CREEKSIDE MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Final Environmental Impact Report

Responses to Comments
SCH No. 2007122089

I g G
i A
o i o

mymy =

PREPARED FOR:
CITY OF OAKLAND
NOVEMBER 2008






CITY OF OAKLAND

Community and Economic Development Agency, Planning & Zoning Division
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, California, 94612-2032

COMBINED NOTICE OF RELEASE AND AVAILABILITY OF
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

PROJECT TITLE: Creekside Mixed-Use Development Project
CASE NO. CMDV07-064; ER07-017
PROJECT SPONSOR: George F. Hauser

PROJECT LOCATION: 5132 Telegraph Avenue (APN 014-1226-013-00)

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: Demolition of an existing commercial building and surface parking and
construction of 102 residential units, approximately 5,893 square feet of ground-floor commercial space,
and 120 enclosed parking spaces. The project site is designated Neighborhood Center Mixed Use and Mixed
Housing Type Residential in the Oakland General Plan and is located in the C-28 Commercial Shopping District
Zone and R-40 Garden Apartment Residential Zone. The project requires multiple planning permits including
design review, conditional use permits, and variances.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: A Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for the project
and released for public review on August 15, 2008. All comments that were received have been compiled
and responded to in the Final EIR/Responses to Comments (RTC) document, along with changes and
clarifications to the Draft EIR. The preparation of the Final EIR/RTC has been overseen by the City’s
Environmental Review Officer and the conclusions and recommendations in the document represent the
independent conclusions and recommendations of the City. Copies of the Final EIR/RTC are available for
review or distribution to interested parties at no charge at the Community and Economic Development
Agency, Planning Division, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, CA, 94612, Monday through
Friday, 8:30am. to 5:00pm. The Final EIR/RTC is algso available on the City’s website at:
http://www.oaklandnet .com/government/ceda/revised/planningzoning/Maj orProjectsSection/environmentald
ocuments.html

PUBLIC HEARING: The City Planning Commisgion will conduct a public hearing on the project on
November 19, 2008, at 6:00 p.m. in Hearing Room 1, City Hall, 1 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza. This action
consists of the certification of the Final EIR and consideration of the planning permits for the project.

For further information, please contact the case planner, Darin Ranelletti, Planner I1I, at (510) 238-3663 or

dranelletti@oaklandnet.com.

November 7, 2008 Dan Lindheim

File Number ER07-017 Director
Community and Economic Development Agency
Environmental Review Officer
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE OF THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

This document has been prepared to respond to comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (Draft EIR) prepared for the Creekside Mixed-Use Development Project. The Draft EIR identifies
the likely environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the proposed project,
and recommends mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts. This Responses to
Comments (RTC) document provides responses to comments on the Draft EIR and makes revisions to
the Draft EIR, as necessary, in response to these comments or to amplify or clarify material in the Draft
EIR.

This RTC document, together with the Draft EIR, constitutes the Final EIR for the proposed project.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

According to CEQA, lead agencies are required to consult with public agencies having jurisdiction over a
proposed project and to provide the general public with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR.

The City of Oakland circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP), which stated that only Transportation /
Traffic environmental impacts would be evaluated in the EIR. The NOP was published on December 21,
2007, and the public comment period for the scope of the EIR lasted from December 21, 2007, to
January 21, 2008. One scoping meeting was held by the City of Oakland Planning Commission on
January 9, 2008. Comments received by the City on the NOP in writing and at the public scoping
meeting were taken into account during the preparation of the EIR, and the scope of the EIR was
expanded to add the evaluation of Land Use and Density, Visual Quality, and Light and Shadow
environmental topics, in addition to Transportation/Traffic.

The Draft EIR was made available for public review on August 15, 2008, and distributed to applicable
local and State agencies. Copies of the Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR (NOA) were mailed to all
individuals previously requesting to be notified of the Draft EIR, in addition to those agencies and
individuals who received a copy of the NOP. The CEQA mandated 45-day public comment period for the
Draft EIR ended on September 29, 2008. A public hearing was held before the City of Oakland Planning
Commission on September 3, 2008. Copies of all written comments received during the comment
period and comments made at the public hearing before the City of Oakland Planning Commission are
included in Chapter IV of this document.
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C. DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION
This RTC document consists of the following chapters:

Chapter I: Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of this RTC
document and the Final EIR, and summarizes the environmental review process for the project.

Chapter ll: Final EIR Project Description and Impacts. The Project Sponsor undertook a lengthy
community outreach process on the project with community stakeholders. The process led to a
refined project scheme that is reduced in scale to 102 units and is analyzed in this chapter of the
document.

Chapter lll: List of Commenting Agencies, Organizations and Individuals. This chapter contains a
list of agencies, organizations, and persons who submitted written comments or spoke at the
public hearing on the Draft EIR during the public review period.

Chapter IV: Comments and Responses. This chapter contains reproductions of all comment
letters received on the Draft EIR as well as a transcript of the comments provided at the public
hearing. A written response for each CEQA-related comment received during the public review
period is provided. Each response is keyed to the preceding comment.

Chapter V: Text Revisions. Revisions to the Draft EIR necessary in light of the comments
received and responses provided, or necessary to amplify or clarify material in the Draft EIR, are
contained in this chapter. Text with underline represents language that has been added to the
Draft EIR; text with strikeeut has been deleted from the Draft EIR. Revisions to figures are also
provided, where appropriate.
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Il. FINAL EIR PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND IMPACTS

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project Sponsor undertook a lengthy community outreach process on the project with community
stakeholders. The process led to a refined project scheme that is reduced in scale. The Final EIR Project
scheme assumes demolition of the existing commercial building and surface parking lot on site and
construction of 102 residential units comprised of four residential floors above a parking and
commercial space podium. No affordable units would be provided. Approximately 5,893 square feet of
commercial space would be provided. There would be 102 parking spaces and bicycle storage. A shared
parking program would be implemented to accommodate commercial use parking. The proposed
building would range in height from 35 feet to 65 feet. A 10-foot wide greenway would be created
along the eastern edge of the site adjacent to the approved Civiq greenway proposed on the adjacent
property to the east. The project greenway would include a faux-creek and landscaping.

Figures II-1 through 11-18 contain the project drawings for the Final EIR Project.

Table II-1 compares the Draft EIR Project scheme components to the Final EIR Project scheme
components.
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Table 1I-1. Draft EIR Project Compared to Final EIR Project

Draft EIR Project Final EIR Project
5120 Telegraph Ave.
No. of Stories 6 5
Building Height 65 ft. 55 - 60 ft.
Setback from street (ground floor) 5ft. — 35 ft. 5ft. — 10 ft.
Setback from street (top floor) 8 ft. — 35 ft. 5ft.— 35ft.
Residential Units 55 36
Commercial Space 4,500 sq. ft. 3,303 sq. ft.
5140 Claremont Ave.
No. of Stories 5-6 5
Building Height 55 — 65 ft. 55 - 60 ft.
Setback from street (ground floor) 8 ft. 3-10ft.
Setback from street (top floor) 8 ft. — 40 ft. 5ft. — 10 ft.
Residential Units 42 40
Commercial Space 3,200 sq. ft. 2,590 sq. ft.
5115 Clarke St.
No. of Stories 4 4-5
Building Height 36 — 46 ft. 35— 55 ft.
Setback from street (ground floor) 3 ft. 3 ft.
Setback from street (top floor) 3 ft. — 20 ft. 22 ft. — 40 ft.
Residential Units 23 26
Commercial Space 0 0
Total Residential Units 120 102
Affordable Units 5 0
Total Commercial Space 7,700 sq. ft. 5,893 sq. ft.
Parking Spaces 120 102
Open Space
Telegraph Plaza 1,300 sq. ft. 288 sq. ft.
Roof Decks 18,616 sq. ft. 19,072 sq. ft.
Courtyard (podium) 5,000 sq. ft. 4,402 sq. ft.
Landscaped Greenway 1790 sq. ft. 1790 sq. ft.

The potential impacts of the Final EIR Project scheme are described below.
B. TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING IMPACTS.

If the Final EIR Project scheme were to be implemented, most if not all of the potential impacts
associated with the Draft EIR Project would occur. The Final EIR Project would result in a parking deficit
because there would be a shortfall of up to 39 spaces (compared to the Draft EIR Project’s shortfall of 47
spaces when compared to the City of Oakland parking requirements). The Final EIR Project proposes a
shared parking program and car-sharing similar to that of the Draft EIR Project. With regard to traffic
and circulation impacts, the impacts identified in the Draft EIR would be less under the Final EIR Project
due to the fewer number of residential units and less commercial space in the Final EIR Project but the
previously identified significant impacts would remain significant.
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C. LAND USE AND DENSITY IMPACTS

The Final EIR Project represents a reduced development density alternative compared to that of the
Draft EIR Project. The number of residential units has been reduced in the Final EIR Project from 120 to
102 units and the total amount of commercial space has been reduced from 7,700 sq. ft. to 5,893 sq. ft.
in the Final EIR Project. The height of the Final EIR Project would be taller than that of the Draft EIR
Project along Clarke Street and shorter than that of the Draft EIR Project along Telegraph and Claremont
Avenues.

The Final EIR Project scheme would not provide affordable units but this would not constitute a conflict
with the Housing Element of the General Plan. Although the Housing Element encourages the provision
of affordable housing, it is not necessary for the project to implement each and every single policy of the
Housing Element for the project to be consistent with the General Plan under CEQA; the project need
only be consistent overall with the Housing Element. Like the Draft EIR Project, the Final EIR Project
would exceed the height and density standards in the Planning Code but would comply with the General
Plan densities for the site. The Final EIR Project scheme 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. Also, the
Final EIR Project would not conflict with adjacent land uses or physically divide a community. Like the
Draft EIR Project, the Final EIR Project would not result in any significant land use impacts.

D. VISUAL QUALITY IMPACTS

The Final EIR Project would substantially comply with policies related to visual quality. The Final EIR
Project would have similar effects on views and scenic resources as the proposed project. The
Claremont Avenue and Telegraph Avenue buildings of the Final EIR Project would generally be ten feet
less in height than the Draft EIR Project. The Clarke Street building of the Final EIR Project would
generally be nine feet taller in height than the Draft EIR Project. However, the Final EIR Project would
still be subject to design review criteria in the Planning Code. Although the tallest portion of Clarke
Street building in the Final EIR Project would be taller than the Draft EIR Project, the building would not
adversely impact in a significant way the character of the streetscape, as the portion of the Final EIR
Project taller than the Draft EIR Project would be set back 22 to 40 feet from Clarke Street thereby
limiting its visibility from the street.

The Final EIR Project elevations are articulated similarly to those of the Draft EIR Project. The elevations
portray bay windows and fenestration similar to the Draft EIR Project and the surrounding context such

that the Final EIR project is consistent with the design review criteria. Like the Draft EIR Project, the
Final EIR Project would not result in any significant visual quality impacts.

E. LIGHT AND SHADOW IMPACTS

A shadow study was completed to assess the light and shadow impacts that would result from the Final
EIR Project (see Appendix P in Chapter V of this document).

Shadows cast on Temescal Library would be reduced in the Final EIR Project alternative from the Draft
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EIR Project scenario (Figures P-129 through P-160). This can be accounted for by the fact that the Final
EIR Project has been generally reduced by ten feet in height along Telegraph and Claremont Avenues
when compared to the Draft EIR Project scenario. The potential impact to the library would remain less
than significant.

Shadows cast on the Civiqg greenway in the spring and fall would be similar in both the Draft EIR Project
and Final EIR Project except for between the hours of 2:00 p.m. and 4:00 p.m.; during these hours, the
Final EIR Project would cast slightly larger shadows on the greenway than the Draft EIR Project (Figures
P-6 through P-8). During the summer months, the Final EIR Project would cast slightly larger shadows
on the greenway between the hours of 2:00 p.m. and 4:00 p.m. (Figures P-9 through P-16). Although
the shadows cast during these times in the spring, summer and fall would be slightly larger, the primary
intended use of the greenway is a pedestrian and bicycle transportation path to convey travelers to and
from Clarke Street and 51°% Street. The greenway is not intended to be used as a park or garden so the
shadows on the greenway would not significantly impair the use of the greenway as a transportation
path. Shadows cast by the Draft EIR Project and Final EIR Project on the greenway would be virtually
identical during the winter months. Shadows cast by the Final EIR Project on the Civig greenway would
remain less than significant.

The Final EIR Project would cause a slight increase in shadow on Claremont Towers Apartments (5160
Claremont Avenue) in the early morning (Figures P-33 and P-49) in the fall and spring months compared
to those cast by the Draft EIR Project in the same location during the same months and time of day.
Shadows cast on the same area by the Final EIR Project would be less than the Draft EIR Project the
remainder of the day (Figures P-34 through P-39 and Figures P-50 through P-56) in fall and spring.
During the summer months, the Final EIR project would cast decreased shadows on the Claremont
Towers Apartments compared to the Draft EIR Project scenario. During the winter months, Claremont
Towers Apartments would receive similar amounts shadows in the Final EIR Project compared to the
Draft EIR Project scenario but the shadows would be slightly shifted in location (Figures P-57 through P-
64). Overall, shadows on Claremont Towers under the Final EIR Project would be less than the Project
EIR Project. The potential impact would remain less than significant.

Shadows cast on Redondo Playground by the Final EIR Project would be slightly increased from those in
the Draft EIR Project scenario from 3:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. in the fall and spring months (Figure P-71).
After 4:00 p.m., the shadows on the same area during the same months would be decreased in the Final
EIR Project when compared to the Draft EIR Project scenario (Figure P-72). The slight increase in
shadows between 3:00 p.m. and 4:00 p.m. during the fall and spring would be offset by the decrease in
shadows after 4:00 p.m. during the same months. During other times of day in the fall and spring
months, shadows cast on Redondo Playground by the Final EIR Project and Draft Project scenarios would
be virtually identical. Shadows cast on Redondo Playground by the Final EIR Project and Draft EIR
Project scenarios would be virtually identical in the summer and winter months. Shadows cast by the
Final EIR Project on Redondo Playground would remain less than significant.
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Figurell-1. Final EIR Project Lower Level Garage Plan. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure 11-2. Final EIR Project Upper Level Garage Plan. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure 11-3. Final EIR Project Second Level Floor Plan. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure 1I-7. Final EIR Project Roof Plan. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure II-8. Final EIR Project Perspective View from Telegraph Avenue. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure 11-9. Final EIR Project Perspective View from Claremont Avenue. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure 11-10. Final EIR Project Perspective View from Clarke Street. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure II-12. Final EIR Project Clarke Street Elevation. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure II-13. Final EIR Project Greenway Elevation. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure 11-13. Final EIR Project Greenway Elevation. Source: Hauser Architects
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lll. LIST OF COMMENTING AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS

This chapter presents a list of letters and comments received during the public review period and
describes the organization of the letters and comments that are included in Chapter IV, Comments and
Responses, of this document.

A. ORGANIZATION OF COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

Chapter IV includes a reproduction of each letter received on the Draft EIR and a transcript of comments
made at the public hearing before the City of Oakland Planning Commission. The comments are
grouped by the affiliation of the commentor, as follows: State, local and regional agencies (A);
individuals and organizations (B); and the public hearing (C).

The comment letters and public hearing comments are numbered consecutively following the A, B, and
C designations. The letters are annotated in the margin according to the following code:

State, Local and Regional Agencies: Al-4
Individuals and Organizations: B1-11
Public Hearing: C1-11

B. LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT
EIR

The following comments were submitted to the City during the public review period and are arranged in
order by the date received at the City.

State, Local and Regional Agencies Dated Received
Al East Bay Municipal Utility District, William Kirkpatrick, 9/22/2008 9/25/2008
Manager of Water Distribution Planning

A2 State of California, Department of Transportation, 9/29/2008 9/29/2008
Lisa Carboni, District Branch Chief IGR/CEQA

A3 Alameda County Congestion Management Agency, 9/29/2008 9/29/2008
Diane Stark, Senior Transportation Planner

A4 State of California, Department of California Highway 10/2/2008 10/2/2008

Patrol, Oakland Area, D.E. Morrell, Captain, Commander

Individuals and Organizations Dated Received
B1 Jo-Ellen Spencer 8/20/2008 8/20/2008
B2 Ellen Gierson 9/4/2008 9/4/2008
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B3 Bill Kramer 9/4/2008 9/4/2008
B4 Janette Sperber 9/9/2008 9/9/2008
B5 Sara Tucker 9/21/2008 9/21/2008
B6 Sabrina Siskind 9/24/2008 9/25/2008
B7 Josh@Mountaincurrent.net 9/25/2008 9/25/2008
B8 STAND Oakland 9/29/2008 9/29/2008

B9 Friends of the Rockridge-Temescal Greenbelt (FROG) 9/29/2008 9/29/2008
B10 Friends of Temescal Creek 9/29/2008 9/29/2008
B11 Rockridge Community Planning Council (RCPC) 9/22/2008 9/29/2008

Public Hearing: Comments Made at Planning Commission Hearing on Draft EIR 9/3/2008

Cc1 Stuart Flashman

C2 Roy Alper

C3 Dahn Van Laarz

C4 Jane Kramer

c5 Sarah Patterson

Ccé6 Micah Frasier

c7 George Nesbit

Cc8 Sanjiv Honda

Cc9 Commissioner Mudge
C10 Commissioner Zayas-Mart
C11 Commissioner Boxer
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IV. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Written responses to each comment received on the Draft EIR are provided in this chapter. Letters
received during the public review period on the Draft EIR are provided in their entirety. Each letter is
immediately followed by responses keyed to the specific comments. The letters and comments are
grouped by the affiliation of the commenting entity as follows: State, local and regional agencies (A);
individuals and organizations (B); and public hearing comments (C). Many of the comments received on
the Draft EIR raised similar issues concerning parking. Rather than repeat the same response
throughout this document, the City has prepared a master response to address these comments in a
comprehensive fashion. This master response is included at the end of this chapter.
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A. STATE, LOCAL AND REGIONAL AGENCIES

30





CREEKSIDE MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT FINAL EIRNOVEMBER 2008
CHAPTER IV. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

RECEIVED

EB EAST BAY
MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT -
SEP 2 5 2008

City of Qakland
September 22, 2008 Planning & Zoning Division
Letter
Darin Ranelletti, Planner 111 A-1
City of Oakland
Community and Economic Development Agency

250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315
Oakland, CA 94612

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Report — Creekside Mixed-Use Development
Project, Oakland

Dear Mr. Ranelletti:

East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Creekside
Mixed-Use Development Project located in the City of Oakland. EBMUD
provided written comments to the Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR on
January 11, 2008, which is included in Appendix C on pages 325 to 326 of the
Draft EIR. These comments still apply to the Draft EIR.

If you have any questions concerning this response, please contact David J. Rehnstrom,
Senior Civil Engineer, Water Service Planning at (510) 287-1365.

Sincerely,
= .
G

William R. Kirkpatrick
Manager of Water Distribution Planning

WRK:NJR:sb
sb08 248.doc

cc: George F. Hauser
60 Rausch Street, Suite 201
San Francisco, CA 94103

375 ELEVENTHvSTREET + OAKLAND « CA 94607-4240 - TOLL FREE 1-866-40 -EBMUD
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éB EAST BAY
® MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

January 11, 2008

Darin Ranelletti, Planner 11

City of Oakland

Community and Economic Development Agency
250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315

Oakland, CA 94612

Re:  Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report — Creekside
Mixed-Use Development Project, Oakland

Dear Mr. Ranelletti:

East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) appreciates the opportunity to

comment on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
the Creekside Mixed-Use Development Project located in the City of Oakland. EBMUD
has the following comments.

WATER SERVICE

EBMUD’s Aqueduct Pressure Zone, with a service elevation between 100 and
200 feet, will serve the proposed development. When the development plans are
finalized, the project sponsor should contact EBMUD’s New Business Office and

@ request a water service estimate to determine costs and conditions for providing water

service to the proposed development. Engineering and installation of water mains
and services requires substantial lead-time, which should be provided for in the
project sponsor’s development schedule.

WASTEWATER

EBMUD’s Main Wastewater Treatment Plant is anticipated to have adequate dry weather
capacity to treat the proposed wastewater flow from this project, provided this
wastewater meets the standards of EBMUD’s Environmental Services Division.
However, the City of Oakland’s Infiltration/Inflow (I/I) Correction Program set a
maximum allowable peak wastewater flow from each subbasin within the City and
@ EBMUD agreed to design and construct wet weather conveyance and treatment facilities
to accommodate these flows. EBMUD prohibits discharge of wastewater flows above
the allocated peak flow for a subbasin because conveyance and treatment capacity for wet
weather flows may be adversely impacted by flows above this agreed limit. The
developer for this project needs to confirm with the City of Oakland Public Works
Department that there is available capacity within the subbasin flow allocation and that it
has not been allocated to other developments. The projected peak wet weather

75 ELEVENTH STREET « OAKLAND « CA84607-4240 - TOLL FREE 1-BE6-40 -EBMUD
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Darin Ranelletti, Planner III
January 11, 2008
Page 2

wastewater flows from this project need to be determined to assess the available capacity
within the subbasin and confirmation included in the EIR. Suggested language to include
in the EIR is as follows: "The City of Oakland Public Works Department has confirmed
that there is available wastewater capacity within Subbasin 50-8 that is reserved for this
project.”

In general, the project should address the replacement or rehabilitation of the existing
sanitary sewer collection system to prevent an increase in I/I. Please include a provision
to control or reduce the amount of I/I in the environmental documentation for this
project. The main concern is the increase in total wet weather flows, which could have
an adverse impact if the flows are greater than the maximum allowable flows from this
subbasin.

WATER CONSERVATION

The proposed project presents an opportunity to incorporate water conservation
measures. EBMUD staff would appreciate the opportunity to meet with the project
sponsor to discuss water conservation programs and best management practices
applicable to the integrated projects. A key objective of this discussion will be to explore
timely opportunities o expand water conservation via early consideration of EBMUD's
conservation programs and best management practices applicable to the project.

If you have any questions concerning this response, please contact David J. Rehnstrom,
Senior Civil Engineer, Water Service Planning at (510) 287-1365.

Sincerely,

z:f/f (7 ¢
William R. Kirkpatrick
Manager of Water Distribution Planning

WREK:NIR:sb
sb08 019.doc

cc: George IF. Hauser

60 Rausch Street, Suite 201
San Francisco, CA 94103
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LETTER Al

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Response A-1-1:

Response A-1-2:

Comment noted.

The project is located in Sub-basin 50-08 of the City’s wastewater collection
system. Preliminary estimates of project wastewater flows indicate that there is
adequate capacity within Sub-basin 50-08 to serve the project. Detailed
engineering calculations would be submitted with the project building permits
to determine if project wastewater flows exceed the growth rate assumed for
Sub-basin 50-08 and if sanitary sewer impact fees apply.

As noted on pages 311-314 of the Draft EIR, the Initial Study determined the
project would not cause a significant impact to wastewater utilities in
“Comments to XVI (a), (b), (d), (e) and (f): Less than Significant with
Development Standards”. The Initial Study states: “With the incorporation of
Standard Condition UTIL-2 regarding stormwater and sewer capacity, the
potential impact would be reduced to less than significant.”

Standard Condition UTIL-2 states as follows:

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.
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Response A-1-3:

Implementation of the Standard Condition UTIL-2 would ensure that the project
sponsor would be required to pay for an off-site sewer rehabilitation project to
off-set the increase in sewer flow and payment of required impact fees.

In addition, all new and upgraded sanitary sewer infrastructure would be
designed in accordance with the City’s Sanitary Sewer Design Guidelines and
would adhere to accepted engineering principles. In all newly developed areas
and / or in all existing area where new sanitary sewers are required, the design
is required to include the provisions that the sewer system size and capacity can
adequately accommodate the ultimate anticipated conditions.

Comment noted.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

111 GRAND AVENUE RE@ EBVE

P. 0. BOX 23660
OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660

Flex your power!

PHONE (510) 622-5491 SEP 29 2008 Be energy efficient!
FAX (510) 286-5559
e City of Oakland
Planning & Zoning Division Letter
A-2
September 29, 2008
ALA024031
ALA-24-R2.764
SCH#2007122089

Mr. Darin Ranelletti

City of Oakland

Community and Economic Development Agency
Planning Division

250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315

Oakland, CA 94612

Dear Mr. Ranelletti:
Creekside Mixed-Use Development Project — Draft Environmental Impact Report

Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transportation (Department)
in the environmental review process for the Creekside Mixed-Use Development Project. The
following comments are based on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

Highway Operations
On page 39, please include the intersection analysis for the Claremont Avenue/Hudson
@ Street/State Route 24 (SR-24) ramps intersection.
@ On page 65-66, please discuss project impacts to state facilities and include future mainline
operation conditions.

@ | On page 66, Table IV-9, under CMP Route, State Route 24 is mislabeled as State Route 84.
@ | Please include the operations impact for the on and off-ramps at Shattuck Avenue and 52" Street.

@ On page 74-75, please include the trip distribution from the on and off-ramps at Shattuck Avenue
and 52" Street.

To assess the freeway mainline impacts, please provide the Department with the Year 2030 and
@ Cumulative Year 2030 comparison tables, including the delay and Level-of-Service (LOS)
information for the ‘project’ and ‘no-project’ conditions.

operational conditions from LOS A to E. For operational conditions at LOS F, simulation analysis
software should be used.

@ Traffic analysis results derived from the Highway Capacity Manual methodology are valid for

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Mr. Darin Ranelletti/City of Oakland
September 29, 2008
Page 2

For freeway segments and i intersections mth an e:ustmg LOS F mcreaae in volume/capacity -
(VIC) ratio will further deteriorate traffic:conditions and increase delays. Please provide
additional mitigation measures to reduce 1mpacts from the proposed project.

Tor all ﬁgums hste:d in thc Transportatmn Sectmn, 1nterscct1nn #3 (Tclegmph Avenue/SR-?A
eastbound on-ramp) is incorrectly labeled. Flgures should show SR-24 on-ramp instead of SR-24
off-ramp. : :

- Community Planning

On.page 122, Tahlé IV-36 shnws mgmﬁcam cumulative traffic impacts to SR-24, To Jessen
impacts on State roads and facilities, consider i mlpmvmg pedestrian access and path of travel to
transit systems by:

¢ Widening crqsswa]]cs and s;dcwaiks a:nd 3hortcmng crosswalk distances at intersections by
means of bulb-outs

s . Enhancing bicycle networks - : :

» Improving crosswalks at all mlersacuens w1th. Americans with Disabilities Act compliant
rampg-and pedesman cuuntdown signal-heads that are audible for people with wsual

" impairments -
* Adopting Travel Demmand Managemem pohc:cs for developments (i.e. lower parking ratio,
car-gharing - pmg;rams transit subsidies, etc.) to encourage usage of nearby public transit lines.

Encmachmem Penmt : \

Any work or traffic control within the .State nght»of Way (ROW) requires an encroachment . )
permiit that is issued by the Department. Fraffic-related mitigation measures will be incorporated
into the construction plans during the encroachment permit process. See the following website
livk for more information: http /fwww dm ca.govthftraffapsldcvﬂopscrwpcnmtsf

To.apply foran encroachmcnt pcrrmt subrmt a cumplctcd encroachment permit app]xcauon

‘environmental docitmentation; and five (5) sets of plans which clearly indicate State ROW to the
-~ address at the top of this letterhead, marked ATTN: Michael Condie, Mail Stop #5E. Vo

* Should you have any quesnons regardmg this letter, please call Yatman Kwan of my staff at (5 IO)

622-1670.

Sincerely,

Aorie Gz

LISA CARBONI

District Branch Chicf ‘
Local Development - Inn:rgovcmmental Rcv:ew

c: Slate Clearinghouse e
“Coleraris -imp'rwr}]ziidbﬂﬂy aeross Californis”
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LETTER A2

State of California, Department of Transportation

Response A-2-1:

Response A-2-2:

Response A-2-3:

The number and location of study intersections was selected based on the site

location and a trip generation, distribution and assignment analysis. Those

intersections most likely to be impacted were included in the traffic analysis.

The intersection of Claremont Avenue/Hudson Street/SR-24 intersection was

not evaluated based on a review of trip distribution patterns and the likely route

project trips would use to access the freeway. Project trips were routed to a

closer and more easily accessible freeway access interchange, the SR 24/52nd
Street interchange just west of Shattuck Avenue.

Impacts to state facilities were evaluated in the traffic analysis as part of the
Congestion Management Agency (CMA) analysis. Table IV-9 in the Draft EIR
identifies the state freeway segments analyzed. Appendix M of the Draft EIR

includes detailed analysis of the studied freeway segments.

The following text amendment has been made to Table IV-9 on page 66 of the
Draft EIR:

Freeway Segment LOS Summary

2006
S t Limit )
CMP Route cgment im! Jurisdiction Ler.1gth No. of Speed LOS
From To (miles) Lanes
SR 24 84 - EB 5800n- | tich Road Oakland 4.52 8 27.6 (F30)
AM. ramp
Peak | sR2484- Fish
WB Ranch 1-580 On-ramp Oakland 4.47 8 53.4 C
SR 24 84 -EB 1-5800n- | it Road Oakland 452 8 25.5 (F30)
P.M. ramp
Peak Fish
SR24--WB Ranch I-580 On-ramp Oakland 4.47 8 58.8 B

Response A-2-4.

Response A-2-5:

The on-ramp just west of Shattuck Avenue is an uncontrolled free right turn

accessing the freeway. The off-ramp is controlled by a stop sign and restricts
traffic to right turns only onto 52nd Street. It currently operates at LOS C with a
delay of 16.6 seconds during the A.M. peak hour and LOS F with a delay of 158.6
second during the P.M. peak hour. The proposed project would add 2 A.M.
peak hour trips and 7 P.M. peak hour trips to the off-ramp, which would not

change the LOS at this intersection. The analysis is included as Appendix O of
the Draft EIR.

Trip distribution for on/off ramps near the intersection of Shattuck Avenue &
52nd Street is illustrated in Figure IV-5 and Figure IV-6 of the Draft EIR. It was
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Response A-2-6:

Response A-2-7:

Response A-2-8:

Response A-2-9:

Response A-2-10:

Response A-2-11:

assumed that all project trips west of the Shattuck Avenue & 52™ Street
intersection were coming from or heading onto SR 24.

This information is provided in Tables IV-37 and IV-38 of the Draft EIR. Table IV-
38 is labeled incorrectly (should be 2030, not 2015). Refer to Chapter IV of this
document to view Draft EIR revisions.

The Highway Capacity Manual does provide valid results for LOS F conditions.
Also, a volume-to-capacity analysis was provided as another means of
comparison and analysis. Therefore, simulation analysis was not necessary.

Mitigation for the one intersection currently operating at LOS F (Shattuck
Avenue/52nd Street) is provided in the Draft EIR in Table II-1. The analyzed
freeway segments do not currently perform at LOS F, and are projected to be
LOS E in 2015 (see Appendix M of the Draft EIR). In 2030, the freeway segment
of SR 24 from the Caldecott Tunnel to I-580 ramps is projected to be LOS F,
however, no increase in v/c ratio is expected with the addition of project traffic.
Based on the impact criteria, no significant impacts to freeway segments are
anticipated, and therefore no mitigation measures are required.

All figures in Chapter IV of the Draft EIR will be revised to call out the SR -24 EB
on-ramp. Refer to Chapter IV of this document to view Draft EIR revisions.

Refer to the Master Response concerning parking for specifics on the City’s
required TDM standard condition of approval.

Comment noted.
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GQONOO

/VMANAG?}«/

AC Transit
Director
Greg Harper

Alameda County
Supervisors
Nate Miley
Scott Haggerty

City of Alameda
Mayor
Beverly Johnson
Vice Chair

City of Albany
Councilmember
Farid Javandel

BART
Director
Thomas Blaiock

City of Berkeley
Councilmember
Kriss Worthington

City of Dublin
Mayor
Janet Lockhart

Vice-Mayor
Ruth Atkin

City of Fremont
Councilmember
Robert Wieckowski

}l-
2
g
&

ALAMEDA COUNTY
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Letter
A-3

/&

September 29, 2008

Mr. Darin Ranelletti-
Planner I

City of Oakland Plan
250 Frank H. Ogawa
Oakland, CA 94612

1333 BROADWAY, SUITE 220 » OAKLAND, CA 94612 » PHONE: (510) 836-2560 » FAX: (510) 836-2185

E-MAIL: mail@accma.ca.gov ® WEB S[TE: accma.ca.gov

RECEIVED

SEP 3 0 2008

City of Oakland

ning Division Planning & Zoning Division

Plaza, Suite 3315

dranelletti@oaklandnet.com

SUBJECT: Comments on the Draft EIR for Creekside Mixed-Use Development Project,
Case No. CMDV07-064; ER07-017, City of Oakland, APN 014-1226-013-00

Dear Mr. Ranelletti:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
Creekside Mixed-Use Development Project, City of Oakland. The project is located at 5132
Telegraph Avenue and bounded by Telegraph Avenue, Claremont Avenue, 51% Street and
City of Emeryville Clarke Street. The project includes the demolition of a 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.

City of Hayward  The ACCMA respectfully submits the following comments:

Councilmember
Olden Henson

City of Livermore
Mayor
Marshall Kamena

City of Newar@

Councilmember
Luis Freitas

City of Oakland
Councitmember

Larry Reid ©
| 24,
City of Piedmon! o

Counciimember
John Chiang

City of Pleasanton
Mayor
Jennifer Hosterman

City of San Leandro
Councilmember
Joyce R. Staroscial

City of Union City
Mayor
Mark Green
Chair

Executive Director
Dennis R. Fay

o The ACCMA Analysis for the Congestion Management Program (CMP) did not
analyze impacts of the project on 1-580, 1-880, 1-80 and [-980, as requested in

ACCMA’s comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the DEIR, dated January
21, 2008 (attached). Also, in addition to analyzing the entrance on SR 24 eastbound to

and westbound from Fish (Ranch) Road. the analysis should also review the entrance to
SR-24 southwest of the site to I-580- and 1-980.
ACCMA CMP Analysis, p. 66, Table IV-9 lists CMP Routes as SR-84 instead of SR-

Please add a discussion of the following items, which were listed in ACCMA’s
response to comments on the NOP for the DEIR and were not discussed in the DEIR:

e The DEIR should also consider demand-related strategies that are designed to
reduce the need for new roadway facilities over the long term and to make the
most efficient use of existing facilities (see 2007 CMP, Chapter 5). The DEIR
should consider the use of Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
measures, in conjunction with roadway and transit improvements, as a means of

attaining acceptable levels of service.

40

Whenever possible, mechanisms that






CREEKSIDE MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT FINAL EIRNOVEMBER 2008
CHAPTER IV. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Mr. Darin Ranelletti
September 29, 2008
Page 2

encourage ridesharing, flextime, transit, bicycling, telecommuting and other
means of reducing peak hour traffic trips should be considered. The Site Design
Guidelines Checklist may be useful during the review of the development
proposal. A copy of the checklist is enclosed.

e The EIR should consider opportunities to promote countywide bicycle routes
identified in the Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan, which was approved by the
ACCMA Board on October 26, 2006. The approved Countywide Bike Plan is
available at http://www.accma.ca.gov/pages/HomeBicyclePlan.aspx

®

e Please add a discussion of how any improvements that are included in the project along
Telegraph Avenue would affect and be coordinated with the planned AC Transit’s Bus
Rapid Transit. '

©

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft EIR. Please do not hesitate to contact
me at 510/836-2560 if you require additional information.

ﬁincere]y, .

Diane Stark
Senior Transportation Planner

cc: file: CMP - Environmental Review Opinions - Responses - 2008
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January 21, 2008

Mr. Darin Ranelletti

Planner IIT

City of Oakland Planning Division
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315
QOakland, CA 94612
dranelletti@oaklandnet.com

SUBJECT: Comments on the Notice of Preparation for a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the Creekside Mixed Use Development Project, 5132
Telegraph Avenue, City of Oakland, APN 014-1226-013-00, Case Number
ERQ7-017

Dear Mr. Ranelletti:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation for a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Gateway Community Development Project.
The project is located on 5132 Telegraph Avenue. It involves demolishing the existing
two-story commercial building and the construction of 120 residential units, 7,000 of
ground floor commercial, 120 enclosed parking spaces, and 5,000 square feet of courtyard
open space.

The ACCMA respectfully submits the following comments:

e The City of Oakland adopted Resolution No. 69475 on November 19, 1992
establishing guidelines for reviewing the impacts of local land use decisions consistent
with the Alameda County Congestion Management Program (CMP). Based on our
review of the NOP, the proposed project appears to generate at least 100 p.m. peak
hour trips over existing conditions. If this is the case, the CMP Land Use Analysis
Program requires the City to conduct a traffic analysis of the project using the
Countywide Transportation Demand Model for projection years 2015 and 2030
conditions. Please note the following paragraph as it discusses the responsibility for
modeling.

o The CMA Board amended the CMP on March 26™, 1998 so that local jurisdictions
are responsible for conducting the model runs themselves or through a consultant.
The City of Oakland and the ACCMA have signed a Countywide Model
Agreement on March 22, 1999. The Countywide model, which is based on Cube
software and developed incorporating ABAG’s socio-economic data for
Projections 2005, is available to the local jurisdictions for this purpose. Before the
model can be used for this project, a letter must be submitted to the ACCMA
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the

requesting use of the model and describing the project. A copy of a sample letter
agreement is available upon request.

Potential impacts of the project on the Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS)

need to be addressed. (See 2005 CMP Figures E-2 and E-3 and Figure 2). The DEIR

should address all potential impacts of the project on the MTS roadway and transit

systems. These include I-880, 1-580, I-80, I-980, SR 24, Telegraph Avenue, 51%

Street, as well as BART and AC Transit. Potential impacts of the project must be

addressed for 2010 and 2025 conditions.

o Please note that the ACCMA does not have a policy for determining a threshold of
significance for Level of Service for the Land Use Analysis Program of the CMP.
Professional judgment should be applied to determine the significance of project
impacts (Please see chapter 6 of 2005 CMP for more information).

o In addition, the adopted 2005 CMP requires using 1985 Highway Capacity
Manual for freeway capacity standards.

The adequacy of any project mitigation measures should be discussed. On
February 25, 1993, the CMA Board adopted three criteria for evaluating the
adequacy of DEIR project mitigation measures:

- Project mitigation measures must be adequate to sustain CMP service
standards for roadways and transit;

- Project mitigation measures must be fully funded to be considered adequate;

- Project mitigation measures that rely on state or federal funds directed by or
influenced by the CMA must be consistent with the project funding priorities
established in the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) section of the CMP or
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).

The DEIR should include a discussion on the adequacy of proposed mitigation

measures relative to these criteria. In particular, the DEIR should detail when

proposed roadway or transit route improvements are expected to be completed,
how they will be funded, and what would be the effect on LOS if only the funded
portions of these projects were assumed to be built prior to project completion.

Potential impacts of the project on CMP transit levels of service must be analyzed.
(See 2005 CMP, Chapter 4). Transit service standards are 15-30 minute headways
for bus service and 3.75-15 minute headways for BART during peak hours. The
DEIR should address the issue of transit funding as a mitigation measure in the
context of the CMA’s policies as discussed above.

The DEIR should also consider demand-related strategies that are designed to
reduce the need for new roadway facilities over the long term and to make the
most efficient use of existing facilities (see 2005 CMP, Chapter 5). The DEIR
should consider the use of TDM measures, in conjunction with roadway and transit
improvements, as a means of attaining acceptable levels of service. Whenever
possible, mechanisms that encourage ridesharing, flextime, transit, bicycling,
telecommuting and other means of reducing peak hour traffic trips should be
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considered. The Site Design Guidelines Checklist may be useful during the review
of the development proposal. A copy of the checklist is enclosed.

The EIR should consider opportunities to promote countywide bicycle routes
identified in the Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan, which was approved by the
ACCMA Board on October 26, 2006. The approved Countywide Bike Plan is
available at http://www.accma.ca.gov/pages/HomeBicyclePlan.aspx

For projects adjacent to state roadway facilities, the analysis should address noise
impacts of the project. If the analysis finds an impact, then mitigation measures
(i.e., soundwalls) should be incorporated as part of the conditions of approval of
the proposed project. It should not be assumed that federal or state funding is
available.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Notice of Preparation. Please do not
hesitate to contact me at 510/836-2560 if you require additional information.

\{incerely,

N,

Diane Stark
Senior Transportation Planner

CC:

file: CMP - Environmental Review Opinions - Responses - 2008
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LETTER A3
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency

Response A-3-1: Based on the project trip generation and assignment of 36 A.M. peak hour and
38 P.M. peak hour trips accessing the freeway no project traffic was assigned on
these facilities. The freeway segment along State Route 24 between I-580 and
the Caldecott Tunnel was analyzed as part of the Alameda County Congestion
Management Agency (ACCMA) analysis on page 65 of the Draft EIR. As project
trips travel farther from the SR-24 segments analyzed, they would represent
smaller and smaller percentages on these facilities. Additional ACCMA analysis
can be found in Appendix M of Volume 2 of the Draft EIR.

Response A-3-2: Refer to response A-2-3.
Response A-3-3: Refer to response A-2-10.
Response A-3-4: Page 146 of the Draft EIR discusses the Bicycle Master Plan and ways in which

the project is consistent with this element of the City of Oakland General Plan.

Response A-3-5: No new improvements are planned as part of the project that would affect
implementation of the BRT.
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State of California Business, Transportation and Housing Agency

Memorandum

Letter
Date: August 27, 2008 RECEI\/ED—‘ CU,O\ o A-4
SEP. 0 22008 0”2 |
To: State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 STATE CLEARING HOUSE '
Sacramento, CA 95814 IP?] ECE ”ME D
OCT - 2 Z0Us
From: DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL )
Oakland Area C“}’ of Oﬁklﬂild
Planning & Zoning Division
File No.: 370.011086.CRK_SIDE
Subject: CREEKSIDE MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT SCH#2007122089

The Oakland Area office of the California Highway Patrol (CHP) received the “Notice of
Completion” initial environmental study document from the State Clearinghouse regarding the
Creekside Mixed-Use Development Project, State Clearinghouse (SCH#2007122089), prepared
@ by the city of Oakland. After review, we have concluded that the implementation of this project
will have a minimal impact on traffic management and traffic safety within our jurisdiction.

If you have any questions, please contact Lieutenant M. Sherman at (510) 450-3821.

D. E. MORRELL, Captain

Commander

ce: Special Projects Section
Golden Gate Division

Safety, Service, and Security
CHP 51WP {Rev. 11-86) OP| 076

46





CREEKSIDE MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT FINAL EIRNOVEMBER 2008
CHAPTER IV. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

LETTER A4
Department of California Highway Patrol

Response A-4-1: This comment letter acknowledges the California Highway Patrol’s receipt and

review of the Draft EIR. The commentator concludes that this project will have
a minimal impact on traffic management and safety within its jurisdiction.
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B. INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS
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From: Jo-Ellen [mailto:fiscal@bananasinc.org] Letter
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2008 12:59 PM
To: Ranelletti, Darin B-1

Subject: Creekside

I understand that the humongous Creekside development is moving along. We are very, very
concerned about the impact of having so many tenants from the Civiq and Creekside
developments park on the city streets in the immediate neighborhood — which is where they will
surely park their second cars. The City can't ban tenants from having second cars and we all
know that some new tenants will have them. Parking is already limited in the immediate streets,
Clarke, Redondo, Cavour.

Our clients (who frequently come with children) need short term parking during the day as do the
providers who sometimes bring children to the Clarke St. frog park via auto. You can't safely
walk a group of young children if you have to park a block or two away. Our staff parks in our
parking lot during the day because they need all day parking. At night our lot serves clients. Itis
during the day when we expect our clients to be squeezed out. Is there any possibility of the
staff supporting:

1, not having parking permits at all on the one block of Redondo between Clarke and Cavour (we
know we would have to win over the neighbors. Almost every house on that block has a driveway
— or two) with a two hour parking limit which would limit residents of Civiq and Creekside from
parking second cars all day on that block OR,

2. not having permit parking apply to the one side of Redondo with only one house (whose
tenant parks in his enclosed driveway. Again, we would have to win him over) and the two mini-
parks. with a two hour parking limit which would limit residents of Civiq and Creekside from
parking second cars all day on that block.

I know this is asking for special treatment for an organization but BANANAS is an important
Oakland institution. We serve thousands of clients each and every vear. Many of these clients are
poor and the vast majority come from Oakland. Parents and providers frequently use cars to
transport their children which is faster and far easier than trying to travel across the city with
children on a bus. Some are coming on their lunch hour to be recertified for their child care
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services. They don't have time to park several blocks away. Keeping as many street parking
spaces for these clients is of utmost importance to us.

Other Questions:

@ Will the residents of the building be given tenant parking stickers so they can park second cars
on Clarke? Will the Civiq residents be allowed to have stickers?

from Civiq and Creekside. I'm relatively sure they will make one side of the street no parking

@ ‘ Are they plans to do something (if possible) to Clarke St. so it can accommodate all the traffic
further reducing the available street parking?

I know there a hearing coming up which I will attend but some of these topics probably won't be
on the agenda.

Thank you for taking the time to answer this email.

Jo-Ellen Spencer

fiscal@bananasinc.org

(510) 658-7353
(510) 658-1409

Fax: (510) 658-8354
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LETTER B1
Jo-Ellen Spencer

Response B-1-1:

Response B-1-2:

Response B-1-3:

Response B-1-4:

Response B-1-5:

Refer to Master Response concerning parking.

Refer to Master Response concerning parking. This comment does not relate to
the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. The comment will be considered by the
City during the deliberations of the requested City approvals.

Refer to Master Response concerning parking. This comment does not relate to
the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. The comment will be considered by the
City during the deliberations of the requested City approvals.

Refer to Master Response concerning parking. This comment does not relate to
the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. The comment will be considered by the
City during the deliberations of the requested City approvals.

Chapter IV.A of the Draft EIR identifies no project-related significant impacts
that would result at the Clarke Street / 51°' Street and Clarke Street / Claremont
Avenue intersections. Therefore, no CEQA-related mitigation measures are
required for Clarke Street.

Regarding the elimination of parking on Clarke Street, the discussion on pages
88 & 89 of the Draft EIR conveys that approximately two of the existing 15 total
on-street parking spaces along Clarke Street from Claremont Avenue to 51*
Street would need to be removed to provide the recommended sight distance
at the project driveway. However, the sight distance analyzed in the Draft EIR is
not required by the City in urban driveways such as the project driveway.

Regarding pedestrians on Clarke Street, as stated on page 131 of the Draft EIR,
although no adverse impacts to pedestrian safety and circulation are
anticipated, there appears to be limited sight distance along Clarke Street due
to the way Clarke Street bends between Claremont Avenue and 51° Street.
Therefore, 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 51% 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
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adversely altered. The project sponsor shall fund the cost of
preparing and implementing the approved plan.

The above Improvement Measure would further enhance pedestrian safety
along Clarke Street.
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From: Ellen Gierson [mailto:ellenrocs@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2008 5:47 PM Letter
To: Ranelletti, Darin
Cc: STAND B-2

Subject: Case File Numbers: CMDV07-064; ER07-017

Hello Darin,
Hope you are well!

I am writing to you about the Hauser Development monstrosity on the corner of 51st and
Telegraph. Case File Numbers: CMDV(7-064; ER07-017

This project is too big. The current height limits for this parcel is supposed to be 40 feet, with a
30 foot height limit on Clarke. Why is the city allowing higher heights on this site? FIVE
FLOORS IS TOO BIG!!! I don't get it. The infrastructure (police, fire, water, etc) can't handle

these types of projects!

I believe, even scaled down to one hundred and three units, this development i1s TOO big for this
site. I thought the zoning density here was at most 69 units, (general plan: 92). What gives with
the 103 units? Is the city trying to ruin the health and happiness of my beloved Temescal, sure
looks like it.

I also want to know why there has not been a proposal for parking for the commercial sector
and/or their employees. Do you know the mess that that area is in vis a vis PARKING??? I do
not go out to eat in the 31st Street area anymore, as we can't find parking,

This 1s another selfish Hauser proposal. It is common knowledge that his company fled to
Oakland from SF because they were forced to confirm to SF basic development plan. This guy
thinks he can get away with anything in Oakland, and I am beginning to think he is right!

I am also concerned with the economic viability of the very many small so called starter units in
this one location because I realized that this project is twice as dense as Civiq, which is right next
door. The fact that the city is thinking of allowing such crowding: more, units on less land is not
thoughtful planning. It is another case of lining developers pockets at the expense of the
Temescal residents.

Please help rein in this monstrosity.

Thanks!
Ellen

Ellen Gierson
4175-Opal Street
Oakland, CA 94609
510-658-8713

P.S. And by the way proposing only 3 very low income units is a cheap shot, it should be
doubled, at least!
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LETTER B2
Ellen Gierson

Response B-2-1:

Response B-2-2:

Response B-2-3:

Response B-2-4:

The Draft EIR identifies the Visual Quality impacts of the projects as less than
significant. The impacts of the project on transportation / traffic infrastructure
are analyzed in Chapter IV.A of Volume 1 of the Draft EIR, and the associated
impacts and mitigation measures are identified in Tables II-1 and II-2. The other
CEQA-related infrastructure impacts were found to result in less than significant
impacts in the Initial Study that was published on December 21, 2007, which
was included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.

Chapter IV.B “Land Use and Density” concludes on page 160 of the Draft EIR
that implementation of the proposed project would not result in any significant
impacts related to land use or density.

Refer to Master Response concerning parking.

Comment noted. This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft

EIR analysis. The comment will be considered by the City during the
deliberations of the requested City approvals.
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From: Bill Kramer [mailto:wekramer@sylvanpiedmont.com] Letter
Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2008 5:49 PM
To: Ranelletti, Darin B-3

Subject: case file number: cmdv07-064; er07-017

hi mr. ranelletti - i am writing to express my opposition to the size of the creekside mixed-use
develoopment project.

my concerns are:

1. the allowable zoning density is 69 units or general plan density cap of 92. either number is below
the 103 units currently planned,;

2. current height limit is 40' (30' on clarke st.), well below the current project height of 5 floors;

3. the commerical & retail employees & customers will have to park on the street, thereby taking more
parking spaces from local residents.

i urge you to change the current configuration of the project to address the parking needs and size of the
project.

sincerely,

willilam e kramer
5253 shafter avenue
oakland, ca 94618
910-428-4125
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LETTER B3
Bill Kramer

Response B-3-1:

Response B-3-2:

Response B-3-3:

Response B-3-4:

Table IV-39 in the Draft EIR outlines the different densities that would be
allowed under the General Plan. Chapter IV.B “Land Use and Density”
concludes on page 160 of the Draft EIR that implementation of the proposed
project would not result in any significant impacts related to land use or density.

Chapter IV.C “Visual Quality” of the Draft EIR discusses project heights related to
aesthetic impacts. Page 190 of Chapter IV.C of the Draft EIR states that the
proposed project would not result in any significant aesthetic-related impacts.
Refer to Master Response concerning parking.

Comment noted. This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft

EIR analysis. The comment will be considered by the City during the
deliberations of the requested City approvals.
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Letter

From: janette sperber [mailto:janette_sperber@yahoo.com] B-4
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2008 11:03 AM
To: Ranelletti, Darin

Subject: Re: Case File Numbers: CMDVO7-064; ER®7-017 Oppose this plan

I am writing as a Temescal resident to oppose The Creekside Mixed-Use
Development Project at 5132 Telegraph Avenue. Its height and density will be out
of keeping with that area of the neighborhood. I don't know if it matters to
anyone in authority, the unpleasantness it will cause the area's residents, but
we are the ones who will have to live literally under the shadow of this
monstrosity.

Please deny this project in its current form.
thank you, Janette Sperber
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LETTER B4
Janette Sperber

Response B-4-1:

The project heights are evaluated in Chapter IV.C “Visual Quality” of the Draft
EIR. The Draft EIR determined that the proposed heights would not result in
significant environmental impacts. The project’s proposed density of 120 units
is studied in Chapter IV.B “Land Use and Density” of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR
determines this density would not result in significant environmental impacts.

The commentor’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and the comment

will be considered by the City during the deliberations of the requested City
approvals.

58





CREEKSIDE MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT FINAL EIRNOVEMBER 2008
CHAPTER IV. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

© ©

Letter
B-5

From: sara tucker [mailto:saraelizabethtucker@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 21, 2008 10:46 AM

To: Ranelletti, Darin

Subject: CMDV07-064;ER07-017

I am writing re: my concerns for the proposed development: CMDV07-064;:ER07-017 (Creekside
Mixed Use).

1.1 believe the planned height is out of character with the surrounding neighborhood. 3 floors
would be much more reasonable than 5. My understanding is that the proposed project is well
above the allowable zoning density of 69 units. It is twice as dense as the Civiq project. This is
totally unacceptable and should not be granted. There have been successful lower density
developments in adjacent neighborhoods (Il Piedmont) that took the community's concerns into
consideration, this project should be no different.

2. Such a large development fosters transient homeownership, as most homeowners eventually
purchase free standing homes. This would change the dynamics of the neighborhood, as most are
long term homeowners.

3. I resent development that does not consider the impact on the surrounding neighborhood.
Clearly developers want to make money, the larger the bigger profit.

Thank you,

Sara Tucker
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LETTER B5
Sara Tucker

Response B-5-1:

Response B-5-2:

Response B-5-3:

The project heights are evaluated in Chapter IV.C “Visual Quality” of the Draft
EIR. The Draft EIR determines the proposed heights would not result in
significant environmental impacts. The impacts on the neighborhood are
considered in Chapter IV.C. The project’s proposed density of 120 units is
studied in Chapter IV.B “Land Use and Density” of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR
determines this density would not result in significant environmental impacts.

Comment noted. This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft
EIR analysis. The comment will be considered by the City during the
deliberations of the requested City approvals.

The environmental impacts on the neighborhood are considered in Chapter IV.C
of the Draft EIR. Such impacts, as well as other factors, will be considered by
the City during the deliberations of the requested City approvals.
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RECEIVED

SEP 2 5 2008

Project Name: The Creckside Mixed-Use Development .
Case File Numbers:  CMDV07-064; ER07-017 City of Oakland
Planning & Zoning Division

I am a resident of the Temescal neighborhood and I’'m very concerned about the abundance of new developments
approved, and pending, in this area. This is in response to the Environmental Impact Report on the Creekside project at

the corner of Telegraph and 51%t Street.

Additional Developments Letter
Public Transportation / Traffic Conditions

Parking B- 6
Community Enhancement / Low Income Tenants
Assessing Need

Open Space / Nature
Conclusion

OEEYNWs

A.  Additional Developments

I am concerned that the EIR for the Creekside project does not address the numerous projects that have been approved
(or are already built) in the surrounding five to ten blocks, including; Civiq (67 units), Kingfish (33 units), 4801 Shattuck
(44 units), Centrada (51 units), MacArthur BART Transit Village (675 units), Gate 48 (12 units), 5666 Telegraph (15
unit), and Temescal Place (25 units). The report claims to include a cumulative growth scenario based only on the
additional impact of the MacArthur BART Transit Village project (EIR, p. 38), not the multiple projects in closer proximity to
Creekside which will have a much greater impact on parking, traffic, and the OSCAR element.

The report claims that the cumulative impact addressed in each project section reflects all other projects (EIR,
Cumulative Impacts, p. 229), however, in the Transportation section, the report consistently refers to “the proposed
project,” and, in each intersection evaluation scenario, it refers on/y to the full build out of the Creekside project (EIR,
Scenarios with Project, pp. 39, 41). And, the cumulative traffic comparison tables (EIR, p. 114—130) also seem to refer
only to the Creekside project.

B. Public Transportation / Traffic Conditions

The Project Objectives (EIR, p. 203) claim that developing infill housing with “convenient transportation access” will
“reduce long distance commute traffic-related pollution.” In this case, #is is @ completely unsubstantiated assumption. The
nearest supermarkets would not be considered walking distance to most people, particularly with many bags of groceries.
The property is not close enough to BART to assume the tenants will not use their cars. AC Transit allows for easy
movement between central destinations, but does not completely eliminate the need for a car, as seems to be the claim
of the project developers.

Currently, during peak hours, and often throughout the day, the intersections around Telegraph, Shattuck, 515t and 52nd
are backed up for blocks. The additional streetlights on Telegraph at Temescal Plaza and at 520 Street, in such close
proximity to the major intersection of Telegraph and 515 Street, add to the congestion, often causing traffic to block the
intersections at 49t Street and 527 Street. During peak hours, the Martin Luther King Jr. Way/51% Street exit off SR 24
and I 580 is congested from the point of exit. The project proponents claim that the impact of the project will be Less
Than Significant if the signal timing is altered at the intersection of Shattuck and 5209 Street (EIR, pp. 8 & 11). This is
unsubstantiated. 1t is impossible for signal timing to reduce the impact to Less Than Significant considering the current
conditions and the additional traffic generated by the additional projects in surrounding five to ten blocks.

The intersections around Telegraph, Shattuck, 51%, 527, and Martin Luther King Jr. Way, are the only access to all three
major freeways: SR 24, 1 580, I 980 and I 880, and are widely used by all of the surrounding areas. The additional

development projects, consisting of over 900 units, will already add an overwhelming burden on this critical freeway
hub. :

Table IV-13, Trip Generation (EIR, p. 74). The Residential Average Vehicle Trip Ends seems to be miscalculated.
According to the calculation guide in footnote 1, the A.M. Peak Hour AVTE should be approximately 96 rather than 60,
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and the P.M. Peak Hour AVTE should be approximately 99 rather than 70. This is a considerable difference, and bas a far
preater impast on alf the intersections, particularly on those already operating at LOS B and F

Table IV-17, LOS Summary—P.M. Peak Hour (EIR p. 85). In this table, the unsignalized intersection #8—Clarke St. &
51 St—shows an increase i the average delay of 51.40 seconds, yet intersection #7—Telegraph Ave. & 51 St—only
shows an mcrease of .90 seconds. It seems mmpossible that these two mtersections—one block from each other—could

show such a large discrepancy in the delay.

Impact TRANS-1: Project Impacts at Shattuck Avenue & 5204 Street (EIR p. 86). The report claims the additional
project traffic would cause an increase mn intersection delay of between 2 and 76 seconds, yet, with the implementation
of a split timing adjustment of 1-2 seconds, this intersection would somebow improve from LOS I to LOS E during the A M
peak hour, and “aveid triggering a significant impact” during the P.M. peak hour. This mitigation measure may achieve
the desired results were there z9 additional trips through this intersection. However, it seems to be a huge reach to clamm
that even with the additional traffic generated by the Creckside project, the mitigation measures would actually improve
the conditions at this intersection; especially considering the additional projects that will also contribute to significant
delays.

C. Parking

The Parking Inventory and Occupancy Surveys section (EIR, p. 55) collected data on mventory and occupancy, yet
indicates project visitors would park and walk a distance of ¥ mile to/from the project site. This assumption seermns
wnrealistic, and 1s not a given based on the availability of on-street parking, rather, it warrants an additional survey of
potential visitors to the project to assess the distance they would be willing to walk.

The Creekside project has allowed for only 1 parking space per unit, approximately 20% of which are designating as
shared. The report claims the shortfall of 41 spaces is offset by the available on-street parking in the vicinity (EIR, p. 93).
Again, not taking into account the additional projects’ need for parking in the vicinity.

The Temescal Plaza parking lot is the only lot available for all the shops and restaurants on Telegraph, and it is afways full
even with commercial vacancies in the Plaza. Since none of the parking spaces at Creekside are designated exclusively
for the commercial tenants or for the public, most likely, visitots to the project’s commercial spaces, as well as to its
residents, will also attempt to use Temescal Plaza’s lot, adding to the congestion.

The following assumptions are made about the shared-parking program, and the general parking needs:

1. “The project sponsor is also secking a Minor Conditional Use Permit to reduce the required amount of off- street
patking with the implementation of a shared parking program.” (EIR, Conditional Use Permut, p. 33)
Approximately 20% of the tenants must meet the scheduling criteria, and be willing to give up access to their
patking space, according to a typical Monday through Friday 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. business hours schedule.

A survey of potential tenants is needed to substantiate the claim that st of the tenants would be willing to share parking The report
claims this strategy “has been successfully implemented throughout the Bay Area and elsewhere” (EIR, Shared
Parking Program, p. 95}, yet does not mdicate the conditions contributing to its success, e.g., proximity to public
transportation, local services and amenities, etc., that may not exist in this case. Also, it seems likely that tenants
using shared parking spaces will rely more heavily on on-street parking during the time they are unable to use
their parking space. Also, it is likely there will be more than one car per unit for the larger units regardless of the
ZONINg.

2 “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. ..and would arrive on foot rather than by automobile.” (EIR, # 4: Parking and Circulation, p. 29)

This assumption is also completely ansupportable. Considering the patterns of the visitors to the existing commercial
spaces, both visitors from outside the neighbothood, and neighbothood residents outside of comfortable walking
distance, will artive by automaobile to visit the commercial spaces at the Creekside project—especially in the
evening. This statement also implies that the property manager will be bound by a definition of “neighborhood-
serving” that will achieve the desired result of visitors walking to the destination.
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It is already difficult to find parking in the neighborhood for current residents during peak times. If his project is brilt, in
addition to the other projects, it will significantly add to this difftenlty.

D.

Community Enhancement / Low Income Tenants

The project developers claim this project “enhances the character of the Temescal neighborhood.” The detailed specifics
of how this project will achieve this include (EIR, Project Objectives, p. 32, detailed further in Land Use and
Transportation Element, pp. 141-145, and summarized in Conflict with Land Use Policy, pp. 158-159):

1.

E.

Providing “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.” (EIR, Project
Objectives, p. 32)

The five “affordable bonsing nnits® have now beer remowed because the project developers have had to scale back the
project, which denies them of their density bonus. This makes the project inconsistent with LUTE Policies
N4.1, N4.2, N 6.1, N6.2, Housing Element Goals 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6, and Housing Element Policies 2.3 and
2.4. (EIR, Housing Element, p. 144 and Conflict with Land Use Policy, pp. 158-159)

Itis a statement of the greed and impudence of the developers when they take low-mcome off the table because
they’ve lost their density bonus, particslarly when they repeatedly cite the inclusion of affordable units for lon-income tenants as
a significant factor in the project's appeal. Affordable housing is an issue of equal opportunity, and should not be
considered solely because of the calculated value on a Profit and Loss Statement.

Providing affordable units was one of the strongest arguments supporting the claim of enhancing the
character of the neighborhood. Considering the already changing dynamic of the neighborhood, the
lack of affordable units for low- to moderate-income households will further inhibit the diversity that

would truly enhance the character of the neighborhood.

“Develop market-rate residential units...and provide housing opportunities for a range of income levels.” (EIR,
Project Objectives, p. 32)

Since the “affordable housing units” have been removed, all of the umts will be market-rate, which does not
provide housing opportunities for a range of income levels. A bonsehold income of approsdmately 23—33% of the sale
prive {depending on donn payment and cwrrent debt) is required. STAND indicated the average price would be $350,000,
which would require a household income of $80,500-$115,500. Aecordizg o the 2000 census, Qakland's median
hossehold income is §40,055, and the average borsebold income is §57,267.

[http:/ /www.dataplace.otg/area_overview/index. htm1?place=x75724]

{Estimated median household income in 2006: $45,552 [http:/ /www.city-data.com /city /Qakland-
California html])

Assessing Need

There is no indication as to how afl of these units will even be filled since many of the wew developments in Oakland bave had to go to awction

fo self

F.

Oakland Condo Glut Leares Dewlgpers In Difersma (cbs5.com 3/25/08)

http:/ /cbs5.com /business /oakland.condo auction.2.684689 html

Prices cut for Oakland conds anction (sfgate.com 3/6/08)

http:/ /www.sfpate.com/cgi-bin/article. cgi?f=/c/a /2008 /03 /06 /BUNPVE7VL D TL&ref=patrick.net

Open Space / Nature

In the Oakland General Plan OSCAR Element, “open space” is broadly defined, “At the most basic level, Oakland’s
open space provides habitat for plants and animals, areas for groundwater recharge and watershed protection, and even
room for growing fresh produce.. It is a place to breathe, a place to stretch, and a place to play.” The Creckside project
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developers claim their 7,300 square foof plaza “would allow for outdoor seating and social interaction,” and that this is
consistent with OSCAR Policy 11.2 (EIR, Confhct with Land Use Policy, p. 159). Homerer, singe the plaga seems to be
designated for the commercial spaces, thewe's no indication it will be open the general publie. The 5,000 square foot raised courtyard area
is designated for the residents of the project, not for public use. This may “encourage community activity” within the
development project itself, but not necessarily enhance the character of the Temescal neighborhood. Regardless of the
ACHvity @ paved playa generates, if does ot refusenate, enbhance or enliven people as only nature can.

As stated in STANDs response to the NOP /Initial Study dated January 22, 2008, “The project will further increase
demand for park and recreational uses in the area.” This is also true of all the additional developments which
do not include designated park or recreational space.

The All-Park/Creek Daylighting alternative was not analyzed in detail, apparently because of the complexity of
daylighting the creek, and because it “does not meet any of the [Creekside] project objectives.” However, an Al -Park
alfernative should be considered for detailed evaluation by the Cigy. In San Francisco; Yerba Buena Gardens, Waslungton Square
Patk, Sydney G. Walton Square Park, are only a few examples of patk/recreational spaces that enliven the neighborhood
and truly encourage community building. Especially considering the additional developments in close proximity to this
property—particularly the adjacent Civiq project—the use of this space as a park is not only needed, but also
would comply with OSCAR Policy O8-11.2 (EIR, p. 150).

G. Conclusion

When does “infill” become overcrowding? “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.” (EIR, p. 37) The Creekside BIR. does not accurately reflect the
carmulative effects of the numerous projects overwhe luing the Temeseal neighborbood, egpecially its neighbor, Civig. In determimng
approval for the Creekside project, I hope the City Planning Commission will not only consider the many additional
projects already under way, but also further explore an All-Park alternative, which will maximize the potential for this
space to truly encourage and enhance community.!

We dom’t need open space to survive, but we need it to thrive. Oakland deserves to thrive, and be an example of
prioritizing balance.

Sincerely,
Sabrina Siskind

L Project for Public Places (PPS), Placemaking for Communities, Ten Principles for Creating Successful Squares:
http:/ /www.pps.org/info /newsletter /december2005 /squares_principlesrreferrer =newsletter_contents
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LETTER B6
Sabrina Siskind

Response B-6-1:

Response B-6-2:

The Draft EIR considers cumulative scenarios addressed in Chapter IV “Setting,
Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval, and Mitigation Measures.” As stated
on page 229 of the Draft EIR, “cumulative” is defined to include all past, present,
existing, approved, pending and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The
Creekside Mixed-Use Development Project cumulative analyses are based on
the same study area as that of the MacArthur Transit Village Project. The list
included in the MacArthur Transit Village Project study area can be found in
Table 5a of Appendix E of the MacArthur Transit Village Project EIR. Project
listings on Page 1 of this table include Temescal Place; project listings on Page 2
of this table include Idora Court (5666 Telegraph), Civiq, Centrada Temescal, and
Gate 48; project listings on Page 3 of this table include Temescal Co-housing
(Kingfish) and 4801 Shattuck.

The Draft EIR does not use the Project Objectives as assumptions, and the
Project Objectives mainly contain the intended purpose of the project. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15124 (b) states that Project Objectives are meant to “help
the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the
EIR” and to assist “decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of
overriding consider, if necessary.”

The Project Objective that links transportation access to traffic-related pollution
is a concept that has been researched, documented, and generally accepted as a
plausible result of infill housing development.?

? Well-known studies on the topic are “Designing Cities to Reduce Driving and Pollution: New Studies in Chicago,
LA and San Francisco” by Dr. John Holtzclaw (http://www.sierraclub.org/sprawl/articles/designing.asp ), “Our Built
and Natural Environments” by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(http://www.epa.gov/dced/pdf/built.pdf ), and “Growing Cooler: The Evidence on Urban Development and

Climate Change” by Reid Ewing, Keith Bartholomew, Steve Winkelman, Jerry Walters, and Don Chen
(http://docs.nrdc.org/cities/cit 07092001A.pdf). The Holtzclaw paper includes several case studies, one of which

addresses the neighborhoods surrounding the Rockridge BART station and concludes, “Infill of traditional
neighborhood developments into already built-up areas could reduce auto ownership, vehicle miles traveled and
cold starts, reducing auto emissions.” The Environmental Protection Agency paper maintains the location of
development within a metropolitan area is a significant factor in determining vehicle travel and emissions. Three
case studies were evaluated in the paper and demonstrated that infill sites generated between 39% and 52% less
VMT (vehicle miles traveled) per capita and reduced emissions of many air pollutants and greenhouse gases by up
to 50%. The Ewing, Bartholomew, Winkelman, Walters, and Chen paper shows that “much of the rise in vehicle
emissions can be curbed simply by growing in a way that will make it easier for Americans to drive less. In fact, the
weight of the evidence shows that, with more compact development, people drive 20 to 40 percent less, at
minimal or reduced cost, while reaping other fiscal and health benefits.”
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Response B-6-3:

Response B-6-4:

Response B-6-5:

Response B-6-6:

Response B-6-7:

Response B-6-8:

Response B-6-9:

Response B-6-10:

The EIR is authored by the City and not by the Project Sponsor. The signal
timing mitigation measures recommended for the Shattuck and 52nd Street
intersection were derived from traffic modeling outlined in Appendix K of the
Draft EIR, prepared by DKS Associates, a qualified transportation engineering
firm, and are therefore substantiated.

Traffic and transportation impacts of all past, present, existing, approved,
pending and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project area are
considered in conjunction with the project in the project and cumulative
scenarios evaluated in Chapter IV.A “Transportation” of the Draft EIR.

The Average Vehicle Trip Ends (AVTE) was re-checked and confirmed. The
calculation in the Draft EIR is correct.

The intersection of Clarke Street & 51st Street (Intersection 8) is an unsignalized
intersection, where delay is based on the worst approach. The intersection of
Telegraph Avenue & 51st Street (Intersection 7) is a signalized location where
delay is based on the average stopped delay for all vehicles at the intersection.
At signalized intersections vehicular traffic normally dissipates within each cycle.
At unsignalized intersections, motorists would experience a longer delay due to
heavier cross traffic.

The traffic mitigation measures were derived from traffic modeling outlined in
Appendix K “Transportation Mitigation Measures” of the Draft EIR.

Refer to Master Response concerning parking.

The Draft EIR parking analysis evaluates the proposed project within the existing
condition. As outlined on page 92 of the Draft EIR, the evaluation of parking
conditions is generally not required by CEQA, and therefore a cumulative
parking study is not required in the Draft EIR. Refer also to the Master
Response concerning parking.

The Draft EIR does not claim that % of the tenants would be willing to share
parking in the project. It is assumed that residents who would not be willing to
live within the parameters of the shared parking program which must be
disclosed at time of sale or lease would choose not to reside at the project.

Conditions that contribute to a successful shared parking program include the
implementation of strategies that reduce vehicle trips, close proximity to
transit, and parking management that accommodates peak demand periods of
the different uses. The project location is in close proximity to transit, and the
project program includes both on-site bicycle storage and car-share facilities.
The Draft EIR also states on page 96 that proposed land uses are
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Response B-6-11:

Response B-6-12:

Response B-6-13:

Response B-6-14:

Response B-6-15:

Response B-6-16:

Response B-6-17:

Response B-6-18:

complementary with one another for a shared parking program, as their peak
parking demand times are off-set from one another.

Refer also to the Master Response concerning parking.

The assumption is based on field observations within the project’s immediate
neighborhood. Most tenants in the adjacent Telegraph Avenue commercial
corridor are locally-based tenants that draw many of their patrons from the
surrounding locale. Patrons who frequent the Telegraph Avenue commercial
establishments in the evenings and weekends are likely to live within walking
distance of these establishments.

Refer also to the Master Response concerning parking.
Refer to Master Response concerning parking.

The absence of affordable units in the Final EIR Project does not itself render the
project inconsistent with the General Plan. As explained on page 137 of the
Draft EIR, for the purpose of CEQA the project does not need to be consistent
with each and every policy of the General Plan for the project to be consistent
with the General Plan. The project need only be in general harmony with the
General Plan.

Comment noted. This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the draft EIR
analysis. The comment will be considered by the City during the deliberations
of the requested City approvals.

Comment noted. This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft
EIR analysis. The comment will be considered by the City during the
deliberations of the requested City approvals.

Comment noted. This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft
EIR analysis. The comment will be considered by the City during the
deliberations of the requested City approvals.

The Telegraph Plaza has been reduced in size in the Final EIR Project but would
still provide for open space that could accommodate outdoor seating that
would generally be consistent with the goal of OSCAR Policy 11.2. Refer to
Chapter Il of this document for information on the Final EIR Project. Regarding
courtyard area, the Final EIR Project courtyard space would be consistent with
OSCAR policy 0S.4-1 that addresses the provision of open space for residents in
new developments.

As shown on pages 308 and 309 of the Draft EIR (Appendix A), the Initial Study
that was published for the project on December 21, 2007 determined the
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Response B-6-19:

Response B-6-20:

project’s environmental impacts resulting from increased use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities would be less
than significant. Additional analysis of environmental impacts on park and
recreation uses from other developments is not required in this EIR.

Under CEQA, project alternatives analyzed should obtain most of the project
objectives. Page 205 of the Draft EIR states the reasons why Alternative 4 “The
All-Park / Creek Daylighting Alternative” is not considered for detailed
evaluation: “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 / Creek Daylighting 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.” The
commentor’s support for a park on the site is noted and will be considered by
the City during the deliberations of the requested City approvals.

Refer to responses B-6-1 and B-6-19.
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From: josh@mountaincurrent.net [ mailto:josh@ mountaincurrent.net] Letter
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2008 8:30 AM
To: Ranelletti, Darin B-7

Cc: joanmariew@earthlink.net
Subject: Hauser DEIR question

Hi, Darin.

In looking through the DEIR, I am curious about provisions for maintaining the condition of the
creek culvert and for rapairing the culvert in the case of major failure. Will repair costs be

@ | increased with the proposed building on top of the culvert? If so, how does the developer plan on

paying for this? These increased costs should not be passed on to county taxpavers.
Any insights on this would be very helpful. Thank you!

Josh
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LETTER B7

Josh@Mountaincurrent.net

Response B-7-1:

Page 231 of the Draft EIR addresses the structural integrity of the culvert and
states, “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.” Therefore, it is not expected that the project will result in
increased repair costs to the culvert.
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STAND OAKLAND

PO Box 20486, Oakland, Ca. 94620 REGC EIVED

standnorthoakland@gmail.com
www.standoakland.org SEP 2 9 2008

City of Oakland
Planning & Zoning Division

Darin Ranelletti, Planner III
City of Oakland, CEDA, Planning Division
250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 250 Letter
Oakland, Ca 94612

B-8

September 29, 2008

Subject: Comments on the Hauser/Creekside Draft EIR
Ref: Case # CMDV07-064; ER07-017
Project Sponsor: George F Hauser

Project Location: 5132 Telegraph Ave (APN 014-1226-013-00)

Dear Mr. Ranelletti;

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
proposed “Creekside Mixed-Use Development” (aka. “Global”). We hope that you find
our comments helpful in completing the final EIR. In our review of the draft document,
we find several areas of concern that need to be addressed before completion and
certification of the Final EIR, as well as some errors in the compilation and analysis of
data for the draft itself.

Section IV. Setting, Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval, and Mitigation Measures
A. Transportation, Circulation and Parking

Page 55, section G, Parking Inventory & Occupancy Surveys; item 1: Data Collection.
The times used for data collection, both on weekday & weekend evenings artificially
minimize the impact of street parking usage by omitting data between the hours of 8
and 10 PM, peak hours for the large number of restaurants in the study area. Data
collection during this peak time is needed to give an accurate picture of actual street
parking availability. As noted in item 2, page 55, parking fronting businesses/residences
on Claremont & Telegraph Avenues currently approaches the accepted practical capacity
of 85% during both weekday & weekend evenings. The developer’s stated ‘most-likely’
retail tenants, destination restaurants, would cause parking needs to exceed the 855
threshold on both Telegraph & Claremont.

pp 1/4 Comments to Draft ERI Er-07-017
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Page 86-7, Mitigation measures, Item 6, Signal Warrant Analysis, Clarke St & Claremont.
Based on the data projecting an AM peak hour volume of 96 VPH, just under the 100
VPH impact threshold, we ask that mitigation measures be proposed for this intersection.
Restricting traffic on Clarke to a “Right Turn Only” onto Claremont during the AM peak,
would redirect the flow of vehicles headed toward Hwy 24 to turn right out of the Project
onto Clarke, then right again onto 51%, then straight across Shattuck & 52", mitigating
impact to the already overloaded Telegraph/52"/Claremont intersection as well as to the
Clarke/Claremont intersection. Vehicles originating on Redondo would turn left on
Clarke, right on 51%, etc to reach Hwy 24. A notification sign of the traffic restriction at
Claremont/Clarke should be placed on Redondo to prevent confusion.

Page 92-5 E. Parking Analysis, item i. Shared Parking Program.

The proposal discussed in this section is at odds with both timing & volume of parking
needs for the uses proposed for the retail areas of this project. Only commercial office
tenants are likely to approach the 9AM-6PM Mon-Fri needs proposed in this program.
The most-likely uses, as stated by the developer, as well as spokespersons from the
Temescal Merchants, are destination Restaurants and other food service establishments,
whose parking needs for both employees and customers are most likely to peak between
6 and 10 PM, outside the current proposal for Shared Parking. According the California
Restaurant Assn, the average full-service 3000+ Sq Ft restaurant has more than 35
employees. With the reality of less-frequent evening & weekend Transit Service, a
significant majority of these employees are likely travel to and from work in private
vehicles. We recommend that prior to approval of the EIR, an alternative program for
Shared Parking should be developed & committed to by the Project Sponsor that
addresses these Time-of-Day issues. Otherwise, the addition of sub-grade parking to
bring the total number of spaces up to the City of Oakland parking requirement of a
minimum 161 spaces should be required.

Pages 96-102 F. Transit Analysis. Item I pp 99,

The analysis showing that only 1.1% of AM and 1.4% & PM trips from this project are
projected to be on Transit is in complete disagreement with the City of Oakland’s
development policies focused on Transit Corridors. This projected transit ridership below
area averages should negate any and all special considerations given to this project as
transit-friendly & transit-node. These special considerations include Density Bonuses,
Zoning Variances, General Plan variances, Interim &/or Minor Conditional Use Permits, &
CEQA infill exemptions of any kind. Before this project goes forward, mitgation
measures must be studied & added to the final EIR, and agreed-to by the developer.
These measures must be intended to significantly increase transit usage by occupants of
the project over current area usage.

Suggested mitigation measures include developer-subsidized Transit Passes,
Neighborhood Parking Permits with escalating fees for more than one vehicle per
residence, and employer-paid transit vouchers for retail/commercial tenants.

Pp 2/4 Comments to Draft EIR ER07-017
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Page 146, Land Use & Density, B. Regulatory Setting, 4. Bicycle Master Plan.

The proposed project does not comply with either the Infrastructure or Accommodation
Goals of the BMP. To comply with the Infrastructure Goals, bicycle access to the
greenway along the eastern project edge must be encouraged. This can be done by the
installation of curb cuts along Clarke St. Accommodation by the project also needs to be
addressed, by the inclusion in the project design of specified secure bicycle storage areas
within the parking structure, as well as elevators and other access methods to and from
the storage areas being constructed of a size as to easily accommodate bicycles. No
such mitigation measures are currently addressed in the draft EIR. The mere proximity
to existing bicycle routes does not in and of itself constitute compliance with the BMP.

Page 153, Land Use & Density, B. Regulatory Setting, 8. Oakland Planning Code,
Discussion of Allowable Density.

As noted above in the discussion of the Transit Analysis, any changes proposed to the
allowable density of this project using the ‘major transit corridor” argument should be
considered invalid unless mitigation measures are put in place to assure that the
project’s occupants will actually use Transit at levels not below that of the area averages
as stated in the draft EIR, but will use transit at levels considerably above current area
averages.

Also, the ‘spot rezoning’ of portions of the parcel to ‘comply with the General Plan
boundary between the NCMU & MHTR designations versus the precise location of the C-
28 & R-40 zoning boundary is an issue that should be referred to the Planning
Commission’s Zoning Update Committee.

Page 156, Land Use & Density, B. Regulatory Setting, 10. City of Oakland “Transit First”
policy. As stated above in the discussion of the Transit Analysis and in the discussion of
the Shared Parking Program, it is our opinion that this development proposal does not
currently meet the minimum standards of the Transit-First Policy. Mitigation and
accommodation measures noted above, such as project sponsor-paid Transit vouchers
for residents, tiered neighborhood parking permit fees, employer-paid transit vouchers
for retail/commercial employees, shared-parking &/or offsite parking arrangements for
most-likely retail uses configured to accommodate actual peak business times, and
specific bicycle-accommodation measures accessible to both residents and employees
must be included in the project in order to bring the project within compliance with the
transit-First Policy.

Page 163-4, Visual Quality, 2. Setting, A. Environmental Setting. Local Context.

The boundaries of the study area for the project do not agree with table IV-40 on page
164. As stated on page 37-8, the basis for the Cumulative Analysis Context boundaries
are 40™ St to the South, Hwy 24 to the north & west, and Miles Ave & Webster St to the
east. Any and all references to Telegraph Ave above Aileen St/WB 24 off-ramp should
be deleted from all analyses and conclusions. Specifically, all references to 5666
Telegraph are to be removed as it is outside the Study Area, as well as outside the Grow
& Change designation of Telegraph (which ends at 55 St). In addition, within the
Planning Commission approval of the 5666 project on January 16", 2008, is a provision
which specifically states that the approval of the 5666 Telegraph project is NOT to be
used as a precedent for other area development. Note that the section of Telegraph
from Hwy 24 north is designated under the General Plan LUTE as Maintain & Enhance.
Also, on page 164, Visual Character of the Surrounding Area, the reference to 5666
Telegraph is to be deleted per the reasons listed above.

Pp 3/4 Comments to Draft EIR Er07-017
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In addition, the visual quality, including but limited to the height and massing of the
approved & un-built Kingfish Project should not be used in analyses or comments
regarding the proposed height, massing or visual qualities of ‘Creekside’. The Oakland
City Council Approval of Kingfish on January 9, 2008 specifically states that the Kingfish
approval shall not be used as a precedent for other projects.

Page 186, Visual Quality Figure IV-50. The photo for Massing Composition Reference
“multi-family apartment Building with Bay Windows” is not recognizable as within the
Study Area and should be deleted. A substitute reference to a structure within the study
area should be provided for accurate visual impact context.

Page 190, Visual Quality, 3. Visual Character, d. Cumulative Visual Quality Impacts. The
geographic area for this analysis is inconsistent with all other geographic areas studied
for the project’s impact. The northern boundary of the study area should be fixed at
Hwy 24, not 57" St. The eastern boundary for analysis is also inconsistent with other
study areas and should be fixed at Webster & Miles to the east, not Clarke St, which
directly fronts the project.

In conclusion, we look forward to the Final Environmental Impact Report on this project
being released, and thank you for the opportunity to review this draft document.
Sincerely Yours,

Dahn Van Laarz
STAND Oakland Co-Chair

Pp 4/4 comments to Draft EIR Er07-017
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LETTER B8
STAND Oakland

Response B-8-1:

Response B-8-2:

Response B-8-3:

Response B-8-4:

Response B-8-5:

Response B-8-6:

Response B-8-7:

Response B-8-8:

Refer to Master Response concerning parking.

The Clarke Street/Claremont Avenue intersection did not meet the peak hour
warrant criteria so the project impacts on the intersection would not be
considered significant.

Vehicles making a left-turn at Clarke Street/Claremont Avenue have the option
of traveling north on Telegraph Avenue, south on Telegraph Avenue or
westbound onto 52nd Street. Restricting left-turns at Clarke Street/Claremont
Avenue during the A.M. peak hour would redirect traffic towards Clarke
Street/51st Street, adding traffic to the Telegraph Avenue/51st Street and
Telegraph Avenue/52nd Street-Claremont Avenue intersections. The added
vehicles at these locations, increase delay and likely deteriorate the operating
level of service.

During the A.M. Peak hour, the intersection of Clarke Street/Claremont Avenue
operates at LOS A under the existing condition and LOS B under the project
condition. No project impacts to the Clarke Street/Claremont Avenue
intersection were projected, as noted in Tables IV-16, IV-17, IV-32, IV-33, IV-37,
and 1V-38 of the Draft EIR. As such, no mitigation measures are required for this
intersection.

Refer to Master Response concerning parking. The recommendation to increase
the amount of parking will be considered by the City during deliberations of the
requested City approvals.

The City will require a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan for the
project in accordance with the City’s Standard Conditions of Approval. Refer to
the Master Response concerning parking for additional details on the TDM
requirements.

Page 146 of the Draft EIR discusses the project’s consistency with the goals of
the Bicycle Master Plan (BMP).

The project supports goals of the BMP by providing bicycle parking. The project
includes specified bicycle storage areas in the parking structure.

Refer to response B-8-4.
“Spot rezoning” is not proposed. No changes to the zoning map are proposed.
Refer to page 153 of the Draft EIR that addresses General Plan land use

designations. The Planning Commission will use its judgment to determine if
the project is consistent with the policies of the General Plan.
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Response B-8-9:

Response B-8-10:

Response B-8-11:

Response B-8-12:

Response B-8-13:

Refer to response B-8-4.
Refer to response B-8-13 regarding boundaries of the study area.

The Planning Commission’s action on 5666 Telegraph did not include any
provision concerning the 5666 Telegraph project not being a precedent for
future development though there may have been discussion about the topic in
City deliberations. The Planning Commission’s action on the Creekside Mixed-
Use Development Project is separate from the environmental evaluation of the
project under CEQA. Under CEQA, the City is legally obligated to discuss the
environmental setting which includes all past, present, existing, approved,
pending and reasonably foreseeable future projects. 5666 Telegraph is
considered an approved project and therefore must be included in the EIR
analyses so as to accurately and completely evaluate environmental impacts of
the proposed Creekside Mixed-Use Development Project.

The City Council’s decision that the approval of the Kingfish project shall not be
considered a precedent is not relevant to the environmental evaluation of the
Creekside Mixed-Use Development Project under CEQA. The Kingfish project is
not considered a precedent for considerations of other project approvals. The
City Council’s resolution approving the Kingfish project states, “WHEREAS,
nothing in this discussion of approval of the Project shall be deemed a
precedent of any kind in consideration by the City of any other project proposed
by the Applicant or any other party to the east of the project on Claremont
Avenue, or with respect to the pending Zoning Update Process in the Temescal
District...” (City Council Resolution No. 80898 C.M.S.)

Refer also to response B-8-10.

The image in question is of 530 41% Street which is generally considered part of
the Temescal neighborhood, and is used to represent how the traditional bay
window that is prevalent in the Temescal neighborhood could be applied to
multi-family residential buildings. The image at the right then demonstrates the
project’s modern interpretation of the bay window application in a multi-family
building scenario.

CEQA does not require that study areas be identical throughout the Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR states on page 190 that the study area for the Cumulative Visual
Quality Impacts was established because it includes the project site and
representative use types of the immediately surrounding neighborhoods.

Shifting the northern boundary of the study area from 57" Street to SR-24
would remove the recently approved 5666 Telegraph Avenue project from the
cumulative analysis. The Draft EIR analysis would be considered incomplete
without inclusion of 5666 Telegraph because it is one of the most recently
approved projects in the immediate vicinity of the Creekside Mixed Use
Development Project.
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friends of the greenbelt SEP 29 2008
City of Oakland
29 September 2008 Planning & Zoning Division
Darin Ranelletti, Planner III
City of Oakland, Planning and Zoning Division Letter
250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315
Oakland, CA 94607 B-9
RE:  The Creekside
5132 Telegraph Avenue

Case File Number: ER07-017

Dear Darin:

As Chair of Friends of the Rockridge-Temescal Greenbelt (FROG), I would like to submit the
following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Creekside Project at 5132
Telegraph. Our group has reviewed the Draft EIR, and we have some specific concerns:

@

1. Greenbelt Extension/Day-lighting the Temescal Creek Culvert

FROG acknowledges the DEIR’s inclusion of two project alternatives that allow for the
daylighting of Temescal Creek. This was a concern of FROG stated in earlier project
comments. However, given the different locations of the culvert and the greenbelt
extension, knowing the difficulties of developing a public park, and seeing the design of
the project alternatives, a predicament arises.

Project Alternative 3 is appealing in that it maintains an opportunity for future
daylighting of the creek, while maintaining commercial and residential uses, and
incorporating a sponsor developed plaza. However, FROG questions whether this
alternative would be considered feasible by the sponsor, given the lower density.

FROG is concerned that Project Alternative 8 only allocates space for a potential park and
requires that the City or some other public entity develop the park area fronting Telegraph
and Claremont. Given the state of the City’s budget, we feel there is little chance that the
City would be able to develop a park at the allocated site in the next 5-10 years, and that
this alternative would result in a more poorly designed project. We would consider the
option differently were the sponsor be required to develop the park.

FROG would prefer a design alternative that maintained a wider, well-landscaped,
permanently publicly-accessible greenbelt extension with a faux creek (either an extension
of the current faux creek or a project-specific faux creek) over a project alternative that
allowed for the future daylighting of the creek, only to have it built over by a commercial
building. After all a project called “Creekside” should have an adjacent creek. As
mentioned in our earlier letter, the greenbelt extension should create a simulated creek
environment, including a continuous flow of water, either from an extension of the faux
creek or some other source, as well as appropriate “creekside” landscaping that would
complement plantings in the rest of the Greenbelt.

FROG c/o RCPC * Rockridge Community Planning Council
5245 College Avenue PMB311 » Oakland, Ca 94618 510 + 510-869-4200 « www.frogpark.org
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creek or some other source, as well as appropriate “creekside” landscaping that would
complement plantings in the rest of the Greenbelt.

Pedestrian Safety

The project will have a major negative impact on pedestrian safety on Clarke and
Redondo Streets, as the only access to the project is on Clarke immediately across from
Redondo Park. Our group wants to ensure that park users and neighborhoed residents
can cross Redondo and Clarke in relative safety, and can walk along the sidewalk without
injury from the additional cars entering and exiting the parking garage of the proposed
project. The proposed project, in addition to Civiq, will create significant traffic coming
out of the driveway, into a T-intersection by a crosswalk, with approximately two
hundred cars entering and exiting this area each day. Pedestrian improvements should be
required as part of the conditions of approval.

FROG applauds the DEIR recommendation for a pedestrian safety improvement plan for
Clarke Street, and requests that the Planning Commission make this a project requirement.
Because the crossing at Clarke is part of the Greenbelt, we recommend that an aesthetic
and functional treatment be considered.

Shadowing and Impacts on Redondo Park and Greenway

The project will create significant shadow impacts on Redondo Park. Direct sunlight to the
western portion of the park will be cut off by the project on from September through
March. The DEIR states that the impact is less significant because this area of the park
does not include play equipment or a picnic area. Still the western area does include a
play area, benches, and a portion of the creek, which provide important recreational space.
The loss of this sunlight in a park used by families with small children should be
considered a significant impact. The shadowing may also impact the solar access of the
redwood trees in the park, which should be addressed.

Project Impacts on Redondo Park and the Rockridge-Temescal Greenbelt

On page 232 the DEIR states that “The project’s impact on neighboring Redondo Playground is
expected to be minimal” and that “adults living at the proposed project would probably use
Bushrod or Hardy Park for their recreation purposes”. While many of the elements at Redondo
Park are designed for small children, the park contains other elements that are suitable for all
ages. Especially because the park is directly across the street from the proposed project, and
provides easily accessible open space, project residents are certain to use the park and impact it.
This should be revised in the EIR and the impacts and mitigations better addressed. The
statement that adults would use Bushrod or Hardy is an assertion without any support, not based
on surveys or other information, and Bushrod in particular is quite some distance away. The only
“adult” recreational facilities at Hardy are the basketball courts and dog park. In fact, many
adults use the Rockridge-Temescal Greenbelt Park for recreational purposes: walking or running
along the path, reading or relaxing by the creek, and enjoying the Sunday morning Farmer's
Market, which is become popular with neighbors of all ages.

The project will further increase impact on the Rockridge-Temescal Greenbelt, including (as cited

FROG ¢/o RCPC * Rockridge Community Planning Council
5245 College Avenue PMB311 « Oakland, Ca 94618 510 « 510-869-4200 « www.frogpark.org
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above) Hardy Park, as demand for park uses in the area increases. The DEIR should evaluate
these impacts and address potential mitigation measures for them. The small greenbelt extension,
while a potential benefit to the neighborhood, will remain in private ownership, and therefore
may not remain publicly accessible.

Parking in Immediate Vicinity

The DEIR states that “there would be sufficient onOstreet parking in the vicinity of the project site
to accommodate the anticipated shortfall in offUstreet parking provided in the project compared
to the City’s parking requirements.” FROG continues to be concerned about sufficient parking
for Redondo Park users. While many park users walk or bicycle to the park, it is important that
there is sufficient parking along Clarke and Redondo to accommodate park users as well as
current residents and visitors. Clarke and Redondo currently have 28 and 52 spaces respectively,
providing needed parking for residents and park users. The line-of-sight problems on Clarke
may necessitate removing 15 spaces. By removing parking spaces and requiring neighborhood
on-street parking to accommodate the residents of the project, the impacts of the project on
parking on the immediate neighborhood will be significant, and should be addressed and
potentially mitigated. For example, 2 hour permit parking could easily accommodate park users.

We appreciate your consideration.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Cooper
Chair, Friends of the Rockridge-Temescal Greenbelt (FROG)

CcC:

Jane Brunner, Councilperson

FROG c/o RCPC « Rockridge Community Planning Council
5245 College Avenue PMB311 » Oakland, Ca 94618 510 « 510-869-4200 » www.frogpark.org
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LETTER B9

Friends of the Rockridge-Temescal Greenbelt (FROG)

Response B-9-1:

Response B-9-2:

Response B-9-3:

Response B-9-4:

Response B-9-5:

The commentor’s support of Project Alternative 3 is noted. The comment will
be considered by the City during the deliberations of the requested City
approvals.

Comment noted. This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft
EIR analysis. The comment will be considered by the City during the
deliberations of the requested City approvals.

Comment noted. This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft
EIR analysis. The comment will be considered by the City during the
deliberations of the requested City approvals.

The commentor’s support for a pedestrian safety improvement plan is noted.
The comment will be considered by the City during the deliberations of the
requested City approvals.

The significance criteria used to evaluate whether a shadow impact is significant
under CEQA is as follows:

1. 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;

2. Cast shadow that substantially impairs the beneficial use of any public or
quasi-public park, lawn, garden, or open space;

3. Cast shadow on an historic resource, as defined by CEQA Section 15064.5(a)
and the City of Oakland, 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 Historic Resources, Local register of
historical resources or a historical resource survey form (DPR Form 523)
with a rating of 1-5]; or

4. 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.

The only criteria that may apply to the project’s shadow impacts on Redondo
Playground and the greenway would be criteria #2 listed above. Though the
project would cast shadow on Redondo Playground and the greenway, the Draft
EIR concluded these shadow impacts would not be significant because though a

80





CREEKSIDE MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT FINAL EIRNOVEMBER 2008
CHAPTER IV. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response B-9-6:

loss of sunlight would occur at certain times, this loss of sunlight would not
significantly impair the beneficial use of the park or the greenway.

The height of the trees in Redondo Playground are estimated to be
approximately 70 feet in height. The height of the shadows would not extend
above approximately 30 feet above ground in the worst-case scenario winter
months, so the top halves of the trees would still have solar access year-round
during most of the daylight hours. As such, the trees would not be substantially
impacted by the project shadows. Under the existing conditions the park is
heavily shaded and the existing trees appear healthy.

Page 198 of the Draft EIR concludes that no new shadow would be cast on
Redondo Playground by the project 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.

The Draft EIR acknowledges on page 232 that Redondo Playground contains
elements that are suitable for all ages: “The park does have one or two picnic
tables so it could attract someone to read a newspaper or book.” As noted on
pages 308 and 309 of the Draft EIR (Appendix A), the Initial Study that was
published for the project on December 21, 2007, found project impacts on the
increased used of existing neighborhood parks and other recreational facilities
to be less than significant and therefore no mitigation measures are required.
Under the City’s CEQA Thresholds of Significance, in order for a project to have a
significant impact on a park or other recreational facility, the project must
increase the use of the park or recreational facility such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated or the project would
require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have
an adverse physical effect on the environment. 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. 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,
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Response B-9-7:

Response B-9-8:

private balcony space and a greenway along the eastern edge of the project site,
it is not anticipated to result in substantial physical deterioration of recreational
facilities or that new parks would need to be constructed.

Refer to response B-9-6.

Refer to Master Response concerning parking. Also, refer to discussion on
pages 88 & 89 of the Draft EIR that addresses sight distance and on-street
parking. This discussion conveys that there are 15 total on-street parking spaces
along Clarke Street from Claremont Avenue to 51 Street, not that 15 of these
spaces would need to be removed. Approximately two spaces would need to be
removed to provide the recommended sight distance. However, the sight
distance analyzed in the Draft EIR is not required by the City in urban driveways
such as the project driveway.

The commentor’s support for permit parking is noted and will be considered by the City during project

approval deliberations.
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Friends of Temescal Creek
g

c/oMerritt College ENVST 12500 Campus Drive, Oakland, CA 94619 510-434-3840

FoTemescal@sbcglobal.net www.temescalcreek.org
September 29, 2008 Letter RE@EHVED
RE: CMDV07-064 Report: ER07-017 B-10 SEP 2 9 7008
Dear Staff Evaluating the Hauser “Creekside” DEIR: City of Oakland
Planning & Zoning Division

Friends of Temescal Creek (FOTC) advocates the option to Not Build the project on this site as proposed.

While FoTC recognizes the importance of urban infill development on transit corridors to protect open
space, reduce energy consumption, more efficiently use building materials, the project site location atop
the culverted Temescal Creek bed should become accessible open space.

Open space centrally located within the matrix of dense urban development is crucial to public health,
well being and the promotion of respect and stewardship of nature of and by urban dwellers. Open space
at this site will have manifold value to the public as compared to a similar space in the fringe of the city.

The DEIR should be amended to state: (As per FoTC 1/28/08 letter to the Oakland Planning
Commission)

"The health impact assessment should evaluate the social impacts with regard to long-term ecological and
socio-economic conditions. Long term refers to at minimum the proposed life of the project.”

FoTC does not see an estimate of the proposed life of the building or references to economic viability of
the building in the long-term.

The DEIR does not evaluate the cost to the public and personal and economic cost of displacement of
residents due to maintenance and replacement of the creek culvert under a dense residential building as
compared to under open space.

The DEIR does not evaluate the cost to the public of removing the building to create open space and
daylight the creek in the long term within the next 100 years, versus creating open space now, and
establishing a vision for daylighting the creek within the next 100 years.

FoTC would support efforts to allow and publically fund creation of open space at the project site, while
allowing the economic gain and increase in residential density to be placed in other sites within the transit
corridor nearby. An established precedent for this is the City of Oakland and a land trust organization
brokering a Transfer of Development Rights to justly compensate the community and the developer.

Thank you

7 //]7“"""“@?4

Bruce Douglas, Joanmarie Wood, Josh Bergstrom for Friends of Temescal Creek
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LETTER B10

Friends of Temescal Creek

Response B-10-1:

Response B-10-2:

Response B-10-3:

Response B-10-4:

Page 231 of the Draft EIR notes that 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.
CEQA does not require the evaluation of social impacts that a project may
cause. The comment is noted and will be considered by the City during the
deliberations of the requested City approvals.

CEQA is concerned with environmental impacts of projects. The economic
analysis of a hypothetical scenario involving possible displacement of residents
versus possible displacement of no residents does not fall within the scope of
CEQA. The comment is noted and will be considered by the City during the
deliberations of the requested City approvals.

CEQA is concerned with environmental impacts of projects and does not require
the economic analysis of hypothetical possibilities for the subject property that
have not yet been proposed. The comment is noted and will be considered by
the City during the deliberations of the requested City approvals.

Comment noted. This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft

EIR analysis. The comment will be considered by the City during the
deliberations of the requested City approvals.
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RECEIVED

SEP 2 9 2008

pity of Oakland
RCPC ROCKRIDGE COMMUNITY PLANNING COUNcIpLYlanning & Zoning Division
¢ 5245 COLLEGE AVENUE PMB 311 0OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 946180510+869-4200 Owww.rockridge.org0

January 22, 2008

Darin Ranelletti, Planner III Letter
City of Oakland, Planning Division B-11
Community and Economic Development Agency
250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315

Oakland, CA 94612

RE: The Creekside
5132 Telegraph Avenue
Case File Number: ER07-017

Dear Darin:

The Rockridge Community Planning Council (RCPC) board would like to thank you for
giving us this opportunity to provide comments on the Creekside Mixed-use
Development Project (“Project”) Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”). While
we appreciate the effort that has gone into preparation of the EIR, we have to conclude that
the EIR, in its current state, is neither complete nor accurate. Consequently, RCPC requests
that the EIR be revised in accordance with these comments and then recirculated for an
additional round of public comments on the revised document. We have grouped our
comments based on the organization of the topics discussed in the DEIR.

I Traffic, Circulation and Parking
A. Vehicle Traffic Impacts.

The DEIR’s discussion of traffic impacts is problematic in several respects. One defect
that is blindingly obvious to anyone familiar with the area is the DEIR’s failure to discuss
@ traffic impacts at the intersection of westbound 51 and 52™ Streets between Telegraph
and Shattuck Avenues. This intersection is currently controlled by a merge sign on 52™
Street. During peak traffic hours, traffic currently backs up from this merge point
towards, and sometimes onto, Telegraph Avenue. Because the DEIR failed to include
that intersection in its analysis, it contains no information on current or projected
conditions there. Since this intersection is directly on the shortest path from the Project
onto Route 24 westbound, and from there onto 1-580 both westbound and eastbound, it is
likely to have a significant traffic contribution from the Project. Indeed, the traffic
analysis included in the DEIR indicates significant amounts of traffic from the Project
using this intersection. (See, DEIR p. 79 inset 5.) We understand that analysis of traffic
impacts at an intersection controlled by a yield sign is not as easy as one controlled by a
stop sign; however that does not excuse ignoring an intersection that already has
significant congestion problems that would likely be made significantly worse by project
traffic. The intersection is likely to be particularly problematic because of its proximity
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Creekside DEIR Comments
9/29/2008
Page 2

to the already problematic intersection of 52" Street and Shattuck Avenue. The
synergistic effect of congestion at these two closely-linked intersections needs discussion.
A specific mitigation measure that should be considered and discussed in the revised EIR
is restricting the right-most westbound traffic on 52°¢ street (and all westbound traffic on
52" Street prior to the merge with 51* Street) to turning right onto Shattuck Avenue.
This could be accomplished, for example, by making the right-most lane of 52° Street at
Shattuck a right-turn-only lane at Shattuck. Tn order for this mitigation to be effective,
parking would need to be prohibited in the first 200 feet of northbound Shattuck Avenue
north of the intersection with 52" Street during peak traffic hours. (See attached picture.)
Coupled to this would be signage at the intersection of southbound Telegraph Avenue
and 52" Street indicating that 52" Street is for northbound Shattuck Avenue traffic only
and all other westbound traffic should continue south on Telegraph and turn right onto
51% Street. Naturally, the traffic analysis would need to be revised to take this mitigation
into account, and any secondary impacts would need to be identified, discussed, and, if
appropriate, mitigated.

Google

Eysalt 118l

It should be noted that the DEIR identifies the 52" Street/Shattuck Avenue intersection
as being particularly problematic in terms of frequency of traffic accidents. (DEIR,
Volume 2, Appendix F — Traffic Collision History Report.) That intersection had 47
accidents, including six accidents involving pedestrians and eight injury-causing
accidents, compared to, for example, the 51% Street/Telegraph Ave. intersection, with 16
accidents, 2 injuries, and no pedestrian accidents. The EIR’s discussion of accident
impacts totally overlooks this intersection (as well as 51¥/52"%). The EIR should include

@ information on accidents occurring at the 51%/52™ Street intersection and discuss the

degree to which this intersection contributes to the high accident rate at the 52"
Street/Shattuck Avenue intersection. It appears from the data that Project traffic 1s likely
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Creekside DEIR Comments
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to contribute to a significant accident-causing impact at both of these intersections. That
impact should be evaluated, and, if significant, appropriate mitigation measures, such as
lengthening the times for pedestrian crossing, prohibiting right turns on red signals, and
mstalling count-down lights, should be identified. If these mitigation measures result in
additional secondary traffic impacts, those impacts should also be identified and
discussed.

An additional deficiency in the traffic analysis is the failure to include additional peak
hour traffic due to the Caldecott Improvement Project (“CIP™). The CIP will add a fourth
bore to the Caldecott Tunnel. As a direct result, during PM peak hours, there will be
significantly higher traffic volumes exiting Highway 24 at the westbound Telegraph
Avenue off-ramp. The EIR for that Project, which has already been certified, contains an
analysis of this traffic. In addition to the traffic identified in the EIR, there will also be
additional traffic at this exit, as well as AM peak hour traffic at the eastbound Highway
24 Telegraph Avenue on-ramp, due to the additional demand induced by the CIP'. Both
the traffic identified in the CIP and the additional traffic resulting from induced demand
should be included in the analysis of traffic along Telegraph Avenue.

In considering the significance of the Project-associated increased delay for vehicles on
Clarke Street trying to access 51% Street during PM peak hours, the EIR determined that
an increase (from 97 to 148 seconds delay, and from 177 to 277 second delay
cumulatively) was not significant because it did not meet Oakland’s peak hour signal
warrant. However, the DEIR did not consider or discuss whether the intersections of
Clarke with either 51% Street or Claremont Avenue would satisfy other Oakland signal
warrants, such as the four hour signal warrant or the bicycle warrant. (Both Telegraph
Avenue and Claremont Avenue are shown as having Class 2 bicycle lanes, and 51% Street
1s an arterial bicycle route in the City’s adopted bicycle master plan.) Even if the Clarke
Street intersections don’t meet signal warrants, the congestion at its Claremont Avenue
and 51% Street intersections will result in drivers cutting through Redondo Street to use
less congested intersections. It is unclear whether the DEIR’s analysis takes this cut-
through traffic and its consequences on more distant intersections (e.g., Redondo/Cavour,
Cavour/Claremont, etc.) into account. The EIR needs to be revised to include all this
information. If significant impacts result, they should be identified and appropriate
mitigation proposed.

B. Pedestrian/Bicycle Impacts

Another problem with the traffic/circulation/parking analysis section is the failure to
identify significant pedestrian safety impacts associated with the Project. As already
noted, the Project appears likely to cause a significant increase in the pedestrian safety
hazard at the 52" Street/Shattuck Avenue intersection, and may also cause
unacknowledged pedestrian safety impacts at other area intersections, including

! The CIP EIR is currently being challenged in court. The failure to adequately address traffic caused by
induced demand is part of that challenge.
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particularly the 55t Street/Telegraph Ave. intersection, where 20% of accidents involved
pedestrians. In addition, the DEIR identifies pedestrian safety deficiencies in the area
surrounding the Project, including missing, faded, and cracked crosswalks, vandalized
pedestrian signal buttons, missing pedestrian signals, non-compliant ADA ramps and
“audible” pedestrian signals. While the Telegraph Avenue Pedestrian Streetscape
Improvement Project might potentially alleviate some of these deficiencies, as the DEIR
notes, this project has not been funded. and, indeed has not even received final approval.

A specific Project-related pedestrian impact would be the additional Project-related
pedestrian traffic crossing Clarke Street at Redondo to access the Redondo Park. While
the DEIR dismisses the potential park use by Project residents, it bases that dismissal on
the assumption that the Project would consist “mainly of studio and one bedroom units.”
(DEIR at p. 232.) While the DEIR does not appear to provide a detailed breakdown of
unit types and counts, the floor plan on p. 25 appears to indicate there would be a
considerable number of two bedroom units {11 on the second floor alone), where small
children, the targeted audience for Redondo Park, could be expected. Park use by
occupants of these units (as well as one bedroom units) cannot be dismissed so cavalierly.
In addition, it cannot be assumed that only families with children would use the park.

The parks includes a picnic area that would be the only nearby public open space for
project residents. Further, many voung adults (one of the presumed target markets for the
Project’s residential units) enjoy playing with small children, even if they are not their
own. In addition, the Clarke Street pedestrian crossing at Redondo needs to be fully
handicapped-accessible for ADA compliance.

The Project would increase pedestrian hazards both because Project residents will
increase the pedestrian load in the Project Vicinityz, and because Project residents will
increase automotive traffic in the Project vicinity. Given the existing acknowledged
deficiencies in the pedestrian safety environment, adding more pedestrians, plus
additional vehicle traffic, practically guarantees a significant pedestrian safety impact.
Nevertheless, the DEIR fails to analyze, or even consider, potential pedestrian safety
impacts from the Project. This is inexcusable. In essence, the Project will make a bad
situation that much worse. The pedestrian safety impacts need to be identified, analyzed,
and, if significant, appropriate mitigation should be identified.

C. Parking Impacts

The parking analysis is flawed by failing to analyze current parking in sufficient detail.
To being with, the area considered is quite large; well beyond what most residents or
business customers would consider a convenient radius for Project-related parking.
Consequently, the project’s parking impacts are “smeared” over a large are, when, in

? Indeed, the Project sponsor touts the Project’s pedestrian orientation, asserting that many Project residents
will walk to and from MacArthur BART station along Telegraph Avenue (even though the DEIR’s analysis
does not appear to support this claim). In addition, the first floor commercial space will bring additional
pedestrians to the Project.
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reality, they will almost certainly be concentrated within a %4 mile radius of the Project.
The analysis should be revised to consider only current and future parking within this
smaller area.

In addition, mitigation of Project traffic impact is likely to require removal of some on-
street parking spaces. As already discussed, spaces in the 51%/ 52"%/Shattuck Ave. area
may need to be removed to improve the intersection’s function. The same may be true
with the Telegraph/Claremont/51* intersection complex. Additional spaces may have to
be removed to address line-of-sight problems on Clarke Street. The parking analysis
needs to take into account the loss of these on-street spaces. It also needs to consider the
extent that the current Global Video parking lot has been and is used by patrons of local
businesses’. Even if the parking for the Project is proposed to be shared with local
businesses, its decreased visibility will reduce its effectiveness for that use. This also
needs to be taken into account.”

IL. Land Use and Density.

The Project, as proposed, due to its height and density, requires that numerous variances
be granted. The significance of having to grant these variances, and their effect on the
long-term development standards for the area, should have been, but was not discussed in
the DEIR. This should be corrected. The Project’s height, especially in conjunction with
that of the adjoining buildings, has the potential to result in a visual “wall” separating the
community. (See discussion of visual impacts below.) The effect of this on community
cohesiveness again should have been, but was not discussed in the DEIR. These
deficiencies should be corrected in a revised EIR.

III.  Visual Impacts
A. Shadowing:

1. The Project will result in significant shadow impacts on the proposed greenway past
the project during winter afternoons. While the approved (but as yet unbuilt) Civig
project will overshadow the greenway through most of the day, the DEIR’s own
shadowing analysis indicates that shadowing from this project will make matters
considerably worse. Under the Project conditions, there would be virtually no
sunlight at almost any time of the year. The loss of direct sunlight on the greenway,
in conjunction with the shadowing from the already-approved Civiq Project, should
be considered a cumulatively significant impact.

’ While the lot may have been signed as for use of Global Video customers only, such signs are routinely
ignored. The EIR needs to address the reality of the current situation; not some theoretical construct.

1t is unclear from the DEIR whether the “shared parking” for commercial uses would be restricted to
patrons of businesses within the Project. If so, the loss of parking for other local businesses needs to be
addressed.
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2.

The Project will result in significant shadow impacts on Redondo Park. The Project’s
shadows will cut off direct sunlight to the western portion of the park on spring, fall,
and winter afternoons. The DEIR dismisses the significance of the shadowing
impacts by arguing that the shadowing does not cover play equipment or the picnic
area. However, the area covered includes benches, play area, and portions of the
creek. These are also valued recreational space. Especially in the winter, when
sunlight is at a minimum, the loss of this sunlight to a public space used by families
with small children should be considered a significant impact.

The Project will result in significant shadowing of the adjacent Claremont Towers
apartment building. Some lower south-facing windows will be almost permanently
placed in shadows, and many other south facing windows will lose a significant
amount of direct sunlight, as well as indirect light from open sky, an impact not
addressed in the DEIR.

The Project will reduce daylight access for the Greenway. While the Civiq Project
will block most direct sunlight on the greenway extension, a significant amount of
indirect sunlight can still reach the greenway from sunlight scattered by either the
atmosphere or clouds. By restricting the amount of open sky visible from the
greenway extension, the Project would significantly reduce the amount of this indirect
sunlight reaching the greenway extension. This unstudied impact should be
considered potentially significant. The EIR should consider the extent to which
project setback or stepback, or a shorter project height, could mitigate this impact.

B. Direct Visual Impacts

In considering the Project’s visual impacts, The DEIR compares the Project’s height
to those of the Civiq Project to its immediate south and the Kingfish Project to its
north and east on the other side of Claremont Avenue. To begin with, neither of these
projects has been built, and there is no clear indication as to whether they will be built
out as approved. To premise the Project’s visual acceptability on projects that do not
yet exist is presumptuous. At the very least, the Project’s visual impacts should be
considered both with and without these approved but still-unbuilt projects. Further,
the City Council’s approval of the Kingfish Project included the specific condition
that the Project would not be considered a precedent for any future project approval.
The DEIR’s inclusion of the as-yet-unbuilt Kingfish Project as justification for the
Project’s proposed height violates this City condition. The comparison with the
Kingfish Project should therefore be removed from the Final EIR and the analysis
rewritten accordingly.

The Project’s visual impacts on Clarke Street are done by comparison with the two
multi-family housing buildings on the same side of the street. Consideration also
needs to be given to comparison with the single family residences across Redondo
Street from the Project. (e.g., view along Clarke Street — both sides — facing south.)
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3. The Project visual impact analysis should include a comparison of the westward-
looking views from the public Redondo Park with and without the Project. These are
dismissed as insignificant, but the current open parking area on the Project site allows
a view of trees and open space (see attached photograph) that will be elirmnated by
the Project. The impact will be heightened by the lack of any setback of the Project
from its street frontage along Clarke Street, and the associated landscaping. The loss
of this view from a public open space would appear to be a significant visual impact
that should be discussed. The EIR needs to be revised accordingly.

View westward from Redondo Park (west end

IV)  Park and Recreational Impacts:

The project will further increase demand for park and recreational uses in the area. In
particular, it will increase demand for use of the Redondo Park across Clarke Street, and
of the Hardy Park and Playground located near the project site along the Greenbelt. The
significance of this increase in park use and its effects on nearby parks and their
maintenance is not discussed in the DEIR.

While the project proposes to allow expansion of the Greenbelt extension between itself
and the Civiq project, it has, thus far, insisted on keeping its “donation” in private
ownership without even a public easement and subject to closure to the public at any
time. The proposed Project also does not include any improvements in this extension that
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might incline the public to use it for more than a walkway. Such improvements might
help to mitigate the Project’s impacts on nearby park resources. The EIR should be
revised to address park and recreational impacts and potential mitigation measures for

them.

We appreciate your consideration of the RCPC comments on the DEIR. Please keep us
informed of future events in the Project’s environmental review.

Most sincerely,

_ "
St 4 oo Lrinies Codpen
Stuart Flashman Ronnie Spitzer

RCPC Chair and . RCPC Vice Chair
Land Use Committee Chair

92





CREEKSIDE MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT FINAL EIRNOVEMBER 2008
CHAPTER IV. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

LETTER B11

Rockridge Community Planning Council (RCPC)

Response B-11-1:

Response B-11-2:

Response B-11-3:

Response B-11-4:

Response B-11-5:

Response B-11-6:

In response to comments, an evaluation of the 51 Street and 52" Street
merger was performed, which concluded the potential project and cumulative
impacts to the merger would be less than significant. Refer to Appendix Q in
Chapter V of this document.

Refer to response B-11-1.

The Draft EIR traffic analysis does include the effects of the Caldecott
Improvement Project. The Caldecott project is included in the countywide
traffic model that was used for the traffic analysis.

Under the City of Oakland’s unsignalized intersection evaluation criteria (Page
72 of the Draft EIR), a peak hour warrant was used as the initial evaluation
method. Because this was not satisfied, four hour signal warrants and bicycle
warrants were not conducted.

The peak hour warrant is the most appropriate warrant for the project given the
traffic issues associated with the project. The peak hour warrant is typically
used as an “indicator” of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection
warranting a traffic signal in the future. Intersections that exceed the peak hour
warrant are considered for the purposes of this analysis to be likely to meet one
or more other warrants. Since the intersections did not meet the peak hour
warrant, they are unlikely to meet other warrants.

No special considerations or adjustments were made in an attempt to predict
cut-through traffic. The analysis in the Draft EIR is based on the predicted travel
behavior and patterns of the proposed project. While it is impossible to
completely predict future travel behavior, the traffic modeling does its best to
estimate future travel behavior in accordance with standard industry practice.

The Draft EIR discusses pedestrian safety impacts on pages 87 and 88 and
concludes the expected impacts would be less than significant. The proposed
project would add only a moderate increase in pedestrian activity and the
anticipated pedestrian movements generated by the project would continue to
be accommodated by existing and provided sidewalks. Also, 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
were 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 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.
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Response B-11-7:

Response B-11-8:
Response B-11-9:

Response B-11-10:

Response B-11-11:

Response B-11-12:

Pedestrian impacts related to traffic volumes are not considerations under
CEQA. Pedestrian safety will be considered by the City during project approval
deliberations.

Refer to response B-9-6 regarding increased park use and use by people of all
ages. Regarding pedestrian impacts, refer to response B-11-6. Also, as stated
on page 131 of the Draft EIR, although no adverse impacts to pedestrian safety
are anticipated, there appears to be limited sight distance along Clarke Street
due to the way Clarke Street bends between Claremont Avenue and 51* Street.
Therefore, it is recommended that the Project Sponsor implement a pedestrian
safety improvement plan for Clarke Street.

Refer to responses B-11-6 and B-11-7.
Refer to Master Response concerning parking.

Refer to response B-9-8. Regarding the loss of Global Video parking, the City
does not consider the loss of parking on a private lot when evaluating the
effects of a project on on-street parking. Even if the general public regularly
uses the existing on-site parking lot, the parking lot is under the control of a
private property owner and the owner has the right at any time to restrict
access to the parking area.

CEQA is concerned with a project’s impact on the environment, not a project’s
impact on development regulations. The project’s height and density were
evaluated in Chapter IV of the Draft EIR and it was determined that the project’s
height and density would not result in a significant environmental impact. The
comment concerning the importance of the variances is noted and will be
considered by the City during deliberations of the requested City approvals.

Regarding the project being a “wall,” pages 156-157 of the Draft EIR states the
threshold for physically dividing a community would relate to 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. The project would result in construction of three buildings and open
space and is designed to facilitate access to the project site for all travel modes.
As such, implementation of the project would not result in the development of a
barrier within the neighborhood surrounding the project site.

In terms of visual impact, Chapter IV.C of the Draft EIR found that the project’s
height was appropriate given the width of abutting streets and that the design
of the project was consistent with the design policies and criteria of the General
Plan and Planning Code.

Refer to response B-9-5 for detailed significance criteria that is used to evaluate

whether a shadow impact is significant under CEQA. The only criteria that may
apply to the project’s shadow impacts on the greenway would be criteria #2

%4





CREEKSIDE MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT FINAL EIRNOVEMBER 2008
CHAPTER IV. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response B-11-13:

Response B-11-14:

Response B-11-15:

Response B-11-16:

Response B-11-17:

Response B-11-18:

listed in response B-9-5. Though the project would cast shadow on the
greenway, the Draft EIR concluded these shadow impacts would not be
significant because though a loss of sunlight would occur, this loss of sunlight
would not significantly impair the beneficial use of the greenway. The shadows
would be limited in size and duration and not significantly impair the beneficial
use of the greenway. The primary intended use of the greenway is a pedestrian
and bicycle transportation path to convey travelers to and from Clarke Street
and 51 Street. The greenway is not to be used as a park or garden. Shadows
on the greenway would not significantly impair the use of the greenway as a
transportation path.

It should be noted that the Draft EIR shadow study includes build-out of the

Civig project as an existing condition; the project condition shown therefore

represents the cumulative impacts of the Creekside Mixed-Use Development
Project and the Civiq project.

Refer to response B-9-5.

The project is consistent with General Plan policy N3.9 as discussed on pages
140-141 of the Draft EIR. Even if the project were not consistent with Policy
N3.9, the project need not be consistent with each and every policy of the
General Plan (page 137 of the Draft EIR). The project only needs to be in
general harmony with the General Plan.

Refer to response B-11-12. Access to daylight is not a quantifiable impact that
CEQA would measure, but this comment will be considered by the City during
the deliberations of the requested City approvals.

Refer to responses B-8-10 and B-8-11.

Single family homes along Clarke Street are included in Figure IV-46 in the Draft
EIR. The section “Visual Character of the Surrounding Area” on page 164 states
“Single family homes for this area sit opposite the project site across Clarke
Street.” The presence of single family homes in the project area is represented
in the Visual Quality impacts evaluation though streets in the neighborhood
beyond the immediate area are not explicitly identified.

When standing in Redondo Park it is possible to view up to two London Plane
trees that line Telegraph Avenue and Claremont Avenue as well as some shrubs
that occur along the property line shared between the project and the Civiq
sites. The loss of view of the two London Plane trees and shrubs would be
considered a less than significant impact. The view of the trees from the park is
not prominent due to the distance of the trees from the park. The dominant
visual character of the site as seen from the park is not the trees but is the
existing building and parking area. The project proposes build-out of a
landscaped greenway in the location where shrubs occur along the property line
shared between the project and the Civiq site, and this would off-set the loss of
view of the shrubs and trees from Redondo Park.
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Response B-11-19: Refer to response B-9-6.
Response B-11-20: Refer to response B-9-6. The commentor’s concern regarding privacy of the

project greenway is noted and will be considered by the City during the
deliberations of the requested City approvals.
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C. PUBLIC HEARING
September 3, 2008, Planning Commission Transcription & Responses

Public Comments on the Draft EIR

C-1

Stuart Flashman

Good evening, my name is Stuart Flashman. | am chair of the Rockridge Community Planning Council
and | am here to speaking on its behalf. We are in the midst of reviewing the Draft EIR so we will be
submitting a formal comment letter so | am not going to be able to give you a lot of comments. As most
of you may remember from when we had the scoping hearing, RCPC does have some major concerns
about this project. A lot of those are being addressed in this EIR and we will comment on specifically.
It's a large project for this area, it’s a very tall project for this area, and we are very concerned about
traffic impacts as well. Again, the traffic impacts are the one thing that is called out as significant in the
EIR. On the traffic, one point that | want to raise and it’s about the only thing that | have seen so far that
| see as a problem with the EIR is that there is one intersection that is not identified and is not discussed
and that is the intersection of 51°" and 52" and those of you who are familiar with that will recognize
that it is a problem intersection, it's where those two streets merge and then cross Shattuck. It backs up
in the evening a lot of times and also in the morning actually. It’'s a real problem intersection and it
hasn’t been analyzed and it really needs to be. The other point | want to make tonight is that as was just
mentioned there was a long process which | participated in on behalf of RCPC and | think that it was a
very fruitful process. What came out of it was a new alternative proposal. | would like to see that
proposal reviewed. | am not asking that the EIR be recirculated for that review but when the final EIR
comes before you, | think that should include a consideration and analysis of that new alternative
because that’s a very different alternative, it will have significantly different impacts | think, and you
ought to be able to review those impacts as well as the impacts of those that are in the EIR. Thank you.

Response: The commentor’s support of the Project Sponsor’s community involvement process is
noted. Refer to the detailed letter from RCPC (Letter B-11) and responses.

c-2

Roy Alper

My name is Roy Alper. My company, 5110 Telegraph owns the property with the largest adjacent
frontage to the proposed site, over 300 linear feet and | have to say that if | were concerned about my
own economic self interest, | would be here to oppose the project but instead | am here to support it
because we think it’s right for the location, we think it’s right for the city, we think it’s right for the
region. | just want to commend the developer and | understand the commission inspired the developer
to bring community groups together in an informal roundtable setting. It is a vastly superior process
than huge public meetings where people divide into warring camps and accuse each other of this and
that and there is no constructive communication at all. | found that in the process that we went
through, believe it or not, we were able to agree with STAND, they were able to agree with us
sometimes, Friends of Temescal Creek, people agreed with each other once they had a chance to sit
down and express their views and people could listen and talk in a civil dialogue. It’s a great process.
On the EIR, | want to specifically dispute the so called traffic impacts at 51* and Telegraph being
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declared environmentally significant and not subject to mitigation. The intersection is already
congested from time to time and two to four seconds will not matter. We are going to have another
two and a half million people living in the Bay Area by 2025 and they are either going to be living in cities
along transit corridors or they are going to be out in the suburbs or in the exurbs. People driving from
the suburbs and exurbs are going to create far more traffic, driving much longer distances, affecting far
more people, using far more fossil fuels, creating far more greenhouse gas emissions and it’s much,
that’s a major impact. The alternative of a two to four second increased delay at 51* and Telegraph is
literally trivial by comparison. It’s a classic case of carefully counting all the trees and missing the forest.
| urge you to find that that is not an environmentally significant impact and if it is, that it is completely
offset by regional environmental benefits. Thank you.

Response: The commentor’s support of the project and the Project Sponsor’s community
involvement process is noted. The significant traffic impacts listed in Table I1I-1 of the
Draft EIR result from analysis of the intersections that was measured against the City of
Oakland impact thresholds that are referenced on page 36 of the Draft EIR. Analysis for
the 51% Street and Telegraph Avenue intersection identifies the project traffic impacts
as significant because they meet the City’s threshold criteria. The commentor’s opinion
on the importance of the traffic impacts will be considered by the City during the
deliberations of the requested City approvals.

C-3

Dahn Van Laarz

Good evening commissioners, | am Dahn Van Laarz, and | am with STAND. We still are reviewing the EIR
as well and we will have written comments to submit before September 29™. | also participated in this
stakeholder process. It was very good. | commend George for bringing over from the City where it is
done often. A few comments related directly to the EIR that | will also submit in writing. There are
several references to the Kingfish project which was approved this January by City Council. Part of the
approval motion for city council was that that project would not be used as a precedent for other
projects in the neighborhood so those comments do need to be removed from the final EIR. There were
also comments relating to density in the area, relating to a project that’s been approved at 5666
Telegraph. That was January 16" and that project was also approved that it would not be precedent
setting, that it would not be used in other projects and here it is being used in the Draft EIR so those
things need to go away. It's referred to in height and density, visual quality and some traffic. | will say
that STAND, some of the comments that we will submitting, although the project has been lowered to
103 units from 120, we are very happy with that beginning of a process. Our organization still feels that
the project is very dense for the site. Roy Alper’s project next door, when it gets built, 113 units, a much
much larger site. We feel that there is a strong possibility that there will be lack of long term buy in
from people in such small units in the Temescal neighborhood since the average sized unit is a much
larger thing and that feeds into the quality of life within the EIR, so please consider that. Thank you.

Response: The commentor’s support of the Project Sponsor’s community involvement process is
noted. Refer to detailed letter from STAND (Letter B-8) and responses.

C-4
Jane Kramer
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Jane Kramer, member of STAND. The concern is building a sustainable community. So, when | take a
look at a project like Creekside, | keep thinking, you can’t use the same facilities to mitigate problems
every time you build a new project. There’s going to be, for instance, an overflow of traffic at Creekside.
Well, you have to find alternative sites to house those private cars. That’s one project. Pretty soon you
will run out of those alternatives- what are you going to do? My concern is that we build communities
that don’t destroy the carrying capacity of the land that they are built on and that, in fact, support the
building of livable communities- ones that aren’t riddled with crime because the buildings are too tall or
too packed together or because the streets are riddled with traffic that you never did really solve and
the pollution that emanates from it. So, this building, this project, is one of those beginning projects,
that are beginning to dot traffic corridors. If nothing else, what they are doing is they are making a
barrier out of what is now space that people communicate through and dialogue through and that
doesn’t divide spatially a community. So, | guess the basic concern is to create sustainable communities
and you don’t do that by building warehouses, especially for people who can afford to commute and not
stay here for very long anyway.

Response: The Draft EIR identifies no significant impacts to the environment that would result from
land use and density, light and shadow, or visual quality effects of the project. The Draft
EIR identifies significant impacts relating to traffic. These significant impacts and the
associated mitigation measures can be found in Table 1l-1 on page 11 of the Draft EIR.
The comments will be considered by the City during the deliberations of the requested
City approvals.

Regarding the project acting as a “barrier,” pages 156-157 of the Draft EIR states the
threshold for physically dividing a community would relate to 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. The project would result in
construction of three buildings and open space and is designed to facilitate access to the
project site for all travel modes. As such, implementation of the project would not
result in the development of a barrier within the neighborhood surrounding the project
site.

Regarding sustainability, the Draft EIR discussed the project within context of the
Sustainable Community Development Initiative on pages 155 & 156 of the Draft EIR.
This section of the Draft EIR states the project would be compatible with the Sustainable
Community Development Initiative as it would be accessible to multiple modes of
transportation, would be located on an underutilized infill site in an urban area, and
would incorporate a mix of uses including residential, commercial, and community-
serving uses.

C-5

Sarah Patterson

Good evening, my name is Sarah Patterson. | am a homeowner that owns a small bungalow on 52"
street, directly at the intersection that the gentleman was speaking of. Every morning it takes me about
five minutes to exit my driveway. We have a driveway that fits one car and the second person that lives
in my house can’t park on my street. All the plans that | have seen for this building really do not seem to
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provide enough parking or to really address the fact that even in the seven years that | have owned my
home, the traffic that is directly on our street has increased monumentally. We are already
experiencing this other large development on that corner and basically in one city block there are 200
new units in an area that is already very densely populated. | would just really ask that all the city
commissioners go down there at rush hour, go eat at La Calaca Loca, try to park your car when the tool
lending library is open and really think about what it would be like to have another two to four hundred
cars in that very small area that’s already very densely packed both with small homeowners like me but
also with commercial businesses that don’t have enough parking. Thank you.

Response: Comments are noted. Refer to the Master Response concerning parking and to
Appendix Q in Chapter V of this document.

C-6

Micah Frasier

Good evening planning commission, my name is Micah Frasier and | also live at 52" and Telegraph and |
am not with any of the neighborhood associations so | haven’t been a part of some of the discussions
that have been happening so | have only gotten a recent chance to review the EIR and may be
submitting formal comments. But, what | am really concerned about is the traffic situation that was
outlined in the EIR. It’s already really bad, there is a lot of traffic because that is a major thoroughfare to
the highway and it’s not even just at rush hour. Sometimes | come home at one o’clock or two o’clock in
the afternoon and it’s backed up all the way around the corner from Telegraph down the street. So,
thinking about even adding another two to four seconds may not seem like a lot but the reality is that it
is a lot. My instinct tells me that it actually will wind up being a lot more than that. There’s not enough
parking on the street already and it’s already a high density living and traffic area. So, thinking about
adding more residential and commercial units to such a small space in that area really scares me about
the continued quality in our neighborhood. It’s a community. People tend to know each other. We
walk a lot to different places and that is a huge building to be put in that area. None of the other
buildings or houses are even near that tall so to think about having a major visual building on that corner
just really frightens me in terms of how that will change not only the look of the area but the actual
quality of life there. There’s a huge problem | see, | mean, the creek and the playground will be
impacted and people’s ability to walk freely back and forth will be hugely impacted by that building.
Thank you very much.

Response: Comments are noted. The Draft EIR found that all potentially significant transportation
impacts could be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the identified mitigation
measures except for cumulative impacts at the intersection at Telegraph Avenue & 51°
Street in the year 2030 where the impact would be significant and unavoidable.
Potentially significant cumulative impacts at the intersection of Claremont Avenue &
Highway 24 eastbound off-ramp/Clifton Street in the year 2030 could be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with the identified mitigation except the mitigation would
require approval from Caltrans so the impact is conservatively considered significant
and unavoidable. The commentor’s concerns regarding traffic impacts are noted and
will be considered by the City during the deliberations of the requested City approvals.

Regarding parking, refer to the Master Response.
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The height of the project and the project’s potential visual impacts on the surrounding
area are addressed on pages 189 and 190 the Draft EIR which state that the proposed
project is generally consistent with the applicable visual resources policies in the
General Plan identified in Section 2.b of Chapter IV.C of the Draft EIR.

The ability of pedestrians to cross Clarke Street to and from the project site and
Redondo Playground is addressed on page 131 of the Draft EIR. Although no adverse
impacts to pedestrian safety are anticipated, there appears to be limited sight distance
along Clarke Street due to the way Clarke Street bends between Claremont Avenue and
51% Street. Therefore, it is recommended that the Project Sponsor implement a
pedestrian safety improvement plan for Clarke Street.

c-7

George Nesbit

George Nesbit, STAND. | would like to thank Hauser for having a public forum and making some positive
changes but | would like to say that it shouldn’t take a concerned neighborhood group like STAND suing
on other projects and the arbitrary planning process we have imposing EIRs to have one, we’re often
told “we’re implementing the general plan, we’re implementing the general plan” yet one of the policies
is for developers to meet with community up front. On the Draft EIR, it’s no surprise that we’ve ignored
all the zoning and general plan issues with the fact that this property is in two zones and two general
plan designations. More density equals more congestion. More congestion equals more pollution and
when we’ve paved over the last piece of dirt in our urban area, where are we going to grow our food,
get our energy to sustain us? Public transportation, more density is not necessarily the only way to get
people using more public transportation. Until gas is more expensive, until public transportation is more
convenient, a lot of people won’t be able to do it. We applaud the positive changes and definitely
looking at scaling the project back to the 93 unit alternative in the EIR, providing more space, a
greenway between Civig next door and this project would be another positive change. Thank you.

Response: Comments are noted. The Draft EIR discusses the zoning and General Plan designations
for the project site and the project’s consistency with the zoning and General Plan in
Chapter IV.B. The Draft EIR found that the project is generally consistent with the
zoning and General Plan policies. The comments will be considered by the City during
the deliberations of the requested City approvals.

C-8

Sanjiv Honda

Good evening, for the record, Sanjay Honda, East Bay News Service. In my limited two minutes | can’t
possible address all the points, I'll save some of the general points that relate to this and Kaiser for my
open forum time at the end of the meeting. Let me touch on four things of the EIR and let me begin by
what was said by the case planner relating to this as a worst case scenario. The reality in Oakland is that
what’s a worst case scenario on paper is a best case scenario in reality. Every major project that has
been built in the last 20 years has not met the requirements that have been outlined and as council
members such as Jane Brunner have pointed out, the planning commission is not the forum to raise
those issues particularly which he called the Jerry Brown planning commission because you have ratified
many things on the assumption that the market will work things out and what has happened is the
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impact, the negative impact, the destruction, the pollution, the resulting cancer is foisted upon the
residents of Oakland and let me point out these things in the EIR. There is inadequate analysis of the
public transportation. There is no mention of the five days a year that AC Transit runs dozens of buses,
those 60 foot diesel spewing machines because of the Cal football games, the associated parking with
people who park near there, there is no mention of what would happen in terms of reduction in
capacity and the impacts if the proposed BRT, bus rapid transit goes through, at least not an adequate
analysis | would say, based on what | have read. There is the second issue that you have just 50 feet
across the street from this proposed development, Bake Sale Betty’s, a tiny little business, taking up half
a block, encroaching on the public right of way with their sidewalk seating. No mention of the impact of
that little business, let alone all the other businesses in a two block radius, the additional traffic. The
fact that Bake Sale Betty’s does not have a sign, you might be surprised to learn, causes hundreds of
extra automobile trips per week in a two or three block radius as people spin round and round trying to
see where Bake Sale Betty’s is. You have no mention of the overflowing parking lot in the Walgreen’s
lot, you have no mention of a number of the other parking problems that exist, no mention of the
hundreds of RV’s, trucks and other vehicles that park for weeks at a time without getting cited, taking up
all the space along 51 Street. No mention of the disabled placards and the impact on the parking. The
last two things, 52" and Telegraph right across from this, | would suggest that your EIR consultant look
at the San Francisco Chronicle, CityWatch page, there was an extensive discussion of that little 52"
Street area and the impacts that it has on the neighborhood. Those need to be analyzed and responded
to. And the final thing is, the hundreds of delivery vehicles, UPS, Federal Express, U.S. Postal Service
and the others that double park, the impact on the parking, the congestion, the pollution, all those kinds
of things.

Response: Comments are noted. Impacts of the project on public transit are evaluated on pages
96 — 103 of the Draft EIR. The evaluation determines the project’s effect on transit
services and ridership would not be significant. Transit impacts are also not a
consideration under CEQA.

An evaluation of the traffic impacts resulting from project plus Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
conditions can be found in Appendix N of the Draft EIR. As noted in Appendix N,
“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.” Appendix N states (as demonstrated in Table N-1) that implementation
of the BRT would increase delay and degrade LOS at the intersection of Telegraph
Avenue & 52™ Street / Claremont Avenue. Both the Telegraph Avenue & 52" Street /
Claremont Avenue and Telegraph Avenue / 51 Street intersections would operate at
unacceptable LOS E or LOS F regardless of the BRT project.

Refer to the Master Response concerning parking.

Refer to Appendix Q in Chapter V of this document regarding the 51° Street and 52"
Street merge condition.
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The evaluation of project traffic impacts includes impacts of the project within the
existing condition and within the context of cumulative impacts. The cumulative
context includes all past, present, existing, approved, pending and reasonably
foreseeable future projects.

Commissioners’ Comments on the Draft EIR

c-9

Commissioner Mudge

| don’t have any comments on the adequacy of the document at this time. If | have any, | will submit
them by the deadline which is 4:00 p.m. on September 29" which | believe is a Monday.

Response: No response required.

C-10

Commissioner Zayas-Mart

| guess | wanted to thank the staff for the process that they’ve gone through in getting all this
information together. | will also submit my comments. Basically | have a funny feeling around EIRs
especially because they don’t take into account the pedestrian experience and their relative services.
That’s something that | keep bringing on every time and what environmental impacts will be created if
you didn’t have an active pedestrian experience.

Response: Pedestrian safety is evaluated on pages 87 and 88 of the Draft EIR.
C-11
Commissioner Boxer

No comments.

Response: No response required.
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D. MASTER RESPONSE
Many of the comments received on the Draft EIR raised similar issues concerning parking. Rather than
repeat the same response throughout this document, the City has prepared the following master

response to address these comments in a comprehensive fashion.

Master Response: Parking

Parking Not Considered an Impact Under CEQA

As stated on page 92 of the Draft EIR, project impacts related to parking supply/demand are not
considered a significant environmental impact under CEQA. The Draft EIR states the following:

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.® 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

* San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. the City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656.
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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.

Parking as a Consideration During the Deliberation of the Project Approvals

The project’s supply of off-street parking and its potential effect on the availability of on-street parking
in the vicinity of the project site will be considered by the City during the deliberations on the project
approvals. Comments received on the Draft EIR regarding parking will be considered by the City when a
decision on the project approvals is issued. When issuing a decision on the approvals for the project,
the City will determine whether the parking proposed in the project is appropriate.

Parking Analysis in the Draft EIR

The Draft EIR analyzed existing on-street parking and the project’s potential effect on on-street parking
in the vicinity of the project site in Chapter IV.A. The analysis in the Draft EIR concluded that 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, the project site’s urban location with access to transit, the proposed
shared parking program, the proposed on-site car-sharing program and the City’s Standard Condition of
Approval requirement for a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan that includes strategies
for reducing parking demand and single-occupancy vehicle travel.

Parking Occupancy Survey

A parking occupancy survey was conducted for the Draft EIR as discussed on pages 55-57 of the Draft
EIR. The study area for the parking survey was defined as the maximum distance (% mile) someone
would walk to/from the project site. The % mile distance reflects commonly accepted urban planning
standards.* Data for the parking survey were collected in 30 minute intervals during one weekday
midday (11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.), one weekday evening (6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. to
midnight), one weekend midday (11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.) and one weekend evening (6:00 p.m. to 8:00
p.m. and 10:00 p.m. to midnight). These time periods were selected because they are the periods that
typically experience maximum parking demand in commercial and residential areas. Parking demand
typically peaks during the midday in commercial districts and in the evening from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
for restaurant uses operating in the evening. Parking demand typically peaks in residential areas during
the late evening hours (10:00 p.m. to midnight). The parking occupancy survey found that on-street
parking occupancy in the overall study area ranged from a low of 54 percent during the weekday midday
to a high of 69 percent during the weekend evening, less than the 85 percent “practical capacity”
benchmark, indicating that there is available on-street parking in the study area.

* The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) refers to walking distance as % mile in its principles on
“Location & Intensity of Urban Development” when referencing mixed-use development
(http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/subregional/principles/principles.html ).
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Parking in Urban Infill Areas

On pages 94-95 of the Draft EIR is a discussion concerning a recent Caltrans study of vehicle generation
rates of infill developments in urban locations such as the project site location.® The study found that
certain land uses have lower vehicle trip generation rates in urban infill environments than the Institute
of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates. If a corollary is made for parking generation
rates similar to trip generation rates, then the predicted parking demand for the project would be
reduced to a level of approximately 36 percent of the ITE parking demand, which would be substantially
lower than the City’s parking requirements. Therefore, the project site’s urban infill location is likely to
reduce the project’s demand for parking and lessen the project’s parking impact on the surrounding
area.

Shared Parking Program

As discussed on pages 95-96 of the Draft EIR, the Project Sponsor proposes to implement a shared
parking program as part of the project. A total of 20 of the 102 on-site parking spaces would be shared
between commercial and residential uses in the project. The remaining 82 parking spaces would be
dedicated solely to the residential units. Commercial users would have access to the 20 shared spaces
from 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on weekdays and the residential units would have access to the 20 shared
parking spaces all day during weekends and from 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 a.m. during weekdays. The shared
parking area in the parking garage would be separated from the 82 residential spaces by an interior
gate. During the periods when commercial uses have access to the shared spaces, the exterior parking
gate at Clarke Street would be open to allow commercial users to access the shared parking area and
the interior gate would be closed and accessible only to the residential units. During the periods when
residential units have access to the shared spaces, the exterior parking gate at Clarke Street would be
closed and accessible only to the residential units. In the event that some or all of the commercial space
is occupied by a restaurant operating in the evening, the hours during which the commercial users
would have access to the shared parking area would be modified to provide commercial users access to
the shared parking area. The shared parking program is expected to reduce the project’s demand for
parking space and lessen the project’s parking impact on the surrounding area.

Car-Sharing Proposal

As stated on page 96 of the Draft EIR, the Project Sponsor proposes 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. With on-site car-sharing, the project’s demand for parking is likely to be
further reduced thereby further reducing the project’s parking impact on the surrounding area.

> Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), et al., 2008. Trip-Generation Rates for Urban Infill Land Uses in
California, April.
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Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Standard Condition of Approval

In accordance with the City’s Standard Conditions of Approval, the Project Sponsor would be required to

submit for City review and approval a Parking and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan that

includes strategies for reducing parking demand and single-occupancy vehicle travel. The City’s TDM

Standard Condition of Approval states:

Prior to issuance of a final inspection of the building permit, the applicant shall submit for

review and approval by the Planning and Zoning Division a Transportation Demand

Management (TDM) plan containing strategies to reduce on-site parking demand and single

occupancy vehicle travel. The applicant shall implement the approved TDM plan. The TDM shall

include strategies to increase bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and carpools/vanpool use. All four

modes of travel shall be considered. Strategies to consider include the following:

1.

w

Inclusion of additional bicycle parking, shower, and locker facilities that exceed the
requirement

Construction of bike lanes per the Bicycle Master Plan; Priority Bikeway Projects

Signage and striping onsite to encourage bike safety

Installation of safety elements per the Pedestrian Master Plan (such as cross walk striping,
curb ramps, count down signals, bulb outs, etc.) to encourage convenient crossing at
arterials

Installation of amenities such as lighting, street trees, trash receptacles per the Pedestrian
Master Plan and any applicable streetscape plan.

Direct transit sales or subsidized transit passes

Guaranteed ride home program

Pre-tax commuter benefits (checks)

On-site car-sharing program (such as City Car Share, Zip Car, etc.)

. On-site carpooling program

. Distribution of information concerning alternative transportation options

. Parking spaces sold/leased separately

. Parking management strategies; including attendant/valet parking and shared parking

spaces

The TDM plan would further reduce the project’s parking demand and single-occupancy vehicle travel

thereby further reducing parking and traffic impacts on the surrounding area.
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V. TEXT REVISIONS

In addition to the revisions that follow in this chapter, the Final EIR contains Chapter Il that addresses a
revised project titled the “Final EIR Project.” The Project Sponsor undertook a lengthy community
outreach process that reviewed and discussed the project with community stakeholders. The process
led to a refined project scheme that is reduced in scale to 102 units and is analyzed in Chapter Il of this
document.

This chapter presents specific revisions to the text of the Draft EIR that are being made in response to
comments, or to amplify and clarify material in the Draft EIR. Where revisions to the main text are
called for, the page and paragraph are set forth, followed by the appropriate revision. Added text is
indicated with underlined text. Deletions to text in the Draft EIR are shown with strikeeut. Page
numbers correspond to the page numbers of the Draft EIR. The revisions to the Draft EIR derive from
two sources: (1) comments raised in one or more of the comment letters received by the City of
Oakland on the Draft EIR; and (2) City-initiated changes that correct minor inaccuracies, typographical
errors or clarify material found in the Draft EIR subsequent to its publication and circulation. None of
the changes or clarifications presented in this chapter significantly alters the conclusions or findings of
the Draft EIR.

Page 55, Section g, fourth paragraph, Appendixt has been replaced with Appendix J.

Page 62, Figure IV-3, drawing 3, “SR 24 EB ©ff-Ramp” has been revised to “SR 24 EB On-Ramp.”

Page 63, Figure IV-4, drawing 3, “SR 24 EB Off-Ramp” has been revised to “SR 24 EB On-Ramp.”
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Page 66, Table V-9, has been revised as follows:

Table IV-1

ACCMA LOS Summary

Freeway Segment LOS Summary

2006
Segment Limit o Length No. of
CMP Route Jurisdiction . Speed LOS
(miles) Lanes
From To
1-580 On- ,
SR 24 84 - EB Fish Road Oakland 4.52 8 27.6 (F30)
ramp
A.M.
Peak ™ Rroa8a— | Fish
I-580 On-ramp Oakland 4.47 8 53.4 C
WB Ranch
1-580 On-
SR 24 84 - EB " | Fish Road Oakland 4.52 8 255 (F30)
ramp
P.M.
Peak Fish
SR24--WB I-580 On-ramp Oakland 4.47 8 58.8 B
Ranch
Source: Alameda County Congestion Management Program. 2006 Level of Service Monitoring Results. July 2006.
Page 78, Figure IV-6, drawing 3, “SR 24 EB 6ff-Ramp” has been revised to “SR 24 EB On-Ramp.”
Page 79, Figure IV-7, drawing 3, “SR 24 EB 6ff-Ramp” has been revised to “SR 24 EB On-Ramp.”
Page 80, Figure IV-8, drawing 3, “SR 24 EB ©ff-Ramp” has been revised to “SR 24 EB On-Ramp.”
Page 81, Figure IV-9, drawing 3, “SR 24 EB 6ff-Ramp” has been revised to “SR 24 EB On-Ramp.”

Page 95, last paragraph, second line, the word sapee has been replaced with space.

Page 119, Figure IV-14, drawing 3, “SR 24 EB 6ff-Ramp” has been revised to “SR 24 EB On-Ramp.”

Page 123, Figure IV-15, drawing 3, “SR 24 EB Off-Ramp” has been revised to “SR 24 EB On-Ramp.”
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Page 202, Table V-1 has been revised as follows:

Affordable
Proposed Building Housing Public Commercial
Project Alternative Development Height Creek Daylighting Units Plaza Space
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 Possible in Future at
Proposed Project Housing Units 36'to 65' Plaza Location Yes Yes Yes
CEQA Alternatives
Existing to
No Change Remain
No development / to Existing Without
1 No Project improvements Condition No No No Improvements
11,000 Sq. Ft. No Change
No Significant Commercial Space, No to Existing
2 Impact Residential Units Condition No No No Yes
45 35 Residential
Units, 2-4 Story
Existing Zoning/ Structures, 46 Parking Possible in Future at
3 Creek Daylighting Spaces 20' to 40' 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 ldentified Undefined Undefined Undefined Undefined Undefined
Temescal Gateway
6 Plan No Program Identified Undefined Undefined Undefined Undefined Undefined
7 Temescal Zoning No Program Identified Undefined Undefined Undefined Undefined Undefined
Planning Alternative
93 Residential Units, 7
Reduced Density/ Story Structure, Public
8 Creek Daylighting Park, Day-lighted Creek 15'to 75' Possible in Future No Yes No
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Page 207, the sentence “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” has been revised to “Alternative 3: The Existing Zoning/ Creek Daylighting Alternative
assumes development of 45 35 residential units in three structures that range in height from two to four
stories, or 20 to 45 in height.”
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Appendix O has been added to Volume 2 of the Draft EIR as follows:

APPENDIX O
SR-24 OFF-RAMP ANALYSIS AT 52"° STREET
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MITIG8 - AM Peak Wed Oct 15, 2008 17:23:43 Page 1-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)

Ahkhkkh bk rhhb A bk kA bk h kAR A b A bk d kb hk kA kk bk kb kA kA kbbb r kA k kA k k&

Intersection #1 SR 24 WB off-ramp / 52nd Street

khdkhkkhkdkdhkhkddhdhdbhbdbdhbdhhdbhbrbrddhhdhhk bbb hhdhddbhbhddhrdbhdbdbddbrddhhbdbobdbbddbdbddddbrd

Average Delay (sec/veh): S Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 16.6]

R S R R R R R R R R R R R R s R R R SRS

Street Name: SR 24 WB off-ramp 52nd Street

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L e P o= R LE = T -~ K ILi = B = R L = % - R
———————————— e et el Wl W oy et pimrchraveinl | Eeiore e bt [ b et e ettt
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Lanes: 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 2 0 O 0 0 0 0 O
------------ [ | | eisassmsmansasal|) [Eassatme s oy || s s rears s
Volume Module:

Base Vol: 0 0 350 0 0 0 0 797 0 0 0 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: 0 0 350 0 0 0 0 797 0 0 0 0
User Adj: 1.00 1.000 1.00 1.00 1.00: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.0 1.00 31.D0
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: 0 0 350 0 0 0 0 797 0 0 0 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FinalVolume: 0 0 350 0 0 0 0 797 0 0 0 0

Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:XXXXX XXXX 6.2 XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
FollowUpTim: XXXXX XXXX 3.3 XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX

Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: xxxXx XXxX 399 XXXH HKXAX XAXXX XEXX XXXX XXXXX HXXK XXX HXXXKX
Potent Cap.: XXXX XXXX 656  KHXH HUAK XAUXKK  KRAK HXHX XAAAN  HXKK HEAH HXARX
Move Cap.: KKXX XXXX 656 XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX HXXX XXXX XXXXX
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxx 0.53 XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX

Level Of Service Module:

2Way95thQ: KXXX XXXX 3.0 XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX
Control Del:xxxxx XXX 16.6 XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XUXXX XXXXX XXXX HXXXX
LOS by Move: * * C * * * * * * * * *
Movement: LT = LTR = RT LT = LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT

Shared Cap.: XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXAXX
SharedQueue: XXXXX XXXX XAXKXH XXAXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XAXK XXXXX XXXXX XXX XAXXX
Shrd ConDel:XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXHX XXXXX

Shared LOS: * * * * * * * * B * * *
ApproachDel: 16.6 XXXAXXX XEXXXX XEKXXXX
ApproachLOS: & * * *

R R R R e R R R R R R R R R R LR R R R R

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
kb dkdkhddbdrhhbh bbb dbdb b d bbb drd bbb ddbr bbb drdbb bbb bbbk ddddhbddbddddddddd
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)

Kk hkhhkhkhkdbrh b bk h ko kA bk Tk Ak Ak Ak bk bk h kb bk kb kbbb bk kb hddd

Intersection #1 SR 24 WB off-ramp / 52nd Street

hhhkhhhkdkhkdhhhhhkhrhhhdhdhdbhhhhhdhhhdbhhkbhh bbb kb h b hdrdhhro ok bbb hddh bbb hhbhbhhbhkhkdbhhkdhdhik

Average Delay (sec/veh): 98.6 Worst Case Level Of Service: F[158.6]

hhkdkhkhkhhhdbhhkdkhkdbhkhdhhbdhdhhbdhhddbhhhhdbddrddbdhhbdhbdhhdbhb bbb ddrdhdh bbb d bbb dhdbdhdhddddhdih

Street Name: SR 24 WB off-ramp 52nd Street

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L = T = R L = T = R I = W = R L - T - R
------------ e e | e e N bt e )
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Lanes: 6 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 O 00 2 0 O 0 0 0 0 O
------------ B e W e el W e ot | N S e e |
Volume Module:

Base Vol: 0 0 974 0 0 0 0 577 0 0 0 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: 0] 0 974 0 0 0 0 577 0 0 0 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: 0 0 974 0 0 0 0 577 0 0 ] 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0
FinalVolume: 0 0 974 0 0 0 0 577 0 0 0 0

Critical Gap Module:

Critical Gp:xxxxXxX XxXxxx 6.2 XXKXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
FollowUpTim: XXXXX XXXX 3.3 XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXAXX XXXXX XXUXX XXXXX
———————————— | e | [ e | | e | | e e |
Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: xXXX XXXX 289 XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX
Potent Cap.: xXXXxX XXXX 755 XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX
Move Cap.: MUK XXXX 755 XXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XKXXX XXXX XXXXX
Volume/Cap: XXXX XXXX 1.29 XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX
------------ | pr—remrmeneress| [=nrsresmenenens | |meoceseremr0 | | mmmmmr el
Level Of Service Module:

2Way95thQ: XXXX XXXX 22.0 XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX
Control Del:xxxXXX XXXX 158.6 XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XUXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
LOS by Move: o * F * * %* * * ¥ * * >*
Movement: L.¥ = LIR — RE LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT
Shared Cap.: XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX
SharedQueue: XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXKX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
Shrd ConDel:XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
shared LOS: E3 E3 * * * * * * £ 3 * * *
ApproachDel: 158.6 HXRXHK XXHXHX XAHXKX
ApproachLOS: F * * ®

kb h kb hA kb kA kb d kb hdk kb hkddkhkdhdbrhdrdhhrdhbddb bbb d bbbk b kbbb ddbdb bbb hbhhdbdd

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
kkhkhk kb hkdhdkhkhkhkhkh bbbk d bbbk bbbk bbbk bk dh bk bk kb bk kA bk h Ak Ak bk kbbb ok
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)

hdkkhkhkdkhhkdhdhdbhdhhdhhdhdhhdbhbdhhdbdhdddhhddbhdrdbdhdbdhhdbhhhdhbdhdbdddhdbdbddhddboddbhrhhhbhbhdd

Intersection #1 SR 24 WB off-ramp / 52nd Street

khkhkhhkkdkhhk kb hkh bk kb db bk hd bk hdhbhhb kbbb b dkddhhhdddhdkddddhddkddhdddoddordddddddhddhddddhdid

Average Delay (sec/veh): 5.1 Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 16.7]
e de e e o e e e o ke o o e e e ke e e o v e e e e e e e e e o e ke e e e o ke o ok o e e ke e e o e e o e e e o e g e b e e g e e e e e e o e e e e e e e e e e e

Street Name: SR 24 WB off-ramp 52nd Street

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
———————————— B s e S R e i s s il W v sssss siaiase =l b o e S S S S S |
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Lanes: 0 0 0 o0 2 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 2 0 O 0 0 0 0 O
------------ oo s et | i i I Koo ey o] I ooz ety e |
Volume Module:PROJECT

Base Vol: 4] 0 352 0 0 0 0 797 0 4] 0 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: 0 0 352 0 0 0 0 797 -0 0 0 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 11.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 0 0 352 0 0 0 0 797 0 0 0 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0} 0 0 0 0 0
FinalVolume: 0 0 352 0 0 0 o 797 0 0 0 0

Critical Gap Module:

Critical Gp:XXXXX XXXX 6.2 XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
FollowUpTim: XXXXX XXXX 3.3 XXMXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
------------ e i ) e e ) B e i W B |
Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol xXxx XXX 399 XXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX HXXXX
Potent Cap.: XXXX XXXX 656 XXXX XXHXK XXXXKX XEXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX
Move Cap.: XXXX XXXX 656 XHAKX XXHAX XXXXX XEXX XEXX XXXKX XXXX XXXX XXXXX
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxX 0.54 XxXx XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX
------------ | s || [Semmsomnnmrmme| | mmmmmrmem e
Level Of Service Module:

2Way95thQ: XXXX XXXX 3.0 XXXX XXXX XXHXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX
Control Del:XXxXXX XXXX 16.7 XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXAXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
LOS by Move: * * c * * * * * w* * k.3 k3
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT = LTR = RT LT - LTR = RT LT = LTR - RT
Shared Cap.: XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXAXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX
SharedQueue: XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
Shrd ConDel:XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
Shared LOS: w* * d* * & * * * * * * *
ApproachDel: 16.7 XXXXXX XEXXXX XX XXXX
ApproachLOS: C % ¥ *

R S R RS S 2 R R S R R A R A A AR R R R R RS R RS EE R RS SRR SRS R R AR SRR SRR R R R R

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
R e 2 XS s s 2 2 S 2 R 2 RS2 S R R R RS 2R R R R R R e AR R R R R R R R R R R R R R SRR R
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)

Khkdkdkhdkhkhdhb bk ok h ko hr bk d bk bk hh b kb bk hkddkddddhdddddddddd o dd o dodddedededodr o de & ok & & o o

Intersection #1 SR 24 WB off-ramp / 52nd Street

hkkdkhkkdkhhdkhhd bbb hr bbbk r bbbk bbb hdb o d bbb bbb rr b rdbr bbb hbd b bdb bbb kbbb dkhkdddhn

Average Delay (sec/veh): 102.3 Worst Case Level Of Service: F[162.4]

2 2 R R R s SRR SR R R R S R R R R R e R R R R R R R SRR R R R R R R R R R R R R R RS R

Street Name: SR 24 WB off-ramp 52nd Street

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
———————————— R ! 1 e | N e el R e e e
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Lanes: 0o 0 0 0 2 6 0 0 0 O 0 0o 2 0 O 0 0 0 0 O
------------ Tyt s il W b i o il W [ e e M e e e i
Volume Module:PROJECT

Base Vol: 0 0 981 0 0 0 0 577 0 0 0 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: 0 0 981 0 0 0 0 577 0 0 0 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: 0] 0 981 0 0 0 0 577 0 0 0 0
Reduct Vol: 0] 0 0] 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0 0]
FinalVolume: 0 0 981 0 0 0 0 577 0 0 0 0]

Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:XXXXX XXXX 6.2 XXHXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
FollowUpTim: XXXXX XXXX 3.3 XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX

Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: Xxxx XXxX 289 XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX
Potent Cap.: xXXX XXXx THEE  xAAX XUAX XMAXXX  XEXX XUAX XREAN XHAXH XXX XXEXXX
Move Cap.: XXX XXXX T55 XXHX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX
Volume/Cap: =xxxx xxxx 1.30 =xxXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX

Level Of Service Module:

2Way95thQ: XXX XXXX 22.3 XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX
Control Del:XxXxXXX XXXX 162.4 XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
LOS by Move: * * F * * * * * * e * *
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT

Shared Cap.: XXXX XXXX XXXXX XEXK XKXXX XEXXX XXXX XXXX KEXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX
SharedQueue : XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
Shrd ConDel:®XXXX XXXX XHUXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX HXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX

Shared LOS: * * * * * * * * “ = w *
ApproachDel: 162.4 XEXXXXK KXXXXX KAXKKHK
ApproachLOS: F * * *

IR R R R R R R e R R R R e R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R SRR R R

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
khkdkhkhkhkdhhhbdkdhhthhbhdodbhbdhddbhdrhdhrhbdrddbdbddbrdbdbdbdbhbddbhbdhddbhdbbdbdbhrbhdbdbhbdbdbdhoddbrbhbhhbdhddhiddddd
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Appendix P has been added to Volume 2 of the Draft EIR as follows:

APPENDIX P
FINAL EIR PROJECT SHADOW STUDY

118





CREEKSIDE MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT FINAL EIRNOVEMBER 2008
CHAPTER V. TEXT REVISIONS

SHADOW CASTING ON CIVIQ GREEN WAY
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9 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-1. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON CIVIQ GREEN WAY
SPRING EQUINOX MARCH 25
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10 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-2. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON CIVIQ GREEN WAY
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11 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-3. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON CIVIQ GREEN WAY
SPRING EQUINOX MARCH 25
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Figure P-4. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON CIVIQ GREEN WAY
SPRING EQUINOX MARCH 25
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Figure P-5. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects

123





CREEKSIDE MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT FINAL EIRNOVEMBER 2008
CHAPTER V. TEXT REVISIONS

SHADOW CASTING ON CIVIQ GREEN WAY
SPRING EQUINOX MARCH 25
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Figure P-6. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON CIVIQ GREEN WAY
SPRING EQUINOX MARCH 25
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Figure P-7. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON CIVIQ GREEN WAY
SPRING EQUINOX MARCH 25
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Figure P-8. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-9. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-10. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-11. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON CIVIQ GREEN WAY
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Figure P-12. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-13. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-14. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-15. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-16. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON CIVIQ GREEN WAY
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Figure P-17. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON CIVIQ GREEN WAY
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Figure P-18. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON CIVIQ GREEN WAY
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Figure P-19. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON CIVIQ GREEN WAY
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Figure P-20. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-21. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-22. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-23. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-24. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-25. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-26. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-27. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-28. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-29. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-30. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-31. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-32. Shadow Casting on Civiq Public Walkway. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-33. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-34. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-35. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-36. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-37. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-38. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-39. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-40. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-41. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-42. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-43. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-44. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-45. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-46. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-47. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-48. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-49. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-50. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-51. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-52. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-53. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-54. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-55. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-56. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-57. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-58. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-59. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-60. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-61. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-62. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-63. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-64. Shadow Casting on Claremont Towers Apartments. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-65. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-66. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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11 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-67. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-68. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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1 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-69. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-70. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-71. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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4 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-72. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-73. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-74. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-75. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-76. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-77. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-78. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-79. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-80. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-81. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-82. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-83. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-84. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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AUTUMNAL EQUINOX SEPTEMBER 23

1 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-85. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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AUTUMNAL EQUINOX SEPTEMBER 23

2 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

{ 3 ‘mmn ;

2 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-86. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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3 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project
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3 PM - Final EIR Proposed P'roject

Figure P-87. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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AUTUMNAL EQUINOX SEPTEMBER 23

4 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-88. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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9 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-89. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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—16 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-90. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-91. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-92. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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=
1 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-93. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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WINTER SOLSTICE DECEMBER 22

2 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

2 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-94. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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WINTER SOLSTICE DECEMBER 22

3 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

3 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-95. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
WINTER SOLSTICE DECEMBER 22

4 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

4 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-96. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-97. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SPRING EQUINOX MARCH 25

10 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-98. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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P |
11 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-99. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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12 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-100. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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1 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-101. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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2 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-102. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SPRING EQUINOX MARCH 25

3 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-103. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
SPRING EQUINOX MARCH 25

4 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-104. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-105. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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10 AM - Draft EIR Proposed Project
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10 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-106. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
SUMMER SOLSTICE JUNE 21

N .‘-" ,
g

b

11 AM - Dﬁ EIR Proposed Projec

B

t

11 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-107. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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12 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

12 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-108. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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1 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

1 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-109. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
SUMMER SOLSTICE JUNE 21

2 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-110. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
SUMMER SOLSTICE JUNE 21

3 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project o

Figure P-111. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
SUMMER SOLSTICE JUNE 21

4 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-112. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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Figure P-113. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
AUTUMNAL EQUINOX SEPTEMBER 23

10 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-114. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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P |
11 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-115. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
AUTUMNAL EQUINOX SEPTEMBER 23
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12 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-116. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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1 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-117. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
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2 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-118. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
AUTUMNAL EQUINOX SEPTEMBER 23

3 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-119. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
AUTUMNAL EQUINOX SEPTEMBER 23

4 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-120. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
WINTER SOLSTICE DECEMBER 22

Figure P-121. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects

239





CREEKSIDE MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT FINAL EIRNOVEMBER 2008
CHAPTER V. TEXT REVISIONS

SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
WINTER SOLSTICE DECEMBER 22

10 AM - Final EIR Propbsed Project

Figure P-122. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
WINTER SOLSTICE DECEMBER 22

11 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-123. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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A._
12 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-124. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
WINTER SOLSTICE DECEMBER 22

il
1 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-125. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
WINTER SOLSTICE DECEMBER 22

2 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

2 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-126. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
WINTER SOLSTICE DECEMBER 22

3 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

3 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-127. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON REDONDO PARK
WINTER SOLSTICE DECEMBER 22

4 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

4 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project .

Figure P-128. Shadow Casting on Redondo Park. Source: Hauser Architects
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9 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-129. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
SPRING EQUINOX MARCH 25

10 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-130. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
SPRING EQUINOX MARCH 25

11 AM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

11 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-131. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
SPRING EQUINOX MARCH 25

12 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-132. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
SPRING EQUINOX MARCH 25

1 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

1 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-133. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
SPRING EQUINOX MARCH 25

2 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

2 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-133. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
SPRING EQUINOX MARCH 25

3 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

3 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-135. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects

253





CREEKSIDE MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT FINAL EIRNOVEMBER 2008
CHAPTER V. TEXT REVISIONS

SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
SPRING EQUINOX MARCH 25

4 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

4 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-136. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
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9 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-137. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
SUMMER SOLSTICE JUNE 21

10 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-138. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
SUMMER SOLSTICE JUNE 21

11 AM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

11 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-139. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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12 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

12 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-140. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
SUMMER SOLSTICE JUNE 21

1 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

1 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-141. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
SUMMER SOLSTICE JUNE 21

2 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

2 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-142. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
SUMMER SOLSTICE JUNE 21

3 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

3 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-143. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
SUMMER SOLSTICE JUNE 21

4 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

4 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-144. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
AUTUMNAL EQUINOX SEPTEMBER 23

9 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-145. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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AUTUMNAL EQUINOX SEPTEMBER 23

10 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-146. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
AUTUMNAL EQUINOX SEPTEMBER 23

11 AM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

11 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-147. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
AUTUMNAL EQUINOX SEPTEMBER 23

12 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-148. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
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1 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

1 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-149. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
AUTUMNAL EQUINOX SEPTEMBER 23

2 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

2 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-150. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
AUTUMNAL EQUINOX SEPTEMBER 23

3 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

3 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-151. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
AUTUMNAL EQUINOX SEPTEMBER 23

4 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

4 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-152. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
WINTER SOLSTICE DECEMBER 22

9 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-153. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
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10 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-154. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
WINTER SOLSTICE DECEMBER 22

11 AM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

11 AM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-155. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
WINTER SOLSTICE DECEMBER 22

12 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

12 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-156. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
WINTER SOLSTICE DECEMBER 22

1 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

1 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-157. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
WINTER SOLSTICE DECEMBER 22

2 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-158. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
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3 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Proje

3 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project

Figure P-159. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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SHADOW CASTING ON TEMESCAL LIBRARY
WINTER SOLSTICE DECEMBER 22

4 PM - Draft EIR Proposed Project

4 PM - Final EIR Proposed Project '

Figure P-160. Shadow Casting on Temescal Library. Source: Hauser Architects
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Appendix Q has been added to Volume 2 of the Draft EIR as follows:

APPENDIX Q
51°" STREET & 52"° STREET MERGER ANALYSIS
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Darin Ranelletti, City of Oakland
FROM: Mark Spencer, DKS Associates
DATE: November 3, 2008
SUBJECT: 51% Street and 52° Street Merge Analysis P No. 07107-000

1000 Broadrany
Suite 450

DKS has prepared this memorandum to respond to comments received on the Draft EIR for the
Creekside Mixed-Use Development Project concerning potential traffic impacts at the merger of
51% Street and 52 Street between Telegraph Awvenue and Shattuck Avenue in Oakland,
California. This location was not evaluated as part of the Draft EIR prepared for the project.
Therefore, the analysis presented in this memo consists of an evaluation and assessment of traffic
count data, accident analysis, existing traffic flow patterns, the addition of project traffic and
potential improvements.

It is our understanding, based upon our review of the comment letters, that the key concems are
related to the congestion levels at this location causing back-ups towards, and sometimes onto,
Telegraph Avenue; vehicular activity, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. The City of Oakland
Significance Criteria do not include methodology for evaluating merge locations like 51% Street
and 52 Street. As such, there is no way to determine a level of serve or operating condition in a
quantitative manner. This memo summarizes the existing condition based on data and
engineering judgment, and makes an assessment of whether the proposed project would result in
significant adverse impacts under existing and cumulative conditions. We conclude that there
would be no significant adverse project or cumulative impacts.

Thiz memo is organized into seven sections: Existing Conditions, Accident Analysis, Existing
Conditions Summary, Existing Plus Project Conditions, Future Cumulative Conditions, Analysis
of Snggested Improvements and Recommended Non-CEQA Improvements.

Please refer to the attached spreadsheets for further information and supporting documentation.
1. Existing Conditions

DKS conducted vehicle turning movement counts at the merger of 51% Street and 52° Street
during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. The counts were conducted on Thursday, October 16,
2008. The counts consisted of two parts:

1). Separate counts for 51" Street and 52° Street approaching vehicles at the westbound
approach of Shattuck Avenue & 52 Street intersection.

2). The counts were then broken down by movement (left-tum, through, or right-turn) at
the westbound approach of Shattuck Avenue & 52 Street intersection. Attached are two
exhibits which illustrate the corresponding count locations.

Based on the vehicle count data, approximately 31% of the vehicles at Shattuck Avenue and 52*
Street (westbound approach) originate from 52™ Street while 69% arrive from 51% Street during
the A.M. peak hour. Inthe P.M. peak hour approximately 41% arrive from 52 Street, while
59% arrive from 51% Street. Table 1 summarizes the vehicle turning movement count data.

Oakland, CA 84607

B100) TE3-2061

H10) 2631730 fax
wni . dksassociates.com
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Table 1. Vehicle Turning Movement Count Summary at Shattuck Ave & 52" St

(westbound)

A.M. Peak (8:00—9:00 a.m.)

P.M. Peak (4:30— 5:30 p.m.)

From 52°¢ Street 313 31%
From 51% Street 708 69%
Total 1,021  100%

From 52 Street 392 41%
From 51% Street 571 59%
Total 963  100%

Table 2 summarizes the number of vehicles observed crossing from 51 Street onto 52™ street or
vice-versa shortly after the merge of 51 Street/52™ Street.

Table 2. Vehicle Turning Movement Summary at merge of 51% Street and 52™ Street

A.M. Peak Hour (8:00—9:00 a.m.)

Vehicles Crossing Over From

51% Street 134
52™ Street 101
Total 235
% Total 23%

Vehicles Going Straight
51" Street 574
527 Street 212
Total 786
% Total 77%

P.M. Peak Hour (4:30— 5:30 p.m.)

Vehicles Crossing Over

51" Street 114
52™ Street 120
Total 234
% Total 24%

Vehicles Going Straight
51% Street 457
52° Street 272
Total 729
% Total 76%

Notes: Percent (%6) total is based on the total approach volume (i.e. A.M. Peak Hour = 1,021 veh)
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2. Accident Data

DKS analyzed the Traffic Collision History Reports provided by the City of Oakland at the
merger of 51% Street and 52°! Street. The following collision summary includes the period
between January 2004 and December 2006, consistent with the traffic collision analysis prepared
in the Draft EIR. Tables 3-6 provide a summary of the number of collisions involving motor

vehicles, bicyclist, pedestrians and others.

Table 3. 51%/ 52" Street: Traffic Collision Summary
Motor Vehicle Involved With:
Year/No. of Collisions
Other Motor Vehicle Bicycle Pedestrian Other*
2004 16 13 0 3
2005 20 15 0 1
2006 11 7 0 2
47 35 0 6
100% 74% 0% 13% 13%
Notes: * Other includes fixed objects, vehicle on other roadway, parked vehicle or not stated.
Table 4. 51/ 52™ Street: Type of Collision Summary
No. of Type of Collision
Collisions . Head- Hit Rear- . . Veh- Not
Broadside On Object Fnd Sideswipe Ped Stated Other*
16 6 3 0 3 1 2 1 0
20 5 1 1 4 7 1 1 0
11 3 2 2 0 1 2 1 0
47 14 6 3 7 9 5 3 0
100% 30% 13% 6% 15% 19% 11% 6% 0%
Notes: * Other includes fixed objects, vehicle on other roadway, parked vehicle or not stated.
Table 5, 51%/ 52" Street: Reasons for Collisions
Reason for Collision
No. of . Traffic Unsafe Ped
Collisions | Auto R/'W F"“t"“""g Signal | Unsafe | Improper | Backing | RW | oo | oo,
Violation 00 and Speeds | Turning | Starting | Violatio e
Closely .
Signs Speed n
16 4 1 2 2 1 1 2 0 3
20 2 0 1 3 8 1 0 1 4
11 3 0 2 2 2 0 2 0 0
47 9 1 5 7 11 2 4 1 7
100% 19% 2% 11% 15% 23% 4% 9% 2% 15%
Notes: * not stated
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Table 6. 51/ 52" Street: Time of Collisions
Time Periods
No. of Collisions
TAM-11AM | 11AM-3PM (3PM-6PM | 6PM-10PM | 10PM - 7 AM

16 4 4 4 2 2

20 2 5 4 5 4

11 2 4 1 2 2

47 8 13 9 9 8

100% 17% 28% 19% 19% 17%

Based on the traffic collision data, most collisions are motor vehicle to motor vehicle and the
majority of them occur due to improper turning. Of the 47 collisions reported during the three
years, only 5 involved a vehicle and pedestrian. The majority of the accidents occur during
midday non-peak hour conditions (11 A.M. to 3; 00 P.M.)

As a comparison, a nearby segment of Telegraph Avenue between Aileen Street and 51° Street
had 63 accidents over the same three year period.

3. Existing Conditions Summary

Based on the information presented above the merge area is operating acceptably in that it is able
to process a large munber of vehicles between these intersections. There is inconvenience to
motorists due to periodic congestion and delays, accidents, and the merging of traffic from 51
Street and 52° Street. Overall, however, the number of accidents is relatively low (about 1.3
accidents per month). The three controlling intersections upstream and downstream of the merge
area are spaced relatively close together, which minimizes stacking distance and maneuverability
where the streets come together. The intersection of Shattuck Avenue at 52° Street is currently
operating at LOS F with average delays of 80 seconds per vehicle in the morning peak hour and
99 seconds in the PM peak hour (Tables IV-16 and IV-17 in the Draft EIR). The delays at the
intersection lead to queues forming in the merge area. However, the traffic volumes and overall
conditions in the merge area are not unusual for urban conditions such as this.

4. Existing Plus Project Conditions

When analyzing potential project impacts at a street merger, it is important to note the differences
in functionality of an intersection and a street merger. Intersections are points of traffic control
where two or more streets come together. Intersections have clearly defined methods of
measuring performance in terms of level of service, vehicle delay, or volume-to-capacity ratio. In
traffic engineering, intersections are often the bottlenecks in the system. Conversely, a street
merger is the junction of streams of traffic o that it forms one stream of traffic approaching an
intersection. There is no clearly defined method to measure the performance, operating condition
or gignificance threshold of a merger on a city street. That is why other items such as accident
rates and traffic volumes are considered when analyzing potential project impacts on a merger.
Unlike an intersection, the function of a street merger is not traffic control, but joining traffic
streams. Therefore, the analytical tools applied to intersections are not applicable to mergers.

The proposed project would add approximately 36 trips to the merge area during the A.M. peak
hour of which 56% (20 trips) would arrive from 52°¢ Street and 44% (16 trips) from 51 Street.
The 36 additional project trips would represent 4% of the total traffic. Based on the projected trip
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distribution pattern of the proposed project, 11 vehicles are anticipated to make the cross-over
from 51°% Street to 52°¢ Street.

During the P.M. peak hour, approximately 43%6 (9 trips) would arrive from 52° Street and 57%
(12 trips) from 51% Street. Eight of the 21 vehicles are anticipated to make the cross-over from
51% Street to 52™ Street. The additional 21 project trips would represent 2% of the total traffic.

Based on the low number of added trips the project iz not expected to result in an impact or
change in operating condition at the merge location of 51% Street and 52™ Street. Traffic volumes
often vary by as much as ten-percent a day, and the project added trips would be less than the
normal variation in traffic. After project trips are added to the street network, the merge area is
expected to operate the same as it does under the existing conditions. Therefore, there would be
no significant project impact.

5. Future Cumulative Conditions

Under future cumulative conditions, traffic in the merge area is anticipated to increase, as it will
throughout the area. Traffic growth is assumed and included in the intersection analysis
presented in the Creekside Draft EIR. As stated in the Draft EIR, as traffic increages, delays at
intersections will increase. Also, queues at intersections will increase. In the merge area, this is
likely to result in slower travel speeds and less maneuverability due to more vehicles in the merge
area. Based on data from the existing conditions that show that the majority of accidents at the
merger occur during midday non-peak hours, additional vehicles in the merge area may also lead
to fewer accidents associated with lane changes, as vehicles will be traveling slower due to
increased volumes. Accidents and other issues related to lane changes are one of the primary
concerns of motorists in the merge area.

Under future cumulative conditions, it is expected that the merge area will continue to operate
acceptably meaning that it will likely be able to continue fulfilling its primary function of
processing a large number of vehicles between intersections. Although traffic volumes are
expected to increase in the merge area, this increase may be accompanied by fewer accidents.
Due to the expectation that the merger will continue to function acceptably and accidents may
decrease, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts at the merger is considered less than
significant.

6. Analysis of Suggested Improvements

As stated above, there would be no significant adverse project or cumulative impacts to the merge
area and, thus, mitigation measures are not required. Nevertheless, in its comment letter on the
Draft EIR, the Rockridge Community Planning Council (RCPC) ! suggests making the following
improvement to the merger, which is evaluated below:

[Restrict] the right-most westbound traffic on 52 Street (and all westbound
traffic on 52* Street prior to the merge with 51% Street) to turning right onto
Shattuck Avenue. This could be accomplished, for example, by making the
right-most lane of 52™ Street at Shattuck a right-turn-only lane at Shattuck. In
order for this mitigation to be effective, parking would need to be prohibited in
the first 200 feet of northbound Shattuck Avenue north of the intersection with
52% Street during peak traffic hours. Coupled to this would be signage at the
intersection of southbound Telegraph Avenue and 52* Street indicating that 500
Street is for northbound Shattuck Avenue traffic only and all other westbound
traffic should continue south on Telegraph and tum right onto 51% Street.

! Letter dated January 22, 2008 addressed to Darin Ranelletti, City of Oakland.
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DKS evaluated the suggested improvement and has prepared the following response. As stated in
the Draft EIR, the intersection of Shattuck Avenue and 52° Street is projected to operate at LOS
F during the AM. and P.M. peak hours. The addition of project traffic would cause the
intersection to continue to operate at LOS F during both peak periods, causing a significant
impact at the intersection.

The proposed improvement would not only cause loss of parking spaces on 52°¢ Street but about
five parking stalls on northbound Shattuck Avenue would also have to be removed. Lane
markings on westbound 52°¢ Street would need to be modified. The suggestion may require
acquisition of additional right-of-way to allow for the widening of the road and to accommodate
the right-turn lane, which may not be feasible. The westbound approach is approximately 58°
wide. Widening the westbound approach would require approximately 60° of roadway. This
configuration could be accommodated within the existing right-of-way, but may result in
narrowing the 6° sidewalk to 4 and loss of 4-5 parking spaces. In addition, traffic signal poles
would need to be relocated.

Based on the field data, a total of only 10 percent of vehicles during the A.M. peak hour and 11
percent during the P.M. peak hour make a right turn onto northbound Shattuck Avenue. Of the
vehicles traveling westbound on 52 Street past Telegraph Avenue, only 4 percent of the vehicles
in the A.M. peak hour and 6 percent of the vehicles in the P.M. peak hour turn right on Shattuck
Avenue. Therefore, the suggested improvement would only affect a small portion of the
vehicles.

Restricting Westbound Traffic to 51% Street

RCPC’s suggested improvement also includes restricting westbound traffic to 517 Street. Based
on the most recent vehicle counts, a total of 275 vehicles that originally used 52* Street would
then need to be rerouted to the intersection of Telegraph and 51" Street. Based on field
observations, the segment of Telegraph Avenue between 52* Street and 51% Street already
experiences heavy vehicle queues in both the northbound and southbound directions. Given the
close proximity of these two intersections the addition of the rerouted vehicles would likely result
in queue storage capacity issues and also contribute to an increase in the currently deficient
operating condition at the intersection of Telegraph Avenue and 51" Street. Adding vehicles to
this intersection may require a longer traffic signal cycle length.

Relocating vehicles from 52* Street to 51% Street would result in longer delays at the Telegraph
Avenue and 51% Street intersection, but the intersection would remain at LOS D in the A.M. peak
hour and LOS E in the P.M. peak hour under the Project Condition.

Pedestrians and bicyclists would be affected since they would need to safely cross Telegraph
Avenue, 51% Street and/or 52™ Street. When vehicles queue past the intersection they block
crosswalks and encourage jaywalking to occur. The City would need to evaluate the pedestrian
crossing time at the intersections of Telegraph and 51° Street and Telegraph and 52°* Street and
consider further intersection design modifications that would aid in facilitating safe
pedestrian/bicycle crossings.

The residual traffic concems affecting neighboring streets as well as pedestrian safety concerns
and the addition of traffic and delay to a currently deficient intersection (Telegraph Avenue & 51°%
Street) would make this improvement undesirable compared to the existing traffic flow pattern.
Therefore, the suggested improvement is not likely to be an improvement to overall traffic
conditions and is not recommended.

7. Recommended Non-CEQA Improvements
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Although not required under CEQA since the project would result in a less than significant
impact on the merger, the items below are presented for informational purposes only, in the event
the City of Oakland considers pursuing a roadway change in the merge area to lessen motorist
inconvenience.

Currently there is a merge sign posted along 52 Street for vehicles approaching the merge with
51* Street. The City may consider other ways to regulate the flow of traffic into the merge area.
Adding new traffic signals on both 51% Street and 52" Street westbound approaches to the merge
would control the flow of traffic such that only one street would have priority at a time. The
signals would have to be coordinated with the upstream and downstream signals (Telegraph
Avenue/51% Street, Telegraph Avenue/52™ Street, Shattuck Avenue/52™ Street) such that queues
do not back up past these intersections.

Another consideration for the City would be to remove the pork chop island at the eastern end of
the merge area. Combined with making 52" Street a one-way westbound street between
Telegraph Avenue and Shattuck Avenue, this would allow for westbound lanes on 52™ Street to
be realigned to the south and to create a smoother transition of merging lanes approaching
Shattuck Avenue (by eliminating the crossover of traffic on the curve and having the streets
merge in a straighter alignment). These changes would have to be evaluated along with the effect
on the commercial parking lot access and redistribution of eastbound traffic from 52°¢ Street.
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