 c0.11 0.38
v/s Ratio Perm c0.10 c0.50
v/c Ratio 0.38 0.54 0.65 0.10 1.10 0.74 0.58
Uniform Delay, d1 45.5 38.8 39.5 36.8 27.1 40.7 9.8
Progression Factor 1.87 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.55 0.75 1.67
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 1.2 3.9 0.1 50.1 7.7 1.0
Delay (s) 85.8 40.0 43.4 36.8 65.1 38.3 17.3
Level of Service F D D D E D B
Approach Delay (s) 85.8 40.2 65.1 20.1
Approach LOS F D E C


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 44.2 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.90
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 108.5% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 363 733 102 167 606 365 96 896 337 277 619 55
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 5.0 4.0 5.5 5.0 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.89 1.00 0.99
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3452 1770 3539 1498 1770 3539 1417 1770 3469
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3452 1770 3539 1498 1770 3539 1417 1770 3469
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 395 797 111 182 659 397 104 974 366 301 673 60
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 0 158 0 0 128 0 7 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 395 897 0 182 659 239 104 974 238 301 726 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 26 30 61 50
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 6 2 19 25
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Prot Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.8 27.6 11.5 24.3 24.3 5.4 31.5 31.5 12.4 38.5
Effective Green, g (s) 13.8 27.1 11.0 23.8 24.3 4.9 31.0 31.5 11.9 38.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.27 0.11 0.24 0.24 0.05 0.31 0.32 0.12 0.38
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 474 935 195 842 364 87 1097 446 211 1318
v/s Ratio Prot c0.12 c0.26 0.10 0.19 0.06 c0.28 c0.17 0.21
v/s Ratio Perm 0.16 0.17
v/c Ratio 0.83 0.96 0.93 0.78 0.66 1.20 0.89 0.53 1.43 0.55
Uniform Delay, d1 42.0 35.9 44.1 35.7 34.1 47.6 32.8 28.2 44.0 24.3
Progression Factor 1.05 1.64 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.17 0.62
Incremental Delay, d2 6.4 12.9 45.1 4.4 3.2 158.3 10.7 4.5 213.6 1.4
Delay (s) 50.4 71.8 89.2 40.1 37.3 205.8 43.6 32.7 265.3 16.6
Level of Service D E F D D F D C F B
Approach Delay (s) 65.3 46.4 52.5 89.0
Approach LOS E D D F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 61.8 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.01
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 19.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.0% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Oakland Creekside 5132 Telegraph TIA 2030 PJ + BRT AM
5: 52th St. & Telegraph Ave.


DKS Associates Synchro 7 -  Report
4/4/2008 Page 1


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 350 369 481 0 360 47 111 973 333
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.98 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1762 1583 3472 1770 1754
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1762 1583 3472 1770 1754
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 380 401 523 0 391 51 121 1058 362
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 224 0 11 0 0 12 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 342 439 299 0 431 0 121 1408 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 12 2 22
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 2 1 16
Turn Type Prot Over Prot
Protected Phases 3 1 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 26.9 25.9 17.1 33.5 17.1 55.1
Effective Green, g (s) 26.9 25.9 17.1 33.5 17.1 55.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.29 0.19 0.37 0.19 0.61
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 502 507 301 1292 336 1074
v/s Ratio Prot 0.20 0.19 0.12 0.07 c0.80
v/s Ratio Perm c0.25
v/c Ratio 0.68 0.87 0.99 0.33 0.36 1.31
Uniform Delay, d1 27.8 30.4 36.4 20.2 31.7 17.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.62 1.14 0.70
Incremental Delay, d2 3.8 13.9 49.5 0.6 0.2 144.7
Delay (s) 31.6 44.3 85.8 13.1 36.4 157.0
Level of Service C D F B D F
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 57.6 13.1 147.5
Approach LOS A E B F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 93.8 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.17
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 98.9% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group







Oakland Creekside 5132 Telegraph TIA 2030 PJ + BRT AM
7: 51ST St. & Telegraph Ave.


DKS Associates Synchro 7 -  Report
4/4/2008 Page 1


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 91 626 136 352 545 165 0 466 127 276 747 200
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 5.5 4.0 5.5 5.0 5.5 5.0 4.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.97
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3390 1770 3539 1533 3539 1482 1770 1769
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3390 1770 3539 1533 3539 1482 1770 1769
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 99 680 148 383 592 179 0 507 138 300 812 217
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 21 0 0 0 105 0 0 104 0 10 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 99 807 0 383 592 74 0 507 34 300 1019 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 30 15 32 58
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 3 16 21
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Perm Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.0 25.6 11.5 31.1 31.1 22.3 22.3 13.6 39.4
Effective Green, g (s) 5.0 25.1 11.0 30.6 31.1 21.8 22.3 13.1 38.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.28 0.12 0.34 0.35 0.24 0.25 0.15 0.43
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.5 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 191 945 216 1203 530 857 367 258 765
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.24 c0.22 0.17 0.14 0.17 c0.58
v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 0.02
v/c Ratio 0.52 0.85 1.77 0.49 0.14 0.59 0.09 1.16 1.33
Uniform Delay, d1 41.3 30.7 39.5 23.5 20.2 30.2 26.1 38.4 25.5
Progression Factor 1.49 0.55 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.10 0.82
Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 5.8 366.1 0.1 0.0 3.0 0.5 77.5 150.1
Delay (s) 62.3 22.7 405.6 23.7 20.3 33.2 26.6 119.6 171.2
Level of Service E C F C C C C F F
Approach Delay (s) 26.9 149.9 31.7 159.5
Approach LOS C F C F


Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 106.1 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.24
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 15.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 106.5% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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APPENDIX L 


SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD CRITERIA ANALYSIS FOR TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS 


 







AM PEAK HOUR
trigger 1 trigger 2 trigger 3 trigger 4 trigger 5 trigger 6


Avg. Delay V/C LOS Avg. Delay V/C LOS D (ex w/imp) to E or F (proj) if E (ex), proj causes crit mov 
delay > 6 sec 


if E (ex), int avg 
delay (proj) > 4.0 sec 


or LOS F


if F, project avg delay > 
2.0 sec if F crit mov > 4 sec if F v/c ratio > 3%


1 Shattuck Ave & 52nd St Signal 80.3 0.99 F 86.9 1.00 F 6.60 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT


2 Telegraph Ave & Aileen St 23.2 0.67 C 23.8 0.68 C 0.60 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


3 Telegraph Ave & 56th St 10.1 0.56 B 10.1 0.57 B 0.00 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


4 Telegraph Ave& 55th St 6.2 0.46 A 5.8 0.47 A -0.40 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


5 Claremont Ave & Clifton St 12.2 0.36 B 12.6 0.37 B 0.40 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


6 Telegraph Ave & Claremont Ave 18.7 0.56 B 20.2 0.59 C 1.50 3.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


7 Claremont Ave & Clark St 9.8 A 11.2 B 1.40 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


8 Telegraph Ave & 51st St 36.3 0.72 D 39.7 0.74 D 3.40 2.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


9 51st St & Clark St 35.1 E 35.8 E 0.70 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


PM PEAK HOUR
trigger 1 trigger 2 trigger 3 trigger 4 trigger 5 trigger 6


Avg. Delay V/C LOS Avg. Delay V/C LOS D (ex w/imp) to E or F 
(proj)


if E (ex), proj causes crit mov 
delay > 6 sec 


if E (ex), int avg 
delay (proj) > 4.0 sec 


or LOS F


if F, project avg delay > 
2.0 sec


if F crit mov > 4 sec if F v/c ratio > 3%


1 Shattuck Ave & 52nd St 99.2 1.07 F 102.9 1.07 F 3.70 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT


2 Telegraph Ave & Aileen St 10.1 0.58 B 10.1 0.59 B 0.00 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


3 Telegraph Ave & 56th St 36.3 0.94 D 38.1 0.95 D 1.80 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


4 Telegraph Ave& 55th St 12.0 0.63 B 11.9 0.64 B -0.10 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


5 Claremont Ave & Clifton St 14.6 0.46 B 14.9 0.47 B 0.30 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


6 Telegraph Ave & Claremont Ave 26.5 0.76 C 28.3 0.79 C 1.80 3.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


7 Claremont Ave & Clark St 10.3 B 11.5 B 1.20 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


8 Telegraph Ave & 51st St 62.1 0.83 E 63.0 0.90 E 0.90 7.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


9 51st St & Clark St 96.8 F 148.2 F 51.40 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


▲ Avg Delay ▲ V/C (%)


▲ Avg Delay ▲ V/C (%)


#


Project


# Intersection Name


Existing Project


Traffic ControlIntersection Name


Existing
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AM PEAK HOUR
trigger 1 trigger 2 trigger 3 trigger 4 trigger 5 trigger 6


Avg. Delay V/C LOS Avg. Delay V/C LOS D (cum base) to E or F (cum 
w/proj)


if E (cum base), proj causes 
crit mov delay > 6 sec 


if E (cum base), int 
avg delay (proj) > 
4.0 sec or LOS F


if F, project avg delay > 
2.0 sec if F crit mov > 4 sec if F v/c ratio > 3%


1 Shattuck Ave & 52nd St 92.4 1.08 F 98.0 1.09 F 49 5.60 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT


2 Telegraph Ave & Aileen St 24.9 0.85 C 24.2 0.86 C 35 -0.70 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


3 Telegraph Ave & 56th St 9.2 0.59 A 9.2 0.59 A 35 0.00 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


4 Telegraph Ave& 55th St 33.5 1.44 C 36.0 1.49 D 35 2.50 5.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


5 Claremont Ave & Clifton St 13.7 0.41 B 14.0 0.42 B 39 0.30 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


6 Telegraph Ave & Claremont Ave 23.4 0.76 C 24.9 0.79 C 48 1.50 3.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


7 Claremont Ave & Clark St 10.3 B 11.9 B 88 1.60 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


8 Telegraph Ave & 51st St 74.8 1.18 E 77.7 1.11 E 67 2.90 -7.00 NO IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


9 51st St & Clark St 44.1 E 46.7 E 84 2.60 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


PM PEAK HOUR
trigger 1 trigger 2 trigger 3 trigger 4 trigger 5 trigger 6


Avg. Delay V/C LOS Avg. Delay V/C LOS D (cum base) to E or F (cum 
w/proj)


if E (cum base), proj causes 
crit mov delay > 6 sec 


if E (cum base), int 
avg delay (proj) > 
4.0 sec or LOS F


if F, project avg delay > 
2.0 sec if F crit mov > 4 sec if F v/c ratio > 3%


1 Shattuck Ave & 52nd St 69.4 1.03 E 71.8 1.04 E 43 2.40 1.00 NO IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


2 Telegraph Ave & Aileen St 8.1 0.54 A 8.1 0.55 A 35 0.00 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


3 Telegraph Ave & 56th St 42.9 0.98 D 43.7 0.98 D 35 0.80 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


4 Telegraph Ave& 55th St 11.1 0.56 B 11.0 0.57 B 35 -0.10 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


5 Claremont Ave & Clifton St 16.0 0.50 B 16.3 0.50 B 50 0.30 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


6 Telegraph Ave & Claremont Ave 26.2 0.88 C 33.1 0.91 C 41 6.90 3.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


7 Claremont Ave & Clark St 11.5 B 13.0 B 91 1.50 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


8 Telegraph Ave & 51st St 69.8 1.03 E 73.8 1.11 E 68 4.00 8.00 NO IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


9 51st St & Clark St 177.4 F 277.9 F 85 100.50 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


▲ Avg Delay ▲ V/C (%)


# Intersection Name


Cumulative Baseline (2015)


# trips# Intersection Name


Cumulative Baseline (2015) Cumulative w/ Project (2015)


Cumulative w/ Project (2015)


▲ Avg Delay# trips ▲ V/C (%)


P:\P\07\07107-000  Oakland Creekside (5132 Telegraph Ave)\Reports\2nd Adm Draft Report 2008\Technical Analysis\LOS detailed calculation_2015_3.28.08







AM PEAK HOUR
trigger 1 trigger 2 trigger 3 trigger 4 trigger 5 trigger 6


Avg. Delay V/C LOS Avg. Delay V/C LOS D (cum base) to E or F (cum 
w/proj)


if E (cum base), proj causes 
crit mov delay > 6 sec 


if E (cum base), int 
avg delay (proj) > 
4.0 sec or LOS F


if F, project avg delay > 
2.0 sec if F crit mov > 4 sec if F v/c ratio > 3%


1 Shattuck Ave & 52nd St 168.9 1.22 F 176.1 1.23 F 49 7.20 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT


2 Telegraph Ave & Aileen St 68.8 1.07 E 71.2 1.08 E 35 2.40 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


3 Telegraph Ave & 56th St 15.1 0.74 B 15.3 0.75 B 35 0.20 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


4 Telegraph Ave& 55th St 79.6 2.49 E 84.8 2.60 F 35 5.20 11.00 NO IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


5 Claremont Ave & Clifton St 135.5 0.78 F 138.0 0.79 F 39 2.50 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT


6 Telegraph Ave & Claremont Ave 159.3 1.37 F 167.5 1.41 F 48 8.20 4.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT


7 Claremont Ave & Clark St 14.8 B 20.6 C 88 5.80 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


8 Telegraph Ave & 51st St 142.4 1.32 F 145.0 1.33 F 67 2.60 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT


9 51st St & Clark St 110.4 F 147.7 F 84 37.30 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


PM PEAK HOUR
trigger 1 trigger 2 trigger 3 trigger 4 trigger 5 trigger 6


Avg. Delay V/C LOS Avg. Delay V/C LOS D (cum base) to E or F (cum 
w/proj)


if E (cum base), proj causes 
crit mov delay > 6 sec 


if E (cum base), int 
avg delay (proj) > 
4.0 sec or LOS F


if F, project avg delay > 
2.0 sec if F crit mov > 4 sec if F v/c ratio > 3%


1 Shattuck Ave & 52nd St 85.9 1.09 F 88.6 1.10 F 43 2.70 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT


2 Telegraph Ave & Aileen St 12.5 0.62 B 12.9 0.63 B 35 0.40 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


3 Telegraph Ave & 56th St 37.6 0.95 D 38.9 0.96 D 35 1.30 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


4 Telegraph Ave& 55th St 12.4 0.71 B 12.2 0.74 B 35 -0.20 3.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


5 Claremont Ave & Clifton St 36.8 0.53 D 38.6 0.53 D 50 1.80 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


6 Telegraph Ave & Claremont Ave 57.1 0.97 E 67.1 1.00 E 41 10.00 3.00 NO IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


7 Claremont Ave & Clark St 15.0 C 18.9 C 91 3.90 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


8 Telegraph Ave & 51st St 115.4 1.28 F 121.4 1.29 F 68 6.00 1.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT


9 51st St & Clark St 908.8 F 1308.2 F 85 399.40 0.00 NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT IMPACT NO IMPACT NO IMPACT


▲ Avg Delay ▲ V/C (%)


# Intersection Name


Cumulative Baseline (2030)


# trips# Intersection Name


Cumulative Baseline (2030) Cumulative w/ Project (2030)


Cumulative w/ Project (2030)


▲ Avg Delay# trips ▲ V/C (%)
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APPENDIX M 


CMA ANALYSIS 


 







EXISTING CONDITIONS


Link 
Volume V/C LOSa Link


Volume
Link 


Volume Speed LOSa Change in 
V/C Impact?


AM PEAK HOUR
Freeway Segments


1 SR 24 I-580 Ramps Caldecott Tunnel 4 AM 8000 EB Freeway 0.00 A 11 11            0.00 A 0.00 No
SR 24 Caldecott Tunnel I-580 Ramps 4 AM 8000 WB Freeway 0.00 A 25 25            0.00 A 0.00 No


Arterial Segments
2 Telegraph Ave. 45th St 51st St 2 AM 1600 NB Urban II           580 0.36 B 13 593          0.37 B 0.01 No


51st St SR 24 2 AM 1600 NB Urban II           754 0.47 B 0 754          0.47 B 0.00 No
SR 24 51st St 2 AM 1600 SB Urban II           972 0.61 C 0 972          0.61 C 0.00 No
51 St 45th 2 AM 1600 SB Urban II           728 0.46 B 18 746          0.47 B 0.01 No


3 Shattuck Ave. Telegraph Ave 52nd St 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II           343 0.21 A 0 343          0.21 A 0.00 No
52nd St Alcatraz 1 AM 800 40 Urban II           607 0.76 D 11 618          0.77 D 0.01 No
Alcatraz 52nd St 1 AM 800 40 Urban II           614 0.77 D 11 625          0.78 D 0.01 No
52nd St Telegraph Ave 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II           412 0.26 A 0 412          0.26 A 0.00 No


4 51st Telegraph Ave 52nd St 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II           841 0.53 B 30 871          0.54 B 0.02 No
52nd St Telegraph Ave 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II           704 0.44 B 15 719          0.45 B 0.01 No


4 Claremont Ave Telegraph Ave College Ave 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II           830 0.52 B 18 848          0.53 B 0.01 No
College Ave Telegraph Ave 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II           176 0.11 A 13 189          0.12 A 0.01 No


PM PEAK HOUR
Freeway Segments


1 SR 24 I-580 Ramps Caldecott Tunnel 4 PM 8000 EB Freeway 0.00 A 25 25            0.00 A 0.00 No
SR 24 Caldecott Tunnel I-580 Ramps 4 PM 8000 WB Freeway 0.00 A 13 13            0.00 A 0.00 No


Arterial Segments
2 Telegraph Ave. 45th St 51st St 2 PM 1600 NB Urban II           720 0.45 B 20 740          0.46 B 0.01 No


51st St SR 24 2 PM 1600 NB Urban II        1,118 0.70 C 0 1,118       0.70 C 0.00 No
SR 24 51st St 2 PM 1600 SB Urban II        1,128 0.71 C 0 1,128       0.71 C 0.00 No
51 St 45th 2 PM 1600 SB Urban II           759 0.47 B 11 770          0.48 B 0.01 No


3 Shattuck Ave. Telegraph Ave 52nd St 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II           506 0.32 A 0 506          0.32 A 0.00 No
52nd St Alcatraz 1 PM 800 40 Urban II           830 1.04 F 8 838          1.05 F 0.01 No
Alcatraz 52nd St 1 PM 800 40 Urban II           673 0.84 D 13 686          0.86 D 0.02 No
52nd St Telegraph Ave 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II           412 0.26 A 0 412          0.26 A 0.00 No


4 51st Telegraph Ave 52nd St 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II           698 0.44 B 15 713          0.45 B 0.01 No
52nd St Telegraph Ave 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II        1,077 0.67 C 20 1,097       0.69 C 0.01 No


4 Claremont Ave Telegraph Ave College Ave 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II        1,051 0.66 C 11 1,062       0.66 C 0.01 No
College Ave Telegraph Ave 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II           195 0.12 A 20 215          0.13 A 0.01 No


Number of 
Lanes


Peak 
Period Capacity# MTS Route


(Dir. Of Travel) From To


Existing plus Project 
Conditions Project Significance


Direction Roadway 
Type


Existing Base Volumes Added
Trips







2015 CONDITIONS


Link 
Volume V/C LOSa Link


Volume
Link 


Volume Speed LOSa Change in 
V/C Impact?


AM PEAK HOUR
Freeway Segments


1 SR 24 I-580 Ramps Caldecott Tunnel 4 AM 8000 EB Freeway        2,677 0.33 A 11 2,688       0.34 A 0.00 No
SR 24 Caldecott Tunnel I-580 Ramps 4 AM 8000 WB Freeway        7,573 0.95 E 25 7,598       0.95 E 0.00 No


Arterial Segments
2 Telegraph Ave. 45th St 51st St 2 AM 1600 NB Urban II           325 0.20 A 13 338          0.21 A 0.01 No


51st St SR 24 2 AM 1600 NB Urban II        1,419 0.89 D 0 1,419       0.89 D 0.00 No
SR 24 51st St 2 AM 1600 SB Urban II        1,626 1.02 F 0 1,626       1.02 F 0.00 No
51 St 45th 2 AM 1600 SB Urban II        1,116 0.70 C 18 1,134       0.71 C 0.01 No


3 Shattuck Ave. Telegraph Ave 52nd St 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II           126 0.08 A 0 126          0.08 A 0.00 No
52nd St Alcatraz 1 AM 800 40 Urban II           727 0.91 E 11 738          0.92 E 0.01 No
Alcatraz 52nd St 1 AM 800 40 Urban II           884 1.11 F 11 895          1.12 F 0.01 No
52nd St Telegraph Ave 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II           436 0.27 A 0 436          0.27 A 0.00 No


4 51st Telegraph Ave 52nd St 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II           607 0.38 B 30 637          0.40 B 0.02 No
52nd St Telegraph Ave 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II        1,045 0.65 C 15 1,060       0.66 C 0.01 No


4 Claremont Ave Telegraph Ave College Ave 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II           913 0.57 B 18 931          0.58 C 0.01 No
College Ave Telegraph Ave 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II        1,333 0.83 D 13 1,346       0.84 D 0.01 No


PM PEAK HOUR
Freeway Segments


1 SR 24 I-580 Ramps Caldecott Tunnel 4 PM 8000 EB Freeway        8,254 1.03 F 25 8,279       1.03 F 0.00 No
SR 24 Caldecott Tunnel I-580 Ramps 4 PM 8000 WB Freeway        3,124 0.39 B 13 3,137       0.39 B 0.00 No


Arterial Segments
2 Telegraph Ave. 45th St 51st St 2 PM 1600 NB Urban II        1,115 0.70 C 20 1,135       0.71 C 0.01 No


51st St SR 24 2 PM 1600 NB Urban II        1,857 1.16 F 0 1,857       1.16 F 0.00 No
SR 24 51st St 2 PM 1600 SB Urban II        1,202 0.75 D 0 1,202       0.75 D 0.00 No
51 St 45th 2 PM 1600 SB Urban II           366 0.23 A 11 377          0.24 A 0.01 No


3 Shattuck Ave. Telegraph Ave 52nd St 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II           332 0.21 A 0 332          0.21 A 0.00 No
52nd St Alcatraz 1 PM 800 40 Urban II           878 1.10 F 8 886          1.11 F 0.01 No
Alcatraz 52nd St 1 PM 800 40 Urban II           887 1.11 F 13 900          1.13 F 0.02 No
52nd St Telegraph Ave 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II             98 0.06 A 0 98            0.06 A 0.00 No


4 51st Telegraph Ave 52nd St 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II        1,126 0.70 C 15 1,141       0.71 C 0.01 No
52nd St Telegraph Ave 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II        1,009 0.63 C 20 1,029       0.64 C 0.01 No


4 Claremont Ave Telegraph Ave College Ave 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II        1,368 0.86 D 11 1,379       0.86 D 0.01 No
College Ave Telegraph Ave 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II        1,168 0.73 C 20 1,188       0.74 C 0.01 No


Project SignificanceRoadway 
Type


Peak 
Period Direction


2015 Base
Model VolumesCapacityNumber of 


Lanes


2015 Cumulative plus 
Project ConditionsAdded


Trips# MTS Route
(Dir. Of Travel) From To







2030 CONDITIONS


Link 
Volume V/C LOSa Link


Volume
Link 


Volume Speed LOSa Change in 
V/C Impact?


AM PEAK HOUR
Freeway Segments


1 SR 24 I-580 Ramps Caldecott Tunnel 4 AM 8000 EB Freeway        3,508 0.44 B 11 3,519       0.44 B 0.00 No
SR 24 Caldecott Tunnel I-580 Ramps 4 AM 8000 WB Freeway        9,465 1.18 F 25 9,490       1.19 F 0.00 No


Arterial Segments
2 Telegraph Ave. 45th St 51st St 2 AM 1600 NB Urban II           441 0.28 A 13 454          0.28 A 0.01 No


51st St SR 24 2 AM 1600 NB Urban II        1,764 1.10 F 0 1,764       1.10 F 0.00 No
SR 24 51st St 2 AM 1600 SB Urban II        2,044 1.28 F 0 2,044       1.28 F 0.00 No
51 St 45th 2 AM 1600 SB Urban II        1,669 1.04 F 18 1,687       1.05 F 0.01 No


3 Shattuck Ave. Telegraph Ave 52nd St 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II           120 0.08 A 0 120          0.08 A 0.00 No
52nd St Alcatraz 1 AM 800 40 Urban II           811 1.01 F 11 822          1.03 F 0.01 No
Alcatraz 52nd St 1 AM 800 40 Urban II        1,172 1.47 F 11 1,183       1.48 F 0.01 No
52nd St Telegraph Ave 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II           304 0.19 A 0 304          0.19 A 0.00 No


4 51st Telegraph Ave 52nd St 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II        1,269 0.79 D 30 1,299       0.81 D 0.02 No
52nd St Telegraph Ave 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II        1,070 0.67 C 15 1,085       0.68 C 0.01 No


4 Claremont Ave Telegraph Ave College Ave 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II        1,272 0.80 D 18 1,290       0.81 D 0.01 No
College Ave Telegraph Ave 2 AM 1600 40 Urban II        1,735 1.08 F 13 1,748       1.09 F 0.01 No


PM PEAK HOUR
Freeway Segments


1 SR 24 I-580 Ramps Caldecott Tunnel 4 PM 8000 EB Freeway        9,881 1.24 F 25 9,906       1.24 F 0.00 No
SR 24 Caldecott Tunnel I-580 Ramps 4 PM 8000 WB Freeway        3,991 0.50 B 13 4,004       0.50 B 0.00 No


Arterial Segments
2 Telegraph Ave. 45th St 51st St 2 PM 1600 NB Urban II        1,646 1.03 F 20 1,666       1.04 F 0.01 No


51st St SR 24 2 PM 1600 NB Urban II        2,202 1.38 F 0 2,202       1.38 F 0.00 No
SR 24 51st St 2 PM 1600 SB Urban II        1,376 0.86 D 0 1,376       0.86 D 0.00 No
51 St 45th 2 PM 1600 SB Urban II           578 0.36 B 11 589          0.37 B 0.01 No


3 Shattuck Ave. Telegraph Ave 52nd St 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II           357 0.22 A 0 357          0.22 A 0.00 No
52nd St Alcatraz 1 PM 800 40 Urban II        1,018 1.27 F 8 1,026       1.28 F 0.01 No
Alcatraz 52nd St 1 PM 800 40 Urban II           896 1.12 F 13 909          1.14 F 0.02 No
52nd St Telegraph Ave 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II           107 0.07 A 0 107          0.07 A 0.00 No


4 51st Telegraph Ave 52nd St 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II        1,136 0.71 C 15 1,151       0.72 C 0.01 No
52nd St Telegraph Ave 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II        1,171 0.73 C 20 1,191       0.74 C 0.01 No


4 Claremont Ave Telegraph Ave College Ave 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II        1,849 1.16 F 11 1,860       1.16 F 0.01 No
College Ave Telegraph Ave 2 PM 1600 40 Urban II        1,491 0.93 E 20 1,511       0.94 E 0.01 No


Peak 
Period Capacity


2030 Cumulative plus 
Project Conditions Project Significance


Direction Roadway 
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(Dir. Of Travel) From To Number of 
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BUS RAPID TRANSIT (BRT) ANALYSIS 


 







Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Analysis 
 
This  appendix  discusses  the  potential  effects  of  implementing  the  Telegraph  Avenue  BRT  project  on  both 
Telegraph Avenue and on parallel roadways.   
 


(1)  Background.  In May of 2007, AC Transit published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement / 
Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) to implement Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on Telegraph Avenue and 
International Boulevard connecting Berkeley, Oakland, and San Leandro. The proposed system would dedicate 
one travel lane in each direction to bus operations only, allowing buses to provide a quicker and more reliable 
service than regular bus service today. In the vicinity of the project, the proposed BRT project would generally 
eliminate one through lane in each direction and narrow Telegraph Avenue to one through lane in each 
direction. In addition, existing bus stops are likely to shift from present locations, and some local bus stops may 
be eliminated or consolidated with BRT facilities.   


 
Currently, there are no finalized design plans, an assurance of full funding for the BRT project, or approvals from 
AC Transit, the City of Oakland and other public agencies. Although proposed (but not approved) transit 
improvements are not typically considered as part of the projected baseline conditions, this EIR nevertheless 
(conservatively) provides a non‐CEQA discussion of the potential effects on project impacts caused by proposed 
modifications to the traffic circulation network by the proposed BRT. 
 
On Telegraph Avenue, within the study area, the BRT project would eliminate one northbound and one 
southbound travel lanes on Telegraph Avenue. This configuration would result in a single travel lane in 
northbound and southbound directions on Telegraph Avenue. In addition, the BRT project would eliminate left‐
turn lanes and prohibit left‐turns at most intersections along its route. Left‐turns would be allowed at the 
following locations along Telegraph Avenue within the study area: 51st Street (southbound only), 52nd Street 
(southbound only). The BRT project would include new traffic signals and improvements to existing traffic 
signals (interconnection) to improve traffic flow. 


 
By eliminating one travel lane in each direction, the BRT project would reduce the vehicular capacity on 
Telegraph Avenue. As previously shown in the project analysis, many of the study intersections on Telegraph 
Avenue would operate at poor levels of service under Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline plus Project conditions. 
Thus, it is likely that the increased vehicular congestion on Telegraph Avenue would result in some vehicles 
diverting to other north‐south arterials, such as Shattuck Avenue, Martin Luther King Jr. Way and Broadway. 
 


(2)   Traffic operations Analysis.  The intersection LOS operations compares intersection LOS under 
Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Plus Project (i.e., Creekside Project) conditions as previously presented in Section 
10.0 of this report with intersection LOS under Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Plus Project Plus BRT conditions. 
The Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Plus Project Plus BRT conditions was developed by adjusting the Cumulative 
Year 2030 Baseline plus Project Condition of the Creekside Project to account for geometric and volume changes 
related to the BRT project. These adjustments were based on the traffic analysis completed for the BRT EIR.  
Thus, this analysis is limited to the following intersections only, which are analyzed in both EIRs:  
 







#5 Telegraph Avenue & 52nd Street ‐ Claremont Avenue (A.M. peak hour only) 
 
#7 Telegraph Avenue/51st Street (A.M. peak hour only) 


 
Based on the traffic volumes developed for the BRT EIR, the BRT project would reduce peak hour traffic volumes 
on Telegraph Avenue by about 250 vehicles in each direction.1 However, the BRT EIR does not provide traffic 
volumes on all parallel roadways that diverted traffic would use.  
 
Table N‐1 summarizes intersection LOS for the two study intersections under both Cumulative Year 2030 
Baseline plus Project No BRT (i.e., the Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline plus Project conditions analyzed in the 
Creekside Project Scenario) and Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline plus Project plus BRT conditions.  


 


                                                            
1 Traffic diversion on Telegraph Avenue is likely a function of increased congestion on Telegraph Avenue relative to alternative 
routes, caused by BRT.  Therefore, it is questionable that under the BRT traffic an Telegraph Avenue would result in an 
improvement over the pre‐BRT scenario. 







Table N‐ 1 
Cumulative Year 2030 With Project vs. With Project – With BRT (A.M. peak) 


 
As shown in Table N‐1, the implementation of the BRT would increase delay and degrade LOS at the intersection 
of Telegraph Avenue & 52nd Street‐Claremont Avenue.  Both intersections would operate at unacceptable LOS E 
or LOS F regardless of the BRT project:  


 
#5 Telegraph Avenue & 52nd Street ‐ Claremont Avenue (A.M. peak hour only) 
 
#7 Telegraph Avenue/51st Street (A.M. peak hour only) 


 
 


Level of Service Analysis Summary


A.M. Peak Hour 


#  Intersection 
Traffic 
Control1 


2030 plus Project 
2030 plus Project plus 


BRT 
Difference Project 
–Project with BRT  Potentially 


Significant 
Impact?2 Avg. 


Delay 
V/C  LOS 


Avg. 
Delay 


V/C  LOS 
Avg. 
Delay 


V/C 
(%) 


5. 
Telegraph Ave & 52nd St – 
Claremont Ave 


Signal  167.5  1.41  F  199.7  1.53  F  32.2  12.5  Yes 


7.  Telegraph Ave & 51st St  Signal  145.0  1.33  F  107.7  1.24  F  ‐37.3  ‐9  No 


Source:  DKS Associates, 2007 


  Intersection operates below acceptable LOS D. 


Notes: Average Delay:  in seconds per vehicle                      V/C:  Volume to Capacity Ratio                                          LOS:  Level of Service


1  For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 methodologies.  . 


2Impact determination based on the thresholds of significance. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 


 
A.  PURPOSE OF EIR 
In compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) describes the environmental consequences of the proposed Creekside Mixed‐Use 
Development Project (project).   
 
1.  Agencies and Parties to Be Informed 
This EIR is designed to inform City of Oakland staff, Planning Commission, City Council, Redevelopment 
Agency, Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Alameda County Public Works 
Agency, East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD), Alameda County Congestion Management Agency, 
Alameda‐ Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), 
other responsible and interested agencies, and the general public of: (1) the proposed project and the 
potential environmental consequences of the project, (2) mitigation measures recommended to lessen 
or avoid significant adverse impacts, and (3) a reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the project.  
The information contained in the EIR will be reviewed and considered by public agencies prior to making 
a decision to approve, reject, or modify the proposed project.   
 
2. Lead Agency 
The City of Oakland is the lead agency for environmental review of the proposed project.   
 


 
 


B.  PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
1.  Location 
The proposed project is located at 5132 Telegraph Avenue in the Temescal neighborhood of Oakland, 
Alameda County.  The subject parcel is located within the area bounded by Telegraph Avenue, 
Claremont Avenue, 51st Street and Clarke Street.   
 
2. Existing Use Description 
The project site is composed of a partially vacant two‐story building, surrounding surface parking lot, 
and a small strip of landscaping along the northern boundary of the property.  The two‐story building is 
comprised of ground floor retail space (video rental store) and second floor office space (vacant).  The 
project site includes an existing 160‐foot‐long, underground, north/south storm drain culvert that is 
owned and operated by the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. The 
proposed project would be constructed over this culvert. 
 
3. Project Goal 
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The goal of the Creekside Mixed‐Use Development Project is to redevelop an underutilized site with a 
pedestrian oriented mixed‐use development that contributes to the vitality of the Temescal 
neighborhood.    
  
4. Project Description   
The proposed project includes the demolition of the existing two‐story commercial building and surface 
parking and the construction of up to 120 residential units, approximately 7,700 square feet of ground‐
floor commercial space, 120 enclosed parking spaces, and approximately 5,000 square feet of courtyard 
open space. 
 
The  project  consists  of  the  following  three  buildings  above  a  ground‐floor  podium:    5120  Telegraph 
Avenue on the southwest portion of  the site; 5140 Claremont Avenue on  the west portion of the site 
and 5115 Clarke Street on the northeast portion of the site. 5120 Telegraph Avenue and 5140 Claremont 
Avenue would  contain  ground‐floor neighborhood‐oriented  commercial  space with  continuous  street 
frontage. 5120 Telegraph would contain five residential stories over the ground‐floor podium (six stories 
total) and measure approximately 65 feet tall. The western portion of 5140 Claremont along Claremont 
Avenue would  contain  four  residential  stories  over  the  ground‐floor  podium  (five  stories  total)  and 
measure  approximately  55  feet  tall.    The  eastern  portion  of  5140  Claremont  would  contain  five 
residential stories over the ground‐floor podium  (six stories total) and measure approximately 65  feet 
tall. 5115 Clarke would contain three residential stories over the ground‐floor podium (four stories total) 
and measure approximately 46 feet tall.  
 
The project sponsor  is seeking a density bonus to exceed the maximum residential density allowed by 
the Oakland General  Plan  by  20  percent  by  restricting  five  percent  of  the  units  to  very  low  income 
households (defined as households earning no more than 50 percent of the Area Median Income). The 
120  residential  units  would  consist  of  115  market‐rate  units  and  five  units  for  very  low  income 
households. 
 
 
 


C.  EIR SCOPE 
 
1. Notice of Preparation 
The City of Oakland prepared an Initial Study and issued a Notice of Preparation of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (NOP) on December 21, 2007.  The Initial Study is included as Appendix A 
and the NOP is included as Appendix B.  The public comment period for the scope of the EIR lasted until 
5:00 p.m. on January 21, 2008.  The NOP was sent to property owners within 300 feet of the project site 
as well as responsible and trustee agencies, and interested organizations and individuals.  The NOP 
stated that the “Initial Study screened out environmental factors that will not be further studied in the 
Draft EIR….The Draft EIR will address the potential environmental effects for Transportation/Traffic only.  
All other impacts would be less than significant.” 
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2. Scoping Session 
An EIR scoping session was held on January 9, 2008, in conjunction with a Planning Commission meeting.  
At that time, the Planning Commission decided that the scope of the Draft EIR as outlined in the NOP 
was insufficient and that other environmental topics needed to be studied.  These additional 
environmental topics include Visual Quality, Light and Shadow, and Land Use and Density impacts. 
 
3. Public Comments 
Written comments received by the City in response to the NOP and comments received at the Planning 
Commission meeting were taken into account during the preparation of the EIR.  NOP comments were 
received from concerned citizens, area property owners, and public agencies regarding several issues to 
be addressed in the EIR.  The more widely addressed topics include: aesthetics and visual impacts; 
shadows on public buildings and parks; traffic generation and analysis; Temescal Creek Culvert 
daylighting; pedestrian safety; and impacts on local transportation infrastructure.  The written 
comments received are included in Appendix C. 
 
The following environmental topics are further studied in this EIR: 
 


A. Transportation, Circulation and Parking  
B. Land Use & Density 
C. Visual Quality 
D. Light and Shadow 


 
 
 


D.  REPORT ORGANIZATION 
Volume I of this EIR is organized into the following chapters and also contains appendices A, B, C, D.  
Volume II contains the technical transportation appendices E, F, G, H, I, J, K, L, M, N. 
 
Chapter I ‐ Introduction: Discusses the overall EIR purpose; provides a summary of the proposed 
project; describes the EIR scope; and summarizes the organization of the EIR. 
 
Chapter II ‐ Summary: Provides a summary of the impacts that would result from implementation of the 
proposed project, and describes Standard Conditions of Approval and mitigation measures 
recommended to avoid or reduce significant impacts.    
 
Chapter III ‐ Project Description: Provides a description of the project objectives, project site, site 
development history, the proposed development, and required approval process. 
 
Chapter IV ‐ Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval, and Mitigation Measures: Describes 
the following for each of the aforementioned environmental topics included in this report:  Existing 
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conditions (setting); Standard Conditions of Approval; significance criteria; potential environmental 
impacts and their level of significance; Standard Conditions of Approval relied upon to ensure significant 
impacts would not occur; and mitigation measures recommended when necessary to mitigate identified 
impacts.  Cumulative impacts are also discussed in each technical topic section. Potential adverse 
impacts are identified by levels of significance, as follows: less‐than‐significant impact (LTS), significant 
impact (S), and significant and unavoidable impact (SU).  The significance level is identified for each 
impact before and after implementation of the recommended mitigation measure(s). 
 
Chapter V ‐ Alternatives: Provides an evaluation of eight alternatives to the proposed project.  Three of 
the alternatives are included to meet the CEQA requirement that require an EIR to describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to 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.  Four of the 
alternatives are discussed but not analyzed in detail.  The final alternative is evaluated primarily to 
consider variants to the project that may be desirable to the project developer, the City of Oakland, 
and/or members of the community, but might not lessen or avoid any of the significant, adverse 
environmental effects of the project. 
The CEQA‐required alternatives are: 


• Alternative 1: The No Project Alternative 


• Alternative 2:  The No Significant Impact Alternative 


• Alternative 3:  The Existing Zoning/ Creek Daylighting Alternative 
The alternatives discussed but not analyzed in detail are: 


• Alternative 4:  The All Park/ Creek Daylighting Alternative 


• Alternative 5:  The Off‐Site Alternative 


• Alternative 6: The Temescal Gateway Plan Alternative  


• Alternative 7: The Proposed Temescal Zoning Alternative.     
The additional planning alternative to the project is:  


• Alternative 8: The Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Alternative  
 
Chapter VI ‐ CEQA Required Assessment Conditions:  Provides the required analysis of growth‐inducing 
impacts; significant irreversible changes; effects found not to be significant; and significant unavoidable 
and cumulative impacts.  
 
Chapter VII ‐ Responses to NOP and EIR Scoping Hearing Comments: Provides general responses to 
comments received on the NOP and at the Planning Commission EIR scoping hearing.  
 
Chapter VIII ‐ Report Preparation: Identifies preparers of the EIR, references used, and the persons and 
organizations contacted.  
 
Appendices A, B, C, D: The appendices contain the Initial Study, NOP and written comments submitted 
on the NOP, and the shadow analysis. 
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Volume 2:   Technical Transportation Appendices E, F, G, H, I, J, K, L, M, N:  The transportation 
appendices contain the traffic modeling data and supporting technical analysis.  
 
The Draft EIR is available for public review for the period identified in the Notice of Availability attached 
to the front of this document.  During this time, written comments on the Draft EIR may be submitted to 
the City of Oakland Community & Economic Development Agency, Planning Division at the address 
indicated on the Notice of Availability.  Responses to all comments received on the environmental 
analysis in the Draft EIR during the specified review period will be included in the Response to 
Comments/Final EIR.  
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II. SUMMARY 
  


A.  PROJECT UNDER REVIEW 


This EIR has been prepared to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the Creekside Mixed‐Use 
Development project.  The project seeks to redevelop an underutilized site with a pedestrian oriented 
mixed‐use development that contributes to the vitality of the Temescal neighborhood. 


The 32,139 square feet project site is located in the Temescal neighborhood of North Oakland at 5132 
Telegraph Avenue within the block bounded by Telegraph Avenue, Claremont Avenue, 51st Street and 
Clarke Street, as depicted in Figure III‐1.  The project would include the demolition of an existing two‐
story commercial building and surface parking and the construction of up to 120 residential units, 
approximately 7,700 square feet of ground‐floor commercial space, 120 enclosed parking spaces, and 
approximately 5,000 square feet of courtyard open space.  The proposed project is described in detail in 
Chapter III, Project Description. 


B.  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES 


This summary provides an overview of the analysis contained in Chapter IV, Setting, Impacts, Standard 
Conditions of Approval, and Mitigation Measures.  CEQA requires a summary to include discussion of: 
(1) potential areas of controversy; (2) significant impacts; (3) cumulative impacts; (4) significant 
irreversible and unavoidable impacts; and (5) alternatives to the proposed project.  Each of these topics 
are summarized below. 


1.  Potential Areas of Controversy 


Letters and verbal comments received on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) raised a number of topics that 
the commentors wanted addressed in the EIR, including transportation (traffic, transit, parking, and 
pedestrian safety), visual quality, light and shadow, building noise, and creek daylighting.  In addition, 
some of the comments offered in the NOP comment letters addressed the merits of the project itself 
and not the potential adverse environmental impacts that are the subject of this EIR.  A copy of the NOP 
can be found in Appendix B of this EIR.  Copies of the written NOP comment letters are included in 
Appendix C of this EIR. 


2.  Significant, Unavoidable Impacts 


Under CEQA, a significant impact on the environment is defined as “. . . substantial, or potentially 
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic 







CREEKSIDE MIXED‐USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT DRAFT EIR    AUGUST 2008 
II. SUMMARY 
 
 


8 
 


significance.”1  Implementation of the proposed project has the potential to result in adverse 
environmental impacts related to transportation.  Transportation impacts would be significant without 
the implementation of Standard Conditions of Approval and mitigation measures, but, with the 
exception of two intersections (Claremont Avenue & SR 24 EB off‐ramp/Clifton Street and 
Telegraph/51st Street), would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level if the Standard Conditions of 
Approval and mitigation measures noted in this report are implemented.  Impacts are anticipated to be 
less than significant for all other environmental topics. 


3.  Alternatives to the Proposed Project 


Chapter V includes the detailed analysis of three alternatives to the proposed project to meet the 
requirements of CEQA to analyze a range of reasonable alternatives to the project that would feasibly 
attain most of the project’s basic objectives and avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project.  The three project CEQA alternatives analyzed in detail in Chapter V include: 


• Alternative 1: The No Project Alternative assumes the continuation of the existing conditions 
within the project site.  The land would remain available for future development in accordance 
with current or future zoning regulations. 


• Alternative 2: The No Significant Impact Alternative assumes redevelopment of the existing 
project site with a two‐story 11,000 sq. ft. commercial building.  The alternative would result in 
no significant environmental impacts. 


• Alternative 3: The Existing Zoning/ Creek Daylighting Alternative assumes demolition of the 
existing commercial building and the development of 35 residential units in two structures that 
range in height from two to three stories, or 20 to 40 feet in height.  Five percent of the units 
would be set aside for very‐low income families.  The alternative would comply with the height 
and density limitations of the existing zoning and would contain approximately 2,600 square 
feet of commercial space and a 5‐foot wide greenway.  The project would be set back from 
Telegraph Avenue and Claremont Avenue to allow for future daylighting of Temescal Creek. 


Four alternatives were considered, but were not analyzed in detail for various reasons outlined in 
Chapter V.  These alternatives include: 


• Alternative 4: The All‐Park/ Creek Daylighting Alternative would involve demolition of the 
existing commercial building on site, removal of the existing surface parking lot, and grading and 
landscaping of a park covering the entire 32,139 square foot site.  The Temescal creek culvert on 
site would be opened to daylight.   


• Alternative 5: The Off‐Site Alternative would consist of a project similar in size and use to the 
proposed project but located on another site.   


• Alternative 6: The Temescal Gateway Plan Alternative was produced by a group of community 
members during  a design workshop in 2001 (called the “Temescal Gateway Design Workshop”) 


                                                            
1 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15382. 
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that focused on creating a plan for the Civiq site adjacent to the project site.  The resulting plans 
were presented to the City but no drawings were presented that addressed the project site. 


• Alternative 7: The Proposed Temescal Zoning Alternative would consist of a project that 
complies with updated zoning regulations the City has proposed for the Temescal neighborhood 
of Oakland.   


One additional planning alternative to the project is also considered in detail in this EIR.  This alternative 
may not lessen or avoid any of the significant, adverse environmental effects of the project as they are 
evaluated primarily to consider variants to the project that may be desirable to the project developer, 
the City and/or members of the community.  The planning alternative analyzed in Chapter V is 
summarized as follows: 


• Alternative 8: The Reduced Density/ Creek Daylighting Alternative assumes demolition of the 
existing commercial building and surface parking lot on site and construction of a 93‐unit 
building comprised of six residential floors above a parking podium containing 93 parking 
spaces.  The proposed 75‐foot tall building would be set back from Telegraph and Claremont 
Avenues by a distance of approximately half the depth of the site.  The undeveloped portion of 
the property between Telegraph and Claremont Avenues and the proposed building would 
contain all but a small portion of the Temescal Creek culvert.  This opportunity would provide 
the City an opportunity to daylight the Temescal Creek culvert as has been requested by the 
community while allowing the developer to obtain the density prescribed for the site in the 
General Plan. 


 


4.  Cumulative Impacts 


As discussed at the end of each topical section in Chapter IV, Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, 
the project would not significantly contribute to any significant cumulative impacts for any topics other 
than transportation.  The project would significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 
intersections: 


• Shattuck Avenue / 52nd Street (Years 2015 and 2030) 


• Telegraph Avenue / 51st Street (Years 2015 and 2030) 


• Telegraph Avenue / 52nd Street and Claremont Avenue (Year 2030) 


• Claremont Avenue & S.R. 24 E.B. off‐ramp / Clifton Street (Year 2030) 


The project’s contribution to the cumulative impact at each of the above intersections can be mitigated 
to a less‐than‐significant level except at the Telegraph Avenue / 51st Street intersection where the 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable.  The project’s contribution to the cumulative impact 
at the Claremont Avenue & S.R. 24 E.B. off‐ramp / Clifton Street intersection can be mitigated to a less‐
than‐significant level except that the identified mitigation requires approval from Caltrans.  Therefore, 
the impact to the Claremont Avenue & S.R. 24 E.B. off‐ramp / Clifton Street intersection is conservatively 
considered significant and unavoidable.     
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C.  SUMMARY TABLE 


Information in Table II‐1, Summary of Impacts, City Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation 
Measures, has been organized to correspond with environmental issues discussed in Chapter IV.  The 
table is arranged in four columns (1) impacts; (2) level of significance prior to mitigation (when 
mitigation is necessary); (3) required Standard Conditions of Approval and /or recommended mitigation 
measures; and (4) level of significant after implementation of Standard Conditions of Approval and / or 
mitigation.  Levels of significance are categorized as follows:  LTS = Less Than Significant; S = Significant; 
and SU = Significant and Unavoidable.  A series of mitigation measures is noted where more than one 
mitigation measure is required to achieve a less‐than‐significant impact, and alternative mitigation 
measures are identified when available.  For a complete description of potential impacts and 
recommended mitigation measures, please refer to the specific discussions in Chapter IV. 


Table II‐2 lists recommended improvements identified in the document to address project issues not 
considered significant environmental impacts under CEQA.  The recommendations should be considered 
by the City during the review of the project’s merits, independent of the CEQA impacts and mitigation 
measures.  The failure to adopt such recommendations, however, would not result in any new impacts 
or the increase in severity of previously identified impacts. 
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Table II‐1 
Summary of Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval (COA) and Mitigation Measures (MM) 


 
   


Impact 
Level of 


Significance 
Without MM 


Standard COA / MM 


Level of 
Significance 
With MM / 


COA 


A.  Transportation, Circulation and Parking 
TRANS‐1:  The addition of project traffic 
would cause the intersection of Shattuck 
Avenue & 52nd Street to continue to operate 
at LOS F during the A.M. and P.M. peak hour. 
The addition of project traffic would cause an 
increase in intersection average delay of 2 or 
more seconds during the A.M. and P.M. peak 
hour.  There would also be an increase in 
delay of 4 or more seconds at one or more 
critical movements during the A.M. and P.M. 
peak hours.  


S 


TRANS‐1:  The intersection would require a signal split timing 
modification for the eastbound left turn and westbound through 
approaches.  During the A.M. peak hour, a shift in green‐time of 
2.0 seconds from the eastbound left‐turn to westbound through 
approach would be needed.  During the P.M. peak hour, a shift 
in green‐time of 1.0 second from the eastbound left‐turn to 
westbound through approach would be needed.   


LTS 


TRANS‐2 (2015):  The addition of project trips 
would cause the intersection of Shattuck 
Avenue & 52nd Street to continue to operate 
at LOS F during the A.M. peak hour and LOS E 
during the P.M. peak hour.  The addition of 
project traffic would cause and increase in 
intersection average delay of 2 or more 
seconds during the A.M. and increase in 
delay of 4 or more seconds at one or more 
critical movements during the A.M. peak 
hour.   


S 


TRANS‐2:  The intersection would require a signal split timing 
modification for the eastbound left turn and westbound through 
approach.  During the A.M. peak hour, a shift in green time of 
2.5 seconds from the eastbound left‐turn to westbound through 
approach would be needed.  During the P.M. peak hour, a shift 
in green time of 1.0 seconds from the eastbound left‐turn to 
westbound through approach would be needed. 
 


LTS 
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TRANS‐3 (2015):  The addition of project trips 
would cause the intersection of Telegraph 
Avenue and 51st Street to continue to 
operate at LOS E during the A.M. and P.M. 
peak hour.  The addition of project traffic 
would cause an increase in delay of 6 
seconds or more at one or more critical 
movements during the A.M. peak hour.  
During the P.M. peak hour, the project would 
cause an increase in average delay of 4 or 
more seconds and an increase in delay of 6 
seconds or more at one or more of the 
critical movements. 


S 


TRANS‐3: The intersection would require a signal split timing 
modification of the eastbound left turn and westbound through 
approaches.  During the A.M. peak hour, a shift of 0.5 seconds 
from the northbound through to the eastbound through 
approach.  An additional 1.0 second from the eastbound left 
turn plus 0.5 seconds of the southbound through approach 
(total 1.5 seconds) to be added to teh westbound through 
approach.  During the P.M. peak hour, a shift of 1.0 seconds 
from the eastbound through approach to add 0.5 seconds to the 
westbound left and 0.5 seconds to the northbound through 
approach.  In addition, shift 1.5 seconds from the eastbound left 
approach to add 1.0 seconds to the westbound through and 0.5 
seconds to add the southbound through approach. 


LTS 


TRANS‐4 (2030):  The addition of project trips 
would cause the intersection of Shattuck 
Avenue & 52nd Street to continue to operate 
at LOS F during the A.M. and P.M. peak hour.  
The addition of project traffic would cause 
and increase in intersection average delay of 
2 or more seconds during the A.M. and 
increase in delay of 4 or more seconds at one 
or more critical movements during the A.M. 
and P.M. peak hour. 


S 


TRANS‐4:  The intersection would require a signal split timing 
modification of the eastbound left turn and westbound through 
approaches.  During the A.M. peak hour, a shift of 2.5 seconds 
from the eastbound left‐turn to westbound through approach 
would be needed.  During the P.M. peak hour, a shift of 1.0 
seconds from the eastbound left‐turn to westbound through 
approach would also be needed.      


LTS 


TRANS‐5 (2030):  The addition of project trips 
in the Cumulative Year 2030 scenario would 
cause the intersection of Claremont Avenue 
& SR 24 EB off‐ramp – Clifton Street to 
continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. 
peak hour.  The addition of project traffic 
would result in a potentially significant 
impact at this intersection.   The addition of 
project traffic would cause and increase in 
intersection average delay of 2 or more 
seconds during the A.M. and increase in 
delay of 4 or more seconds at one or more 
critical movements during the A.M. peak 
hour. 


S 


TRANS‐5:  The intersection would require a signal split timing 
modification of the northbound and southbound approach.  
During the A.M. peak hour, a shift of 1.0 seconds from the 
westbound through to add 1.0 second to the 
northbound/southbound approach.  This mitigation would 
require Caltrans approval.    SU 


(LTS if 
approved by 
Caltrans) 
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TRANS‐6 (2030):  The addition of project trips 
would cause the intersection of Telegraph 
Avenue & 52nd Street ‐ Claremont Avenue to 
continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. 
peak hour and LOS E during the P.M. peak 
hour. The addition of project traffic would 
cause and increase in intersection average 
delay of 2 or more seconds during the A.M. 
peak hour, an increase in delay of 4 or more 
seconds at one or more critical movements 
and a v/c ratio of greater than 3%.  During 
the P.M. peak hour, the project would cause 
and increase in average delay of 4 or more 
seconds and an increase in delay of 6 seconds 
or more at one or more of the critical 
movements. 


S 


TRANS‐6:  The intersection would require a signal split timing 
modification of the eastbound approach, westbound approach, 
southbound left turn and southbound through approaches 
during the A.M. peak hour.  A shift of 0.5 second from the 
eastbound approach to the southbound left turn and 
southbound through approaches, and a shift of 4.5 seconds from 
the eastbound approach to the westbound approach would be 
needed.  During the P.M. peak hour, a signal timing split 
modification would be required for the eastbound approach, 
northbound through and southbound through approaches.  A 
shift of 4.0 seconds from the eastbound approach to the 
northbound through and southbound through approaches 
would be needed. 


LTS 


TRANS‐7:  The addition of project traffic in 
the Cumulative Year 2030 scenario, the 
intersection of Telegraph Avenue & 51st 
Street would continue to operate at LOS F 
during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. The 
addition of project traffic would cause and 
increase in intersection average delay of 2 or 
more seconds during the A.M. and P.M. peak 
hour and increase in delay of 4 or more 
seconds at one or more critical movements 
during the A.M. and P.M. peak hour 


S 


TRANS‐7:  The intersection would require: 
 
 During the A.M. peak hour, a signal timing split 


modification would be required for the westbound left 
turn, westbound through, eastbound left turn and 
eastbound through approaches.  A shift of 1.0 second from 
the westbound left turn to the eastbound through 
movement, and a shift of 0.7 second from the eastbound 
left turn to westbound through approach would be needed. 


 During the P.M. peak hour, the intersection would require a 
widening of the northbound and eastbound approach and a 
signal split timing adjustment to include one left‐turn lane 
(10 feet), two through lanes (10 feet each) and one right‐
turn lane (12 feet to 14 feet) in the northbound direction 
and two left‐turn lanes, two through lanes and one right‐
turn lane in the eastbound direction.  This mitigation would 
require narrowing the sidewalk, removing on‐street parking 
spaces, relocating utilities, removing a street tree, and 
acquiring private property, therefore, the mitigation is 
considered infeasible. 


SU 


B. Land Use and Density 


No significant land use impacts would occur. 


C. Visual Quality 


No significant visual quality impacts would occur with 
implementation of the City Standard Conditions of Approval 
listed in this table.  (Note: These Conditions of Approval are 
listed and discussed in Section IV of the Initial Study (see 
Appendix A.) 


COA BIO‐1:  Tree Removal Permit.  Prior to issuance of a 
demolition, grading, or building permit  LTS 
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Prior to removal of any protected trees, per the Protected Tree 
Ordinance, located on the project site or in the public right‐of‐
way adjacent to the project, the project applicant must secure a 
tree removal permit from the Tree Division of the Public Works 
Agency, and abide by the conditions of that permit.    


     
COA BIO‐2:  Tree Protection During Construction.  Prior to 
issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit  LTS 


     


Adequate protection shall be provided during the construction 
period for any trees which are to remain standing, including the 
following, plus any recommendations of an arborist:    


     


a)  Before the start of any clearing, excavation, construction 
or other work on the site, every protected tree deemed to be 
potentially endangered by said site work shall be securely 
fenced off at a distance from the base of the tree to be 
determined by the City Tree Reviewer.  Such fences shall remain 
in place for duration of all such work.  All trees to be removed 
shall be clearly marked.  A scheme shall be established for the 
removal and disposal of logs, brush, earth and other debris 
which will avoid injury to any protected tree.    


     


b)  Where proposed development or other site work is to 
encroach upon the protected perimeter of any protected tree, 
special measures shall be incorporated to allow the roots to 
breathe and obtain water and nutrients.  Any excavation, 
cutting, filing, or compaction of the existing ground surface 
within the protected perimeter shall be minimized.  No change 
in existing ground level shall occur within a distance to be 
determined by the City Tree Reviewer from the base of any 
protected tree at any time.  No burning or use of equipment 
with an open flame shall occur near or within the protected 
perimeter of any protected tree.    


     


c)  No storage or dumping of oil, gas, chemicals, or other 
substances that may be harmful to trees shall occur within the 
distance to be determined by the Tree Reviewer from the base 
of any protected trees, or any other location on the site from 
which such substances might enter the protected perimeter.  No 
heavy construction equipment or construction materials shall be 
operated or stored within a distance from the base of any 
protected trees to be determined by the tree reveiwer.  Wires, 
ropes, or other devices shall not be attached to any protected 
tree, excepted as needed for support of the tree.  No sign, other 
than a tag showing the botanical classification, shall be attached 
to any protected tree.    
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d)  Periodically during construction, the leaves of protected 
trees shall be thoroughly sprayed with water to prevent buildup 
of dust and other pollution that would inhibit leaf transpiration.    


     


e)  If any damage to a protected tree should occur during or 
as a result of work on the site, the project applicant shall 
immediately notify the Public Works Agency of such damage.  If, 
in the professional opinion of the Tree Reviewer, such tree 
cannot be preserved in a healthy state, the Tree Reviewer shall 
require replacement of any tree removed with another tree or 
trees on the same site deemed adequate by the Tree Reviewer 
to compensate for the loss of the tree that is removed.    


     


f)  All debris created as a result of any tree removal work shall 
be removed by the project applicant from the property within 
two weeks of debris creation, and such debris shall be properly 
disposed of by the project applicant in accordance with all 
applicable laws, ordinances, and regulations.    


D. Light and Shadow 


No significant lighting impacts would occur with 
implementation of the City Standard Condition of Approval 
listed in this table. 


COA AES‐1:  Lighting Plan.  Prior to the issuance of an electrical 
or building permit  LTS 


     


The proposed lighting fixtures shall be adequately shielded to a 
point below the light bulb and reflector and that prevent 
unnecessary glare onto adjacent properties.  Plans shall be 
submitted to the Planning and Zoning Division and the Electrical 
Services Division of the Public Works Agency for review and 
approval.  All lighting shall be architecturally integrated ino the 
site.    


 


Table II‐2 
Summary of Recommended Improvements 


 


Improvement Measure 1: The project sponsor shall submit a pedestrian safety improvement plan for Clarke Street 
between Claremont Avenue and 51st Street to the City for review and approval.  Pedestrian crossing safety measures could 
include flashing beacons and warning signage, enhanced street lighting for nighttime visibility, and speed control devices 
such as raised speed table(s) or speed humps.  The location of pedestrian safety devices must be carefully considered so 
that potential vehicular conflicts and emergency response times are not adversely altered.  The project sponsor shall fund 
the cost of preparing and implementing the approved plan.  
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The Creekside Mixed-Use Development Project: Initial Study 
 


1. Project Title and Number: The Creekside Mixed-Use Development Project (the “project”), case 
file number ER07-017 (CMDV07-064) 


2. Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Oakland Community and Economic Development 
Agency, Planning and Zoning Division, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, CA 
94612 


3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Darin Ranelletti, Planner III, Community and Economic 
Development Agency, City of Oakland, 510.238.3663, dranelletti@oaklandnet.com 


4. Project Location: The project site is located at 5132 Telegraph Avenue at the intersection of 
Telegraph and Claremont Avenues to the west and Clarke Street to the east in the City of 
Oakland, Alameda County (Assessor’s Parcel Number 014-1226-013). Pedestrian access to the 
development would be provided from Telegraph Avenue, Claremont Avenue and Clarke Street. 
Vehicular access would be provided from Clarke Street. 


5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address: George F. Hauser, 60 Rausch Street, Suite 201, San 
Francisco, CA 94103. 


6. General Plan Designations: Neighborhood Center Mixed-Use (NCMU) & Mixed Housing Type 
Residential (MHTR) 


7. Zoning: C-28 Commercial Shopping District Commercial Zone & R-40 Garden Apartment 
Residential Zone 


8. Description of Project:  


Project Description: The proposed project includes the demolition of an existing two-story 
commercial building and surface parking and the construction of up to 120 residential units, 
approximately 7,700 square feet of ground-floor commercial space, 120 enclosed parking 
spaces, and approximately 5,000 square feet of courtyard open space. The project sponsor is 
seeking a density bonus to exceed the maximum residential density allowed by the Oakland 
General Plan by 20 percent by restricting five percent of the units to very low income 
households (defined as households earning no more than 50 percent of the Area Median 
Income). The 120 residential units would consist of 115 market-rate units and five units for 
very low income households. 


The project consists of the following three buildings above a ground-floor podium:  5120 
Telegraph Avenue on the southwest portion of the site; 5140 Claremont Avenue on the west 
portion of the site and 5115 Clarke Street on the northeast portion of the site. 5120 Telegraph 
Avenue and 5140 Claremont Avenue would contain ground-floor neighborhood-oriented 
commercial space with continuous street frontage. 5120 Telegraph would contain five 
residential stories over the ground-floor podium (six stories total) and measure approximately 
65 feet tall. The western portion of 5140 Claremont along Claremont Avenue would contain 
four residential stories over the ground-floor podium (five stories total) and measure 
approximately 55 feet tall.  The eastern portion of 5140 Claremont would contain five 
residential stories over the ground-floor podium (six stories total) and measure approximately 
65 feet tall. 5115 Clarke would contain three residential stories over the ground-floor podium 
(four stories total) and measure approximately 46 feet all (with portions of the façade 
measuring up to 36 feet tall).   
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Project Site: The site is currently occupied by a two-story building, which comprises ground 
floor retail space (video rental store) and second floor office space (vacant). The existing 
building was originally built as a bank building with a surface parking lot. The project site 
includes an existing 160-foot-long, underground, north/south storm drain culvert that is 
owned and operated by the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. 
The proposed project would be constructed over this culvert. 


Automobile access to the surface parking is through curb cuts at both Telegraph Avenue to 
the west and Clarke Street to the northeast. The existing building on the site will be 
demolished as part of the project.  


The western portion of the site is zoned C-28 Commercial Shopping District Commercial 
Zone and the eastern portion of the site is zoned R-40 Garden Apartment Residential Zone. 
The General Plan land use designation for the western portion of the site is NCMU 
(Neighborhood Center Mixed Use) and the eastern portion of the site is designated MHTR 
(Mixed Housing Type Residential).  


9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: The project site is located in the Temescal District of 
the City of Oakland, in Alameda County. The Temescal District is characterized by its 
mixed-use and commercial uses along Telegraph Avenue and single and multi-family 
housing. The project site comprises 32,139 square feet and is bounded by Telegraph and 
Claremont Avenues to the west, a four-story multi-family residential building to the north, 
Clarke Street to the northeast and an adjacent approved multi-family residential project to the 
south and southeast (the “Civiq” project). The project site is accessible via Highway 24 and 
surface streets. The site is well-served by transit, including bus lines operated by the 
Alameda-Contra Costa County Transit District (AC Transit). The site is within approximately 
.8 miles of the Rockridge BART station and approximately .7 miles of the MacArthur BART 
station. 


10. Public Agencies whose approval is required (e.g. permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement):  


The proposed project requires action by the City of Oakland. This Initial Study is intended to 
address potential environmental impacts associated with construction and operation of the 
project and obtainment of all necessary zoning and building permits, and any other 
discretionary actions required by the City of Oakland and other governmental agencies.  


Discretionary approvals from the City of Oakland include, without limitation, the following: 


• Conditional Use Permit 


• Variances 


• Design Review 


• Tentative Parcel Map 


• Tree Removal Permit 
In addition, approvals or permits may also be required from other agencies for activities such as 
an Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District permit to construct the 
project over the existing underground storm drain culvert from the Alameda County Public 
Works Agency. 
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Figure 1 


 


Vicinity Map  


 


Project Site 
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Project Site Photos
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Figure 2 


 


View from Clarke Street 
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Figure 3 


 


View from across Claremont Avenue 
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Figure 4 


 


View from across Telegraph/Claremont intersection 
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Project Drawings
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 


The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 
impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages, which 
will be further studied in the EIR.  No other environmental factors will be further studied in the EIR. 


□ Aesthetics □ Agriculture Resources □ Air Quality 


□ Biological Resources □ Cultural Resources □ Geology/Soils 


□ 
Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials □ Hydrology/Water Quality □ Land Use/Planning 


□ Mineral Resources □ Noise □ Population/Housing 


□ Public Services □ Recreation ■ Transportation/Traffic 


□ Utilities/Service Systems ■ Mandatory Findings of Significance 
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DETERMINATION 


On the basis of this initial study: 


I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment 
with Uniformly Applied Development Standards imposed as conditions of approval, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 


□ 


I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because mitigation measures and Uniformly 
Applied Development Standards have been imposed on the project.  A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 


□ 


I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required that will further study 
Transportation/Traffic.  No other environmental factors will be further studied. 


■ 


I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.  An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that 
remain to be addressed. 


□ 


I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR 
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided 
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions 
or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental 
documentation is required. 


□ 


 


 


 


    


Signature  Date 


   


Darin Ranelletti 
Planner III 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 


CEQA requires that an explanation of all answers be provided along with this checklist, including a 
discussion of ways to mitigate any significant effects identified.  


Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers 
must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, less than 
significant with development standards, or less than significant.  As defined here, a "Potentially Significant 
Impact" is appropriate if the significant effect is considered to have a substantial or potentially substantial 
adverse effect on the environment.  If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the 
determination is made, an EIR is required.  


A "Less than Significant with Mitigation" answer applies where incorporation of a mitigation measure has 
reduced an effect from a "Potentially Significant Impact to a "Less than Significant Impact." The lead agency 
must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than 
significant level.  


A "Less than Significant with Development Standard" answer applies where incorporation of a development 
standard has reduced an effect from a "Potentially Significant Impact to a "Less than Significant Impact." 
The City's Uniformly Applied Development Standards are incorporated into projects as conditions of 
approval regardless of a project's environmental determination.  As applicable, the Uniformly Applied 
Development Standards are adopted as requirements of an individual project when it is approved by the City 
and are designed to, and will, substantially mitigate environmental effects.  In reviewing project applications, 
the City determines which of the standard conditions are applied, based upon the zoning district, community 
plan, and the type(s) of permit(s)/approvals(s) required for the project.  Depending on the specific 
characteristics of the project type and/or project site, the city will determine which Development Standards 
apply to each project; for example, Development Standards related to creek protection permits will only be 
applied projects on creekside properties.  


The Development Standards incorporate development policies and standards from various adopted plans, 
policies, and ordinances (such as the Oakland Planning and Municipal Codes, Oakland Creek Protection, 
Stormwater Water Management and Discharge Control Ordinance, Oakland Tree Protection Ordinance, 
Oakland Grading Regulations, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 
requirements, Housing Element-related mitigation measures, California Building Code, and Uniform Fire 
Code, among others), which have been found to substantially mitigate environmental effects.  Where there 
are peculiar circumstances associated with a project or project site that will result in significant 
environmental impacts despite implementation of the Development Standards, the City will determine 
whether there are feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impact to less than significant levels in the 
course of appropriate CEQA review (mitigated negative declarations or EIRs).  


A "Less than Significant Impact" answer applies where the project creates no substantial or potentially 
substantial adverse effect on the environment.  


A "No Impact" answer applies where a project does not create any impact in that category.  A "No Impact" 
answer needs to be adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses 
following each question.  A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information 
sources show that the impact simply doesn't apply to projects like the one involved.  A "No Impact" answer 
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards.  







 


  259


 


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT CHECKLIST 


 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Potentially 
Significant 


Unless Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Development 


Standards 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 


I. AESTHETICS—Would the project:      


a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? □ □ □ ■ □ 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state or locally designated scenic 
highway? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? □ □ □ ■ □ 


d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in 
the area? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


e) Introduce landscape that now or in the future cast 
substantial shadows on existing solar collectors (in 
conflict with California Public Resource Code Section 
25980-25986)? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


f) Cast shadows that substantially impairs the function 
of a building using passive solar heat collection, solar 
collectors for hot water heating, or photovoltaic solar 
collectors? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


g) Cast a shadow that substantially impairs the 
beneficial use of any public or quasi-public park, lawn, 
garden, or open space?  


□ □ □ ■ □ 


h) Cast shadow on an historic resource, as defined by 
CEQA Section 15064.5(a), such that the shadow would 
materially impair the resource's historic significance by 
materially altering those physical characteristics of the 
resource that convey its historical significance and that 
justify its inclusion on or eligibility for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places, California 
Register of Historical Resources, Local Register of 
Historic Resources or a historical resource survey form 
(DPR Form 523) with a rating of 1–5? 


□ □ □ ■ □ 


i) Require an exception (variance) to the policies and 
regulations in the General Plan, Planning Code, or 
Uniform Building Code, and the exception causes a 
fundamental conflict with policies and regulations in 
the General Plan, Planning Code, and Uniform 
Building Code addressing the Provision of adequate 
light related to appropriate uses? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


j) Create winds exceeding 36 mph for more than one 
hour during daylight hours during the year? NOTE: 
Wind analysis is required if project’s height is 100 feet 
or greater (measured to the roof) and one of the 
following conditions exists: a) the project is located 
adjacent to a substantial water body (i.e., Oakland 
Estuary, Lake Merritt or San Francisco Bay), or b) the 
project is located in Downtown Oakland. 


□ □ □ □ ■ 
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Comments to I (a), (c), (g) & (h): Less Than Significant Impact. 


No scenic vistas or scenic resources exist within or immediately adjacent to the project site. Views to the 
Oakland Hills are present on some east/west streets in the vicinity of the project site. The proposed building 
would not substantially block views from public places, including roadways.  


The visual character surrounding the project site is eclectic. The buildings range in age and vary considerably 
in terms of size, scale, and architectural style. The commercial corridor along Telegraph and Claremont 
Avenues features buildings representing almost every decade back to 1907, including but not limited to, 
historic architectural and cultural resources, two-story mixed-use buildings, three- and four-story apartment 
buildings, auto service stations, various office buildings, and newer retail developments with surface parking. 
Along Clarke Street and Redondo Avenue the buildings are exclusively residential, from one-story 
bungalows to multi-unit apartment buildings.  


The project site itself has low visual quality because it is currently occupied by an underutilized two-story 
commercial building surrounded by unsightly surface parking. The proposed project would remove the 
parking lot and commercial building and replace them with high-quality residential and commercial 
buildings and landscaping. Proposed new enclosed parking would be buffered from adjacent properties with 
commercial, residential and pedestrian uses. The change would not degrade the visual character or quality of 
the site or surroundings, but would serve to improve the aesthetics of the area by replacing an underutilized 
building and parking lot with new high-quality development. 


The project site is located across Telegraph Avenue to the east from the historic Oakland City Library 
Temescal Branch located on the northwest corner of 52nd Street and Telegraph Avenue (City of Oakland 
Historical Landmark # 43) and across Clarke Street to the south from the Redondo Playground of FROG 
Park. The project will not create any significant shade or shadow related impacts on the library of park (see 
Appendix I). 


Comments to I (b), (e), (f), (i) & (j): No Impact. 


The project site is not visible from a state-designated scenic highway or scenic route.  


No buildings using passive solar heat collection or photovoltaic solar collectors are known to exist near the 
project site. The approved Civiq project located adjacent to the south and southeast of the project site 
contains proposed rooftop solar collectors. Due to solar orientation relative to the project site and the Civiq 
site, the project would not cast shadows on the proposed Civiq solar collectors.  
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The proposed project requires no exceptions or variances which could cause a fundamental conflict to the 
policies and regulations in the General Plan, Planning Code or Uniform Building Code addressing the 
provision of light. The project would not result in potential wind impacts; the project is less than 100 feet in 
height, not located adjacent to a substantial water body, and not located in Downtown Oakland. 


Comments to I (d): Less Than Significant Impact with Development Standards. 


Lighting would be installed within the project site for the maintenance of public safety. This lighting, which 
would be directed downward to the sidewalk, is not expected to substantially adversely affect nighttime 
views. The project would incorporate non-reflective glass to eliminate glare from the residential and 
commercial windows. 


With the incorporation of Standard Condition AES-1 regarding a lighting plan, the potential impact would be 
reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition AES-1: Lighting Plan. Prior to the issuance of an electrical or building 
permit, the proposed lighting fixtures shall be adequately shielded to a point below the light 
bulb and reflector and that prevent unnecessary glare onto adjacent properties. Plans shall be 
submitted to the Planning and Zoning Division and the Electrical Services Division of the 
Public Works Agency for review and approval. All lighting shall be architecturally integrated 
into the site.  


Sources:  
Field Surveys 
Project Plans 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), List of Officially Designated State Scenic Highways 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Plan Element, March 1998 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, June 1996 
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II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES—Would the project: 


a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or 
a Williamson Act contract? □ □ □ □ ■ 


c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 
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Comments to II (a), (b), & (c): No Impact. 


The proposed project is located in a developed urban neighborhood commercial area. There are no farmlands 
or agricultural uses existing on-site, adjacent to the site or within the Temescal District where the project site 
is located. 


Sources:  
Field Surveys 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Plan Element, March 1998 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, June 1996 
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III. AIR QUALITY—Would the project: 


a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? □ □ ■ □ □ 


b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 


□ □ □ ■ □ 


d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? □ □ ■ □ □ 


e) Frequently create substantial objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people? □ □ □ □ ■ 


f) Contribute to CO concentrations exceeding the State 
AAQS of 9 ppm averaged over 8 hours and 20 ppm for 
1 hour. Pursuant to BAAQMD, localized carbon 
monoxide concentrations should be estimated for 
projects in which (1) vehicle emissions of CO would 
exceed 550 lb/day; (2) intersections or roadway links 
would decline to LOS E or F; (3) intersections 
operating at LOS E or F will have reduced LOS; or 
(4) traffic volume increase on nearby roadways by 10% 
or more unless the increase in traffic volume is less 
than 100 vehicles per hour? 


□ □ □ ■ □ 


g) Result in total emissions of ROG, NOx, or PM10 of 
15 tons per year or greater, or 80 pounds (36 kilograms) 
per day or greater?  


□ □ □ ■ □ 


h) Result in potential to expose persons to substantial 
levels of Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC), such that the 
probability of contracting cancer for the Maximally 
Exposed Individual (MEI) exceeds 10 in one million? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


i) Result in ground level concentrations of non-
carcinogenic TACs such that the Hazard Index would 
be greater than 1 for the MEI? 


□ □ □ ■ □ 
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j) Result in a substantial increase in diesel emissions? □ □ □ ■ □ 
k) A project's contribution to cumulative impacts is 
considered "considerable" (i.e., significant) when the 
project results in any individually significant impact; or 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


1) Result in a fundamental conflict with the local 
general plan, when the general plan is consistent with 
the regional air quality plan? When the general plan 
fundamentally conflicts with the regional air quality 
plan, then if the contribution of the proposed project is 
cumulatively considerable when analyzed the impact to 
air quality should be considered significant. 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


 


Comments to III (a), (b), (d) & (h): Less Than Significant with Development Standards. 


The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is currently non-attainment for ozone (state and federal ambient 
standards) and PM10 (state ambient standard).42  While air quality plans exist for ozone, none exists (or is 
currently required) for PM10. The Revised San Francisco Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan for the 1-Hour 
National Ozone Standard (2001) is the current ozone air quality plan required under the federal Clean Air 
Act. The state-mandated regional air quality plan is the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy.  These plans contain 
mobile source controls, stationary source controls and transportation control measures to be implemented in 
the region to attain the state and federal ozone standards within the Bay Area Air Basin. 


A project would be judged to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the regional air quality plan if it 
would be inconsistent with the growth assumptions, in terms of population, employment or regional growth 
in Vehicle Miles Traveled. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines 
provide that if a project requires a General Plan amendment it would have a significant cumulative impact if 
the project generates more Vehicle Miles Traveled than that anticipated under the previous land use 
designation. This would be due to inconsistency with the regional air quality plan, which is based on 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) projections which are in turn based on city/county general 
plans. Implementation of the proposed project would not require a General Plan amendment, therefore, the 
proposed project would not be inconsistent with the assumptions in the Bay Area 2001 plan and the 2005 
Ozone Strategy.  


Potentially, the construction work could result in the entrainment of asbestos, a toxic air contaminant. As 
required for all development projects involving demolition of, or in, existing buildings, the project applicant 


                                                            
42  Ozone is a an unstable, poisonous form of oxygen, O3, that is formed naturally in the ozone layer from atmospheric 
oxygen by electric discharge or exposure to ultraviolet radiation, also produced in the lower atmosphere by the 
photochemical reaction of certain pollutants. PM10 is fine particulate matter that is 10 micrometers (ten millionth (10-6)of a 
meter or less in diameter. 
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shall be required to implement and comply with the following uniformly applied standard condition of 
approval, which would reduce the potential for public health hazards associated with airborne asbestos fibers 
to a less-than-significant level.  


With the incorporation of Standard Condition AQ-1 regarding asbestos removal, the potential impact would 
be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition AQ-1: Asbestos Removal in Structures. Prior to issuance of a demolition 
permit if asbestos-containing materials (ACM) are found to be present in building materials to 
be removed, demolition and disposal, the project applicant shall submit specifications signed by 
a certified asbestos consultant for the removal, encapsulation, or enclosure of the identified 
ACM in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations, including but not necessarily 
limited to: California Code of Regulations, Title 8; Business and Professions Code; Division 3; 
California Health & Safety Code 25915-25919.7; and Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District, Regulation 11, Rule 2, as may be amended.  


Construction Emissions and Dust Control 


Demolition, excavation, grading, foundation and other ground-disturbing construction activity would 
temporarily affect localized air quality for up to about two months, causing a temporary increase in 
particulate dust and other pollutants. Excavation and movement of heavy equipment could create fugitive 
dust and emit nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), sulphur dioxide (SO2), reactive organic gases 
or hydrocarbons (ROG or HC), and particulate matter with a diameter of less than 10 microns (PM10) as a 
result of diesel fuel combustion. Fugitive dust is made up of particulate matter including PM10.  


The project sponsor would require the project contractor(s) to maintain and operate construction equipment 
so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulate and other pollutants, by such means as a prohibition on 
idling motors when equipment is not in use or when truck are waiting in queues, and implementation of 
specific maintenance programs to reduce emissions for equipment that would be in frequent use for much of 
the construction period. 


While construction emissions would occur in short-term, temporary phases, they could cause adverse effects 
on local air quality. BAAQMD, in its CEQA Guidelines, has developed an analytical approach that obviates 
the need to quantitatively estimate these emissions. BAAQMD has identified a set of feasible PM10 control 
measures for construction activities. The project would include these measures to reduce the effects of 
construction activities to a less-than-significant level. 


With the incorporation of Standard Conditions AQ-2 regarding construction emissions, and AQ-3 regarding 
dust control, the potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition AQ-2: Construction Emissions. Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading 
or building permit to minimize construction equipment emissions during construction, the 
project applicant shall require the construction contractor to: 
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a) Demonstrate compliance with Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) 
Regulation 2, Rule 1 (General Requirements) for all portable construction equipment subject 
to that rule. BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 1 provides the issuance of authorities to construct 
and permits to operate certain types of portable equipment used for construction purposes 
(e.g., gasoline or diesel-powered engines used in conjunction with power generation, pumps, 
compressors, and cranes) unless such equipment complies with all applicable requirements of 
the "CAPCOA" Portable Equipment Registration Rule" or with all applicable requirements of 
the Statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program. This exemption is provided in 
BAAQMD Rule 2-1-105. 


b) Perform low- NOx tune-ups on all diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 
horsepower (no more than 30 days prior to the start of use of that equipment). Periodic tune-
ups (every 90 days) should be performed for such equipment used continuously during the 
construction period. 


Standard Condition AQ-3: Dust Control. Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading or building 
permit, the project applicant shall require the construction contractor to implement the 
following measures required as part of Bay Area Air Quality Management District's 
(BAAQMD) dust control procedures required for construction sites. These include:  


a) Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. Watering should be sufficient to 
prevent airborne dust from leaving the site. Increased watering frequency may be necessary 
whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed water should be used whenever 
possible. 


b) Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to 
maintain at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., the minimum required space between the top of the 
load and the top of the trailer). 


c) Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved 
access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites. 


d) Sweep daily (with water sweepers using reclaimed water if possible) all paved access roads, 
parking areas and staging areas at construction sites. 


e) Sweep streets (with water sweepers using reclaimed water if possible) at the end of each day 
if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent paved roads. 


f) Limit the amount of the disturbed area at any one time, where feasible. 


g) Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph. 


h) Pave all roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc. as soon as feasible. In addition, building pads 
should be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used. 


i) Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as feasible. 


j) Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to exposed stockpiles 
(dirt, sand, etc.). 


k) Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour. 
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l) Clean off the tires or tracks of all trucks and equipment leaving any unpaved construction 
areas.  


Comments to III (e), (k) & (l):  No Impact. 


The proposed project would not increase or change perceptibly odors on the project site or in the vicinity of 
the proposed project. Observation indicates that surrounding land uses are not sources of objectionable odors 
that would adversely affect project residents, and that residential waste handling for projects of this size is 
not a source of significant objectionable odors. The proposed project would not create objectionable odors 
nor be exposed to existing objectionable odors, and therefore not have a significant odor impact.  


The proposed project's contribution to cumulative impacts is not considered significant because as discussed 
below it does not have a project-specific significant impact. 


The proposed project would not result in a fundamental conflict with the local general plan, and the City of 
Oakland General Plan does not fundamentally conflict with the state-mandated regional air quality plan, the 
Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy.  


Comments to III (c), (f), (g), (i) & (j): Less Than Significant Impact. 


The project is not located in proximity to any known sources of significant risks from diesel emissions. The 
project would generate little or no diesel emissions. The project site is located more than 500 feet from 
Highway 24. 


Greenhouse Gases 


There is a general scientific consensus that global climate change is occurring, caused in whole or in part by 
increased emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) that keep the Earth’s surface warm by trapping heat in the 
Earth’s atmosphere, in much the same way as glass in a greenhouse. While many studies show evidence of 
warming over the last century, and predict future global warming, the causes of such warming and its 
potential effects are far less certain. In its “natural” condition, the greenhouse effect is responsible for 
maintaining a habitable climate on Earth, but human activity has caused increased  concentrations of these 
gases in the atmosphere, thereby contributing to an increase in global temperatures. Carbon dioxide (CO2), 
methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), ozone (O3), and water vapor (H2O) are the principal GHGs, and when 
concentrations of these gases exceed the natural concentrations in the atmosphere, the greenhouse effect may 
be enhanced. Without these GHGs, Earth’s temperature would be too cold for life to exist. CO2, CH4 and 
N2O occur naturally as well as through human activity. Of these gases, CO2 and CH4 are emitted in the 
greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO2 are largely by-products of fossil fuel 
combustion, whereas CH4 results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices and landfills. Man-
made GHGs—with much greater heat-absorption potential than CO2—include fluorinated gases such as 
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFC), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) which are byproducts of 
certain industrial processes. 
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In 2005, it was estimated that the emission of CO2 equivalents (CO2e) from all major sources totaled 
2,200,000 tons, nearly half of which from transportation. From year 2005, emissions are forecast to increase 
by 12 percent by 2010 (to 2,500,000 tons of CO2e), and 19.5 percent (to 2,700,000 tons of CO2e) by 2020, 
assuming “business as usual” into the future. 


On June 1, 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, establishing 
statewide GHG emission reduction targets. This EO provides that by 2010, emissions shall be reduced to 
2000 levels; by 2020, emissions shall be reduced to 1990 levels; and by 2050, emissions shall be reduced to 
80 percent of 1990 levels. On August 31, 2006, the California Assembly passed Bill 32 (AB 32—signed into 
law on September 27, 2006), which commits California to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels and 
establishes a multi-year regulatory process under the jurisdiction of the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) to establish regulations to achieve these goals. By January 1, 2008, CARB is also required to adopt 
a statewide GHG emissions limit equivalent to the statewide GHG emissions levels in 1990, which must be 
achieved by 2020. By January 1, 2011, CARB is required to adopt rules and regulations, which shall become 
operative on January 1, 2012, to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG 
emission reductions. 


The construction and occupation of residential developments, such as the proposed project, cause GHG 
emissions. GHG emissions occur in connection with many activities associated with development, including 
the use of construction equipment and building materials, vegetation clearing, natural gas usage, electrical 
usage (since electricity generation by conventional means is a major contributor to GHG emissions), water 
use (which relies on the use of electricity for pumping), and transportation. However, it is important to 
acknowledge that new development does not necessarily create entirely new GHG emissions, since most of 
the persons who will visit or occupy the new development will come from other locations where they were 
already causing such GHG emissions. Further, it has not been demonstrated that even new GHG emissions 
caused by a local development project can affect global climate change, or that a project’s net increase in 
GHG emissions, if any, when coupled with other activities in the region, would be cumulatively 
considerable. 


As of preparation of this Initial Study, there are no statutes, regulations, guidelines, or case law decisions 
requiring analysis of climate change within a CEQA document. Under AB 32, the CARB (the sole agency in 
charge of regulating sources of emissions of GHG in California) has been tasked with adopting regulations 
for reduction of GHG emissions. As of the date of this analysis, no air district in California (including 
BAAQMD) is known to have identified a significance threshold for GHG emissions or a methodology for 
analyzing air quality impacts related to GHG emissions. In particular, there is no emission rate criterion for 
the purpose of identifying a significant contribution to global climate change in CEQA documents. 


CEQA Guidelines and the CEQA Initial Study Checklist do not contain any provisions that specifically set 
forth requirements for analysis of global climate change impacts in an Initial Study or Categorical 
Exemption. As stated in Section 15064(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “The determination of whether a 
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project may have a significant effect on the environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the public 
agency involved, based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data.” Additionally, CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15145 states, “If, after thorough investigation, a Lead Agency finds that a particular impact is too 
speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact.” 


Moreover, Governor Schwarzenegger signed SB 97 (Chapter 185, Statutes 2007) into law on August 24, 
2007. The legislation provides partial guidance on how greenhouse gases should be addressed in certain 
CEQA documents. 


SB 97 requires the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to prepare CEQA guidelines for the 
mitigation of GHG emissions, including, but not limited to, effects associated with transportation or energy 
consumption. OPR must prepare these guidelines and transmit them to the Resources Agency by July 1, 
2009. The Resources Agency must then certify and adopt the guidelines by January 1, 2010. OPR and the 
Resources Agency are required to periodically review the guidelines to incorporate new information or 
criteria adopted by ARB pursuant to the Global Warming Solutions Act, scheduled for 2012. 


The second part of SB 97 codifies safe harbor for highways and flood control projects. It provides that the 
failure of a CEQA document for a project funded by Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and 
Port Security Bond Act of 2006 or the Disaster Preparedness and Flood Prevention Bond Act of 2006 to 
adequately analyze the effects of GHG emission otherwise required to be reduced pursuant to the regulations 
adopted under the Global Warming Solutions Act (which are not slated for adoption until January 1, 2012), 
does not create a cause of action for a violation of CEQA. This portion of SB 97 has a sunset date of January 
1, 2010. 


The bill does not address the obligation to analyze GHGs in projects not protected by the safe harbor 
provision. One possible interpretation is that there is no duty until the guidelines are adopted, because CEQA 
Guidelines section 15007 subdivision (b) provides that guideline amendments apply prospectively only.  


The City of Oakland has determined, based upon the discussion above and the factors discussed previously 
and summarized below, that the project’s impact on global climate change is speculative, and cannot be 
evaluated at this time because of: 


• Uncertainties regarding human activities and climate change and the potential human activities 
that may reverse global warming trends. 


• Lack of guidance for analysis of climate change issues in CEQA documents. 


• Lack of methodology for evaluating GHGs, specifically determining the incremental increase in 
GHG emissions for an individual project, the impacts of a particular development project on 
global climate change, and the significance of any such impacts under CEQA. 


• Lack of methodology for determining whether GHG emissions from an individual project are 
significant. 
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• Lack of scientific basis to accurately project future climate trends, much less the likely adverse 
environmental impacts resulting from those trends in any specific location. 


For all of the reasons summarized above, and pursuant to Section 15145 of the CEQA Guidelines, until such 
time as a sufficient scientific basis exists to 1) ascertain the incremental impact of an individual project on 
climate change, and to 2) accurately project future climate trends associated with that increment of change, 
and 3) guidance is provided by regulatory agencies on the control of GHG emissions and thresholds of 
significance, the significance of an individual project’s contribution to global GHG emissions is too 
speculative to be determined. Therefore, further analysis and application of current emissions scenarios, 
climate models, and climate change projections to the proposed project is also speculative. 


While the preceding discussion outlines the speculative nature of determining the significance of an 
individual project’s contribution to global GHG emissions at this time, the City of Oakland has provided a 
discussion of the proposed project below, for consideration by decision makers. Discussed below are the 
project-related activities that could contribute to the generation of increased GHG emissions, and project 
design features that would avoid or minimize those emissions. 


The approach employed is that, in lieu of an adopted significance threshold for GHG emissions, or a 
methodology for analyzing air quality impacts related to GHG emissions, the effects of a proposed project 
may be evaluated based not upon the quantity of emission, but rather on whether practicable available 
control measures are implemented, similar to construction-related dust emissions within the San Francisco 
Bay Air Basin. Theoretically, if a project implements reduction strategies identified in AB-32, the 
Governor’s Executive Order S-3-05, or other strategies to help toward reducing GHGs to the level proposed 
by the Governor and targeted by the City of Oakland, it could reasonably follow that the project would not 
result in a significant contribution to the cumulative impact of global climate change. Alternatively, a project 
could reduce a potential cumulative contribution to GHG emissions through energy efficiency features, 
density and locale (e.g., compact development near transit and activity nodes of work or shopping). 


Since the project site is located in an area that would not be likely to be subject to coastal or other flooding 
resulting from climate change during the economic life of the project, the potential effects of climate change 
on the proposed project are not discussed in this Initial Study. 


Although it is possible to generally estimate a project’s contribution to CO2 into the atmosphere, it is a matter 
of speculation whether that project increases existing levels of GHGs globally or in the State of California. 
Moreover, even if it is assumed that a project does create an incremental increase in those emissions, it is 
typically not possible to determine whether or how an individual project’s relatively small incremental 
contribution might translate into physical effects on the environment, given the considerations discussed 
above. 
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The amount of increased GHG emissions that may be generated by the proposed project would not, by itself, 
influence global climate change. It cannot currently be determined if the proposed project would provide an 
incremental contribution to the cumulative increase in GHG emissions. 


As previously noted, there are no published thresholds of significance, and no regulatory guidance available 
that evaluate climate change and GHG emissions in conjunction with individual development projects. In 
addition, the scientific and technical literature indicates that there is not yet a methodology for reflecting the 
impact of individual land use decisions in climate change models. Until such time that sufficient scientific 
basis exists to accurately project future climate trends and guidance is provided by regulatory agencies on the 
control of GHG emissions and thresholds of significance, the significance of the proposed project’s 
contribution to global GHG emissions, pursuant to CEQA, cannot be judged, but is likely less than 
significant. 


As discussed above, the construction and operation of the proposed project would generate GHG emissions, 
with the majority of energy consumption (and associated generation of GHG) occurring during operation. 
Typically, more than 80 percent of total energy consumption takes place during the use of the buildings, and 
less than 20 percent is consumed during construction. As yet, there is no study that quantitatively assesses all 
of the GHG emissions associated with each phase of the construction and use of an individual residential 
development. 


Overall, the following activities associated with a typical residential development could contribute to the 
generation of GHG emissions: 


• Removal of Vegetation – The net removal of vegetation for construction results in a loss of carbon 
sequestration in plants. Alternately, planting of additional vegetation would result in additional 
carbon sequestration and lower carbon footprint of the project. 


• Construction Activities – Construction equipment typically uses fossil-based fuels to operate. The 
combustion of fossil-based fuels creates GHGs such as carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide. 
Furthermore, methane is emitted during the fueling of heavy equipment. 


• Gas, Electricity and Water Use – Gas use results in the emissions of two GHGs: methane (the major 
component of natural gas) and carbon dioxide from the combustion of natural gas (as before a flame 
on a stove is sparked, and from small amounts of methane that is uncombusted in a natural gas flame. 
Electricity use can result in GHG production if the electricity is generated by combusting fossil fuel. 
California’s water conveyance system is energy-intensive, with electricity used to pump and treat 
water. 


• Motor Vehicle Use – Transportation associated with the proposed project would result in GHG 
emissions from the combustion of fossil fuels in daily automobile and truck trips. 
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While the proposed project and all development of similar land use would generate GHG emissions as 
described above, the City of Oakland’s ongoing implementation of its Sustainability Community 
Development Initiative and other programs/policies will collectively reduce the levels of GHG emissions and 
contributions to global climate change attributable to activities throughout Oakland. 43 


While no significant GHG emissions-related impacts have been identified, and no mitigation is required, 
project characteristics and design features that have been included in the project to reduce the amount of 
GHG emissions generated during construction and operation are provided below: 


• City of Oakland – According the Pedestrian Master Plan, the City of Oakland has the highest walking 
rates for all cities in the nine-county San Francisco Bay Region. It is noted that these high pedestrian 
trips are likely because the neighborhoods are densely populated and well served by transit, including 
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), AC Transit, Amtrack, and the Alameda Ferry. As such, the project 
would reduce transportation-related GHG emissions compared to emissions from the same level of 
development elsewhere in the outer Bay Area. 


• Energy Efficiency – The proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable local, 
state, and federal regulations associated with the generation of GHG emissions and energy 
conservation. In particular, construction of the proposed project would also be required to meet 
California Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, and the 
requirements of pertinent City policies as identified in the City of Oakland General Plan, helping to 
reduce future energy demand as well as reduce the project’s contribution to regional GHG emissions. 


• Construction Waste – The proposed project will be required to comply with the Construction and 
Waste Reduction Ordinance and submit a Construction and Demolition Waste Reduction Plan for 
review and approval. As a result, construction-related truck traffic, which primarily have diesel 
fueled engines, would be reduced since demolition debris hauled off site would be reused on site. In 
addition, reuse of concrete, asphalt, and other debris will reduce the amount of material introduced to 
area landfills.  


 


Project Emissions 


The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines set forth thresholds of significance. These thresholds are based on the 
minimum-size projects that BAAQMD considers capable of producing air quality problems due to vehicular 


                                                            
2. 43 The City of Oakland has adopted legislation related to sustainability and reduction of GHG Emission’s which include: the 
Climate Protection Ordinance, Construction and Demolition Recycling Ordinance, Green Building Ordinance, Green Fleet Resolution, 
Waste Reduction Resolution, Chicago Climate Exchange Resolution, Zero Waste Resolution, and the Oil Independence Resolution. 
Current City of Oakland programs that reduce GHG Emissions include: California Youth Energy Services, Residential and Business 
Recycling, encouraging Transit Village Development Plans, implementation of the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plans.  
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emissions. One of the applicable thresholds is 2,000 new vehicle trips per day. The project would be below 
this minimum standard (approximately 1,729 average daily trips) (see Appendix II).  Therefore, under 
BAAQMD regulations a detailed air quality analysis for the proposed project is not required, and, therefore, 
no significant air quality impacts would be generated by the proposed project. 


The proposed project would include a change of use from commercial to residential and commercial uses. 
The introduction of residential use could require the on-site operation of a 90+ percent efficient natural-gas-
fired hot water boiler to provide hot water for residential use and a residential radiant floor heating system. 
This boiler would emit low trace quantities of toxic air contaminants, but would not be expected to have the 
potential to generate toxic air contaminants in substantial amounts. 


Sources: 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, December 28, 2005 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised San Francisco Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan for the 1-Hour National 


Ozone Standard, October 24, 2001 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Rules and Regulations 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Guidelines, April 1996 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Plan Element, March 1998 
City of Oakland, Bicycle Master Plan, July 20, 1999 
DKS Associates, Memorandum – Trip Generation for Air & Noise Analysis [DATE]  
 


 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Potentially 
Significant  


Unless 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Development 


Standards 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 


IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would the project:      


a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands (as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act) or state protected wetlands, through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


e) Fundamentally conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community conservation 
plan? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 
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f) Fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland 
Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance (Oakland 
Municipal Code (OMC) Chapter 12.36) by removal of 
protected trees under certain circumstances? Factors to 
be considered in determining significance include:  the 
number, type, size, location and condition of (a) the 
protected trees to be removed and/or impacted by 
construction and (b) the protected trees to remain, with 
special consideration given to native trees. 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


Protected trees include the following: Quercus agrifolia 
(California or coast live oak) measuring four inches 
diameter at breast height (dbh) or larger, and any other 
tree measuring nine inches dbh or larger except 
eucalyptus and pinus radiata (Monterey pine); 
provided, however, that Monterey pine trees on City 
property and in development-related situations where 
more than five Monterey pine trees per acre are 
proposed to be removed are considered to be Protected 
trees. 


     


g) Fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland 
Creek Protection Ordinance (OMC Chapter 13.16) 
intended to protect biological resources. Although there 
are no specific, numeric/quantitative criteria to assess 
impacts, factors to be considered in determining 
significance include whether there is substantial 
degradation of riparian and aquatic habitat through:  
(a) discharging a substantial amount of pollutants into a 
creek; (b) significantly modifying the natural flow of 
the water; (c) depositing substantial amounts of new 
material into a creek or causing substantial bank 
erosion or instability; or (d) adversely impacting the 
riparian corridor by significantly altering vegetation or 
wildlife habitat? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


 


Comments to IV (a), (b), (c), (d), (e) & (g): No Impact.  


The existing project site consists almost entirely of hardscape. There are no habitats, special species, 
wetlands or other sensitive natural communities located on-site or adjacent to the site that could be affected 
by the proposed project. There is an existing underground concrete storm culvert located up to 20 feet 
beneath the existing building on-site. This culvert is used solely for storm water drainage. It does not 
function as a habitat and is not considered a “creek” per the Oakland Creek Protection Ordinance.  It does not 
represent a natural wetland nor is it used by any species or natural community. The proposed project would 
not modify this culvert in any way.  


Comments to IV (f): Less Than Significant with Development Standards. 


The proposed project would remove nine existing on-site trees considered  protected trees according to the 
Oakland Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance. The protected trees are located along the northern 
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boundary of the site and consist of a variety of types ranging in size from ten inches diameter at breast-height 
(dbh) to 24 inches dbh.  The project applicant will be required to obtain a City of Oakland Tree Removal 
Permit and abide by the conditions of that permit prior to removal of any protected tree located on the project 
site or in the public right-of-way adjacent to the project.  


With the incorporation of Standard Condition BIO-1 regarding a tree removal permit, the potential impact 
would be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition BIO-1: Tree Removal Permit. Prior to removal of any protected trees, per 
the Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance, located on the project site or in the public 
right-of-way adjacent to the project, the project applicant must secure a tree removal permit 
from the Tree Division of the Public Works Agency, and abide by the conditions of that permit. 


Four existing London Plane Trees ranging in size from 16 inches dbh to 24 inches dbh are located in the 
public right-of-way of Telegraph Avenue and Claremont Avenue along the western property line. These 
trees, also considered protected trees, are not proposed to be removed by the project.  


With the incorporation of Standard Condition BIO-2 regarding the protection of the trees in the public right-
of-way, the potential impact would be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition BIO-2: Tree. Protection During Construction. Prior to issuance of a 
demolition, grading, or building permit adequate protection shall be provided during the 
construction period for any trees which are to remain standing, including the following, plus any 
recommendations of an arborist: 


a) Before the start of any clearing, excavation, construction or other work on the site, every 
protected tree deemed to be potentially endangered by said site work shall be securely fenced off at 
a distance from the base of the tree to be determined by the City Tree Reviewer. Such fences shall 
remain in place for duration of all such work. All trees to be removed shall be clearly marked. A 
scheme shall be established for the removal and disposal of logs, brush, earth and other debris 
which will avoid injury to any protected tree. 


b) Where proposed development or other site work is to encroach upon the protected perimeter of 
any protected tree, special measures shall be incorporated to allow the roots to breathe and obtain 
water and nutrients. Any excavation, cutting, filing, or compaction of the existing ground surface 
within the protected perimeter shall be minimized. No change in existing ground level shall occur 
within a distance to be determined by the City Tree Reviewer from the base of any protected tree at 
any time. No burning or use of equipment with an open flame shall occur near or within the 
protected perimeter of any protected tree. 


c) No storage or dumping of oil, gas, chemicals, or other substances that may be harmful to trees 
shall occur within the distance to be determined by the Tree Reviewer from the base of any 
protected trees, or any other location on the site from which such substances might enter the 
protected perimeter. No heavy construction equipment or construction materials shall be operated 
or stored within a distance from the base of any protected trees to be determined by the tree 
reviewer. Wires, ropes, or other devices shall not be attached to any protected tree, except as 
needed for support of the tree. No sign, other than a tag showing the botanical classification, shall 
be attached to any protected tree.  
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d) Periodically during construction, the leaves of protected trees shall be thoroughly sprayed with 
water to prevent buildup of dust and other pollution that would inhibit leaf transpiration. 


e) If any damage to a protected tree should occur during or as a result of work on the site, the 
project applicant shall immediately notify the Public Works Agency of such damage. If, in the 
professional opinion of the Tree Reviewer, such tree cannot be preserved in a healthy state, the 
Tree Reviewer shall require replacement of any tree removed with another tree or trees on the 
same site deemed adequate by the Tree Reviewer to compensate for the loss of the tree that is 
removed. 


f) All debris created as a result of any tree removal work shall be removed by the project 
applicant from the property within two weeks of debris creation, and such debris shall be properly 
disposed of by the project applicant in accordance with all applicable laws, ordinances, and 
regulations. 


Sources: 
Tova Applied Science & Technology, Memorandum: Creekside Mixed-Use Development Project, 5132 Telegraph Avenue, 


Oakland, October 4, 2007 
City of Oakland, Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance (Oakland Municipal Code, Chapter 12.36) 
City of Oakland, Creek Protection Ordinance (Oakland Municipal Code, Chapter 13.16) 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, June 1996 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES—Would the project:      


a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines 615064.5. Specifically, a substantial 
adverse change includes physical demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or 
its immediate surroundings such that the significance of 
the historical resource would be "materially impaired." 
The significance of an historical resource is "materially 
impaired" when a project demolishes or materially 
alters, in an adverse manner, those physical 
characteristics of the resource that convey its historical 
significance and that justify its inclusion on, or 
eligibility for inclusion on an historical resource list 
(including the California Register of Historical 
Resources, the National Register of Historical 
Resources, Local Register, or historical resources 
survey form (DPR Form 523) with a rating of 1-5)? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? □ □ ■ □ □ 
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Comments to V (a): No Impact 


The existing building within the project site, located at 5132 Telegraph Avenue, was built in 1974. The 
building is not identified as a historical resource by the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS), nor is it 
listed as a historical resource in the State Office of Historic Preservation's Directory of Properties (an 
inventory of properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical 
Resources, California Historical Landmarks, and California Points of Historical Interest). There are three 
historic properties in the vicinity of the project site (the Oakland Public Library Temescal Branch at 5205 
Telegraph Avenue, 445 51st Street, and the Pacific Gas & Electric Substation at 542 51st Street). Absent 
extraordinary circumstances, buildings less than 50 years old are normally presumed not to be historical 
resources. The building on the site, which was designed by Maxwell Starkman, is a generic example of 
buildings of the period, and does not have any unique design features. It is not associated with important 
events or persons, nor does it have the potential to yield information important to the prehistory or history of 
the local area, state or the nation. Thus, the building is not considered a historic resource pursuant to CEQA, 
and demolition of the building would not result in a significant impact. 


The existing concrete culvert located below grade on the project site, was built in 1907 and modified in 1972. 
This underground culvert is not identified as a historical resource by the OCHS, nor is it listed as a historical 
resource in the State Office of Historic Preservation' Directory of Properties. The culvert does not retain 
historic integrity as it has been remodeled and does not meet any of the criteria for consideration as 
historically significant (associated with historic events or important historic persons, embodying distinctive 
architectural characteristics, or yield important historic information). Thus, the culvert is not considered a 
historic resource pursuant to CEQA. The project would not alter the culvert, since it is in good condition and 
can continue to serve its purpose for the foreseeable future. The project will be constructed so as to not 
increase the loading on the culvert or alter the existing procedures for maintenance and repair. 


For a discussion of potential shadow impacts of the project related to cultural resources, please refer to the 
discussion in the Aesthetics section of this document.  


Comments to V (b), (c) & (d): Less Than Significant with Development Standards. 


The proposed project site possesses no known archaeological resources, and the project site is not listed on 
any map or survey indicating archaeological sensitivity.  


With the incorporation of Standard Condition CUL-1 regarding archeological resources, the potential impact 
would be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition CUL-1: Archaeological Resources. Ongoing throughout demolition, 
grading, and/or construction.  


a) Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 (f), "provisions for historical or unique 
archaeological resources accidentally discovered during construction" should be instituted. 
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Therefore, in the event that any prehistoric or historic subsurface cultural resources are 
discovered during ground disturbing activities, all work within 50 feet of the resources shall be 
halted and the project applicant and/or lead agency shall consult with a qualified archaeologist 
or paleontologist to assess the significance of the find. If any find is determined to be 
significant, representatives of the project proponent and/or lead agency and the qualified 
archaeologist would meet to determine the appropriate avoidance measures or other 
appropriate measure, with the ultimate determination to be made by the City of Oakland. All 
significant cultural materials recovered shall be subject to scientific analysis, professional 
museum curation, and a report prepared by the qualified archaeologist according to current 
professional standards. 


b) In considering any suggested measure proposed by the consulting archaeologist in order to 
mitigate impacts to historical resources or unique archaeological resources, the project 
applicant shall determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in light of factors such as 
the nature of the find, project design, costs, and other considerations. If avoidance is 
unnecessary or infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery) shall be instituted. 
Work may proceed on other parts of the project site while measure for historical resources or 
unique archaeological resources is carried out. 


c) Should an archaeological artifact or feature be discovered on-site during project 
construction, all activities within a 50-foot radius of the find would be halted until the findings 
can be fully investigated by a qualified archaeologist to evaluate the find and assess the 
significance of the find according to the CEQA definition of a historical or unique 
archaeological resource. If the deposit is determined to be significant, the project applicant and 
the qualified archaeologist shall meet to determine the appropriate avoidance measures or 
other appropriate measure, subject to approval by the City of Oakland, which shall assure 
implementation of appropriate measure measures recommended by the archaeologist. Should 
archaeologically-significant materials be recovered, the qualified archaeologist would 
recommend appropriate analysis and treatment, and would prepare a report on the findings 
for submittal to the Northwest Information Center. 


The proposed project site possesses no known paleontological resources. 


With the incorporation of Standard Condition CUL-2 regarding paleontological resources, the potential 
impact would be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition CUL-2: Paleontological Resources. Ongoing throughout demolition, 
grading, and/or construction. In the event of an unanticipated discovery of a paleontological 
resource during construction, excavations within 50 feet of the find shall be temporarily halted 
or diverted until the discovery is examined by a qualified paleontologist (per Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology standards (SVP 1995,1996)). The qualified paleontologist shall 
document the discovery as needed, evaluate the potential resource, and assess the significance 
of the find under the criteria set forth in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. The 
paleontologist shall notify the appropriate agencies to determine procedures that would be 
followed before construction is allowed to resume at the location of the find. If the City 
determines that avoidance is not feasible, the paleontologist shall prepare an excavation plan 
for mitigating the effect of the project on the qualities that make the resource important, and 
such plan shall be implemented. The plan shall be submitted to the City for review and 
approval. 
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The proposed project site possesses no known human remains. 


With the incorporation of Standard Condition CUL-3 regarding human remains, the potential impact would 
be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition CUL-3: Human Remains. Ongoing throughout demolition, grading, 
and/or construction. In the event that human skeletal remains are uncovered at the project site 
during construction or ground-breaking activities, all work shall immediately halt and the 
Alameda County Coroner shall be contacted to evaluate the remains, and following the 
procedures and protocols pursuant to Section 15064.5 (e)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines. If the 
County Coroner determines that the remains are Native American, the City shall contact the 
California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), pursuant to subdivision (c) of 
Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, and all excavation and site preparation activities 
shall cease within a 50-foot radius of the find until appropriate arrangements are made. If the 
agencies determine that avoidance is not feasible, then an alternative plan shall be prepared 
with specific steps and timeframe required to resume construction activities. Monitoring, data 
recovery, determination of significance and avoidance measures (if applicable) shall be 
completed expeditiously. 


Sources: 
Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey. 
State Office of Historic Preservation, Directory of Properties 
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS—Would the project:      


a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 


     


i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42.) 


□ □ □ ■ □ 


ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? □ □ ■ □ □ 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 


liquefaction? □ □ ■ □ □ 


iv) Landslides? □ □ □ □ ■ 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil, creating substantial risks to life, property, or 
creek/waterways? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


c) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994, as it 
may be revised), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 
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d) Be located above a well, pit, swamp, mound, tank 
vault, or unmarked sewer line, creating substantial risks 
to life or property? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


e) Be located above landfills for which there is no 
approved closure and post-closure plan, or unknown fill 
soils, creating substantial risks to life or property? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


f) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal 
of wastewater? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


 
Comments to VI (a) (i): Less Than Significant Impact. 


The proposed project is not located within the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. 


Comments to VI (a)(ii-iii) & (b): Less Than Significant with Development Standards. 


In accordance with standard City practices, and in conformance with current codes and regulations, the 
project sponsor will be required to submit detailed engineering drawings and materials to the Building 
Services Division prior to excavation, grading, or construction on the site. This measure would ensure that 
the building is designed and built in conformance with the requirements of the Oakland Building Code and 
the applicable provisions of the California Building Code. Therefore, the structural design of the proposed 
project would seek to address seismic ground shaking and seismic ground failure including liquefaction. 


With the incorporation of Standard Condition GEO-1 regarding soils, the potential impact would be reduced 
to less than significant. 


Standard Condition GEO-1: Soils Report. A preliminary soils report for each construction site 
within the project area shall be required as part if this project and submitted for review and 
approval by the Building Services Division. The soils reports shall be based, at least in part, on 
information obtained from on-site testing. Specifically the minimum contents of the report should 
include: 


 


A. Logs of borings and/or profiles of test pits and trenches: 


a) The minimum number of borings acceptable, when not used in combination with test 
pits or trenches, shall be two (2), when in the opinion of the Soils Engineer such borings 
shall be sufficient to establish a soils profile suitable for the design of all the footings, 
foundations, and retaining structures. 
b) The depth of each boring shall be sufficient to provide adequate design criteria for all 
proposed  structures. 
c) All boring logs shall be included in the soils report. 
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B. Test pits and trenches  


a) Test pits and trenches shall be of sufficient length and depth to establish a suitable soils 
profile for the design of all proposed structures. 
b) Soils profiles of all test pits and trenches shall be included in the soils report. 


 
C. A plat shall be included which shows the relationship of all the borings, test pits, and 
trenches to the exterior boundary of the site. The plat shall also show the location of all 
proposed site improvements. All proposed improvements shall be labeled. 
 
D. Copies of all data generated by the field and/or laboratory testing to determine allowable 
soil bearing pressures, sheer strength, active and passive pressures, maximum allowable slopes 
where applicable and any other information which may be required for the proper design of 
foundations, retaining walls, and other structures to be erected subsequent to or concurrent 
with work done under the grading permit. 
 
E. Soils Report. A written report shall be submitted which shall but is not limited to the 
following:  


a) Site description 
b) Local and site geology 
c) Review of previous field and laboratory investigations for the site 
d)  Review of information on or in the vicinity of the site on file at the Information 
Counter, City of Oakland, Office of Planning and Building. 
e)  Site stability shall be addressed with particular attention to existing conditions and 
proposed corrective attention to existing conditions and proposed corrective actions at 
locations where land stability problems exist. 
f) Conclusions and recommendations for foundations and retaining structures, resistance 
to lateral loading, slopes, and specifications, for fills, and pavement design as required. 
g) Conclusions and recommendations for temporary and permanent erosion control and 
drainage. If not provided in a separate report they shall be appended to the required soils 
report.  
h) All other items which a Soils Engineer deems necessary. 
i) The signature and registration number of the Civil Engineer preparing the report. 


 
F.  The Director of Planning and Building may reject a report that she/he believes is not 
sufficient. The Director of Planning and Building may refuse to accept a soils report if the 
certification date of the responsible  soils engineer on said document is more than three years 
old. In this instance , the Director may be require that the old soils report be recertified, that an 
addendum to the soils report be submitted, or that a new soils report be provided. 


The existing project site consists almost entirely of hardscape located on a plot of land with very little slope. 
The proposed project would also seek to cover the entire site with hardscape, excepting a small portion to be 
designated as greenway along the eastern property line. Due to this, there would be no soil erosion risks to 
property or life. 
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The existing site is not considered a creekside property per the Creek Protection Ordinance. Therefore, no 
creeks or waterways would be impacted. 


With the incorporation of Standard Condition GEO-2 regarding an erosion and sedimentation control plan, 
the potential impact would be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition GEO-2: Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan.  


Prior to any grading activities. 


The project applicant shall obtain a grading permit if required by the Oakland Grading 
Regulations pursuant to Section 15.04.780 of the Oakland Municipal Code. The grading permit 
application shall include an erosion and sedimentation control plan. The erosion and 
sedimentation control plan shall include all necessary measures to be taken to prevent excessive 
stormwater runoff or carrying by stormwater runoff of solid materials on to lands of adjacent 
property owners, public streets, or to creeks as a result of conditions created by grading 
operations. The plan shall include, but not be limited to, such measures as short-term erosion 
control planting, waterproof slope covering, check dams, interceptor ditches, benches, storm 
drains, dissipation structures, diversion dikes, retarding berms and barriers, devices to trap, 
store and filter out sediment, and stormwater retention basins. Off-site work by the project 
applicant may be necessary. The project applicant shall obtain permission or easements 
necessary for off-site work. There shall be a clear notation that the plan is subject to changes as 
changing conditions occur. Calculations of anticipated stormwater runoff and sediment 
volumes shall be included, if required by the Director of Development or designee. The plan 
shall specify that, after construction is complete, the project applicant shall ensure that the 
storm drain system shall be inspected and that the project applicant shall clear the system of 
any debris or sediment. 


Ongoing throughout grading and construction activities.  


The project applicant shall implement the approved erosion and sedimentation plan. No 
grading shall occur during the wet weather season (October 15 through April 15) unless 
specifically authorized in writing by the Building Services Division. 


Comments to VI (a)(iv), (c), (d), (e) & (f): No Impact. 


The project site and surrounding area are relatively flat so the risk of landslides is minimal. 


The site-specific geotechnical investigation found that the near surface soils found on the site are not 
expansive. The geotechnical engineers have made recommendations for foundation systems appropriate to 
the site conditions, type of structures and projected loads.  


In accordance with standard City practices, and in conformance with current codes and regulations, the 
project sponsor shall be required to submit detailed engineering drawings and materials to the Building 
Services Division prior to excavation, grading, or construction on the site. This measure would ensure that 
the building is designed and built in conformance with the requirements of the City of Oakland Building 
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Code and the applicable provisions of the California Building Code. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not result in substantial risks to life or property due to unstable or expansive soil. 


The project site is not located on a site known to contain a well, pit, swamp, mound, tank vault, or unmarked 
sewer line, nor is it located on a current or former known landfill.  


Because the project site is located in an urban area and has been previously developed, the proposed project 
would be able to connect to the existing central sewer system, which provides wastewater collection service 
for the City of Oakland.  


Therefore, the project would not result in any significant impacts due to soils incapable of adequately 
supporting septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems since neither septic tanks nor alternative 
wastewater disposal are proposed as part of the project. 


Sources:  
Field Surveys 
Project Plans 
Earth Mechanics Consulting Engineers, Report Geotechnical Investigation, June 5, 2007 
City of Oakland, Creek Protection Ordinance (Oakland Municipal Code, Chapter 13.16) 
City of Oakland, Oakland Building Code (Oakland Municipal Code, Chapter 15.04) 
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VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS—
Would the project: 


     


a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, and 
would result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 
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f) Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
and would result in a safety hazard for people residing 
or working in the project area? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


 


Comments to VII (a) & (b): Less than Significant with Development Standards 


The project, as a residential development, would not involve the transport, use, storage, or disposal of 
hazardous materials, other than routine use of minor quantities of household cleaning products, commercial 
products used in cleaning and maintenance of the buildings, and, potentially, pesticides and fertilizers for 
care of on-site landscaping. These materials would not pose a significant hazard to the public.  


Hazardous construction materials may include solvents, hydraulic fluid, diesel, etc. These materials would be 
transported, used, and disposed of in accordance with existing state and federal regulations and requirements. 
These regulations stipulate appropriate vehicles and containers for transport, necessary transport procedures, 
worker training, and disposal requirements. Transporters of hazardous substances must follow Caltrans 
guidance/direction regarding transport of hazardous chemicals on Caltrans-identified emergency routes. By 
complying with regulations designed to protect human health and safety and the environment, normal 
construction and operations activities requiring routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials 
would not pose a significant hazard to the public.  


With the incorporation of Standard Condition HAZ-1 regarding hazards best management practices, the 
potential impact would be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition HAZ-1: Hazards Best Management Practices. Prior to commencement of 
demolition, grading, or construction the project applicant and construction contractor shall 
ensure that construction best management practices are implemented as part of construction to 
minimize the potential negative effects to groundwater and soils. These shall include the 
following: 


a) Follow manufacture's recommendations on use, storage, and disposal of chemical products 
used in construction; 


b) Avoid overtopping construction equipment fuel gas tanks; 


c) During routine maintenance of construction equipment, properly contain and remove 
grease and oils; 
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d) Properly dispose of discarded containers of fuels and other chemicals. 


e) Ensure that construction would not have a significant impact on the environment or pose a 
substantial health risk to construction workers and the occupants of the proposed 
development. Soil sampling and chemical analyses of samples shall be performed to determine 
the extent of potential contamination beneath all UST's, elevator shafts, clarifiers, and 
subsurface hydraulic lifts when on-site demolition, or construction activities would potentially 
affect a particular development or building.  


f) If soil, groundwater or other environmental medium with suspected contamination is 
encountered unexpectedly during construction activities (e.g., identified by odor or visual 
staining, or if any underground storage tanks, abandoned drums or other hazardous materials 
or wastes are encountered), the applicant shall cease work in the vicinity of the suspect 
material, the area shall be secured as necessary, and the applicant shall take all appropriate 
measures to protect human health and the environment. Appropriate measures shall include 
notification of regulatory agency(ies) and implementation of the actions described in Standard 
Conditions of Approval 50 and 52, as necessary, to identify the nature and extent of 
contamination. Work shall not resume in the area(s) affected until the measures have been 
implemented under the oversight of the City or regulatory agency, as appropriate. 


ACC Environmental Consultants conducted a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for the site. The 
subject property contains a structure erected prior to 1978, which has painted surfaces that may meet the 
definition of lead-based paint (LBP). LBP is defined differently by different agencies. The Consumer 
Product Safety Commission prohibits the use of more than 600 parts per million (ppm) of lead in new paint 
for residential use. The United States Housing and Urban Development (HUD) uses a cutoff of 0.5% lead by 
weight or 1.0 milligram per square centimeter (mg/cm2). Lead paint waste disposal regulated by the 
California Environmental Protection Agency uses a definition of 350 ppm total lead by volume, and 5 
milligram per liter soluble lead, though intact painted components are generally not regulated as hazardous 
waste. There are state and federal occupational safety and health (OSHA) regulations and HUD guidelines 
that are designed to protect residents and workers who disturb LBP. A lead based paint survey performed by 
a California Certified Lead Inspector is recommended if construction work is performed that disturbs the 
painted surfaces by such means as manual demolition, sanding, or scraping. 


With the incorporation of Standard Condition HAZ-2 regarding a lead-based paint/coatings, asbestos, or 
PCB occurrence assessment, the potential impact would be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition HAZ-2: Lead-Based Paint/Coatings, Asbestos, or PCB Occurrence 
Assessment. Prior to issuance of any demolition, grading or building permit the project 
applicant shall submit a comprehensive assessment report, signed by a qualified environmental 
professional, documenting the presence or lack thereof of asbestos-containing materials 
(ACM), lead-based paint, and any other building materials or stored materials classified as 
hazardous waste by State or federal law. 


With the incorporation of Standard Condition HAZ-3 regarding lead-based paint remediation, the potential 
impact would be reduced to less than significant. 
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Standard Condition HAZ-3: Lead-based Paint Remediation. Prior to issuance of any 
demolition, grading or building permit if lead-based paint is present, the project applicant shall 
submit specifications signed by a certified Lead Supervisor, Project Monitor, or Project 
Designer for the stabilization and/or removal of the identified lead paint in accordance with all 
applicable laws and regulations, including but not necessarily limited to: Cal/OSHA's 
Construction Lead Standard, 8 CCR1532.1 and DHS regulation 17 CCR Sections 35001 
through 36100, as may be amended. 


With the incorporation of Standard Condition HAZ-4 regarding other materials classified as hazardous 
waste, the potential impact would be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition HAZ-4: Other Materials Classified as Hazardous Waste. Prior to issuance 
of any demolition, grading or building permit, if other building materials or stored materials 
classified as hazardous waste by State or federal law is present, the project applicant shall 
submit written confirmation that all State and federal laws and regulations shall be followed 
when profiling, handling, treating, transporting and/or disposing of such materials. 


With the incorporation of Standard Condition HAZ-5 regarding a health and safety plan assessment, the 
potential impact would be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition HAZ-5: Health and Safety Plan per Assessment. Prior to issuance of any 
demolition, grading or building permit, if the required lead-based paint/coatings, asbestos, or 
PCB assessment finds presence of such materials, the project applicant shall create and 
implement a health and safety plan to protect workers from risks associated with hazardous 
materials during demolition, renovation of affected structures, and transport and disposal. 


ACC Environmental Consultants conducted a sub-surface soil investigation at the site. Based on sample 
analytical results, PID readings, and field observations, ACC concluded the following: 


• Soil sample B1-14.5 did not report any concentrations of TPHg, BTEX, and MTBE above laboratory 
reporting limits and reported diesel and motor oil should be considered insignificant; 


• Grab groundwater analytical results reported no detectable concentrations of TPHg/BTEX/MTBE 
and relatively minor concentrations of degraded diesel-range and motor oil-range petroleum 
hydrocarbons; 


• Reported petroleum hydrocarbons in groundwater do not represent a potential human health risk 
issue and do not affect site use at the subject property; 


• Field observations and water sample analytical results representative of groundwater migrating 
beneath the subject property are consistent with an identified upgradient petroleum hydrocarbon 
release, and petroleum hydrocarbon impacts in groundwater should be considered insignificant; 


• Relatively fine-grain soils from the surface to first encountered groundwater represents a barrier that 
essentially prevents the vertical migration of volatilized petroleum hydrocarbons in the subsurface; 
and 
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• Additional site characterization is not warranted and information summarized in the report does not 
need to be forwarded to any regulatory agency. 


 


Construction/Demolition 


The construction contractor would utilize commercially-available materials used to power and maintain 
motorized equipment, however, these materials would not be of sufficient strength or quality to create a 
significant hazard to the public through upset or accident conditions. 


Comments to VII (c), (d), (e), (f), (g) & (h): No Impact 


The project site is not located within ¼-mile of a school. The closest school to the project site, Emerson 
Elementary School at 4803 Lawton Avenue, is located approximately 0.47 miles from the project site. The 
project site is not on a list of hazardous materials compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 
(commonly referred to as the “Cortese List”) and is not located in close proximity to an existing or proposed 
school. In addition, the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, or in the vicinity of a public 
or private airstrip. Oakland International Airport is located about 10 miles to the south of the project site. 
Therefore, hazards associated with airports would not affect the proposed project. The project would not 
affect local roadway access or evacuation routes. Therefore, the proposed project would not interfere with an 
adopted emergency evacuation plan. Lastly, the project site is located in an urbanized area and is not 
susceptible to wild land fires. 


Sources: 
City of Oakland, Draft Multi-Hazard Functional Plan, 1993 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Plan Element, March 1998 
ACC Environmental Consultants, Phase I Investigation, February 16, 2007 
ACC Environmental Consultants, Sub-Surface Soil Investigation, April 30, 2007  
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VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY— 
Would the project: 


     


a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? □ □ ■ □ □ 


b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop 
to a level which would not support existing land uses or 
planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 


□ □ □ ■ 
 


c) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site that would affect the quality of receiving waters? □ □ ■ □ □ 
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d) Result in substantial flooding on- or off-site? □ □ □ ■ □ 
e) Create or contribute substantial runoff which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems? 


□ □ □ ■ □ 


f) Create or contribute substantial runoff which would 
be an additional source of polluted runoff? □ □ ■ □ □ 


g) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? □ □ ■ □ □ 
h) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative flood hazard 
delineation map, that would impede or redirect flood 
flows? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


i) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
that would impede or redirect flood flows? □ □ □ □ ■ 


j) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding? □ □ □ □ ■ 


k) Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow? □ □ □ □ ■ 


1) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course, or increasing the rate or amount of flow, of a 
creek, river or stream in a manner that would result in 
substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding, both on- or 
off-site? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


m) Fundamentally conflict with elements of the City of 
Oakland Creek Protection (OMC Chapter 13.16) 
ordinance intended to protect hydrologic resources. 
Although there are no specific, numeric/quantitative 
criteria to assess impacts, factors to be considered in 
determining significance include whether there is 
substantial degradation of water quality through 
(a) discharging a substantial amount of pollutants into a 
creek; (b) significantly modifying the natural flow of 
the water or capacity; (c) depositing substantial 
amounts of new material into a creek or causing 
substantial bank erosion or instability; or 
(d) substantially endangering public or private property 
or threatening public health or safety? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


 


Comments to VIII (a), (c), (f) & (g): Less Than Significant with Development Standards 


The project site is an already-developed site in the City of Oakland and is currently covered with impervious 
surfaces except for some small landscaped areas. Implementation of the proposed project would result in the 
demolition of the existing building on the site and the replacement of this building with new structures 
containing residential and commercial uses and a greenway along the eastern edge. Because the greenway 
area would exceed the area of existing landscaping, the proposed project would result in no net increase in 
impervious surfaces within the project site.  
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The proposed project is subject to Provision C.3 of the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
Order R2-2003-0021 (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit No CAS0029831). The 
proposed project would be considered a Group 2 project (i.e., a redevelopment project that creates or 
replaces more than 10,000 square feet of impervious surfaces). The project is subject to the specific C.3 
requirements for Group 2 projects. Such projects are required to implement appropriate source control and 
site design measures, to design and implement appropriate stormwater measures to reduce stormwater 
pollution to the maximum extent practicable, use construction best management practices (BMPs), and 
incorporate post-construction treatment measures.  The project will comply fully with the requirements of 
Provision C.3. Therefore, the proposed project would not violate water quality standards. 


With the incorporation of Standard Conditions Hydro-1 and Hydro-2 regarding post-construction stormwater 
pollution management, the potential impact would be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition Hydro-1: Post-Construction Stormwater Pollution Management Plan. 
Prior to issuance of building permit (or other construction-related permit the applicant shall 
comply with the requirements of Provision C.3 of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit issued to the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program. The 
applicant shall submit with the application for a building permit (or other construction-related 
permit) a completed Stormwater Supplemental Form for the Building Services Division. The 
project drawings submitted for the building permit (or other construction-related permit) shall 
contain a stormwater pollution management plan, for review and approval by the City, to limit 
the discharge of pollutants in stormwater after construction of the project to the maximum 
extent practicable.  


a) The post-construction stormwater pollution management plan shall include and identify the 
following: 


• All proposed impervious surface on the site; 
• Anticipated directional flows of on-site stormwater runoff; and 
• Site design measures to reduce the amount of impervious surface area and directly 
connected impervious surfaces; and 
• Source Control Measures to Limit the potential for stormwater pollution; and 
• Stormwater treatment measures to remove pollutants from stormwater runoff.  


b) The following additional information shall be submitted with the post-construction 
stormwater pollution management plan: 


• Detailed hydraulic sizing calculations for each stormwater treatment measure proposed; 
and 
• Pollutant removal information demonstrating that any proposed manufactured/mechanical 
(i.e., non-landscape-based) stormwater treatment measure, when not used in combination with 
a landscape-based  treatment measure, is capable or removing the range of pollutants typically 
removed by landscape-based treatment measures.   


All proposed stormwater treatment measures shall incorporate appropriate planting materials 
for stormwater treatment (for landscape-based treatment measures) and shall be designed with 
considerations for vector/mosquito control. Proposed planting materials for all proposed 
landscape-based stormwater treatment measures shall be included on the landscape and 
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irrigation plan for the project. The applicant is not required to include on-site stormwater 
treatment measures in the post-construction stormwater pollution management plan if he or 
she secures approval from Planning and Zoning of a proposal that demonstrates compliance 
with the requirements of the City's Alternative Compliance Program.  


Prior to final permit inspection, the applicant shall implement the approved stormwater 
pollution management plan. 


Standard Condition HYDRO-2: Maintenance Agreement for Stormwater Treatment 
Measures. Prior to final zoning inspection. For projects incorporating stormwater treatment 
measures, the applicant shall enter into the "Standard City of Oakland Stormwater Treatment 
Measures Maintenance Agreement," in accordance with Provision C.3.e of the NPDES permit, 
which provides, in part, for the following: 


a) The applicant accepting responsibility for the adequate installation/construction, operation, 
maintenance, inspection, and reporting of any on-site stormwater treatment measures being 
incorporated into the project until the responsibility is legally transferred to another entity; 
and  


b) Legal access to the on-site stormwater treatment measures for representatives of the City, 
the local vector control district, and staff of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, San 
Francisco Region, for the purpose of verifying the implementation, operation, and maintenance 
of the on-site stormwater treatment measures and to take corrective action if necessary.  


The agreement shall be recorded at the County Recorder's Office at the applicant's expense. 


 


Comments to VIII (b), (d) & (e): Less Than Significant Impact. 


Because the proposed project would replace existing impervious surfaces, it would not interfere with 
groundwater recharge or alter the existing drainage pattern of the area. The subsurface soils report for the 
project site indicated that groundwater level is approximately 16 feet below the surface of the project site. 
There will be a below-grade parking level, however, excavation would not substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a significant effect on 
the groundwater table level or aquifer. Furthermore, the project would not result in a net increase in the 
amount of on-site impervious surface so the project will not interfere with groundwater recharge. 


The existing culvert on the site would not be altered or replaced, and as the existing site is fully developed it 
is not expected that stormwater discharges would increase as a result of the project. The existing site contains 
approximately 2,000 sq. ft. of pervious surfaces, and the project incorporates approximately 2,700 sq. ft. of 
pervious surfaces. As the project would introduce a net gain in pervious surfaces, it is not expected that the 
proposed project would increase the amount of stormwater run-off or increase the likelihood of on- or off-
site flooding. The newly constructed pervious surfaces and the stormwater management measures discussed 
above would improve the current discharge scenario and decrease the likelihood of flooding from existing 
conditions. 
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Comments to VIII (h), (i), (j), (k), (l) & (m): No Impact. 


The proposed project site is located in Zone C, as shown on the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Flood Insurance Rate Map. This zone is located in neither a 100-year nor in a 500-year flood boundary and is 
therefore considered a zone at minimal risk for flooding hazards. The project site is not located near a levee 
or a dam. Therefore, the project would not result in significant impacts by exposing people or structures to 
risk of flooding. 


Although seiches and tsunamis can occur and cause tidal surges in the San Francisco Bay, these events are 
extremely rare, and would not result in wave run-up capable of causing flood damage at the project site, 
which is located at approximately 116 feet above sea level. The potential for mudslides to occur is low due to 
the developed urbanized nature of the surrounding area and the lack of exposed slopes. Regardless, the 
project sponsor would be required to comply with applicable City regulations and standards to address 
potential geologic and seismic impacts prior to the issuance of grading or building permits, consistent with 
standard City practices (also see Section VI. Geology and Soils). Therefore, the project would not result in 
significant impacts with respect to seismic-related flood hazards or unstable soils that result in mudflows.  


The project would not result in significant impacts with respect to the protection of hydrologic resources and 
it would not fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland Creek Protection Ordinance because the 
concrete culvert below the project is not considered a “creek” per the Ordinance.  


Sources: 
Field Surveys 
Project Plans 
City of Oakland, Creek Protection Ordinance (Oakland Municipal Code, Chapter 13.16) 
ACC Environmental Consultants, Sub-Surface Soil Investigation, April 30, 2007 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, Order R2-2003-0021 (National Pollutant 


Discharge Elimination System Permit No. CAS0029831) 
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IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING—Would the project:      


a) Physically divide an established community? □ □ □ ■ □ 
b) Result in a fundamental conflict between adjacent or 
nearby land uses? □ □ □ ■ □ 


c) Fundamentally conflict with any applicable land use 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 
over the project (including, but not limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect and actually result in 
a physical change in the environment? 


□ □ □ ■ □ 
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d) Fundamentally conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community conservation 
plan? 


□ □ □ ■ □ 


 


Comments to IX (a), (b), (c) & (d): Less Than Significant Impact. 


The proposed project would not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of surrounding uses and 
activities. The proposed project would be constructed within the existing lot boundaries, would not interfere 
with or change the existing street pattern, would not introduce a new physical barrier in the community, or 
otherwise impede the passage of persons or vehicles. The surrounding uses and activities would remain and 
continue to interrelate with each other as they do at present.  


The area surrounding the proposed project includes single-family residential, multi-family, mixed-use and 
commercial uses. Ownership and rental residential units exist alongside library, café, and other 
neighborhood-serving retail uses. A mixed-use project comprised of for-sale residential condominiums and 
3,000 sq. ft. of ground-floor retail has been approved for the adjacent Civiq property. The proposed project is 
consistent with the ground floor commercial with residential above uses found in the surrounding area. The 
proposed project would also be consistent with uses the General Plan (NCMU & MHTR) and zoning (C-28 
& R-40) have designated appropriate for the site.  


Noise, odors, and other use characteristics of the residential component of the proposed project would be 
entirely consistent with other multi-family residential facilities in the immediate vicinity. While occupants 
have not yet been selected for the proposed commercial space, it is expected that the uses would mirror the 
neighborhood-serving retail seen in the immediate area. As such, the noise, odor, and other impacts from the 
neighborhood-serving retail would also be compatible with similar land uses in the adjacent vicinity 


The proposed mixed-use residential and commercial project would not introduce new or incompatible land 
uses to the area. Small-scale residential land uses do exist in the immediate project vicinity. Although the 
proposed project would be taller and a more intense land use than the immediately adjacent land uses, 
particularly residential uses, the proposed project would be consistent with the varied size, structures and 
mixed land use character of the area. 


General Plan Analysis 


The site contains two General Plan land use designations. The western portion of the site towards the corner 
of Telegraph and Claremont Avenues is designated Neighborhood Center Mixed Use (NCMU) by the 
General Plan. The maximum residential density allowed under the NCMU designation is 125 units per gross 
acre. According to the General Plan, the intent and desired character of the NCMU designation is the 
following: 
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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, and smaller scale educational, cultural, or entertainment uses. Future development 
within this classification should be commercial or mixed uses that are pedestrian-oriented and 
serve nearby neighborhoods, or urban residential with ground floor commercial. (Land Use 
and Transportation Element, p. 149) 


The eastern portion of the site towards Clarke Street is designated Mixed Housing Type Residential (MHTR) 
by the General Plan. The maximum residential density allowed under the MHTR designation is 30 units per 
gross acre. According to the General Plan, the intent and desired character of the MHTR designation is the 
following: 


The Mixed Housing Type Residential classification is intended to create, maintain, and 
enhance residential areas typically located near the City's major arterials and characterized by 
a mix of single family homes, townhouses, small multi-unit buildings, and neighborhood 
businesses where appropriate. Future development within this classification should be 
primarily residential in character, with live-work types of developments, small commercial 
enterprises, schools, and other small scale, compatible civic uses possible in appropriate 
locations.  (Land Use and Transportation Element, p. 146) 


Section 17.01.120C of the Oakland Planning Code states that the General Plan land use designations have 
been broadly applied without parcel by parcel specificity and the General Plan Land Use Diagram is largely 
illustrative of the General Plan’s written goals and policies. If the maximum residential density allowed by 
the General Plan on the project site is calculated based upon the precise location of the boundary between the 
NCMU and MHTR designations as mapped on the General Plan Land Use Diagram, a total of 85 units 
would be allowed on the site under the General Plan. The project site is also divided into two zoning 
districts, the C-28 Zone and the R-40 Zone, as discussed below. Zoning boundaries are drawn with parcel-
by-parcel specificity. If the density policies of the NCMU and MHTR designations are applied to the site in a 
manner such that the generalized location of the boundary between the NCMU and MHTR designations is 
considered consistent with the precise location of the boundary between the C-28 Zone and R-40 Zone, a 
total of 102 units would be allowed under the General Plan. 


The zoning for the site would allow a maximum of 69 units on the property. Pursuant to the Guidelines for 
Determining Project Conformity with the General Plan and Zoning Regulations, an Interim Conditional Use 
Permit is required to increase the project's residential density to the maximum allowed under the General 
Plan for the portion of the site located in the NCMU General Plan designation. For the portion of the site 
located in the MHTR General Plan designation, a Major Variance would be required to increase the project's 
residential density to the maximum allowed under the General Plan.44 93 units would be allowed with an 
                                                            
44 According to the Guidelines for Determining Project Conformity with the General Plan and Zoning Regulations, normally 
an Interim Conditional Use Permit is required when a project seeks to exceed the allowable zoning density and apply the 
maximum density allowed under the General Plan. In areas designated Mixed Housing Type Residential, however, a Major 
Variance is required.  
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Interim Conditional Use Permit (to apply the General Plan density policies for the portion of the site located 
in the NCMU General Plan designation) in the absence of a Major Variance (for the portion of the site 
located in the MHTR General Plan designation).    


Pursuant to City and State density bonus laws, the project sponsor is seeking a density bonus to exceed the 
maximum residential density allowed under the General Plan by providing a certain percentage of affordable units 
in the project. Specifically the project sponsor proposes to restrict five percent of the units to very low income 
households, defined as households earning no more than 50 percent of Area Median Income, which would entitle 
the project to a density of bonus of 20 percent additional units above what is allowed under the General Plan. If 
the maximum density allowed under the General Plan is 102 units as discussed above, five percent of the units 
(five units) would be designated as affordable units thereby generating a density bonus of 20 percent additional 
units (20 units) for a total of 120 units, equal to the number of units proposed.  


Below is a table that summarizes the various allowable densities for the site: 


Density Regulation No. of Units 


Zoning 69 


General Plan 


• Based on precise location of General Plan boundaries 
• Requires Interim Conditional Use Permit and Major Variance 


85 


General Plan 


• Based on location of zoning boundaries 
• Requires Interim Conditional Use Permit 


93 


General Plan 


• Based on location of zoning boundaries 
• Requires Interim Conditional Use Permit and Major Variance 


102 


General Plan 


• Based on location of zoning boundaries 
• Requires Interim Conditional Use Permit, Major Variance and 


Density Bonus 


120 


 


The mixed-use project proposes to construct a ground-floor podium with commercial, parking and open 
space with the following three buildings above:  5120 Telegraph Avenue on the southwest portion of the site; 
5140 Claremont Avenue on the west portion of the site and 5115 Clarke Street on the northeast portion of the 
site. The two buildings at 5120 Telegraph Avenue and 5140 Claremont Avenue would contain ground-floor 
neighborhood-oriented commercial space with continuous street frontage as called for by the General Plan. 
The remaining building at 5115 Clarke Street would be entirely residential units above the parking garage. 
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Because of its location in the MHTR portion of the site and on a lower-density residential street, this building 
would step down in height from the other two buildings. 


The project site is located within a “Grow and Change” area as outlined in the General Plan Strategy 
Diagram. This designation is used where growth will be focused to help Oakland succeed in its economic, 
social, and environmental transition that will allow the City to successfully address housing, economic 
vitality and other challenges.  According to the General Plan, Grow and Change areas should "emphasize 
significant changes in density, activity, or use, which are consistent with the Land Use Diagram, 
Transportation Diagram, and the Policy Framework and other Elements of the General Plan." (Land Use and 
Transportation Element, p. 124) The project is consistent with residential densities as specified in the NCMU 
and MHTR General Plan designations and would direct additional commercial and residential density and 
activities to the Temescal commercial corridor consistent with the Grow and Change designation. 


Below are additional policies in the General Plan which are applicable to the project. Following each policy 
is an analysis of the project's consistency with the respective policy. 


Housing Element 


Policy 1.7:  Regional Housing Needs.  The City will strive to meet its fair share of housing needed in the 
region. 


Proposal:  The project would add housing units to the City’s housing stock, thereby helping the City to meet 
its fair share of housing needed in the region. 


Policy 2.3: Density Bonus Program.  Develop and implement a program to permit projects to exceed the 
maximum allowable density if they include units set aside for occupancy by very low-, low-, and moderate-
income households and/or seniors. 


Proposal:  The project proposes to exceed the maximum allowable density under the General Plan, as 
described above, by including five units set aside for very low income households. 


Policy 2.4:  Inclusion of Affordable Units in Market Rate Projects.  Seek voluntary agreements with private 
developers of market rate housing to include units affordable to lower-income households, especially those 
projects involving Redevelopment Agency support or requiring major planning approvals. 


Proposal:  The project proposes to include five units restricted to very low income households. 


Policy 3.1:  Expedite and Simplify Permit Processes.  Continue to implement permit processes that facilitate 
the provision of housing and annually review and revise permit approval processes. 


Proposal:  Approval of the project would facilitate the provision of housing. 


Policy 3.2:  Flexible Zoning Standards.  Allow flexibility in the application of zoning, building, and other 
regulations. 
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Proposal:  The project may require approval of one or more variances to the development standards 
contained in the Zoning Regulations. 


Policy 7.2:  Energy Conservation.  Encourage the incorporation of energy conservation design features in 
existing and future residential development. 


Proposal:  The project would be required to meet State-mandated Title 24 energy requirements. 


Policy 7.3:  Infill Development.  Continue to direct development toward existing communities and encourage 
infill development at densities consistent with surrounding communities. 


Proposal:  The project is located on an infill site located in an existing urbanized area of the city.  The 
proposed density would direct additional density to an area designated “Grow and Change” in the General 
Plan. 


Policy 7.4:  Compact Building Design.  Work with developers to construct new housing that reduces the 
footprint of new construction, preserves green spaces, and support the use of public transit. 


Proposal:  The project would involve a compact development and provide for landscaped, on-site open 
space.  The project site is located in close proximity to various bus lines, and to the MacArthur and 
Rockridge BART stations, thereby supporting the use of public transit. 


Policy 7.5:  Mixed Use Development.  Encourage a mix of land uses in the same zoning district or on the 
same site in certain districts. 


Proposal:  The project is proposing both residential and neighborhood-serving commercial uses for the site. 


Land Use and Transportation Element 


Policy N1.1:  Concentrating Commercial Development. Commercial development in the neighborhoods 
should be concentrated in areas that are economically viable and provide opportunities for smaller scale, 
neighborhood-oriented retail. 


Proposal:  The commercial spaces included in the project would be located on Telegraph and Claremont 
Avenues within the existing Temescal Commercial District. The proposed project would provide for high-
quality commercial space that would be easily visible and accessible from the existing commercial corridor. 
The proposed commercial space can be subdivided and designed to accommodate a wide range of smaller-
scale, neighborhood-serving commercial uses. 


Policy N3.1:  Facilitating Housing Construction. Facilitating the construction of housing units should be 
considered a high priority for the City of Oakland. 


Proposal:  The project would provide for 120 new housing units on an underutilized site that currently has no 
housing.  
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Policy N3.2:  Encouraging Infill Development. In order to facilitate the construction of needed housing units, 
infill development that is consistent with the General Plan should take place throughout the City of Oakland. 


Proposal:  The project would redevelop an existing, underutilized parcel within an urbanized area of the city 
that adjoins existing streets containing existing public utilities. The parcel currently consists of surface 
parking, a commercial building that is 50 percent vacant, and does not contain any housing units. 


Policy N3.8:  Required High-Quality Design. High-quality design standards should be required of all new 
residential construction. Design requirements and permitting procedures should be developed and 
implemented in a manner that is sensitive to the added costs of those requirements and procedures. 


Proposal:  The project would entail high-quality design of three prominent buildings along the three streets - 
Telegraph Avenue, Claremont Avenue and Clarke Street - that border the site. These buildings would present 
articulated facades and rooflines that would provide visual interest and variety within a consistent logic of 
smaller masses that would replicate the pattern of nearby developments. The project would employ high-
quality materials, finishes, and details and a color scheme that would enliven the urban landscape. The 
project would be subject to the design review criteria of the Oakland Planning Code. 


Policy N3.9:  Orienting Residential Development. Residential developments should be encouraged to face 
the street and to orient their units to desirable sunlight and views, while avoiding unreasonably blocking 
sunlight and views for neighboring buildings, respecting the privacy needs of residents of the development 
and surrounding properties, providing for sufficient conveniently located on-site open space, and avoiding 
undue noise exposure. 


Proposal:  Proposed buildings along each of the three streets bordering the site would entail residential units 
that face onto the respective streets. The facades include abundant areas of glass and numerous three-sided 
courts and bay windows that would enhance the sunlight and views available to the units. There would be 
sufficient distance between opposing windows of different units within the project, and between the project 
and adjacent properties, to limit privacy impacts. On-site courtyard open space would be conveniently 
located within the central portion of the project. Interior noise exposure of the project residents would be 
considered less than significant as discussed below in the Noise section of this Initial Study (Section XI) and 
noise exposure of project residents to neighborhood ambient noise in the courtyard open space area would be 
limited because the courtyard would largely be surrounded by the project’s buildings. Due to the topography 
and relatively flat location of the site and the location of the approved Civiq project, there would not be 
significant public scenic views that the project would block. Some of the new eastern facing units on the 
upper stories of the project would have views of the East Bay Hills. The project may have some potential 
effect on the light and views of units at Claremont Towers (5160 Claremont Avenue) that face a common 
property line with the project site. 5160 Claremont is 4 stories tall and there are 3 units on each floor that 
face the common property line across an irregularly shaped yard. There is existing vegetation that impedes 
light to and views from the 1st, 2nd and 3rd floor south- and east-facing windows of 5160 Claremont.  Light to 
and views from the 4th floor south- and east-facing windows of 5160 Claremont may be impacted by the 
project. This impact, however, would not be considered unreasonable and would be considered less than 
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significant because the light to and views from these windows is across an adjacent lot (the project site) in an 
urbanized commercial corridor designated “Grow and Change” in the General Plan. One would reasonably 
expect certain light and view impacts of development consistent with the General Plan along a “Grow and 
Change” corridor. Completely avoiding any potential light and view impacts would require unreasonably 
reducing the height of the project thereby reducing the project’s ability to provide the density called for in the 
General Plan. Potential light impacts to east-facing windows of 5160 Claremont would be minimized due to 
the proposed distance between these windows and the project. Due to the distance between the proposed 
development and nearby homes on Clarke Street, potential solar access impacts to these nearby homes would 
be limited. A shadow analysis conducted for the project shows that the project would not block sunlight to 
nearby residential properties located on Clarke Street (see Appendix I).    


Policy N3.10:  Guiding the Development of Parking. Off-street parking for residential buildings should be 
adequate in amount and conveniently located and laid-out, but its visual prominence should be minimized. 


Proposal:  The project includes 120 off-street parking spaces. Off-street parking would be located on two 
levels (one at grade, one above grade) in a new, enclosed parking structure located under the residential units 
and buffered from the street by the commercial units and residential lobbies. This configuration would make 
parking convenient to the new units and parking would be screened from view from surrounding streets. 


Policy N6.1:  Mixing Housing Types. The City will generally be supportive of a mix of projects that provide 
a variety of housing types, unit sizes and lot sizes which are available to households with a range of incomes. 


Proposal:  The project includes units ranging in size from studios to two-bedroom units thereby providing 
units available to a range of incomes. 


Policy N7.1:  Ensuring Compatible Development. New residential development in Detached Unit and Mixed 
Housing Type areas should be compatible with the density, scale, design, and existing or desired character of 
surrounding development.  


Proposal:  The proposed building on Clarke Street located within the Mixed Housing Type Residential 
designation would be designed to complement the existing density, scale, design, and character of 
surrounding development. The height and scale of the proposed Clarke Street building would relate well to 
its neighbors. The existing 5160 Claremont apartment building, which sits to the west, is a four-story 
residential building of 50 feet in height. The portion of the approved Civiq project located to the east of the 
proposed Clarke Street building will be a four-story 37-foot tall residential building at Clarke Street and rise 
to 55 feet in the interior portion of the site. The proposed Clarke Street building would be a four stories and 
approximately 46 feet tall with upper-story setbacks. The size and proportions of the street façade of the 
proposed Clarke Street building would correspond to those of the proposed adjacent Civiq building and 
existing 5160 Claremont building fronting on Clarke Street.  


Policy N8.2:  Making Compatible Interfaces between Densities. The height of development in urban 
residential and other higher density residential areas should step down as it nears lower density residential 
areas to minimize conflicts at the interface between the different types of development.  
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Proposal:  The height of the project would step down from approximately 65 feet near the central portion of 
the site to approximately 36 feet and 46 feet along Clarke Street, the area of lower residential density.  


Policy N9.1:  Recognizing Distinct Neighborhoods. The City should encourage and support the identification 
of distinct neighborhoods.  


Proposal:  The project employs high-quality, unique and visually memorable architecture which would add 
to and support the identity of the Temescal neighborhood. The project would also provide for neighborhood-
oriented commercial space and a plaza area which would provide for local shopping opportunities and 
outdoor seating, both of which encourage social interaction and increase the sense of community and 
neighborhood.  


Policy N9.7:  Creating Compatible but Diverse Development. Diversity in Oakland’s built environment 
should be as valued as the diversity in population. Regulations and permit processes should be geared toward 
creating compatible and attractive development, rather than “cookie cutter” development.  


Proposal:  The project employs high-quality, unique and visually memorable architecture which would add 
value to the built environment and contribute positively to the eclectic mix of architecture found in the 
Temescal commercial corridor. The project would also be compatible with the existing built environment in 
that it is shaped and articulated to respond to the scale of its neighboring buildings. The project would rise in 
height in the central portion of the site and step down towards neighboring properties and be visually broken 
up into smaller sub-volumes to reduce its visual mass and reflect the scale of smaller buildings in the 
corridor.  


Policy N10.1:  Identifying Neighborhood "Activity Centers." Neighborhood Activity Centers should become 
identifiable commercial, activity and communication centers for the surrounding neighborhood. The physical 
design of neighborhood activity centers should support social interaction and attract persons to the area. 
Some of the attributes that may facilitate this interaction include plazas, pocket parks, outdoor seating on 
public and private property, ample sidewalk width, and street amenities such as trash cans and benches, and 
attractive landscaping.  


Proposal:  The proposed project would include a plaza area along Telegraph Avenue that would allow for 
outdoor seating and social interaction. The project would also include a landscaped greenway on the eastern 
side of the project site to complement the proposed public walkway on the adjacent Civiq property thereby 
supporting social interaction and encouraging community activity. 


Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element 


Policy OS-4.1:  Provision of Useable Open Space. Continue to require new multi-family development to 
provide useable outdoor open space for its residents.  


Proposal:  The project would include useable outdoor open space for its residents in the form of private 
balconies and a common courtyard area located conveniently in the central portion of the site.  
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Policy OS-8.2:  Creek Daylighting.  Support programs to restore or “daylight” sections of creek that have 
been culverted or buried in the storm drain system, provided that the following conditions exist:  (1) broad-
based community support for the project; (2) availability of financial resources for the project; (3) no 
significant health, safety, flooding, or erosion hazards would result from the project.  Place priority for 
daylighting on properties where additional opportunities for recreational access would be created. 


Commercial areas.  In neighborhood commercial districts, daylighted creeks can potentially become an 
amenity to draw patrons and make the area more attractive for business.  Potential enhancement areas 
include Temescal Creek at Telegraph (Temescal District), Glen Echo Creek in the Piedmont Avenue District 
and in the area near Broadway and 29th, Sausal Creek at MacArthur (Dimond District), Peralta Creek at 
MacArthur (Laurel District), and Seminary Creek at Foothill (Fairfax District). 


Proposal:  Temescal Creek runs beneath the project site in an underground culvert. In response to City policy 
and requests from the community, the design of the proposed project allows for future daylighting of the 
culverted creek on a portion of the site, by setting back the building for a plaza fronting Telegraph Avenue 
under which runs the culverted creek.  This proposal arose from the Planning Commission’s Design Review 
Committee’s response to several alternatives to “daylight” the creek set forth by City staff.  Alternative 1 
would involve restoring the creek to its natural state with a vegetated creek bank on each side.  Restoration of 
the creek to its natural state would require a major amount of land area to accommodate the creek banks.  A 
large portion of the site would be undevelopable and the physical alterations to the site could extend into and 
interfere with the public right-of-way along Telegraph Avenue and Claremont Avenue.  Alternative 2 would 
involve “opening up” the culvert so that the creek would still lie within the culvert but the soil above the 
culvert and the top of the culvert would be removed to allow the creek to be visible from above.  Alternative 
3 would involve locating the buildings such that they would not be located over the culvert.  This alternative 
would not involve daylighting the creek but would provide the opportunity to consider Alternative 2 at a 
future point in time.   


At the May 23, 2007, Design Review Committee meeting, the project sponsor provided evidence that both 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would be infeasible and undesirable due to liability, structural, cost, processing, 
aesthetic, maintenance, security, hydrological and flooding concerns. At the meeting, the Committee felt that 
the project sponsor should not be required to daylight the creek as part of the project. The current proposal is 
a modified version of Alternative 3 that would allow a portion of the creek on-site to be daylighted in the 
future at the location of the proposed plaza along Telegraph Avenue. 


General Plan Consistency 


According to the General Plan, in order for a project to be considered consistent with the policies of the 
General Plan it is not necessary for the project to comply with each and every policy of the General Plan. 
The 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 
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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 of Oakland Resolution 
No. 79312 C.M.S.) 


Although the project need not be consistent with each and every General Plan policy, the project nevertheless 
appears to be consistent with all of the relevant policies of the General Plan, as discussed above. 


Zoning Analysis 


The site is located in two different zoning districts. The western portion of the site near the corner of 
Telegraph and Claremont Avenues is located in the C-28 Commercial Shopping District Commercial Zone. 
The eastern portion of the site along Clarke Street is located in the R-40 Garden Apartment Residential Zone.  


The intent of the C-28 Zone is the following: 


[T]o create, preserve, and enhance major boulevards of medium-scale retail establishments 
featuring some specified higher density nodes in attractive settings oriented to pedestrian 
comparison shopping, and to encourage mixed-use residential and nonresidential 
developments, and is typically appropriate along major thoroughfares near residential 
communities.  (OPC Sec. 17.44.010) 


The intent of the R-40 Zone is the following: 


[T]o create, preserve, and enhance areas containing a mixture of single- or two-family 
dwellings and garden apartments in spacious settings for urban living, and is typically 
appropriate to attractive areas of existing lower medium density residential development.  
(OPC Sec. 17.22.010) 


The project is consistent with the intent of the C-28 Zone and R-40 Zone. The portion of the project along 
Telegraph and Claremont Avenues would be comprised of residential and commercial uses thereby 
supporting the Temescal Commercial District and the portion of the project along Clarke Street would be 
reduced in height and scale and be purely residential.  


As stated above, the zoning for the site would allow a maximum of 69 units on the property.  In many areas 
of the city, particularly along major transit corridors such as Telegraph Avenue, the maximum residential 
density allowed under the General Plan is considerably higher than the density allowed by the zoning. The 
project proposes to exceed the maximum number of units allowed by the zoning (120 units are proposed).  
Pursuant to the Guidelines for Determining Project Conformity with the General Plan and Zoning 
Regulations, an Interim Conditional Use Permit is required to increase the project's residential density to the 
maximum allowed under the General Plan for the portion of the site located in the Neighborhood Center 
Mixed Use General Plan designation. For the portion of the site located in the Mixed Housing Type 
Residential General Plan designation, a Major Variance would be required to increase the project's 
residential density to the maximum allowed under the General Plan.  
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Sources:  


Project Plans 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Plan Element, March 1998 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, June 1996. 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Housing Element, June 2004 
City of Oakland, Guidelines for Determining Project Conformity with the General Plan and Zoning Regulations 
City of Oakland, Oakland Planning Code (Oakland Municipal Code, Title 17) 
City of Oakland, Planning Commission Staff Report, May 23, 2007 
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X. MINERAL RESOURCES—Would the project:      


a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on 
a local general plan, specific plan or other land use 
plan? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


 


Comments to X (a) & (b): No Impact 


The project site does not possess any known mineral resources of value to the region. The proposed project 
would not result in the loss of availability of any locally important mineral resource recovery site  


Sources:  
Project Plans 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, June 1996. 
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XI. NOISE—Would the project:      


a) Result in exposure of persons to or generate noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the Oakland 
general plan or applicable standards of other agencies 
(e.g. OSHA)? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


b) Violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance 
(Oakland Planning Code Section 17.120.050) regarding 
operational noise? 


□ □ □ ■ □ 
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c) Violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance 
(Oakland Planning Section 17.120.050) regarding 
construction noise, except if an acoustical analysis is 
performed and all noise-related Standard Conditions of 
Approval imposed? During the hours of 7 p.m. to 7 
a.m. on weekdays and 8 p.m. to 9 a.m. on weekends 
and federal holidays, will noise levels received by any 
land use from construction or demolition exceed the 
applicable nighttime operational noise level standard? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


d) Violate the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance 
(Oakland Municipal Code Section 8.18.020) regarding 
nuisance of persistent construction-related noise? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


e) Create a vibration which is perceptible without 
instruments by the average person at or beyond any lot 
line containing vibration- causing activities not 
associated with motor vehicles, trains, and temporary 
construction or demolition work, except activities 
located within the (a) M-40 zone or (b) M-30 zone 
more than 400 feet from any legally occupied 
residential property (Oakland Planning Code Section 
17.120.060)? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


f) Generate interior Ldn or CNEL greater than 45 dBA 
for multi-family dwellings, hotels, motels, dormitories 
and long-term care facilities (and may be extended by 
local legislative action to include single-family 
dwellings) per California Noise Insulation Standards 
(CCR Part 2, Title 24)? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


g) Result in a 5dBA permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 


□ □ □ ■ □ 


h) Conflict with state land use compatibility guidelines 
for all specified land uses for determination of 
acceptability of noise (Source: State of California, 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research, General 
Plan Guidelines, 2003)? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


i) Be located within an airport land use plan and would 
expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


j) Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
and would expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


 


Comments to XI (a), (c), (d), (e), (f) & (h): Less Than Significant with Development Standards. 


Construction Noise 


Demolition and construction activities associated with the proposed project would result in a short-term 
increase in ambient and ground-borne noise levels. However, the construction contractor would be required 
to comply with nighttime, weekend, and holiday limitations on construction activity, and implement standard 
noise-reducing construction practices as a standard condition of project approval. These measures would 
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ensure that temporary construction activities do not expose persons around the site to noise levels in excess 
of those established by the City of Oakland. 


With the incorporation of Standard Condition NOISE-1 regarding days/hours of construction operation, the 
potential impact would be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition NOISE-1: Days/Hours of Construction Operation. Ongoing throughout 
demolition, grading, and/or construction. The project applicant shall require construction 
contractors to limit standard construction activities as follows: 


a) Construction activities are limited to between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM Monday through 
Friday, except that pile driving and/or other extreme noise generating activities greater than 90 
dBA shall be limited to between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. 


b) Any construction activity proposed to occur outside of the standard hours of 7:00 am to 
7:00 pm Monday through Friday for special activities (such as concrete pouring which may 
require more continuous amounts of time) shall be evaluated on a case by case basis, with 
criteria including the proximity of residential uses and a consideration of resident's preferences 
for whether the activity is acceptable if the overall duration of construction is shortened and 
such construction activities shall only be allowed with the prior written authorization of the 
Building Services Division.  


c) Construction activity shall not occur on Saturdays, with the following possible exceptions: 


• Prior to the building being enclosed, requests for Saturday construction for special 
activities (such as concrete pouring which may require more continuous amounts of time), 
shall be evaluated on a case by case basis, with criteria including the proximity of 
residential uses and a consideration of resident's preferences for whether the activity is 
acceptable if the overall duration of construction is shortened. Such construction activities 
shall only be allowed on Saturdays with the prior written authorization of the Building 
Services Division.  


• After the building is enclosed, requests for Saturday construction activities shall only be 
allowed on Saturdays with the prior written authorization of the Building Services Division, 
and only then within the interior of the building with the doors and windows closed. 


d) No extreme noise generating activities (greater than 90 dBA) shall be allowed on Saturdays, 
with no exceptions. 


e) No construction activity shall take place on Sundays or Federal holidays. 


f) Construction activities include but are not limited to: truck idling, moving equipment 
(including trucks, elevators, etc) or materials, deliveries, and construction meetings held on-site 
in a non-enclosed area. 


With the incorporation of Standard Condition NOISE-2 regarding noise control, the potential impact would 
be reduced to less than significant. 
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Standard Condition NOISE-2: Noise Control. Ongoing throughout demolition, grading, and/or 
construction. To reduce noise impacts due to construction, the project applicant shall require 
construction contractors to implement a site-specific noise reduction program, subject to city 
review and approval, which includes the following measures: 


a) Equipment and trucks used for project construction shall utilize the best available noise 
control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, 
engine enclosures and acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever feasible). 


b) Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for project 
construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise 
associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. However, where use 
of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be 
used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External 
jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible, and this could achieve a reduction 
of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures shall be used, such as drills rather than impact equipment, 
whenever feasible. 


c) Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as possible, and 
they shall be muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, incorporate insulation barriers, or 
other measures to the extent feasible. 


d) If feasible, the noisiest phases of construction shall be limited to less than 10 days at a time. 


With the incorporation of Standard Condition NOISE-3 regarding pile driving and other extreme noise 
generators, the potential impact would be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition NOISE-3: Pile Driving and Other Extreme Noise Generators. Ongoing 
throughout demolition, grading, and/or construction. To further reduce potential pier drilling, 
pile driving and/or other extreme noise generating construction impacts greater than 90dBA, a 
set of site-specific noise attenuation measures shall be completed under the supervision of a 
qualified acoustical consultant. Prior to commencing construction, a plan for such measures 
shall be submitted for review and approval by the City to ensure that maximum feasible noise 
attenuation will be achieved. This plan shall be based on the final design of the project. A third-
party peer review, paid for by the project applicant, may be required to assist the City in 
evaluating the feasibility and effectiveness of the noise reduction plan submitted by the project 
applicant. A special inspection deposit is required to ensure compliance with the noise 
reduction plan. The amount of the deposit shall be determined by the Building Official, and the 
deposit shall be submitted by the project applicant concurrent with submittal of the noise 
reduction plan. The noise reduction plan shall include, but not be limited to, an evaluation of 
the following measures. These attenuation measures shall include as many of the following 
control strategies as feasible:  


a) Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around the construction site, particularly along on 
sites adjacent to residential buildings; 


b) Implement "quiet" pile driving technology (such as pre-drilling of piles, the use of more 
than one pile driver to shorten the total pile driving duration), where feasible, in consideration 
of geotechnical and structural requirements and conditions; 
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c) Utilize noise control blankets on the building structure as the building is erected to reduce 
noise emission from the site; 


d) Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily improving the noise 
reduction capability of adjacent buildings by the use of sound blankets for example; and 


e) Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise measurements. 


With the incorporation of Standard Condition NOISE-4 regarding noise complaint procedures, the potential 
impact would be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition NOISE-4: Noise Complaint Procedures. Ongoing throughout demolition, 
grading, and/or construction. Prior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the 
submission of construction documents, the project applicant shall submit to the City Building 
Services Division a list of measures to respond to and track complaints pertaining to 
construction noise. These measures shall include: 


a) A procedure and phone numbers for notifying the City Building Services Division staff and 
Oakland Police Department; (during regular construction hours and off-hours); 


b) A sign posted on-site pertaining with permitted construction days and hours and complaint 
procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem. The sign shall also include a listing of 
both the City and construction contractor's telephone numbers (during regular construction 
hours and off-hours); 


c) The designation of an on-site construction complaint and enforcement manager for the 
project; 


d) Notification of neighbors and occupants within 300 feet of the project construction area at 
least 30 days in advance of extreme noise generating activities about the estimated duration of 
the activity; and 


e) A preconstruction meeting shall be held with the job inspectors and the general 
contractor/on-site project manager to confirm that noise measures and practices (including 
construction hours, neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.) are completed. 


Noise Exposure 


With the incorporation of Standard Condition NOISE-4 regarding interior noise, the potential impact would 
be reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition NOISE-5: Interior Noise. Prior to issuance of a building permit, if 
necessary to comply with the interior noise requirements of the City of Oakland's General Plan 
Noise Element and achieve an acceptable interior noise level, noise reduction in the form of 
sound-rated assemblies (i.e., windows, exterior doors, and walls) shall be incorporated into 
project building design, based upon recommendations of a qualified acoustical engineer. Final 
recommendations for sound-rated assemblies will depend on the specific building designs and 
layout of buildings on the site and shall be determined during the design phase. 


Comments to XI (b) & (g): Less Than Significant. 
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The urban setting of the project area includes numerous potential sources of noise. The most significant 
existing source of noise throughout Oakland is vehicular traffic, including trucks, cars, buses, and emergency 
vehicles. Non-vehicular noise sources in the area include operational noise from surrounding buildings and 
periodic temporary construction noise from building construction, renovation, or street maintenance. The 
nearest sensitive receptor to the project site would be surrounding residents. The proposed project uses are 
consistent with surrounding uses. There are no day care facilities or senior centers nearby.  


Traffic Noise 


Vehicular traffic makes the greatest contribution to ambient noise levels throughout most of Oakland.  Traffic 
volumes in an area would have to approximately double before the attendant increase in ambient noise levels 
would be generally noticeable. The proposed project would add a small fraction of the existing traffic in the 
project vicinity. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause traffic volumes to double at any study location, 
and it would not have a noticeable effect on ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. 


Building Equipment Noise 


The proposed project would include new mechanical equipment, such as air conditioning units and chillers, 
which could produce operational noise. The mechanical equipment would likely be placed on the roof well 
away from nearby public places and other uses or within the proposed buildings. Substantial increases in the 
ambient noise level due to operational noise from building equipment would not be anticipated.  


Comments to XI (i) & (j): No Impact. 


The project site is not within an airport land use plan, nor is it near a private airstrip. 


Sources: 
Field Surveys 
Project Plans 
City of Oakland, Noise Ordinance (Oakland Planning Code, Section 17.120.050) 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Noise Element, June 2005 
DKS Associates, Memorandum: Trip Generation for Air & Noise Analysis, August 3, 2007 
Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc., Memorandum: Traffic Noise Increases, December 10, 2007 
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XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING—Would the project:      


a) Induce substantial population growth in a manner not 
contemplated in the General Plan either directly (for 
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure), such that additional infrastructure 
is required but the impacts of such were not previously 
considered or analyzed? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere in excess of that contained in the City's 
Housing Element? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere in 
excess of that contained in the City's Housing Element? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


 


Comments to XII (a), (b) & (c): No Impact. 


The proposed project does not require an amendment to the City of Oakland General Plan so it is consistent 
with the growth projections contemplated in the General Plan.   


The existing site has no residential use; the proposed project would not displace any existing housing or 
people. 


Sources:  
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Housing Element, June 2004 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Element, March 1998 
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XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES—Would the project:      


a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times, or other performance 
objectives for any of the following public services: 


     


i) Fire protection? □ □ □ ■ □ 
ii) Police protection? □ □ □ ■ □ 
iii) Schools? □ □ □ ■ □ 
iv) Other public facilities? □ □ □ ■ □ 
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Comments to XIII (a). (i-v): Less Than Significant Impact. 


The proposed project is estimated to house approximately 208 persons and employ approximately 22 
persons45 and would therefore increase demand for fire and police protection, school, and park services. The 
project site is located in an area that is already served by these services. The Community Services Analysis 
prepared for the General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) included the conclusion that 
future in-fill development through the General Plan horizon year of 2015 would not likely impose a burden 
on existing public services and utilities. In accordance with standard City practices, the City’s Fire Services 
Division would review the project plans at the time of building permit issuance to ensure that adequate fire 
and life safety measures are designed into the project. 


Prior to issuance of building permits as required by Senate Bill 50, the project sponsor would be required to 
pay school impact fees of $2.24 per square foot for residential space and $0.36 per square foot for 
commercial space to offset any impacts to school facilities for the proposed project. SB 50 implements 
Proposition 1A, approved by the voters on November 4, 1998; prohibits local agencies, such as the City of 
Oakland, from denying land use approvals on the basis that school facilities are inadequate; and establishes 
statewide school impact mitigation fees, adjusted biannually, that preempt local existing school impact fees. 
The project would not interfere with the operations of existing schools. 


The proposed project is in an urban area already served by existing parks and urban open spaces. An 
additional 5,000 square feet of common open space would be located within the project site.  For these 
reasons, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts to existing public services. 


Sources: 
Project Plans 
City of Oakland, Oakland Analysis, Technical Report # 5, October 1995 
City of Oakland, Gateway Community Development Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, August 2007 
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XIV. RECREATION—Would the project:      


a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 


□ □ □ ■ □ 


                                                            
45 Note: Population and employment estimates based on assumptions in the Gateway Community Development Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Report. Assumptions concerning residents: Long-term average vacancy of four percent; 1 person per 
studio unit; 1.6 persons per one-bedroom unit and 2.2 persons per two-bedroom (assumed unit mix is based on typical floor 
plan included in project plans). Assumptions concerning employment: 1 employee per 350 square feet of commercial space. 
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b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


 


Comments to XIV (a): Less Than Significant Impact. 


The proposed project is in an urban area already served by existing parks, recreational facilities and other 
urban open spaces. The FROG Park, a linear park that includes two children’s playgrounds, is adjacent to the 
proposed project and Bushrod and Mosswood Parks, each more than 10 acres, are located within a mile of 
the proposed project. Lake Temescal Regional Park, a popular destination for swimming, biking, fishing, and 
picnicking, is located about 2.5 miles of the proposed project. Approximately 5,000 square feet of common 
open space would be provided in the project along with private balcony space and a greenway along the 
eastern edge of the project site.  


The project would likely increase the number of users of local parks and open space. However because the 
limited number of potential users generated by the project and the project’s inclusion of on-site open space, it 
is not anticipated to result in significant impacts to recreation facilities, nor would it require the construction 
or expansion of recreational facilities. 


Sources: 
City of Oakland, Oakland General Plan, Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element, June 1996 
Project Plans 
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XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC—Would the 
project: 


     


a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the traffic load and capacity of the street 
system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the 
number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on 
roads, or congestion at intersections), or change the 
condition of an existing street (i.e., street closures, 
changing direction of travel) in a manner that would 
substantially impact access or traffic load capacity of 
the street system? Specifically: 


     


i) At a study, signalized intersection which is 
located outside the Downtown area, the project 
would cause the level of service (LOS) to 
degrade to worse than LOS D (i.e., E)? 


■ □ □ □ □ 







 


  310


 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Potentially 
Significant  


Unless 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Development 


Standards 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 


ii) At a study, signalized intersection which is 
located within the Downtown area, the project 
would cause the LOS to degrade to worse than 
LOS E (i.e., F)? 


■ □ □ □ □ 


iii) At a study, signalized intersection outside the 
Downtown area where the level of service is 
LOS E, the project would cause the total 
intersection average vehicle delay to increase by 
four (4) or more seconds, or degrade to worse 
than LOS E (i.e., F)? 


■ □ □ □ □ 


iv) At a study, signalized intersection for all areas 
where the level of service is LOS E, the project 
would cause an increase in the average delay for 
any of the critical movements of six (6) seconds 
or more, or degrade to worse than LOS E 
(i.e., F)? 


■ □ □ □ □ 


v) At a study, signalized intersection for all areas 
where the level of service is LOS F, the project 
would cause (a) the total intersection average 
vehicle delay to increase by two (2) or more 
seconds, or (b) an increase in average delay for 
any of the critical movements of four (4) seconds 
or more; or (c) the volume-to-capacity ("V/C") 
ratio exceeds three (3) percent (but only if the 
delay values cannot be measured accurately)? 


■ □ □ □ □ 


vi) At a study, unsignalized intersection, the project 
would add ten (10) or more vehicles and after 
project completion satisfy the Caltrans peak hour 
volume warrant? 


■ □ □ □ □ 


b) A project's contribution to cumulative impacts is 
considered "considerable" (i.e., significant) when the 
project contributes five (5) percent or more of the 
cumulative traffic increase as measured by the 
difference between "Existing" conditions and the year 
2010/2015 (or Year 2025/2030) with "Project" 
conditions and results in a substantial increase in 
traffic. More specifically, the project must contribute 
five (5) percent or more of the incremental growth and 
exceed at least one of the intersection-related thresholds 
listed above in threshold #i through #vi above. 


■ □ □ □ □ 


c) Cause a roadway segment on the Metropolitan 
Transportation System to operate at LOS F or increase 
the V/C ratio by more than three (3) percent for a 
roadway segment that would operate at LOS F without 
the project? 


■ □ □ □ □ 


d) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that result in substantial safety risks? 


■ □ □ □ □ 


e) Substantially increase hazards due to motor vehicles, 
bicycles, or pedestrians due to a design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) that does not 
comply with Caltrans design standards or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 


■ □ □ □ □ 
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f) Result in less than two emergency access routes for 
streets exceeding 600 feet in length? ■ □ □ □ □ 


g) Fundamentally conflict with adopted policies, plans, 
programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus 
turnouts, bicycle routes)? 


■ □ □ □ □ 


h) Generate added transit ridership that would:      


i) Increase the average ridership on AC Transit 
lines by three (3) percent at bus stops where the 
average load factor with the project in place 
would exceed 125% over a peak thirty minute 
period? 


■ □ □ □ □ 


ii) Increase the peak hour average ridership on 
BART by three (3) percent where the passenger 
volume would exceed the standing capacity of 
BART trains? 


■ □ □ □ □ 


iii) Increase the peak hour average ridership at a 
BART station by three (3) percent where average 
waiting time at fare gates would exceed one 
minute? 


■ □ □ □ □ 


 


Comments to XV (a.i) - (h.iii) Potentially Significant Impact. 


Potential impacts to transportation and traffic will be the subject of an Environmental Impact Report. 
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XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—Would 
the project: 


     


a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? □ □ ■ □ □ 


b) Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


c) Exceed water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources, and require or 
result in construction of water facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 


□ □ □ ■ □ 


d) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it does not have adequate capacity to serve 
the project's projected demand in addition to the 
providers' existing commitments and require or result in 
construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 
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e) Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste 
disposal needs and require or result in construction of 
landfill facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 


□ □ ■ □ □ 


f) Violate applicable federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? □ □ ■ □ □ 


g) Violate applicable federal, state and local statutes 
and regulations relating to energy standards? □ □ □ □ ■ 


h) Result in a determination by the energy provider 
which serves or may serve the project that it does not 
have adequate capacity to serve the project's projected 
demand in addition to the providers' existing 
commitments and require or result in construction of 
new energy facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 


□ □ □ □ ■ 


 


Comments to XVI (c): Less Than Significant Impact. 


The project site is located in an urban area and is an urban infill site that is already served by public utilities. 
The proposed development of approximately 120 residential units and approximately 7,700 square feet of 
commercial space would result in an incremental increase in demand for utilities and service systems in the 
immediate project area. 


The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) is responsible for water deliveries to the City of Oakland, 
as well as most of Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. Oakland comprises about one-third of EBMUD's 
customers. Oakland's residential customers use less water per capita than residents in the drier, hotter parts of 
the service area, due both to weather conditions and the more dense development pattern in the City. With 
conservation and reclamation programs in place, EBMUD projects a service area demand of 232 million 
gallons per day (MGD) by the year 2030. According to the EBMUD's Urban Water Management plan, 
EBMUD will be able to meet water demand during normal water years. During multiple drought years, as 
much as 27 MGD of additional water supply will be needed by 2030. Most of the anticipated growth is in the 
eastern part of the service area. The alternatives for providing the needed capacity include additional use of 
reclaimed water, augmenting supplies with storied surplus groundwater, and using a portion of EBMUD's 
American River allocation. 


A higher growth rate in Oakland could mean lower growth rates for outlying communities in the service area, 
where per capita water consumption is much higher. On a regional level, the impacts of a more dense 
development pattern in Oakland, such as the density of the project, would be positive in terms of water 
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consumption. The Urban Water Management Plan identifies a range of measures to reduce per capita 
consumption and manage future demand. Oakland is participating in the implementation of this Plan, through 
the adopted General Plan policies requiring water conservation and encouraging reclaimed water use. 
Through conformance with these policies, development consistent with the General Plan, such as the project, 
would result in a less than significant impact upon water demand. 


Comments to XVI (a), (b), (d), (e) and (f): Less Than Significant with Development Standards. 


The project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's 
solid waste disposal needs and not require or result in construction of landfill facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. Assembly Bill 939 
requires that all cities divert 50 percent of their solid waste from landfills by December 31, 2000. The waste 
diversion rate in the City of Oakland was 55 percent in 2004.  


With the incorporation of Standard Condition UTIL-1 regarding waste reduction and recycling, the potential 
impact would be further reduced to less than significant. 


Standard Condition UTIL-1: Waste Reduction and Recycling. The project applicant will 
submit a Construction & Demolition Waste Reduction and Recycling Plan (WRRP) and an 
Operational Diversion Plan (ODP) for review and approval by the Public Works Agency.  


Prior to issuance of demolition, grading, or building permit:  


Chapter 15.34 of the Oakland Municipal Code outlines requirements for reducing waste and 
optimizing construction and demolition (C&D) recycling. Affected projects include all new 
construction, renovations/alterations/modifications with construction values of $50,000 or more 
(except R-3), and all demolition (including soft demo).The WRRP must specify the methods by 
which the development will divert  C&D debris waste generated by the proposed project from 
landfill disposal in accordance with current City requirements. Current standards, FAQs, and 
forms are available at www.oaklandpw.com/Page39.aspx or in the Green Building Resource 
Center. After approval of the plan, the project applicant shall implement the plan.  


Ongoing: 


The ODP will identify how the project complies with the Recycling Space Allocation 
Ordinance, (Chapter 17.118 of the Oakland Municipal Code), including capacity calculations, 
and specify the methods by which the development will meet the current diversion of solid 
waste generated by operation of the proposed project from landfill disposal in accordance with 
current City requirements. The proposed program shall be in implemented and maintained for 
the duration of the proposed activity or facility. Changes to the plan may be re-submitted to the 
Environmental Services Division of the Public Works Agency for review and approval. Any 
incentive programs shall remain fully operational as long as residents and businesses exist at 
the project site. 


With the incorporation of Standard Condition UTIL-2 regarding stormwater and sewer capacity, the potential 
impact would be reduced to less than significant. 
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Standard Condition UTIL-2:  Stormwater and Sewer. Prior to completing the final design for 
the project's sewer service confirmation of the capacity of the City's surrounding stormwater 
and sanitary sewer system and state of repair shall be completed by a qualified civil engineer 
with funding from the project applicant. The project applicant shall be responsible for the 
necessary stormwater and sanitary sewer infrastructure improvements to accommodate the 
proposed project. In addition, the applicant shall be required to pay additional fees to improve 
sanitary sewer infrastructure if required by the City. Improvements to the existing sanitary 
sewer collection system shall specifically include, but are not limited to, mechanisms to control 
or minimize increases in infiltration/inflow to offset sanitary sewer increases associated with 
the proposed project. To the maximum extent practicable, the applicant will be required to 
implement Best Management Practices to reduce the peak stormwater runoff from the project 
site. Additionally, the project applicant shall be responsible for payment of the required 
installation or hook-up fees to the affected service providers. 


Comments to XVI (g) & (h): No Impact. 


The proposed project would not violate applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to 
energy standards. The project would be required to meet current state and local standards regarding energy 
consumption, including Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.  


The project would require typical utility connections and would tap into existing power and communications 
grids. Any utility relocation would be completed without interruption of service to adjacent properties. 


The California Energy Commission (CEC) is currently considering applications for the development of new 
power-generating facilities in the Bay Area, and elsewhere in the state. These facilities will eventually 
increase the supply of energy. These efforts, together with conservation, will be part of the statewide effort to 
achieve sufficiency of energy supply relative to demand. However, due to the relatively small size of the 
project, the project-generated demand for electricity would be small in the context of the overall demand 
within Oakland and the state, and would not in and of itself require a major expansion of power facilities. No 
new power or communications facilities would be necessary as a result of project implementation, and thus 
the proposed project would not result in a significant physical environmental effect with respect to the 
construction of new energy facilities 


Sources: 
East Bay Municipal Utility District, Urban Water Management Plan 2005  
City of Oakland, Sewer and Storm Drain Maps  
City of Oakland, Oakland Community Services Analysis, Technical Report # 5, October 1995 
Project Plans 
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XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE      


a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 


■ □ □ □ □ 


b) Does the project have impacts that would be 
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 


■ □ □ □ □ 


c) Does the project have environmental effects that 
would cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 


■ □ □ □ □ 


 


Comments to XVII (a), (b) and (c): Potentially Significant Impact. 


The proposed project has the potential to result in significant project-related and cumulative transportation 
impacts which could degrade the quality of the environment and adversely affect human beings. These 
potential impacts will be studied in an Environmental Impact Report.
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III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
This chapter describes the proposed Creekside Mixed‐Use Development Project (project), which is evaluated in 
this Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The chapter includes a description of the project site, a detailed 
description of the project, the regional and planning context, objectives, and a discussion of the intended uses of 
the EIR and required project approvals and entitlements. 
 


A.  SITE LOCATION AND PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 
 
1. Location 
The  project  site  is  located  at  5132  Telegraph  Avenue  (Assessor’s  Parcel  Number  014‐1226‐013)  at  the 
intersection  of  Telegraph  and  Claremont  Avenues  to  the west  and  Clarke  Street  to  the  east  in  the  City  of 
Oakland, Alameda County, as shown in Figure III‐1.   
 


 


 


Figure III‐1.  Project Site. Source:  Hauser Architects.
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2. Site Characteristics 
The site is approximately 32,139 square feet in area.  The irregularly shaped lot has frontage on Claremont 
Avenue, Telegraph Avenue and Clarke Street.  The topography of the site is relatively flat.  A two‐story 
commercial building (currently occupied by the Global Entertainment video store) is located on the site.  The 
existing building would be demolished as part of the project.    
 
The site is located on Telegraph Avenue at the intersection of Telegraph Avenue and Claremont Avenue in the 
Temescal neighborhood of North Oakland.  The adjacent property to the south and east of the site is currently 
vacant and is the location of the approved “Civiq” project (5110 Telegraph Avenue).  The adjacent property to 
the north of the site contains a four‐story multi‐family residential building (5160 Claremont Avenue). 
 
The site is shown in Figure III‐2.  The existing two‐story building is comprised of ground floor retail space (video 
rental store) and second floor office space (vacant). It was constructed for use as a bank building with a surface 
parking lot.  
 
Running underneath the western portion of the project site is the Temescal Creek Culvert.  It measures 160 feet 
in length and runs in a north/south direction.  The culvert is owned and operated by the Alameda County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District.  The property contains an easement granted by a former owner of the 
property, American Savings and Loan Association, to the District, on March 6, 1974.  The District’s rights under 
the terms of the easement are limited to the construction, maintainance, use, repair, replacement, and renewal 
of structures within the easement.  The District has no above ground rights in the easement.  The easement also 
explicitly grants to the property owner the right to construct, maintain, use, repair, replace, and renew 
structures over and across the easement.  The existing commercial building is located over and across the 
easement. 
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3. Surrounding Land Uses 
The Temescal District of the City of Oakland is characterized by mixed‐use and commercial uses along Telegraph 
Avenue and single and multi‐family housing elsewhere. The site is bounded by Telegraph and Claremont 
Avenues to the west, a four‐story multi‐family residential building to the north, Clarke Street to the northeast 
and the approved Civiq project, a multi‐family residential project to the south and southeast.  The project site is 
located across Telegraph Avenue to the east from the historic Oakland City Library Temescal Branch located on 
the northwest corner of 52nd Street and Telegraph Avenue (City of Oakland Historical Landmark # 43) and 
across Clarke Street to the south from the Redondo Playground of FROG Park.  Additionally, Oakland Fire Station 
No. 8 is located south of the site at 463 51st St and a police substation is located at Temescal Plaza, just 
southwest of the site. 
 
The visual character surrounding the site is eclectic. The buildings range in age and vary considerably in terms of 
size, scale, and architectural style. The commercial corridor along Telegraph and Claremont Avenues features 
buildings representing almost every decade back to 1907, including but not limited to, historic architectural and 


Figure III‐2.  Existing Project Site Plan.  Source:  Hauser Architects. 
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cultural resources, two‐story mixed‐use buildings, three‐ and four‐story apartment buildings, auto service 
stations, various office buildings, and newer retail developments with surface parking. Along Clarke Street and 
Redondo Avenue the buildings are exclusively residential, ranging in style and density from one‐story bungalows 
to multi‐unit apartment buildings. 
 
A more detailed discussion of existing and planned land uses is provided in Chapter IV‐B, Land Use and Density.  
Included in that chapter, Figure IV‐24 illustrates the existing land uses in the project site area. 
 
4. Proposed Project2 
The proposed project would involve the demolition of the existing building and parking lot on the project site to 
allow for the construction of a new mixed‐use development project. The project sponsor proposes to construct a 
ground‐floor podium containing commercial and parking within and open space and residential buildings above.  
The  residential  buildings  are  5120  Telegraph  Avenue,  located  on  the  southwest  portion  of  the  site;  5140 
Claremont Avenue on the west portion of the site and 5115 Clarke Street on the northeast portion of the site.  
5120  Telegraph  Avenue  and  5140  Claremont  Avenue  would  contain  ground‐floor  neighborhood‐oriented 
commercial space with continuous street frontage.  5115 Clarke Street would not contain commercial units and 
would step down in height towards Clarke Street from the other two buildings.   
 
The  portion  of  the  project  along  Telegraph  and  Claremont  Avenues would  be  comprised  of  residential  and 
commercial  uses  thereby  supporting  the  Temescal  Commercial District  and  the  portion  of  the  project  along 
Clarke Street would be reduced  in height and scale and be purely residential.  In summary the project  includes 
the following elements: 
 


• Demolition of existing structures; 
• Up to 120 dwelling units (115 market‐rate units and five very‐low‐income units); 
• Approximately 7,700 square feet of commercial space; 
• Approximately 120 parking spaces (structured); 
• Approximately 1,300 square‐foot public plaza along Telegraph Avenue; 
• Approximately 5,000 square feet of usable open space on the podium level; and 
• Landscaped greenway along the eastern edge of the site. 


 
The  following discussion provides a detailed description of  the project based on  information provided by  the 
project sponsor. 
 
a. Demolition 
The  existing  structure  on  the  project  site  would  be  demolished,  including  removal  of  the  existing 
building  and  parking  lot.  In  addition,  nine  existing  trees  along  the  northern  edge  of  the  project  site 
would be removed. 


 


                                                            
2 It is acknowledged that specific design details regarding the project description will likely evolve during the environmental and project 
review process.  However, the potential environmental effects of the final proposal will be within the scope and analysis of this EIR.   







CREEKSIDE MIXED‐USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT DRAFT EIR    AUGUST 2008 
III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
 


21 
 


b. Culvert 
 Construction of the proposed project would occur over and across the easement as is the case with the existing 
structure (Figures III‐2 and III‐3).  A public plaza with an approximate area of 1,300 square feet would be located 
along Telegraph Avenue.  This plaza would be situated at the southwest corner of the site and above a section of 
the culvert.   This open area allows for future daylighting of a section of the Temescal Creek Culvert should the 
City of Oakland make the appropriate resources available at some future time.   


 
c. Buildings and Uses 
The proposed project would involve the construction of three buildings on the project site, including two mixed‐
use buildings with ground floor commercial spaces and residential units on upper floors, one entirely residential 
building and one parking garage. Figure III‐3 shows a Conceptual Site Plan for the proposed project. Table III‐1 
and the text below provide a summary of the proposed buildings and uses within the project.  Figures III‐4 to III‐
10 show conceptual building floor plans and elevations of the proposed project. 


 
(1) 5120 Telegraph Avenue.   This building would contain  five  residential stories over  the ground‐


floor podium  (six  stories  total) and measure approximately 65  feet  in height.    It  is a mixed‐use building with 
approximately 4,500 square feet of commercial space and 55 residential units.  Figure III‐8 shows a conceptual 
elevation of  the building  at 5120  Telegraph Avenue.    The  commercial units would  front onto  Telegraph  and 
Claremont Avenues.   Though no specific uses are known at  this  time,  the commercial uses are planned  to be 
neighborhood‐serving  commercial  uses,  consistent  with  those  allowed  in  the  C‐28  Zone  (i.e.,  cafes  and 
restaurants, commercial uses, personal services, and general retail sales).  The building would be accessed from 
the parking garage by a lobby on the upper level of the parking garage. 


 
(2) 5140 Claremont Avenue.   The western portion of  this building would contain  four  residential 


stories over  the ground‐floor podium  (five stories  total) and measure approximately 55  feet  tall.   The eastern 
portion of this building would contain five residential stories over the ground‐floor podium (six stories total) and 
measure approximately 65  feet  tall.   This  is a mixed‐use building with 42  residential units and approximately 
3,200  square  feet  of  commercial  space  including  continuous  street  frontage  along  Telegraph  and  Claremont 
Avenues.  Figure III‐8 shows a conceptual elevation of the building at 5140 Claremont Avenue. 


 
(3) 5115 Clarke Avenue.  This building would contain three residential stories over the ground‐floor 


podium (four stories total) and measure approximately 46 feet tall (with portions of the façade measuring up to 
36  feet  tall).   This  is a  residential building with 23  residential units.    Figures  III‐9 and  III‐10  show  conceptual 
elevations of the building at 5115 Clarke Avenue. 
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Figure III‐8.  5120 Telegraph Avenue and 5140 Claremont Avenue Elevation. Source: Hauser Architects. 


 
 
 
 
 


 
Figure III‐9.  5115 Clarke Street Southeast Elevation. Source: Hauser Architects. 
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Figure III‐10.  5115 Clarke Street Northeast Elevation. Source: Hauser Architects. 


 
 


Table III‐1  
Summary of Proposed Development  


Building  Square 
Footage 


Number of Stories  Building 
Height 
(feet) 


Residential 
Units 


Commercial SF  Parking 
Spaces 


5120 Telegraph 
Avenue 


  6  (5 residential over 
podium) 


65  55  4500   


5140 Claremont 
Avenue 


  5  (4 residential over 
podium)*/6 (5 
residential over 
podium)** 


55*/65**  42  3200   


5115 Clarke 
Avenue 


  4  (3 residential over 
podium) 


46/36  23  0   


TOTAL  31,239  ‐‐    120  7,700  120*** 


 
*  For the western portion of the building on 5140 Claremont Avenue 
**  For the eastern portion of the building on 5140 Claremont Avenue 
*** One common garage for all three buildings, so a specific number of spaces are not attributable to each building. 


 
 


(4) Parking and Circulation.  The project includes a total of approximately 120 spaces: 65 on the 
upper level garage and 55 on the lower level garage.  The parking areas for all three buildings would be provided 


above‐grade and at‐grade at a ratio of one parking space per unit.  The project sponsor proposes to implement 


a shared‐parking program for residential and retail uses.    26 of the 120 spaces provided would be shared 
between commercial and residential users.  The shared use of these spaces would be staggered such that 
commercial users would have access to the shared parking spaces from 9 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on weekdays and 
residential users would have access to the shared parking spaces on weekends and from 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 a.m. 
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on weekdays.  This staggered approach to shared parking would allow residential users access to the parking 
spaces outside of working hours and assumes that a portion of the building residents would drive to work in the 


weekday mornings.  This approach also assumes that day‐time users of the commercial stores on‐site would be 
driving to the area during typical Monday through Friday 9 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. business hours.  The proposed 


commercial space targets neighborhood‐serving tenants.  As such, the clientele that would likely frequent the 
commercial space during evening and weekend hours would originate from the immediate locale.  This clientele 
would likely reside at the project, other approved residential developments in the area, or in the existing 
surrounding residential neighborhood and would arrive on foot rather than by automobile.  


 
Internal pedestrian circulation between the three buildings would be achieved via an approximately 5,000 
square‐foot courtyard located above the podium. 
 


(5) Landscaping Plazas and Streetscape.  Landscaping would be incorporated along the eastern 
property line and the proposed project would remove the parking lot and commercial building and replace them 
with high‐quality residential and commercial buildings and landscaping.  The proposed project would include an 
approximately 1,300 square‐foot plaza area along Telegraph Avenue that would allow for outdoor seating and 
social interaction. The project would also include a landscaped greenway on the eastern side of the project site 
to complement the proposed public greenway on the adjacent Civiq property.  This would support social 
interaction and encourage community activity.  The project would include useable outdoor open space for its 
residents in the form of private balconies, an approximately 5,000 square‐foot common courtyard area located 
conveniently in the central portion of the site, and a roof deck on each of the buildings. Additional private 
balconies may be incorporated as the architectural design of the buildings evolves. 


 
(6) Demolition and Construction Schedule.  The project would be constructed over approximately 


two years (see Table III‐2).  Demolition of the existing structure and parking lot and the construction of the 
project would occur concurrently. 
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Table III‐2  
Construction Phase Schedule     


Action  Schedule 


Site Demolition  Start spring/summer 2009 


5120 Telegraph  Start spring/summer 2009 


5140 Claremont Avenue  Start late 2009 


5115 Clarke Avenue  Start early 2010 


Project Completion  Spring/summer 2011 


 
 
Remediation Activities.  The proposed project would include remediation of any hazardous materials identified 
on the project site.  The subject property contains a structure erected prior to 1978, which has painted surfaces 
that may meet  the definition of  lead‐based paint  (LBP).  LBP  is defined differently by different  agencies.  The 
Consumer Product Safety Commission prohibits the use of more than 600 parts per million (ppm) of lead in new 
paint for residential use. The United States Housing and Urban Development (HUD) uses a cutoff of 0.5% lead by 
weight or 1.0 milligram per square centimeter (mg/cm2). Lead paint waste disposal regulated by the California 
Environmental Protection Agency uses a definition of 350 ppm total  lead by volume, and 5 milligram per  liter 
soluble lead, though intact painted components are generally not regulated as hazardous waste. There are state 
and federal occupational safety and health (OSHA) regulations and HUD guidelines that are designed to protect 
residents  and workers who  disturb  LBP. A  lead  based  paint  survey  performed  by  a  California  Certified  Lead 
Inspector  is recommended  if construction work  is performed that disturbs the painted surfaces by such means 
as manual demolition, sanding, or scraping. 
 
The  Initial  Study  (see Appendix A  of  this  EIR)  found  that  the  project would  not  have  a  significant  effect  on 
hazards and hazardous materials. 
 
5. Existing General Plan and Zoning Designations 


 
a. General  Plan  Information:  Land  Use  and  Transportation  Element.    A  map  of  the  existing 
General Plan  land use designation  for  the site  is provided  in Figure  IV‐26.   The General Plan  land use 
designation, as specified by the Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE), for the western portion of 
the  site  is  NCMU  (Neighborhood  Center Mixed  Use).    According  to  the  General  Plan,  the  desired 
character of the NCMU designation is the following: 


 
The Neighborhood Center Mixed Use classification is intended to identify, create, maintain and 
enhance mixed use neighborhood commercial centers. These centers are typically characterized 
by smaller scale pedestrian‐oriented, continuous street  frontage with a mix of  retail, housing, 
office, active open space, eating and drinking places, personal and business services, and smaller 
scale educational, cultural, or entertainment uses. Future development within this classification 
should  be  commercial  or  mixed  uses  that  are  pedestrian‐oriented  and  serve  nearby 
neighborhoods, or urban residential with ground floor commercial.3 


                                                            
3 City of Oakland, 1998. General Plan, Land Use and Transportation Element, March, p. 149. 
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The eastern portion of the site towards Clarke Street  is designated Mixed Housing Type Residential (MHTR) by 
the General Plan. According to the General Plan, the intent and desired character of the MHTR designation is the 
following: 


 
The Mixed  Housing  Type  Residential  classification  is  intended  to  create, maintain,  and  enhance 
residential areas typically located near the City's major arterials and characterized by a mix of single 
family  homes,  townhouses,  small  multi‐unit  buildings,  and  neighborhood  businesses  where 
appropriate.  Future  development  within  this  classification  should  be  primarily  residential  in 
character, with  live‐work types of developments, small commercial enterprises, schools, and other 
small scale, compatible civic uses possible in appropriate locations.4 


 
The project site  is  located within a “Grow and Change” area as outlined  in the General Plan Strategy Diagram. 
This designation  is used where  growth will be  focused  to help Oakland  succeed  in  its  economic,  social,  and 
environmental  transition  that will allow  the City  to  successfully address housing, economic vitality and other 
challenges.   According  to  the General Plan, Grow and Change areas  should "emphasize  significant changes  in 
density, activity, or use, which are consistent with the Land Use Diagram, Transportation Diagram, and the Policy 
Framework  and other  Elements of  the General  Plan."5  The  project  is  consistent with  residential  densities  as 
specified  in  the  NCMU  and MHTR  General  Plan  designations  and  would  direct  additional  commercial  and 
residential density  and  activities  to  the  Temescal  commercial  corridor  consistent with  the Grow  and Change 
designation. 
 
 
b. Zoning  Information.   The  site  is  located  in  two different  zoning districts.   A map  showing  the  zoning 
designations for the site in relationship to the General Plan designations for the site is provided in Figure IV‐28.  
The western portion of the site near Telegraph Avenue and Claremont Avenue is located in the C‐28 Commercial 
Shopping District Commercial Zone.  The intent of the C‐28 zone is the following: 
 


[T]o  create,  preserve,  and  enhance major  boulevards  of medium‐scale  retail  establishments 
featuring  some  specified  higher  density  nodes  in  attractive  settings  oriented  to  pedestrian 
comparison  shopping,  and  to  encourage  mixed‐use  residential  and  nonresidential 
developments,  and  is  typically  appropriate  along  major  thoroughfares  near  residential 
communities.6  


 
The eastern portion of the site near Clarke Street is located in the R‐40 Garden Apartment Residential Zone.   The 
intent of the R‐40 zone is the following: 
 


                                                            
4 ibid, p. 146. 
5 ibid, p. 124. 
6 City of Oakland, Municipal Code, Section 17.44.010. 
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[T]o create, preserve, and enhance areas containing a mixture of single‐ or two‐family dwellings 
and  garden  apartments  in  spacious  settings  for  urban  living,  and  is  typically  appropriate  to 
attractive areas of existing lower medium density residential development.7 


 
 
 


B.  PROJECT OBJECTIVES  
The project seeks to redevelop and revitalize an underutilized site in Oakland to create a vibrant mixed‐use 
development (housing and commercial) that enhances the character of the Temescal neighborhood. Specifically, 
the project seeks to: 
 


• Redevelop a site with an underutilized commercial building and surface parking lot in the Temescal 
neighborhood of Oakland into a vibrant mixed‐use residential/commercial community. 


• Maximize on‐site housing to help Oakland achieve its housing needs. 


• Provide on‐site affordable housing units to serve very low income families in exchange for City 
approval of a density bonus that makes inclusion of these units economically viable for the project 
sponsor. 


• Develop market‐rate residential units at urban densities and provide housing opportunities for a 
range of income levels. 


• Develop urban infill housing with convenient transportation access near the urban core thereby 
diverting housing from outlying areas and reducing long distance commuting and traffic‐related 
pollution. 


• Construct a high‐quality building that exhibits architectural creativity and, using the modernist 
idiom, reflects the architectural diversity of the Temescal neighborhood.  


• Enhance the Telegraph Avenue neighborhood streetscape by creating dynamic, pedestrian‐friendly 
commercial frontage that generates activity and visual quality absent at the existing site. 


• Boost City and local community redevelopment efforts and strengthen existing neighborhood‐
serving businesses. 


• Improve safety by increasing the activity on the site and by providing ground level commercial 
frontage. 


• Provide community residents with additional opportunities to purchase goods and services. 


• Generate job opportunities during project construction. 


• Provide employment opportunities from development and operation of the project. 


• Construct a financially feasible development with sufficient flexibility to adjust to market needs and 
to provide reasonable returns on investment so as to secure construction and long‐term financing. 


 
 
 
 


                                                            
7 ibid, Section 17.22.010. 
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C.  DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS AND OTHER PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
It is anticipated that this EIR will provide environmental review for all discretionary approvals and actions 
necessary for the project. A number of permits and approvals would be required before the development of the 
project could proceed. As Lead Agency for the proposed project, the City of Oakland would be responsible for 
the majority of approvals required for development. Other agencies also have some authority related to the 
project and its approvals. A list of required permits and approvals that may be required by the City and other 
agencies includes, without limitation, those provided in Table III‐3 at the end of this section. 
 
1.  City of Oakland 
Key Discretionary actions required by the City of Oakland are outlined below. 
 
a.    Conditional  Use  Permit.    The  project would  require  an  Interim  Conditional  Use  Permit  to  increase  the 
project's residential density to the maximum allowed under the General Plan for the portion of the site located 
in the NCMU General Plan designation.   The project sponsor  is also seeking a Minor Conditional Use Permit to 
reduce the required amount of off‐street parking with the implementation of a shared parking program. 


 
b.  Variance.  A Major Variance would be required to increase the project's residential density to the maximum 
allowed  under  the  General  Plan  for  the  portion  of  the  site  located  in  the MHTR  General  Plan  designation.  
Pending  the  final  design  and  review  of  the  project, Minor  Variances may  also  be  required  to waive  certain 
development standards (e.g., height, setbacks, parking).   


 
c.   Design Review.   The project would  require Design Review approval.   The project would be  subject  to  the 
design provisions outlined in the Planning Code and would require approval by the Planning Commission. 
 
d.  Tentative Parcel Map.  The project would require Tentative Parcel Map approval in the event the units are to 
be sold as condominiumd. 


 
e.  Tree Removal Permit.   Pursuant to the City’s Protected Trees Ordinance, the sponsor would be required to 
obtain an approved Tree Removal Permit prior to removal of (or construction activity near) a “Protected Tree,” 
as  defined  in  Oakland Municipal  Code.  Tree  Permits  would  require  approval  by  the  Oakland  Public Works 
Agency. 
 
2.  Other Agencies 
In addition, approvals or permits may also be required from other agencies, such as an Alameda County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District permit to construct the project over the existing culvert easement.  
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Table III‐3 


Required Discretionary Permits and Approvals 


Lead Agency  Permit/Approval 


City of Oakland   
‐ Planning Commission   
‐ City Council    
‐ Public Works Agency  


 


• Design Review  
• Interim Conditional Use Permits or Variances, if determined 
necessary once detailed plans are submitted  
• Tree Removal Permit 
• Tentative Parcel Map, if condominiums are proposed  


Responsible Agencies   


East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD)  • Approval of water lines, water hookups and review of water 
needs 


California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)  • Approval of plans and encroachment permit for 
improvements located within the State right‐of‐way 


Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMND)  • Permitting of demolition and asbestos abatement activities, 
if necessary 
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IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, AND MITIGATION MEASURES 


 
 
This chapter contains an analysis of the environmental topics relevant to the Creekside Mixed‐Use Development 
Project, and as such constitutes the major portion of this Draft EIR.  Sections A through D of this chapter 
describe the existing setting for each topic relevant to the proposed project, the potential impacts that could 
result from implementation of the project, relevant City policies and Standard Conditions of Approval that would 
minimize potential adverse effects that could result from implementation of the project, and mitigation 
measures necessary to reduce impacts of the project. 
 
The following provides an overview of the scope of the analysis included in this chapter, organization of the 
sections, the methods for determining what impacts are significant, and the applicability of the City’s Uniformly 
Applied Development Standards (also referred to as Standard Conditions of Approval). 
 


ENVIRONMENTAL TOPICS 
The following environmental topics are analyzed in this chapter: 
 


A.  Transportation, Circulation and Parking 
B. Land Use and Density 
C. Visual Quality 
D. Light and Shadow 


 
Topics determined to not be directly relevant to the proposed project are briefly discussed in Chapter VI, under 
Effects Found Not to Be Significant, and include Agricultural Resources, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural 
Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Mineral 
Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities and Service Systems. 
 


FORMAT OF TOPIC SECTIONS 
Each environmental topic section generally includes two main subsections:  (1)  Setting; and (2) Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures.  Indentified significant impacts are numbered and shown in bold type, and the 
corresponding mitigation measures are numbered and indented.  Significant impacts and mitigation measures 
are numbered consecutively within each topic and begin with a shorthand abbreviation for the impact section 
(e.g., TRANS for Transportation, Circulation and Parking).  The following abbreviations are used for individual 
topics: 
   
  TRANS: Transportation, Circulation and Parking 
  LAND:    Land Use and Density 
  VIS:    Visual Quality 
  LIGHT:    Light and Shadow 
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DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE 
Under CEQA, a significant effect is defined as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the 
environment.8 Each impact evaluation in this chapter is prefaced by criteria of significance, which are the 
thresholds for determining whether an impact is significant. 
 
This criteria of significance utilized in this EIR are from the City of Oakland’s Thresholds/Criteria of Significance 
Guidelines.  To help clarify and standardize analysis and decision‐making in the environmental review process in 
the City of Oakland, the City has established the Thresholds/Criteria of Significance Guidelines (which have been 
in general use since at least 2002).  The Thresholds are offered as guidance in preparing environmental review 
documents.  The City requires use of its thresholds unless the location of the project or other unique factors 
warrants the use of different thresholds.  The thresholds are intended to implement and supplement provisions 
in the CEQA Guidelines for determining the significance of environmental effects, including Sections 15064, 
15064.5, 15065, 15382 and Appendix G, and form the basis of the City’s Initial Study and Environmental Review 
Checklist. 
 
The Thresholds are intended to be used in conjunction with the City’s Uniformly Applied Development Standards 
and Conditions of Approval (see discussion below), which are incorporated into projects as Conditions of 
Approval regardless of the determination regarding a project’s environmental impacts. 
 


UNIFORMLY APPLIED DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS (STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL) 
The City’s Uniformly Applied Development Standards (referred to in the EIR as Standard Conditions of Approval 
or Conditions of Approval) are incorporated into projects as conditions of approval regardless of a project’s 
environmental determination.  As applicable, the Standard Conditions of Approval are adopted as requirements 
of an individual project when it is approved by the City and are designed to, and will, substantially mitigate 
environmental effects.  For the Creekside Mixed‐Use Development project, all of the relevant standard 
conditions have been incorporated as part of the project. 
 
In reviewing project applications, the City determines which Standard Conditions of Approval are applied, based 
upon the zoning district, community plan, and the type(s) of permit(s)/approval(s) required for the project.  
Depending on the specific characteristics of the project type and/or project site, the City will determine which 
Standard Conditions of Approval apply to a specific project; for example, Standard Conditions of Approval 
related to down‐sloping lot landscape requirements will only be applied to projects on down‐sloping lots. 
 
Because these Standard Conditions of Approval are mandatory City requirements, the impact analysis assumes 
that these will be imposed and implemented by the project.  If a Standard Condition of Approval would reduce a 
potentially significant impact to less than significant, the impact will be determined to be less than significant 
and no mitigation is imposed. 
 
The Standard Conditions of Approval incorporate development policies and standards from various adopted 
plans, policies, and ordinances (such as the Oakland Planning and Municipal Codes, Oakland Creek Protection, 


                                                            
8 California Public Resources Code, Section 21068. 
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Stormwater Water Management and Discharge Control Ordinance, Oakland Tree Protection Ordinance, Oakland 
Grading Regulations, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements, Housing 
Element‐related mitigation measures, California Building Code, and Uniform Fire code, among others), which 
have been found to substantially mitigation environmental effects.  Where there are peculiar circumstances 
associated with a project or project site that will result in significant environmental impacts despite 
implementation of the Standard Conditions of Approval, the City will determine whether there are feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce the impact to less‐than‐significant levels.  
 


CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS CONTEXT 
CEQA defines cumulative as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable, 
or which can compound or increase other environmental impacts.” 9  Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines 
requires that an EIR evaluate potential environmental impacts when the project’s incremental effect is 
cumulatively considered.  “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.  These impacts can result from a combination of 
the proposed project together with other projects causing related impacts.  “The cumulative impact from 
several projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when 
added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probably future projects.”10 
 
The methodology used for assessing cumulative impacts typically varies depending on the specific topic being 
analyzed.  For example, the geographic and temporal (time‐related) parameters related to a cumulative analysis 
of transportation impacts are not necessarily the same as those for a cumulative analysis of light and shadow 
impacts.  This is because the geographic area that relates to transportation impacts is larger and more 
neighborhood‐level in character than the geographic area that could be impacted by potential light and shadow 
impacts from a  proposed project and other cumulative projects / growth.  The light and shadow cumulative 
impacts are more localized than transportation impacts which are more neighborhood‐oriented in nature.  
Accordingly, the parameters of the respective cumulative analyses in this document are determined by the 
degree to which impacts from this project are likely to occur in combination with other development projects. 
 
Since 2000, the City of Oakland has developed and maintained a cumulative growth scenario and land use 
database primarily for use in cumulative transportation analyses for Oakland EIRs.  Oakland’s growth scenario is 
developed using a forecast‐based approach (i.e., an approach based on regional forecasts of economic activity 
and demographic trends).  The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) projections provide the citywide 
and regional economic and demographic inputs.  The scenario also incorporates extensive local information and 
input regarding the locations for growth and change within the city including past, present, existing, pending and 
reasonably foreseeable future development in the area surrounding the project site.  The latter provide 
specificity about growth and development in Oakland for use in allocating growth to subareas and traffic 
analyses zones (TAZs) within the city.  Transportation analyses using the ACCMA’s travel demand model require 


                                                            
9 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355. 
10 ibid, Section 15130. 
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inputs at the TAZ level.  The scenario also includes existing development conditions within the baseline and 
growth projections for adjacent jurisdictions. 
 
This cumulative growth scenario was updated for the Macarthur Transit Village Project (see Appendix E of the 
Macarthur Transit Village Draft EIR) by Hausrath Economic Group (HEG) and is used as a basis for the cumulative 
analysis for each topic analyzed in this EIR, with a focus on the geographic area in close proximity to the project 
site.  This area is bounded by 40th street to the south, SR‐24 to the north and west, and Miles Avenue and 
Webster Street to the east.   
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APPENDIX B 


NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) 
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APPENDIX C 


WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED IN RESPONSE TO NOP 
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