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TO: All Interested Parties

SUBJECT: Notice of Availability of Final Environmental Impact Report for the Measure DD Implementation Project and
Notice of a Planning Commission Meeting to certify the same

CASE NO.: ER 06-0017 (State Clearinghouse Number 2006122048)
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Oakland

PROJECT LOCATION: The proposed components of the Measure DD Implementation Project would be located in the
City of Oakland around Lake Merritt and the Lake Merritt Channel generally along Lakeshore Avenue, Lakeside Drive,
and 12" Street; on the Oakland waterfront between Alice Street and 66" Avenue; at the Ira Jinkins Recreational Center
on Edes Avenue in East Oakland; at the Studio One facility on 45"™ Street in North Oakland; and at multiple small
creekside locations throughout the City.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: In November 2002, Oakland voters passed a $198,250,000 bond measure entitled Oakland
Trust for Clean Water, Safe Parks (Measure DD)., This bond measure authorizes funding for physical improvements to
existing parks; acquisition of land for new parks; development of new parks and recreation facilities; clean water
measures; restoration and rehabilitation of recreation buildings; and implementation of creek and waterway protection
and restoration activities. The proposed project would implement the activities funded by Measure DD, which include the
following:

o Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel Improvements
o 12" Street Improvements
Replace the 12™ Street culvert at Lake Merritt Channel with a bridge to increase tidal flow into and out of

Lake Merritt
Reconfigure 12" Street, create a new 4-acre park, and connect these features to the Lake Merritt Channel

0 Lake Merritt Channel

Construct a bridge to replace the existing culvert at 10" Street

Redesign Channel at the Lake Merritt flood control station at 7" Streets

Improve bike, pedestrian access, restore wetlands and make other Channel and shoreline improvements
o0 Lakeshore Avenue, El Embarcadero, Pergola, and E. 18th Street Pier Improvements

Consolidate the EI Embarcadero roadway to form a “Grand Lake green link”

Renovate Pergola

Renovate E.18" Street Pier

Widen Lake Merritt Park paths and add bike lanes by reconfiguring Lakeshore Avenue

0 Lakeside Drive and Municipal Boathouse

Widen Lake Merritt Park paths and add bike lanes by reconfiguring perimeter streets (Oak Street, Harrison
Street, and Lakeside Drive)
Renovate the Municipal Boathouse at 1520 Lakeside Drive and restore public use

0 Snow Park and Lakeside-Harrison-20th Street Intersection

Expand Snow Park and redesign the Lakeside Drive-Harrison Street-20" Street Intersection
Implement system-wide improvements including paths, irrigation, landscaping, furnishing, restrooms and
signs
o0 Bellevue Avenue Redesign, Children’s Fairyland and the Sailboat House

Redesign Bellevue Avenue to improve circulation and to accommodate parking moved from the Sailboat
House

Renovate Children’s Fairyland

Renovate the Sailboat House and convert some of the adjacent parking lot to parkland
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o Water Quality Control Measures and Other Improvements

Install stormwater filters, floating trash barriers, and aerating fountains, and implement other water quality
improvements, including goose management elements
Repair or replace Lake Merritt retaining walls

e Oakland Waterfront Trail and Access Improvements

Acquire land for conservation and remediation purposes

Remediate hazardous materials from contaminated soils

Provide continuous public access from Jack London Square to Martin Luther King Jr. Regional Shoreline
Construct an access/overlook area at 66th Avenue

Acquire and develop Estuary Park, Meadow Park and a new park in the area of the 9th Avenue Terminal
Complete Union Point Park

East and North Oakland Recreation Facilities

Construct the East Oakland Sports Complex

Renovate and restore Studio One Art Center

O 0O O 0O 0O O o0 o o

e City-wide Creeks Restoration, Preservation and Acquisition

0 Restore and rehabilitate creeks by creating natural meanders, regrading and stabilizing banks, removing failing
structures, and landscaping with native plants

0 Acquire creekside properties to facilitate restoration and habitat preservation

Implementation of the Project is anticipated to require actions or approvals by the City including design review,
conditional use permits, tree removal permits, grading permits, and creek protection permits. These actions will be
considered after certification of the Final EIR.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: On July 20, 2007, a Draft EIR was published for this project, and a 52-day public review
and comment period occurred from July 20, 2007 to September 10, 2007. The standard 45-day minimum comment
period specified by State law was extended to allow for additional public review opportunities after the Labor Day holiday
in early September. In addition, because September 10 was a City of Oakland holiday and City offices were closed,
public comments were accepted until September 11, 2007. All comments that were received have been compiled and
responded to in a Response to Comments document, along with changes and clarifications to the Draft EIR. The
Response to Comments document, together with the Draft EIR, constitutes the Final EIR for the proposed project. The
City of Oakland, as the Lead Agency, is hereby releasing this Final EIR, finding it to be accurate and complete and ready
for certification. The preparation of the Final EIR has been overseen by the City’s Environmental Review Officer or
his/her representative, and the conclusions and recommendations in the EIR document represent the independent
conclusions and recommendations of the City. Copies of the Final EIR will be available for distribution to interested
parties at no charge starting Friday, January 25, 2008, after 3:00 p.m. at the Community and Economic Development
Agency, Planning Division, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, CA 94612, Weekdays, 8:30 a.m. to 5:00
p.m. and on the City of Oakland Website at:
http://www.oaklandnet.com/government/ceda/revised/planningzoning/MajorProjectsSection/environmentaldocuments.ht
ml

Public Hearing: The Oakland Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on February 13, 2008, to consider
certification of the Final EIR for the project. Project approvals will be acted upon by the appropriate agencies at later
dates. For further information please contact Elois A. Thornton, Planner 1V, City of Oakland, Community and Economic
Development Agency, Planning Division, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, California 94612; telephone
(510) 238-6284; email: eathornton@oaklandnet.com.

PUBLIC HEARING:

Wednesday, February 13th, 2008 at 6:00 p.m. City Planning Commission, Hearing Room 1, City Hall, One

Frank H. Ogawa Plaza (Considering certification of the Final EIR)

Dated: January 25, 2008 Elois A. Thornton
Planner IV
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l. INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE OF THE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

This document has been prepared to respond to comments received on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (Draft EIR) prepared for the Measure DD Implementation Project (SCH#
2006122048). 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 Response 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) that included a list of potential
environmental effects that could result from the proposed project. The NOP was published on
December 8, 2006 and a public scoping meeting was conducted on January 3, 2007. Comments
received by the City on the NOP were taken into account during the preparation of the EIR.

The Draft EIR was made available for public review on July 20, 2007 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. Verbal comments on the Draft EIR were accepted at the
City of Oakland Planning Commission meeting held on September 5, 2007.

The CEQA-mandated public comment period for the Draft EIR ended on September 11, 2007. The
comment period extended over a 53-day period, about a week longer than the 45-day comment period
required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15105(a). The
Copies of all written comments received during the comment period are included in Chapter I11 of
this document.

C. DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION
This RTC Document consists of the following chapters:

« Chapter I: Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of this RTC Docu-
ment and the Final EIR, and summarizes the environmental review process for the project.
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« Chapter IlI: 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 pub-
lic comment session on the Draft EIR during the public review period.

« Chapter IlI: Comments and Responses. This chapter contains reproductions of all comment let-
ters received on the Draft EIR as well as a summary of the comments provided at the public com-
ment session. A written response for each CEQA-related comment received during the public
review period is provided. Each response is keyed to the preceding comment. It should be noted
that many of the comments received do not pertain to the CEQA analysis, but relate to the merits
of the project or other issues. While these comments will be included in the record before the
decision-makers, the purpose of this document is to respond to CEQA comments and not other
issues.

« Chapter IV: Draft EIR Revisions. Corrections 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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1. LIST OF COMMENTING AGENCIES,
ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS

This chapter presents a list of letters and comments received during the public review period and it
describes the organization of the letters and comments that are included in Chapter I1l, Comments and
Responses, of this document.

A. ORGANIZATION OF COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

Chapter 111 includes a reproduction of each letter received on the Draft EIR. The written comments
are grouped by the affiliation of the commentor, as follows: State, local and regional agencies (A) and
organizations and individuals (B). Verbal comments (C) provided at the Planning Commission
meeting held on September 5, 2007 are provided in the order that they were given at the meeting.

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

State, Local and Regional Agencies: Al-#
Individuals & Organizations: Bl-#
Verbal Comments Cl-#

The letters are numbered and comments within that letter are numbered consecutively after the
hyphen.

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

The following comment letters 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

Al AC Transit September 10, 2007
Nancy Skowbo, Deputy General Manager for Service Department

A2 Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) August 27, 2007
Sara Polgar, Planner

A3 Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District September 10, 2007

County of Alameda Public Works Agency
Kwablah Attiogbe, Environmental Services Supervisor

A4 East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) September 10, 2007
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A5

A6

AT

A8

William Kirkpatrick, Manager of Water Distribution Planning

East Bay Regional Park District
Chris Barton, Senior Planner

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

Timothy Sable, District Branch Chief

California Public Utilities Commission (PUC)

Kevin Boles, Environmental Specialist
United States Coast Guard

David H. Sulouff, Chief, Bridge Section

Organizations and Individuals

Bl

B2

B3

B4

B5
B6
B7
B8

B9

B10
B11
B12
B13
B14
B15
B16
B17
B18
B19
B20
B21

Golden Gate Audubon Society

September 5, 2007
September 10, 2007
August 31, 2007

September 7, 2007

September 7, 2007

John Bowers, Member, East Bay Conservation Committee

California Oaks Foundation
Janet Santos Cobb, President

Law Offices of Brian Gaffney
Matt McFarland

Bishop Architecture
Ron Bishop, Architect - AIA

Ron Bishop

Friederike E. Droegemueller
John MacHenry

Joe Matera

Acting President, Essex Homeowners Association

David Gill

September 10, 2007
September 7, 2007
September 11, 2007

September 5, 2007

September 19, 2007
September 11, 2007
September 11, 2007

September 11, 2007

Past President, Lakeside Regency Plaza Homeowners Association

David Mix
David Mix
David Mix
Gloria Pieretti
Ken Pratt
Nancy Rieser
Nancy Rieser
John Wilson
Elise Ackerman
Barton Mayhew
Catherine McBride

Inlandboatmen’s Union of the Pacific
Marina Secchitano, Vice President

September 5, 2007
September 13, 2007
September 11, 2007
September 10, 2007
September 11, 2007
August 5, 2007
September 10, 2007
September 11, 2007
September 11, 2007
September 11, 2007
September 11, 2007
September 5, 2007
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II. LIST OF COMMENTING AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS

B22

B23

B24

B25

C1

Hanson Aggregates
Mike Bishop, Marine Operations Manager

Gallagher & Burk Materials Division
Alan French, General Manager

Union Pacific Railroad Company
Jeff Asay, Senior Counsel — Western Region

Steefel, Levitt & Weiss
Shirley E. Jackson

Planning Commission Public Hearing Comments

September 10, 2007
August 22, 2007

September 10, 2007
September 14, 2007

September 5, 2007
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I11. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Written responses to each comment letter 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 are grouped
by the affiliation of the commenting entity as follows: State, local and regional agencies and commis-
sions (A); organizations and individuals (B); and public hearing comments (C).

The reader should note that where text within individual letters is not enumerated, it does not raise
environmental issues and does not relate to the information or analysis within the Draft EIR;

therefore, no response is required.
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MASTER RESPONSE M-1 - PROJECT-RELATED TREE REMOVALS

The City has received comments on the Draft EIR’s analysis of the tree removals associated with the
implementation of Measure DD-funded activities and has prepared Master Response M-1 to address
this issue. Master Response M-1 also provides updated information about events related to three tree
removal permits that occurred after the Draft EIR was published. The Master Response includes
revisions to the Draft EIR made to disclose these events and to respond to specific comments made on
the Draft EIR.

Summary of Events Related to Permits to Remove Trees around Lake Merritt

In June 2002, prior to the passage of Measure DD, the City analyzed the measure’s potential
environmental effects in an Initial Study that relied upon previous environmental documents prepared
by the City. The previous environmental documents included the Oakland General Plan Open Space,
Conservation and Recreation (OSCAR) Element Mitigated Negative Declaration, the General Plan
Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) EIR, the Estuary Policy Plan EIR, and the Coliseum
Redevelopment Plan Area EIR. Based on the environmental analysis, the City found that all
potentially significant effects would be avoided or mitigated by mitigation measures required by
previously prepared CEQA documents. As a result, because none of the circumstances calling for
preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR were present the City prepared an Addendum to the
previous environmental documents.

In December 2005, the City issued three permits for the removal of trees around Lake Merritt. The
tree removals are part of the implementation process for the reconstruction of 12" Street and park and
street improvements along Lakeshore Avenue, Lakeside Drive and at the Municipal Boathouse. In
accordance with CEQA, prior to approving these permits, the City prepared an environmental
analysis of the proposed removals, which showed that none of the circumstances calling for
preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR were present. In August 2006, a lawsuit was filed
that challenged the City’s granting of the permits. The lawsuit made several arguments against the
approval of the permits including that the tree removals would have an aesthetic impact and impacts
on biological resources. Further, the lawsuit claimed that the City’s environmental review of the
permits was inadequate and that additional CEQA documentation should be prepared to address the
proposed tree removals. At the time that the Draft EIR for the Measure DD Implementation Project
was published in July 2007, the lawsuit was still pending. On October 10, 2007, the Superior Court of
California, County of Alameda, upheld the permits, finding that “substantial evidence does not exist
in the record to support a fair argument that the issuance of the tree permits may have a significant
effect on the environment requiring an EIR be prepared.” Thereafter, the City removed some trees
around Lake Merritt, including those along Lakeshore Avenue and Lakeside Drive near the Municipal
Boathouse pursuant to the permits.

The City issued the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Measure DD Implementation Project EIR on
December 8, 2006. As some project components had already been planned, designed and funded in
reliance upon the 2002 Addendum and prior to the City’s decision to prepare this EIR, some
components of Measure DD were already constructed or were under construction. These components
are described and analyzed in the EIR at a level appropriate to their stage of development when the
NOP for the project was issued in December 2006. Included in the Draft EIR is an analysis of the
impacts of the project-related tree removals around Lake Merritt and elsewhere. This analysis was
included in the EIR because the tree removals had not occurred at the time the NOP was published
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and thus the trees were part of the environmental setting against which the impacts of the project were
assessed.

Consistent with the City’s previous analysis, the Measure DD Implementation Project EIR finds that
the tree removals will not have any significant unmitigated environmental effects. Although the
removal of some trees has already occurred in accordance with the City’s tree removal permit
process, the removal does not alter the analysis or findings of this EIR. Subsequent removals
associated with the previously issued permits will be performed in accordance with the information
and analysis presented in the Measure DD Implementation Project EIR and previous environmental
documentation, as have the removals that have already occurred.

In recognition of the Court’s ruling upholding the City’s CEQA determination on the tree permits and
affirming their validity and to reflect the fact that some trees have been removed and others will be
removed in accordance with the previously issued permits, and that new trees will be planted in
accordance with the previously issued tree permits, the text of the Draft EIR is revised as indicated
below. Where appropriate, the revised text includes revisions made in response to specific comments
that are addressed elsewhere in the Response to Comments document. Revisions have been made to
the Project Description (Chapter I11), Biological Resources (Section IV.F), Aesthetic Resources
(Section IV.M); and Alternatives (Chapter V).

Project Description (Chapter 111)

The text that begins on Page 23 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

MEASURE DD BACKGROUND

In November 2002, Oakland voters passed a $198,250,000 bond measure entitled Oakland Trust for
Clean Water, Safe Parks (Measure DD). This bond measure authorizes funding for physical
improvements to existing parks; acquisition of land for new parks; development of new parks and
recreation facilities; clean water measures; restoration and rehabilitation of recreation buildings; and
implementation of creek and waterway protection and restoration activities.

In June 2002, prior to the passage of Measure DD, the City analyzed the measure’s potential
environmental effects in an Initial Study that relied upon previous environmental documents prepared
by the City. The previous environmental documents included the Oakland General Plan Open Space,
Conservation and Recreation (OSCAR) Element Mitigated Negative Declaration, the General Plan
Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) EIR, the Estuary Policy Plan EIR, and the Coliseum
Redevelopment Plan Area EIR. Based on the environmental analysis, the City found that all
potentially significant effects would be avoided or mitigated by mitigation measures required by in
previously prepared CEQA documents. As a result, because none of the circumstances calling for
preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR were present, and-thus-the City prepared an
Addendum to the previous environmental documents.

As more defined proposed project components have been identified since the 2002 Addendum, the
City has now decided to prepare this EIR to provide a more comprehensive environmental analysis
for the Measure DD Implementation Project. As some project components had already been planned,
designed and funded in reliance upon the 2002 Addendum and prior to the City’s decision to prepare
this EIR, some components of Measure DD have already been constructed or are currently under

P:\RAJ0606\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses4.doc (1/23/2008) 9
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construction. These components are described and analyzed at a level appropriate to their stage of
development when the NOP for the project was issued in December 2006.

l-aWSH-I-t—At the tlme the Draft EIR was publlshed in July 2007 a Iawswt was pendlnq that challenqed

the granting of three permits for tree removal around Lake Merritt, and another CEQA document, the
2006 Lake Merritt Channel Wetlands and Widening Project EIR. On October 10, 2007 subsequent to
the close of the public review period for the Draft EIR, the Superior Court of California, County of
Alameda, upheld the tree permits and the City’s CEQA determination for the tree permits ruling that
“substantial evidence does not exist in the record to support a fair argument that the issuance of the
tree permits may have a significant effect on the environment requiring an EIR be prepared.” The
court also dismissed the challenge to the Channel Wetlands and Widening Project EIR and entered
judgment in favor of the City. Thereafter, the City removed some trees around Lake Merritt,
including those along Lakeshore Avenue and Lakeside Drive near the Municipal Boathouse pursuant
to the permits. None of these removals (nor any other circumstances occurring subsequent to
circulation of the Draft EIR) alter the EIR’s analysis or conclusions. The EIR acknowledges that the
tree removals will occur and new trees will be planted in accordance with the previously issued

permits.

The text at the bottom of page 30 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

The City is proposing to renovate existing plantings and irrigation around the 12" Street component
site. This includes removing approximately 157 existing trees from the median strip along 12" Street,
the Kaiser Convention Center parking lot and some areas along the banks of the Lake Merritt Channel
and replanting these areas with approximately 321 new trees and other landscaping. The final
numbers of trees removed or planted may differ slightly from these counts. Some trees will would-be
removed because they are in conflict with the new construction, are diseased, have severe structural
defects or are fast-growing, short-lived trees reaching the end of their life expectancy. Figure 111-3
shows the area where trees are prepesed to be removed as part of this project component. As part of
the project design process the City hired a certified arborist to evaluate the trees to be removed
propesed-forremoval-around Lake Merritt and the Lake Merritt Channel. The arborist recommended
preserving four trees in this area by redesigning the project or by relocating some of the trees. The
City has incorporated these recommendations into the project. The arborist’s report is provided in
Appendix I.

The fourth sentence in the last paragraph at the bottom of page 35 of the Draft EIR is revised as
follows:

The City will isproepesing-te-remove some existing trees (approximately 58) along the channel as
shown in Figure I11-5.

The text at the top of page 41 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

(2) Lakeshore Avenue Variant B. Lakeshore Avenue Variant B proposes to re-stripe the
street to create one travel lane in each direction, a Class 2 bike lane in each direction, a continuous
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left-turn lane down Lakeshore Avenue, and parking lanes along both curbs. A planting strip,
including street trees, would be included along the park border. A multi-use path would be installed
between the planting strip and the park landscaped area. As with Variant A, park landscaping would
be renovated and-theremoval-efwith some trees removedis-proposed. The surface of the lakeside
path would be resurfaced with stabilized decomposed granite and would be widened at the narrow
spots. The pedestrian crossing at Cleveland Cascade would be improved and mid-street pedestrian
islands would be included at intersections as appropriate. Typical construction activities would
include paving, grading, path resurfacing and replanting of landscaping.

The text at the bottom of page 41 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

(7) Landscaping Improvements. Approximately 9 acres of existing planting and irrigation
are proposed to be renovated along Lakeshore Avenue. This renovation weuld-includes removing
approximately 24 existing trees and planting approximately 135 new trees. The final numbers of trees
removed or planted may differ slightly from these counts. As part of the project design process the
City hired a certified arborist to evaluate the trees to be removed preposed-forremeval-around
Lakeshore Avenue. The arborist recommended preserving one tree in this area by relocating it. The
City has incorporated this recommendation into the project. The arborist’s report is provided in
Appendix I. The trees were identified for removal weuld-be-remeved-because they are diseased, have
severe structural defects, are crowding buildings, conflict with the new construction or are fast-
growing, short-lived trees reaching the end of their life expectancy. Landscaped areas with shrubs and
ground cover would replace the existing lawn in narrower parts of the park corridor. This substitution
would reduce maintenance and water use and reduce the attractiveness of the area to Canada geese.
Hardscape development, including benches and patios, would be added at creek nodes and areas
where small peninsulas jut out into the Lake. Figure I11-7 shows a proposed landscaping plan, which
indicates where trees would be removed and new trees would be planted.

The text at the top of page 47 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Approximately 4 acres of existing planting and irrigation are proposed to be renovated along
Lakeside Drive and around the Boathouse. This renovation weuld-includes removing approximately
20 existing trees and planting approximately 65 new trees. The final numbers of trees removed or
planted may differ slightly from these counts. The trees were identified for removal would-be
remeved-because they are in conflict with the new construction, are diseased, have severe structural
defects or are fast-growing, short-lived trees that have reached the end of their life expectancy. Figure
111-9 shows the proposed landscape plan, which indicates the locations of where-tree removals would

beremeved-and new tree plantings-would-be-planted.

Biological Resources (Section 1V.F)

The text that begins at the bottom of page 211 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

(¢B)] Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-status Species. The only special-status species
potentially occurring within all component groups is Cooper’s hawk, a California Species of Special
Concern. The numerous tall trees throughout the Measure DD Implementation Project area provide
nesting habitat for a variety of native bird species, potentially including Cooper’s hawk. In addition,
some of the creek restoration sites in the upper Oakland watershed may contain suitable nest trees for
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sharp-shinned hawk. Both these species are California Species of Special Concern. Propesed-tTree
removal within the Lake Merritt and the Lake Merritt Channel group area and potential tree removal
within other group sites could directly impact nesting Cooper’s and sharp-shinned hawks by
removing trees that support active nests. Prolonged loud construction noise could also disturb nesting

birds, resulting in nesting failure and/or nest abandonment.

Implementation of the City’s Standard Conditions of Approval (Condition 32) will reduce potential
impacts to nesting Cooper’s and sharp-shinned hawks to a less-than-significant level. The pre-
construction survey shall be conducted within 15 days prior to the start of work from March 15
though May (since there is higher potential for birds to initiate nesting during this period), and within
30 days prior to the start of work from June through August 15.

The discussion of protected trees in the middle of page 213 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

(6) Protected Trees. Based on current plans, the Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel
group includes removal of propeses-te+emeove-a number of pretected-trees protected under the City’s
Tree Ordinance. Protected trees might also be removed as part of the Waterfront Trail, Recreational
Facilities, and City-wide Creeks groups. This impact is discussed in Section IV.F2c.

The discussion of protected trees beginning on page 218 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

(6) Protected Trees. In order to create additional parkland along the south shore of Lake
Merritt and make other improvements around the Lake, approximately 259 trees, including 129
protected trees, are to weuld-be removed and 521 new trees and other landscaping are to weuld-be
installed to replace them. Approximately 510 existing trees will would-be retained. Overall, the trees
will weuld-be replaced at about a 2:1 ratio, that is, two trees will would-be planted for each tree
removed. Table IV.F-3 summarizes the prepesed-tree removals and new plantings by project
component within the Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel project group. As part of the project
design process the City engaged a certified arborist to evaluate the trees to be removed prepesed-for
remeval-in this group. The arborist recommended preserving five trees by redesigning the project or
by relocating some of the trees. The City has incorporated these recommendations into the project and
the numbers in Table IV.F-3 reflect the preservation of these trees. The arborist’s report is provided in

Appendix I.
Table 1V.F-3: Propesed-Tree Removals for the Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel
Project Group
Trees Protected Ratio of Trees
to be Trees Planted to
Removed to be Removed | New Trees Trees
Treesto be | Propesedfor | Propesed-for to be Removed
Project Component Retained® Removal Removal Planted
Lakeside Drive/Municipal 30 20 17 65 325
Boathouse
Lakeshore Avenue/El Embarcadero 90 24 6 135 5.4
12™ Street Reconstruction 50 157 90 321 2.0
Lake Merritt Channel 340 58 16 o° 0
TOTAL 510 259 129° 521 2.0

arborist.

Numbers of trees are approximate. Totals include trees recommended for preservation or relocation by the certified
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® No new trees will would-be planted along the Channel because the habitat type would be converted from landscaped urban
parkland to wetlands and open water.

¢ Includes eight protected oak trees.

Source: HortScience, 2007.

The City of Oakland’s Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance (OMC Chapter 12.36) requires a
permit for removal of protected trees. A permit is also required if work might damage or destroy
protected trees. The project will weuld-comply with the Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance
and weuld-obtain permits for the removal of any protected trees. In addition, the City considers other
factors in determining significance for purposes of CEQA including: the number, type, size, location
and condition of the protected trees to be removed and/or impacted by construction and the protected
trees to remain, with special consideration given to native trees, as discussed below.

The majority of protected trees to be removed are located in the 12™ Street reconstruction area.
Although protected trees are present in this area many of the trees are in poor or fair condition (see
Appendix 1); are in the landscaped median strip for 12" Street that is accessible only via rarely used
pedestrian underpasses; or are in small planting strips within the parking lot for the Kaiser
Convention Center (see Figure 111-3). Most of the trees are non-native ornamental species. When the
project components around Lake Merritt are looked at as a whole, about twice as many trees are
retained in the project area as are to weuld-be removed and approximately two trees will would-be
planted for each tree removed. The new trees in the 12" Street reconstruction area will weuld-be part
of proposed landscaped areas that would have direct pedestrian access to Lake Merritt and
surrounding civic buildings. The four components of Group 1 (Lakeside Drive/Municipal Boathouse,
Lakeshore Avenue/El Embarcadero, and Lake Merritt Channel) either retain more trees than they
weuld-remove and/or plant at least twice as many new trees as are weuld-be-removed (Lakeside
Drive/Municipal Boathouse, Lakeshore Avenue/El Embarcadero, and 12" Street Reconstruction).
Eight trees to be removed are protected native oak trees.

The project would not fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland’s Tree Preservation and
Removal Ordinance and would therefore be a less-than-significant impact for the following reasons:
approximately twice as many trees will would-be retained as will would-be removed; removed trees
will woeuld-be replaced at approximately a 2:1 ratio; the majority of trees to be removed are in poor or
fair condition; and many are located in a parking lot or an inaccessible median strip. In addition,
because trees are being replaced at approximately a 2:1 ratio many benefits lost by the removal of
trees, such as aesthetics, energy conservation, reductions in stormwater runoff, improvements in air
quality, and capture of carbon dioxide (a greenhouse gas) will weuld-be compensated for in a few
years because of the large number of new trees being planted. The impacts of removing trees and the
benefits of planting new trees in the Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel group were estimated
guantitatively using a computer application developed by scientists at the United States Department
of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service's Pacific Southwest Research Station to assess populations of
street trees.” The results of this study are provided in Appendix I. Because the City would comply
with the Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance, the Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel
project components would have a less-than-significant impact. To reach this conclusion, the City
considered the number, type, size, location and condition of the protected trees to be removed and/or
impacted by construction and the protected trees to remain, including native trees.

1 USDA Forest Service. http://wwuw.itreetools.org/street_trees/introduction_stepl.shtm.
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A small number of protected trees may require removal as part of the Waterfront Trail, Recreational
Facilities, City-wide Creeks groups or other components of the Lake Merritt group (e.g., the
Cleveland Cascade). The trees would be replaced in accordance with the City’s Tree Protection
Ordinance and Standard Conditions of Approval (Condition 32), which would reduce the impact to a
less-than-significant level.

Aesthetic Resources (Section 1V.M)
Page 336 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel (Group 1). Lake Merritt and the Lake Merritt
Channel are resources that are part of scenic vistas seen from numerous locations in Oakland,
including the City’s Downtown and hillside areas. The proposed project would result in beneficial
impacts to the visual quality of the Lake through water quality control measures, the restoration of
historic buildings and monuments around the perimeter of the Lake, and enhanced landscaping. These
changes to the Lake and the Channel would result in small but beneficial improvements to scenic
vistas encompassing these waterways. Fhe-projectwould-result-intherRemoval of certain diseased
trees from the vicinity of the Lake_is consistent with and in furtherance of the project.; The removal of
these trees will enhance the visual character of the Lake and —however-the removal of these trees-will
wodld-not substantially adversely change scenic vistas. New trees will weuld-be planted to replace the
trees that are removed, and these trees will not substantially block scenic vistas. No structures would
be built that would block surroundings and would not block scenic views of the Estuary. Therefore,
this group of project components would have a less-than-significant impact on scenic vistas.

Page 341 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel (Group 1). A key component of this group is the
various proposed water quality control measures, including the installation of devices and features to
clean and circulate water, and the creation of an open channel to allow for increased tidal flow into
and out of the Lake. These measures, by improving water quality in the Lake, would enhance the
scenic qualities of the waterway (including portions of the Lake visible from 1-580), which suffers
from algal blooms and stagnation associated with a surplus of nutrient-rich pollution. In addition, this
group would involve the renovation of eX|st|ng Iandscaplng which Would improve the Iandscape
context of the Lake. A ’ A ;
ndividuals)-Based on the Tree Assessment prepared by HortScrence Inc (Appendrx I) of the 269
trees that will be removed as part of the project, 6 are dead, 84 are in poor condition, 101 are in fair
condition, 55 trees are in good condition, and 23 trees are in excellent condition (see Chart IV.M-1).
As shown in Chart IV.M-1, Mmany of the trees considered for removal that-weuld-be-removed-are
diseased, short-lived, or are not stable (i.e., they are dead, or in poor to fair condition). Although some
of the trees subject to removal may thatwould-beremoved-contribute or may have contributed to the
scenic quality or overall visual character of the Lake, this contribution is not significant either
individually or cumulatively. In context, approximately 500 trees will be retained in the project area
and 521 trees will be planted as part of the project (a replacement ratio of almost two trees for every
removed tree). These replacement trees will fill in any visual “gaps” created by the removed trees. As
shown in Figures IV.M-1 through IVV.M-4, the removal of trees from the site will not adversely affect
scenic resources or visual character as seen from key viewpoints around Lake Merritt.
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Chart IVV.M-1: Tree Condition and Frequency of Occurrence

Excellent

Dead

Poor

Fair

Source: HortScience, Inc., 2007.

This conclusion is also supported by a cost/benefits analysis of tree removal/replacement
conducted by HortScience as part of the Tree Assessment. Using a model that takes into account the
environmental and economic benefits of trees (including improvement of visual quality, reductions in
storm water runoff, improvements in air quality, and sequestration of carbon dioxide), HortScience
determined that the trees subject to removal from the site provide an estimated $29,438 in annual
benefits, approximately 77 percent of which ($22,866) is associated with aesthetic value. At planting,
the 521 replacement trees will provide an estimated $22,986 in annual benefits, “almost entirely due
to aesthetic and other benefits.” As the trees mature, the value of their annual benefits will increase to
$33,193 at 5 years and $40,700 at 20 years. Therefore, based on the model, within only 5 years of
planting, the replacement trees will be more valuable in terms of aesthetics and other environmental/
economic benefits than the existing trees that will be removed as part of the project. Although there
are limitations with assigning monetary values to resources like trees (i.e., resource valuation
generally lacks a reliable way to estimate the value of ecological damage), the data produced by
HortScience suggest that the aesthetic costs of tree removal do not outweigh the benefits of tree
replacement. Based on the HortScience analysis, and an understanding of tree removal in the context
of trees that will be preserved and trees that will be replaced as part of the project, Fherefore; the
removal of select trees and the replacement with new individuals would not be considered a
significant impact to scenic resources or the visual character of the project site.

Page 342 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel (Group 1). Lake Merritt and its surroundings are
characterized by a semi-formal landscape of rolling lawns and walkways, all oriented around the
water body itself. While the area has high visual quality, the aesthetics of the area are diminished

15
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primarily by low water quality in the Lake, landscaping and trees that are in poor condition, and
roadways surrounding the Lake that are disproportionately wide and emphasize automobile traffic at
the expense of the pedestrian environment. The proposed project would substantially improve these
adverse conditions. First, the removal of the 12™ Street culvert and the implementation of the various
water quality control measures would improve the water quality of the Lake, and enhance the
potential for the growth of native vegetation and use of the water body by native wildlife (besides
Canada geese). Second, landscaping and trees in poor condition will weuld-be removed and replaced
with new plants that would enhance the visual environment. Third, several roadways (including 12"
Street, Lakeshore Avenue, and Lakeside Drive) would be reconfigured and/or narrowed to include
bike lanes and pedestrian paths. These changes would reduce the visual intrusion of motor vehicles
and would improve the visual environment for the bikers and walkers that comprise the key users of
Lake Merritt. Lastly, historic buildings around the Lake, some of which are in poor condition, would
be rehabilitated. At the Municipal Boathouse, two parking lots next to the Lake and Boathouse would
be removed and replaced with landscaping, terraces, and pathways. A smaller parking lot would be
constructed closer to the road and the remaining parking would be relocated along Lakeside Drive
itself. The improvement and preservation of historic structures, and the modification of parking areas
would benefit the visual quality of the area, including the lakeshore itself. Therefore, the project
group would have a less-than-significant impact on the existing visual character of the area
surrounding the Lake and Lake Merritt Channel.

Alternatives (Chapter V)
The third paragraph of Section VV.D on page 352 of the Draft EIR, is revised as follows:

For Group 1, the No Project alternative would include completion of the Pergola, Children’s
Fairyland, the E. 18" Street Pier, and Municipal Boathouse renovations. However, paths, landscape
improvements and additional patron parking (for the Boathouse) that would provide improved access
to the facilities would generally not be constructed. The land around Lake Merritt would continue to
be used as park land. Landscape maintenance, including the removal and replacement old or diseased
trees, would continue as needed. Trees will be removed along Lakeshore Avenue, Lakeside Drive and
the 12th Street reconstruction area in accordance Wlth the permits for the removal of trees previously
|ssued by the City. ,

prepesed—The creatlon of blke Ianes by restrlplng Lake5|de Drlve and Lakeshore Avenue mlght occur
as part of other projects, but associated landscaping and pedestrian path improvements would not be
constructed.

Table V-1 on page 353 of the Draft EIR, is revised as follows:
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Table V-1: No Project Alternative (Groups 1 and 2): Components Completed or In
Progress and Components Unbuilt

Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel (Group 1)

Components Completed or In-Progress

e  Pergola Renovation (complete)

e Installation of a Fire Protection Main (complete)

e Water Quality Improvements, including storm drain filters at Bellevue/Staten, 27"/Valdez, and 22"/Valley; pilot air
diffuser project; new aeration fountain; Pergola fountain (complete)
Children’s Fairyland Renovations (in-progress)

Municipal Boathouse Renovation (in-progress)

E. 18" Street Pier Improvements (in-progress)

Tree removals along Lakeshore Avenue and Lakeside Drive

Unbuilt Components

12'" Street Improvements

Lake Merritt Channel

Lakeshore Avenue; and EI Embarcadero;-ane-E—18"-Street-Pier-tmprovements
Lakeside Drive

Snow Park and Lakeside-Harrison-20™ Street Intersection

Bellevue Avenue Redesign

Sailboat House

All water quality improvements except those noted above

Oakland Waterfront Trail (Group 2)

Components Completed_or In-Progress

e Union Point Park

e  Park Street Triangle traffic study

e  Alameda Avenue south of Fruitvale Avenue

o 66" Avenue Gateway

Unbuilt Components

Estuary Park

10" Avenue Marina

Brooklyn Basin

Brooklyn Basin to Embarcadero Cove

Livingston Pier

Cryer Site

ConAgra to Park Street Bridge

Bridge boardwalks at Park Street, Fruitvale Avenue and High Street

Derby Avenue to Lancaster Street (Oakland Museum Women’s Board warehouse)
o+ Alameda-Avenue-south-of Fruitvale Avenue

e  US Audio/Capture Technologies and friendly Transportation Trail Connection
e  Gallagher & Burk/Hanson Aggregate Trail Connection

66" Avenue Gateway

The third paragraph of Section V.E.2 on page 356 of the Draft EIR, is revised as follows:

Although the City has a permit for tree removals in the 12" Street reconstruction area, as of this
writing, none has been removed. The alternative would reduce the number of trees that will need to
woeuld-be removed to allow the reconstruction and realignment of 12" Street. In this scenario, the
Kaiser Convention Center parking lot would not be reconfigured and therefore the trees located in this
area would be preserved. Approximately 59 trees would be preserved, including 12 protected trees
(all flowering cherries), in and around the parking area. Trees along the median of the existing 12"
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Street alignment would still be removed reguire-remeovakin order to accommodate the new roadway
and modified grade of the park land.
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A.

STATE, LOCAL AND REGIONAL AGENCIES AND COMMISSIONS
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LETTER Al

AC Transit

Nancy Skowbo, Deputy General Manager for Service Development
September 10, 2007

Response Al-1: The introductory statement expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and
states that AC Transit supports several elements of the project, including the
development of multi-use paths around Lake Merritt and improvements to the
pedestrian environment. The transit agency’s support for these elements will be
considered by City of Oakland decision-makers during review of the merits of the
project.

Response Al1-2: AC Transit states that it is “concerned about the potential for Measure DD
implementation to significantly degrade bus service to East Oakland via the 12"
Street Dam.” This potential impact of the project is identified in the Draft EIR but
is determined to be less than significant for the reasons provided on page 130 of the
document. Although the City did not find the impact to be significant, the City
nevertheless shares AC Transit’s concern. As noted on page 133 of the Draft EIR,
the City will continue to work with the agency to find mutually agreeable solutions
in the spirit of the Transit Street Cooperative Agreement, which the comment cites
as an example of collaboration and cooperation between the City and AC Transit.

The comment concludes by stating that AC Transit has had ongoing and
constructive discussions with the City’s Public Works Department about impacts
and mitigations for the 12™ Street roadway reconstruction and believes that the City
has largely responded to the agency’s concerns about impacts that would occur
during the construction phase of the project. The comment does not pertain to the
Draft EIR’s environmental analysis so not further response is provided.

Response Al1-3: The comment incorrectly states that Measure DD would provide funds to develop a
park in the former 9" Avenue Terminal area. The park and waterfront trail at the 9"
Avenue Terminal would be developed as part of the Oak to 9" Project as indicated
in the project description (Figure 111-10a, for example) and would be funded by
development fees paid by that project. The Measure DD Implementation Project
proposes to fund improvements at Estuary Park, which is located on the opposing
bank of the Lake Merritt Channel from the Oak to 9" development site.

Response Al-4: Elements of the 12" Street reconstruction that are presented in the Project
Description of the Draft EIR are identified, including narrowing of the 12" Street
roadway. The comment states that the transit agency understands the City’s desire
to reduce the large amount of roadway in that area, but that the narrower roadway
must be balanced with the need to maintain viable transit operations. The Draft EIR
describes and analyzes the potential impacts of the project on transit operations on
page 133. The City of Oakland decision-makers will consider these impacts and the
opinions of AC Transit on the need to balance the project’s impacts and benefits
during review of the merits of the project.
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Response Al-5:

Response Al-6:

Response Al-7:

Response Al-8:

Response A1-9:

The comment states that AC Transit is concerned about projects that would take
place in the area of 20" and Harrison Streets and the impacts that they would cause
to bus service in this area. The transportation analysis of the Draft EIR considered
the impacts of the project in combination with past, other current and probable
near-term projects scheduled to complete by Year 2025, including AC Transit’s
Bus Rapid Transit improvements. The results of the impact analysis for bus
service, including travel times and speeds, in the area around 20" and Harrison
Streets are presented on page 139 of the Draft EIR. As the comment does not
identify specific impacts that are of concern to the agency, no further response is
necessary. Refer to Response to Comment A1-22 for additional information about
bus service in the vicinity of 20" and Harrison Streets.

The comment indicates that the increases in travel time identified in the Draft EIR
may underestimate the actual delay for buses to the extent that buses need to pull
into and out of traffic flow for stops. The analysis that evaluated travel times along
the 12™ Street and Harrison Street corridors was performed to help understand how
automobile, bus and other traffic along these streets would be affected by the Lake
Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel project components. No specific consideration
was given to how bus travel time would be affected by the need to pull into and out
of traffic flow for stops. The design of bus stops along both corridors would be
such that buses would at least partially block the right lane. Re-entry into the flow
of traffic should not be a significant problem for AC Transit operations. Variations
in the actual travel time for AC Transit vehicles (compared to the results reported
in the Draft EIR) would result from bus stop access and from routes that use only
part of the routes that were analyzed.

The methodology for analyzing travel times is described on page 108 of the Draft
EIR as the Highway Capacity Manual arterial analysis method. This method is
described in detail in the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research
Board 2000). The projections were presented in more disaggregated form in
Appendix E. No analysis was performed for midday traffic conditions because the
peak hours coincide with the commuter peaks and the determination of likely
effects would be greatest during those peaks. The midday analysis would not
inform the determination of significance in the impact analysis and thus was not
performed.

The comment identifies bus lines that currently operate along 12" Street and states
that if AC Transit’s proposed Bus Rapid Transit system is developed it would also
use the 12" Street corridor. The information provided by the comment is included
on page 116 of the Draft EIR and was considered in the Draft EIR’s analysis. No
revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary.

The Draft EIR discloses that converting 12" Street from a limited access high-
speed facility to a mixed mode transportation system that accommodates pedestrian
activity around Lake Merritt would result in increased travel times along 12" Street
for both autos and transit vehicles. The CEQA impacts of increased delay and
decreased LOS at intersections are addressed in the Draft EIR. Although the City
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Response A1-10:

Response Al-11:

Response Al-12:

does not have CEQA significance criteria for roadway delays because it finds that
LOS intersection analyses more accurately predict traffic impacts, the City studied
the corridor to understand how the project would affect traffic travel times in the
area.

The estimated delays along 12" Street are recognized as important to AC Transit
operations and passengers using the service. As stated in the Draft EIR travel times
for all modes of travel within the corridor would increase by a similar amount and
travelers would not be discouraged from using transit as a result of the project.
Increases in travel times from the passengers’ perspective would be noticeable as
would travel times for automobile users. The City acknowledges that this is a
potential concern for drivers and transit passengers alike but not a CEQA impact.
Refer also to Response to Comment A1-12.

Regarding the costs to operate transit service, costs will increase with or without
the Measure DD Implementation Project. The decision to increase service along a
route could be affected by the demand along the route, the attractiveness of other
modes of travel, and other factors. AC Transit could decide to adapt to the increase
in travel time by changing the schedule rather than by adding buses.

The purpose of the travel time analysis was to determine how automobile, bus and
other traffic along these streets would be affected by the Lake Merritt and Lake
Merritt Channel project components. The purpose of the analysis was not to
provide information sufficient for AC Transit to develop a precise estimate of the
cost of adding service to the corridor.

In response to the statement that the Draft EIR does not address the potential for
aggregated impacts on the same bus routes as the Measure DD project elements,
the Draft EIR included an assessment of projects that were considered to be
reasonably foreseeable. The existing lanes were assumed to be in place for Foothill
Boulevard. Further narrowing of the travel lanes on Foothill Boulevard is not
considered to be reasonably foreseeable.

The comment states that increased travel time would impact passengers that use
AC Transit lines because their trips would take longer and they might miss transfer
connections. The City acknowledges that this is a potential operational concern for
AC Transit but not a CEQA impact. The CEQA impacts of increased delay and
decreased LOS at some intersections are addressed in the Draft EIR.

Although the City did not find the impact on travel time through the 12" Street
corridor to be significant, it nevertheless shares AC Transit’s concern with regards
to impacts to bus passengers. As stated on pages 133 and 139, the City considered
several potential options that might reduce bus travel times, including the addition
of bus-only lanes or queue jump lanes, and the elimination of crosswalks. These
measures were not recommended because they would have substantial impacts on
traffic operations or pedestrian mobility. The Draft EIR recommends implementing
a transit signal priority system along some transit routes, which would reduce but
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Response Al-13:

Response Al-14:

not completely eliminate increases in travel time. Refer to Response to Comment
Al1-21 for a discussion of additional measures recommended by AC Transit. These
measures will be considered by City of Oakland decision-makers during review of
the merits of the project.

Environmental justice does not fall under the definition of environmental impacts
in CEQA and therefore is not within the purview of the Draft EIR. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064 states: “Economic or social changes resulting from the
Project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” In addition,
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 indicates that the socioeconomic effects of a
project should not be considered significant environmental impacts in and of them-
selves: “Economic effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on
the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed
decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from
the Project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes.
The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail
greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the
analysis shall be on the physical changes.”

As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR focuses on the physical effects of the project,
which include the increase in travel time. These effects were found to be less than
significant for the reasons stated on pages 130 and 139 of the Draft EIR.
Nevertheless, the City shares AC Transit’s concern with regards to impacts to bus
passengers. Refer to Response to Comment A1-21 for a discussion of additional
measures recommended by AC Transit to reduce travel time. These measures will
be considered by City of Oakland decision-makers during review of the merits of
the project.

The comment states that policies in the City’s Land Use and Transportation
Element (LUTE) encourage transit and the movement of transit vehicles and that
degradation of bus service, as described in the Draft EIR, would be inconsistent
with the City’s transit policies. While the project would increase bus travel time in
the 12™ Street corridor, as described on pages 129-133 and 138-140 of the Draft
EIR, a potential conflict with a single policy in a General Plan element does not
inherently result in a significant effect on the environment within the context of
CEQA. In addition, the City’s General Plan has numerous policies addressing
transportation issues (presented on page 121 of the Draft EIR). Policy T3.3, for
example, states that the City should accept lower levels of service and a higher
level of traffic congestion at Downtown intersections and intersections that provide
direct access to Downtown locations. Downtown is defined in the Land Use and
Transportation Element of the General Plan (page 67) as the area generally
bounded by West Grand Avenue to the north, Lake Merritt and Channel Park to
the east, the Oakland Estuary to the south and 1-980/Brush Street to the west. This
area includes much of the 12™ Street corridor. The project is consistent with this

policy.
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Response Al-15:

Response Al-16:

Response Al1-17:

Response Al-18:

Because the General Plan contains many policies, which may in some cases
address different goals, some policies may compete with each other. The overall
consistency of the project with the City of Oakland’s policies is evaluated in
Section IV.B, Planning Policy and in Appendix D of the Draft EIR. The comment
is noted and the City of Oakland decision-makers, in deciding whether to approve
the proposed project, will consider this information when determining whether on
balance the project is consistent with the General Plan.

Refer to Response to Comment A1-9.

The Draft EIR applies the City’s criterion of significance for transit, which the City
developed in cooperation with AC Transit, that states that the project would have a
significant impact on transportation if it would *“generate added transit ridership
that would increase the average ridership on AC Transit lines by 3 percent at bus
stops where the average load factor with the project in place would exceed 125%
over a peak thirty minute period.” There has been no dispute that the project would
not satisfy that criterion. Delays that would affect motor vehicle operations in
general would have a similar effect on AC Transit operations and no special
operational measures for AC Transit were considered necessary under CEQA. The
Draft EIR went a step further than the normal process in Oakland for assessing
impacts under CEQA and addressed corridor travel time in the spirit of disclosing
additional information. However, the travel time analysis does not address a
specific criterion of significance and thus does not lead directly to impact
determinations. Refer also to Responses to Comment A1-12 and A1-21.

The comment states that passengers expect the bus to operate on its designated
route, even if that route has been made slower. Although this is likely true, route
designations are changed routinely by AC Transit to accommodate changes in
demand and other factors including travel time. AC Transit could change the
designation of one or more routes along 12" Street if it would result in improved
service for a majority of riders.

The City’s adopted criterion to which the comment refers reads, “Fundamentally
conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle routes).” The Draft EIR finds that the
project would not fundamentally conflict with transit policies because among other
reasons it encourages many forms of alternative transportation, including the use of
buses, by improving pedestrian linkages through the creation of a more pedestrian
friendly and accessible environment in the Lake Merritt project area, including the
12" Street transit corridor.

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the project would increase travel time along 12"
Street for the bus routes that travel this corridor but the traffic analysis also shows

that the delays at existing intersections along these routes would not be affected or
delays would be reduced (i.e., at International Boulevard and 1% Avenue, see Table
IV.C-5 on page 125 of the Draft EIR). Although no mitigation is required, the City
will continue to collaborate and cooperate with AC Transit to identify ways to
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Response A1-19:

Response A1-20:

Response Al-21:

reduce transit delays and improve service in the project area. Refer to Response to
Comment Al1-21.

The comment states that AC Transit is “concerned about the potential for Measure
DD implementation to significantly degrade bus service to East Oakland via the
12" Street Dam,” an impact of the project that is identified in the Draft EIR but is
not considered significant for the reasons provided on page 130 of the document.
Although the City did not find the impact to be significant, the City nevertheless
shares AC Transit’s operational concern. As noted on page 133 of the Draft EIR,
the City will continue to work with the agency to find mutually agreeable solutions
in the spirit of the Transit Street Cooperative Agreement, which the comment cites
as an example of collaboration and cooperation between the City and AC Transit.

The comment correctly notes that transit bus travel times are impacted by poor
intersection operations and that the impact compounds by traveling through
congested corridors. While there is no significance criterion for bus transit travel
times, the roadway changes identified as mitigation measures in the Draft EIR
would reduce vehicle delay, which also then would reduce transit delay from
unmitigated conditions. The intersection improvements identified in the Measure
DD environmental studies would improve travel through the 12" Street area for all
vehicles including buses, which make up 3 to 4 percent of the person trips and
automobiles which make up the remaining person trips.

It is acknowledged that providing transit signal priority along 12" Street and
Harrison Street would be insufficient to fully mitigate the level of delay indicated
by the EIR for 12" Street or Harrison Street. The Draft EIR states on page 133,
“This action would reduce delays for AC Transit but not completely eliminate
increases in travel time along 12" Street and Harrison Street.” The Draft EIR states
on page 139, “. . . the implementation of transit signal priority is not expected to
completely eliminate increases in travel time along the 12" Street and Harrison
Street.” Refer to Response to Comment A1-21 for additional recommendations the
City is considering to reduce travel time.

The City has evaluated the feasibility of implementing AC Transit’s requested
design modifications for reducing travel time along the 12™ Street corridor and
agrees to consider passive transit signal priority and changes to eastbound bus
lanes. These design details do not substantially change the project and would not
create new impacts.

The City declines to modify the bus lane in the westbound direction because the
westbound bus lane would have significant implications for the project design,
would be counter to project objectives (e.g., it would reduce the area of park land
created), and would likely provide the least benefit for travel time of the measures
proposed by AC Transit. Right-of-way constraints prevent widening the street east
of the Lake Merritt Channel Bridge. Widening the bridge itself would reduce open
water below, reduce open sky for pedestrians below and be very expensive.
Without widening the Lake Merritt Channel Bridge a westbound bus lane could be
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extended only from just west of the bridge to the 11™-12"/14™ Street intersection.
Parking would have to be eliminated on the north side of 12" Street between the
bridge and the 11"-12"/14™ Street intersection and the roadway would need to be
widened into the park. The incremental reduction in travel time, which was not a
significant impact of the project, does not justify the impacts (e.g., loss of parking,
reduced size of park, etc.) that the requested change would make.

An analysis was performed to determine the extent to which the measures proposed
by AC Transit could be implemented without causing significant intersection
impacts. The following scenarios were evaluated:

1. Recommendations proposed in the DEIR (with refinements in signal
phasing to better accommodate pedestrian movements)*

2. Bus lane on the 11™ Street (with crosswalks proposed in the DEIR)
3. Bus lane on the 11" Street and elimination of southeast crosswalk

Scenarios 2 and 3 would provide continuation of the bus lane through the signal at
the 11™M-12"/14"™ Street intersection, after which buses would share lanes with other
motor vehicles.

The analysis of traffic operations showed that a relatively long cycle length® would
be required during the AM peak hour for all the scenarios above. The scenarios
intended to at least partially accommodate AC Transit’s request (No. 2 and 3,
above) would require relatively long cycle lengths during the PM peak hour. The
DEIR recommendation (No. 1, above) would allow a signal cycle half the long
cycle during the PM peak hour.

A short cycle length is desirable for two reasons. First, short cycle lengths provide
shorter wait times for pedestrians and result in better pedestrian compliance with
traffic regulatory devices. Second, short cycle lengths generally result in shorter
vehicle queue lengths than long cycle lengths.

To compare the DEIR recommendation with the other scenarios, a long cycle
length was analyzed and would provide lower delay for motor vehicles than the
shorter cycle length suggested to better accommodate pedestrians. The analysis
showed that all scenarios could be implemented without causing significant level of
service impacts at the 11™-12"/14" Street intersection. The results of the analysis

! The DEIR an

alysis assumed pedestrians would cross the southeast leg of the 111-12"/14™ Street intersection during

the signal phase that would serve eastbound right turning traffic from 11" Street to 12'" Street. The signal phasing concept
was revised to provide a separate pedestrian phase that would provide a protected phase for pedestrians. Details of the

revised signal phasing

2 The DEIR an
Street corridor. The an
during the a.m. peak h

concept are provided in the Appendix.

alysis evaluated 50 and 100 second cycle lengths for the intersections along the 12™ Street — 14™
alysis conducted for the updated analysis showed that a 100-second cycle length would be required
our but that a 50-second cycle length would be possible during the p.m. peak hour.
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are summarized in the table, below. Detailed analysis worksheets are provided as

Appendix A.

Intersection Levels of Service — Cumulative (2025) Conditions

for 111-12" St/14™ Street Intersection

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

crosswalk

Scenario LOS? Delay® | LOS* | Delay®
DEIR Recommendation (50 second PM signal cycle) B 14.6 D 37.8
DEIR Recommendation (100 second PM signal cycle) B 14.6 C 28.2
Bus lane on the 11th Street B 14.9 o 324
Bus lane on the 11th Street and elimination of southeast B 16.7 C 343

Notes:

& LOS = Level of Service

® Average control delay in seconds per vehicle
¢ Defined as a downtown intersection

Source: Dowling and Associates, 2007.

The City will work with AC Transit to determine the feasibility of implementing
the measures included in the analysis. The bulleted list of recommendations on

page 133 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Transit Recommendations

« The City should provide active and/or passive transit signal priority to reduce travel times along

12" Street and Harrison Street. This action would reduce delays for AC Transit but not

completely eliminate increases in travel time along 12" Street and Harrison Street.

« The City should provide an eastbound bus lane along the right side of 11" Street with the bus lane

continuing through the signal at the 11"-12"/14™ Street intersection.

The bulleted list of recommendations on pages 139-140 of the Draft EIR is revised

as follows:

Transit Recommendations

« Implementation of active and/or passive transit signal priority as described in the previous

recommendations for transit service would reduce delays for AC Transit. Nevertheless, the
implementation of transit signal priority is not expected to completely eliminate increases in

travel tlme along the 12th Street and Harrison Street Wh+le—add+ng—leus—en4y4anes—epqueae—jump
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« The City should provide an eastbound bus lane along the right side of 11" Street with the bus lane
continuing through the signal at the 11"-12"/14" Street intersection.

Response Al-22: The comment states that the increases in transit travel time in the vicinity Harrison
Street between 20" and Grand Avenue are of concern to AC Transit. It also recom-
mends that planning should be coordinated for the Measure DD Implementation
Project and the Grand-Macarthur Rapid Project. The City and AC Transit are
engaged in ongoing discussions to resolve transit issues associated with their re-
spective proposed projects, including the Measure DD Implementation and Grand-
Macarthur Rapid Projects.
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LETTER A2

Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC)
Sara Polgar, Planner

August 27, 2007

Response A2-1: The comment cites text on page 95 of the Draft EIR that defines the Bay
Conservation and Development Commission’s (BCDC) jurisdiction and
recommends that the Draft EIR clarify the boundary of BCDC’s authority in the
southern portion of the Lake Merritt Channel. It also recommends that the Draft
EIR state that project actions that involve placement or removal of fill in the Bay
will require BCDC permit approval. The City agrees to make the recommended
changes, which clarify the permit process for the project but do not alter the
analysis or conclusions of the EIR. The third paragraph on page 95 of the Draft
EIR is revised to include this information. Because this paragraph is revised in
response to more than one comment refer to Response to Comment A2-3 below for
the revised text.

Response A2-2:  The comment requests that the Draft EIR clarify whether a tide or flood gate is
included at 7™ Street Pump Station. The second paragraph on page 36 of the Draft
EIR is revised as follows:

This reconfiguration would include the continuation of pathways established as part of the 12" Street
and 10™ Street project components, the improvement of pedestrian tunnels under 7" Street, and the
installation of a new traffic signal and crosswalk across 7" Street. The 7" Street project component
proposes the creation of a bypass channel to improve recreational access, as well as to allow large fish
to once again enter the upper Lake Merritt Channel and Lake Merritt. The bypass channel would be
designed and managed to retain the tidal and flood control functions of the pump station. To ensure
that the flood control function of the 7" Street Pump Station is not compromised, the new bypass
channel would include a hydraulic gate that would be closed when operation of the pumps is required
to lower the water level in the lake.

Response A2-3: The comment requests that the Draft EIR reference the Bay Plan policies on public
access that will apply in BCDC permits. Accordingly, the Draft EIR on page 95 is
revised as follows:

e.  San Francisco Bay Plan. The San Francisco Bay Plan® (Bay Plan) is a policy tool that, under
the provisions of the McAteer-Petris Act, allows the San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission (BCDC) to “exercise its authority to issue or deny permit applications for
placing fill, extracting materials, or changing the use of any land, water, or structure within the area of
its jurisdiction,” an area that includes all of the San Francisco Bay, a shoreline band of 100 feet from
the water, and salt ponds, managed wetlands and certain waterways associated with the Bay. The Bay
Plan stipulates: “Any public agency or private owner holding shoreline land is required to obtain a
permit from the Commission before proceeding with (shoreline) development.” The Bay Plan
contains findings and policies that will apply in BCDC permits for Measure DD project components
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within the commission’s jurisdiction. Examples of applicable policies include those related to public
access, the placement and removal of fill in the Bay, sea level rise and the safety of fills, the
protection of fish, other aguatic organisms and wildlife, and tidal marshes and tidal flats, among
others. Implementation of the proposed project would require BCDC permit approval for
development within the 100-foot shoreline band. Measure DD includes waterfront improvements
within 100 feet of the shoreline-, including areas along the Oakland Estuary and the southern portion
of the Lake Merritt Channel, downstream of the 7" Street Pump Station.

Response A2-4: The comment requests that the EIR state that, in reviewing permit applications for
projects within its jurisdiction, BCDC relies on findings and policies on Fish, Other
Aquatic Organisms and Wildlife in the Bay Plan to ensure protection of biological
resources. The City agrees to include the findings and policy information and
revise the Draft EIR on page 204 as follows:

(@) McAteer-Petris Act. The McAteer-Petris Act and Suisun Marsh Preservation Act
were adopted to protect San Francisco Bay and Suisun Marsh as natural resources for the benefit of
the public and to encourage development compatible with this protection. The San Francisco Bay
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) was established to enforce this Act. The two
primary goals of the BCDC are: (1) to prevent the unnecessary filling of San Francisco Bay; and (2)
to increase public access to and along the Bay shoreline. BCDC approval is required for all projects
within 100 feet of the Bay shoreline, as well as projects that propose any filling or dredging within
Bay waters._In reviewing permit applications, BCDC relies on findings and policies on fish, other
aquatic organisms and wildlife in the Bay Plan to ensure protection of biological resources.

Response A2-5:  The comment requests that the EIR recognize that policies on tidal marshes and
tidal flats will apply to Measure DD project components. The City agrees to
include the additional policy information that BCDC will consider during the
permitting process. Refer to Response to Comment A2-3 for revisions to the text.

Response A2-6: The comment requests that the EIR recognize that policies on sea level rise and the
safety of fills will apply to Measure DD project components. The City agrees to
include the additional policy information that BCDC will consider during the
permitting process. Refer to Response to Comment A2-3 for revisions to the text.
Refer to Response to Comment A2-7 for additional discussion of sea level rise.

Response A2-7:  The 7" Street Pump Station provides flood protection for areas upstream of 7"
Street by allowing water levels in Lake Merritt to be lowered during storm events
that coincide with high tides. This function and the operation of the 7" Street Pump
Station are described on pages 35 (Project Description) and 246 (Hydrology and
Water Quality) of the Draft EIR. A hydraulic gate in the new bypass channel at the
7" Street facility would be closed when operation of the pumps is required to lower
the water level in the lake, which currently occurs about 1 percent of the time (i.e.,
a few days per year). Rising average tidal levels downstream of the flood station
may increase the frequency with which the pumps would need to operate but
increased operation would not compromise their function. The text is revised as
indicated in Response to Comment A2-2 to clarify the operation of the 7™ Street
Pump Station.
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e As with many

Under certain conditions the pumps currently lower the water level in the Channel
faster than it can be replenished by flows through the culverts beneath 10" and 12"
Street. Removal of the culverts at 10" and 12" Streets, lowering of the channel at
12" Street, and creation of an open channel in these areas as part of the project
(page 35 of the Draft EIR) would improve the flow of water between the lake and
the pump station. These actions would help alleviate upstream flooding by
allowing the pumping system to operate more efficiently.

Coastal flooding is acknowledged as a potential impact on pages 246 and 261 of
the Draft EIR. As with many facilities built near the shore of San Francisco Bay,
rising sea levels associated with global climate change could ultimately affect the
pump station if they rise to extreme levels. The pump station’s function would be
compromised if, for example, extreme high tides overtopped the facility. However,
the flood control components and operation of the 7" Street Pump Station itself
would not be altered by the project. In addition, the project is not constructing
housing, high occupancy, or sensitive facilities within the zone that could be
affected by rising sea levels. Thus, the impact of the project would be less than
significant. The text at the bottom of page 261 of the Draft EIR is revised as
follows:

facilities built near the shore of San Francisco Bay, rising sea levels associated

with global climate change could, in the long-term, affect project facilities and existing

infrastructure such as the 7" Street Pump Station that are designed to protect them from flooding.

The pump station’s function would be compromised if, for example, tidal levels overtopped the

facility. However, the flood control components and operation of the 7" Street Pump Station itself

would not be altered by the project. New trails are being located above the current reach of tidal

action, with additional freeboard which will accommodate some future sea level rise. In addition,

the project is not constructing housing, high occupancy, or sensitive facilities within the zone that

could be affec

ted by flooding or rising sea levels.

Response A2-8:

Increased tidal flows would not cause adverse changes to the open water or upland
habitats (described on pp. 188-189 of the Draft EIR) that occur in the vicinity of
Lake Merritt or the Lake Merritt Channel. The increased tidal flows would have no
effect on the upland habitat, which is landscaped parkland. The new flow regime
would not adversely affect the relevant water quality characteristics of the open
water habitat such as salinity, temperature and dissolved oxygen. Water quality
would be improved by the greater exchange rate between Lake Merritt and the
estuary and by newly created tidal wetlands. As the channel is not a corridor for the
movement of migratory fish, the increased flow rate would have no effect on
migratory fish species. The following text is inserted on page 216 of the Draft EIR
at the end of subsection IV.F.2.c(3):

The increased tidal flows that would occur as a result of the proposed modifications to the Lake

Merritt Channel are not expected to cause adverse changes to the open water habitat in Lake Merritt

or the Lake Merritt Channel. Increased tidal flows would not adversely affect the relevant water

guality characteristics of the open water habitat such as salinity, temperature, and dissolved oxygen.

Water quality, especially dissolved oxygen, would be improved by the greater exchange rate between
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Lake Merritt and the estuary and by newly created tidal wetlands in the channel, which would benefit
wildlife.

The text at the beginning of subsection IV.F.2.c(4) on page 216 of the Draft EIR is
revised as follows:

(4) Native Resident or Migratory Wildlife Movement, Wildlife Corridors, or Nursery
Sites. As the channel is not a corridor for the movement of migratory fish, the proposed changes to
Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel would not have an adverse effect on migratory fish species.
Several species of migratory waterbirds have been observed using the Lake Merritt Channel during
the winter (approximately October through March), often in flocks of 40 to 70 birds (e.qg., scaup,
common goldeneye). A 2004 study of waterbird use and disturbance response within Berkeley’s
Aguatic Park found that disturbance sensitivity was positively related to flock size, with large flocks
flushing more readily than smaller ones.*” Although no such studies have been conducted at the Lake
Merritt Channel, LSA observed a flock of approximately 50 common goldeneyes swimming away
from a group of schoolchildren crossing the pedestrian bridge during the January 19 site visit,
indicating sensitivity to disturbance. Human-caused disturbance negatively affects wintering ducks by
causing the expenditure of energy (i.e., flying or moving away from the source of disturbance) that
would otherwise be used for behaviors necessary for survival, such as resting or feeding.*® Repeated
or periodic disturbance would cause a greater expenditure of energy and thus have a greater effect on
wintering birds than singular events.
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LETTER A3

Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
County of Alameda Public Works Agency

Kwablah Attiogbe, Environmental Services Supervisor
September 10, 2007

Response A3-1: The comment states that the reconstruction and construction of retaining walls
along the shore of Lake Merritt could potentially impact the integrity of the
Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District’s underground
culverts that outfall at Lake Merritt. The comment seeks assurance that these
facilities will not be damaged during project construction activities. Implementa-
tion of the City’s Uniformly Applied Development Standard Conditions of
Approval for the project will ensure that District facilities are not be damaged.

The City’s Conditions of Approval are incorporated as part of the project as
explained on page 64 and 65 of the Draft EIR. Condition 75, provided on page 257
of the Draft EIR, requires that the City obtain all necessary regulatory permits and
authorization from the District prior to construction and comply with all conditions
issued by the District. Issuance of permits and compliance with the District’s
conditions will ensure that the District’s facilities are not damaged. The last
paragraph on page 261 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows to clarify this point:

Substantial quantities of new impervious surfaces, which could increase runoff rates and velocities
(and potentially flooding), would not be created by Measure DD project components. The integrity
and function of existing flood control and stormwater conveyance facilities operated by the Alameda
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, such as stormwater outfalls at Lake Merritt,
would be ensured by obtaining permits and authorizations from the District prior to construction as
requwed by Condltlon of Approval 75. Genswuenen—ef—heuaﬂgﬂret—a—prepesed—elemem—ef—the

------------ ing—Therefore, no substantial
|mpact related flood hazard or redlrectlon of ﬂood water would occur with the proposed Measure DD
components.

Response A3-2: The comment states that for the 7" Street Pump Station significant issues requiring
mitigation were not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. The comment identifies
concerns that the new bypass channel at the 7" Street Pump Station could
potentially change the hydrology of the pump station thereby affecting the safety
and flood control functions of the pump station. The comment also requests
clarification of how water levels would be maintained to support boat traffic.

The proposed modifications to the 7" Street Pump Station and Lake Merritt
Channel are described on pages 35 and 36 of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, the
7" Street project components have been designed to the conceptual stage. The
environmental analysis of the Draft EIR relied on studies prepared for this early
stage of project development, including the hydraulic analyses cited on pages 261
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and 263 of the Draft EIR. The studies, the hydraulic model of the Channel, and the
conceptual designs were developed in close cooperation with Alameda County
Public Works staff, including their hydrologist, design engineers, and operations
staff. The studies conclude that the proposed modifications to the Lake Merritt
Channel would improve flood control and safety. Therefore, no mitigation is
recommended for these issues. Also refer to Response to Comment A2-2 for
revised text that explains how the flood gate in the bypass channel would function.

Additional designs for the bypass of the 7" Street Pump Station are required and
will be prepared before the project can be permitted and constructed. As required
by Condition of Approval 75, structures within the floodplain or floodway, such as
the 7" Street Pump Station, are subject to the regulatory permits and authorizations
from the District. Compliance with the District’s requirements would ensure that
the flood control functions of the pump station are not adversely affected by the
project. These studies would also be used to determine how water levels would be
maintained for recreational boaters so as not to interfere with the flood control
function of the pump station. To clarify that this process is required as part of the
project, the text of the EIR is revised on pages 263 and 264 as follows:

These three components are designed to improve tidal exchange between Lake Merritt and San
Francisco Bay by clearing and broadening the channel to approximately 100 feet at the outlet from
Lake Merritt and at 10" Street. New clear-span bridges would be constructed after removal of
existing culverts under 12" and 10" streets.-ane-by-reconfiguring the-channel-at 7”-Street, The
proposed changes would reswting-ir-approximately doubleing the flow rate through the Lake Merritt
Channel.in this area.>® ** These components are also intended to improve pedestrian and bicycle
circulation in the area of the Channel, and along with other components, enhance and improve the
environment of Lake Merritt and surrounding parks. Redesign of the Channel at the Lake Merritt
Flood Control Station at 7" Street is at the conceptual design stage. As noted previously, hydraulic
studies conducted at this stage of project development indicate that the proposed changes to the Lake
Merritt Channel would help alleviate flooding conditions. Nevertheless, as required by Condition of
Approval 75 this project component would be required to obtain all necessary permits and
authorizations from the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District prior to
construction to ensure that the operation of the flood control facilities at 7" Street would not be
adversely affected by the proposed action. Topics of wildlife, aquatic life, vegetation, landscaping,
creek restoration, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 (filling and grading in wetlands)
permitting, California Department of Fish and Game Section 1604 — Streambed Alteration
Agreements, and San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC)
requirements are addressed in the Biological Resources section of this DEIR.

Response A3-3: The comment incorrectly states that potential flooding impacts associated with the
City-Wide Creek Restoration, Preservation and Acquisition Group have not been
addressed in the Draft EIR. Flooding issues associated with all project components,
including creek restoration, preservation and acquisition activities, are analyzed on
page 261 of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, activities associated with the City-
wide Creeks group of projects are intended, in part, to reduce flooding. In addition,
the project incorporates numerous Conditions of Approval, as described on pages
253 to 257 of the Draft EIR, to ensure that project activities, including creek
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Response A3-4:

Response A3-5:

restorations, will not create significant flooding impacts. Thus, the Draft EIR
concludes that potential flooding impacts are less than significant.

The comment also requests that the City coordinate with the District’s staff if creek
restoration or improvement activities would affect District facilities. The studies,
the hydraulic model of the Channel, and the conceptual designs upon which the
analysis in the Draft EIR is based were developed in close cooperation with
Alameda County Public Works staff, including their hydrologist, design engineers,
and operations staff. The City will continue to coordinate with District staff during
the permitting and authorization process as required by Condition of Approval 75,
which is included as part of the project.

The comment incorrectly states that the Draft EIR relies on local and State
regulations to address the presence of hazardous compounds that may be
encountered during construction. It also expresses concern that disturbance of
contamination in Lake Merritt Channel could adversely affect wildlife in Lake
Merritt and states that mitigation is required.

Several Conditions of Approval, which go beyond regulatory requirements, are
identified on pages 298 and 299 of the Draft EIR. Conditions of Approval 50 and
52, for example, require the preparation of Phase | and Phase |1 studies and
remedial actions, as necessary, conducted in consultation with local, State and
federal environmental regulatory agencies. These Conditions of Approval are
included as part of the project, as noted on pages 64 and 65 of the Draft EIR, and
would reduce potential impacts associated with hazardous compounds in soil or
other environmental media. Implementation of these measures would ensure that
project activities do not adversely affect water quality and wildlife resources at
Lake Merritt.

The comment requests copies of the technical studies for the 7" Street bypass
channel concept. The studies are part of the administrative record for the project,
which is available at the City of Oakland, Community and Economic Development
Agency, Planning and Zoning Division, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315.
The City has provided copies of the documents to the District as part of the earlier
cooperative design process.
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LETTER A4

East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD)

William Kirkpatrick, Manager of Water Distribution Planning
August 28, 2007

Response A4-1: The comment states that the City should coordinate with EBMUD as the project
plans are finalized to determine the costs and conditions of providing water service
to the project. The comment is noted.

Response A4-2: The comment states that evidence of remediation of known contamination or
information to confirm the absence of contamination must be provided to EBMUD
before the district will design or install pipelines for the project in potentially
contaminated areas. The City’s Standard Condition of Approval 50: Phase | and/or
Phase Il Reports and Standard Condition of Approval 52: Environmental Site
Assessment Reports Remediation are included as part of the project as noted on
page 303 of the Draft EIR. These Conditions of Approval require the completion of
an environmental investigation and remedial action prior to the initiation of
ground-disturbing activities within the project site. Implementation of the
Conditions of Approval would ensure that EBMUD workers or other construction
personnel would not face health risks from soil or groundwater contamination
during the installation of water or sewer lines. Data on soil and groundwater
contamination with the Project site will be submitted to EBMUD prior to the
installation of utility lines.

Response A4-3: The comment states that the Draft EIR mischaracterizes EBMUD’s utilization of its
available treatment capacity and recommends deletion of text to correct the error.
The comment also notes that the City and EMBUD have agreed to design and
construct wet weather conveyance and treatment facilities to accommodate the
wastewater flows set forth in the City’s Infiltration/Inflow (1/1) Correction
Program. The comments are noted and the City agrees to make the recommended
change. The comments and the recommended change to the text do not alter the
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. The second paragraph on page 325 of the
Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Wastewater generated by the Measure DD Implementation Project components represents less than
0.1 percent of the MWWTP’s secondary treatment capaC|ty lhls-wastewa{em;eulel-be

EBMUD has suff|C|ent capaC|ty to treat wastewater flows from the pro;ects durmg dry Weather and
would not require or result in construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.

P:\RAJ0606\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses4.doc (1/23/2008) 52



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. MEASURE DD IMPLEMENTATION PROJECT EIR
JANUARY 2008 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
ITII. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response A4-4: EBMUD requests that the City include water conservation measures in its
Conditions of Approval for the project in accordance with the Landscape Water
Conservation Section of the City’s Municipal Code and that the City meet with
EBMUD to discuss water conservation programs and best management practices.
The comment is noted and will be considered by the City of Oakland decision-
makers during review of the merits of the project.
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Letter A5

East Bay Regional Park District
Chris Barton, Senior Planner
September 5, 2007

Response A5-1: This introductory statement to the Park District’s comment letter identifies the
District’s interest in the proposed Waterfront Trail component of the Measure DD
Implementation Project. The Park District requests that the City coordinate these
details with the District as the project proceeds to design stages of development.
The comment is noted.

Response A5-2:  The comment requests that the District’s trail details and Bay Trail Design
Guidelines be used as design standards to ensure compatibility of the future trail
with existing trails. The comment also notes that the City has an adopted policy in
its Open Space, Conservation and Recreation (OSCAR) General Plan Element that
encourages intergovernmental coordination for open space planning with the Park
District. The comments regarding design criteria and intergovernmental
coordination do not address the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis or identify a
new impact of the project. These comments will be considered by City of Oakland
decision-makers during review of the merits of the project.

Response A5-3: As the comment notes, the purpose of the figures is to show the project area for the
Waterfront Trail Group of the Measure DD Implementation Project. The “gaps”
between the project areas are either complete or will be completed by others. The
segment of trail between the Lake Merritt Channel and the 10" Avenue Marina is
the only incomplete portion of the trail outside of the project area. It will be
completed as part of the Oak to 9™ Project, as shown on Figure I11-10a. The trail is
already complete at the other locations cited by the comment, that is, from the
Livingston Pier to the Cryer Site, from the Park Street Bridge to Derby Avenue,
from U.S. Audio Technologies to High Street and from the Gallagher &
Burk/Hanson Aggregate property to 66" Avenue. The text of the Draft EIR is
revised to clarify the status of the various segments of the Waterfront Trail outside
of the limits for the Measure DD Implementation Project. Figures I11-10a and I11-
10b are revised as shown on the following pages. The text on page 52 of the Draft
EIR is revised as follows:

a.  General Trail Characteristics. Most of the 6.6 miles of trail would be paved with asphalt or
concrete, with minimal grading so as to minimize disturbance of the ground surface. At some
locations, invasive exotic plants, such as Spartina, would be removed if present along the shoreline.
Control measures for Spartina would include those approved by the San Francisco Estuary Invasive
Spartina Project. Some portions of the existing Bay Trail between Jack London Square and 66"
Avenue may be repaired to fix broken pavement, lighting, or sighage. The trail would vary from a
minimum 12-foot-wide combined use trail where space is constrained to a pair of bike and pedestrian
signage would be installed along the trail.
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Some segments of the trail are already complete or will be completed as part of other projects. These
segments include:

« Lake Merritt Channel to 10" Avenue Marina — segment will be completed as part of the Oak to
9" Project.

o Livingston Pier to Cryer Site — trail segment is complete

o Park Street Bridge to Derby Avenue — trail segment is complete

o U.S. Audio Technologies to High Street — trail segment is complete

« Gallagher & Burk/Hanson Aggregate to 66" Avenue Gateway — trail segment is complete, except
for the northern-most portion

Response A5-4: The comment expresses support for completion of a portion of the Waterfront Trail
in the vicinity of the Gallagher & Burk/Hanson Aggregate facility, either as
described in the project description or, as an interim measure along Tidewater
Avenue as described in the alternatives analysis. The comment is noted and will be
considered by City of Oakland decision-makers during review of the merits of the
project.

Response A5-5:  Section B, Planning Policy, of the Draft EIR discusses how goals and policies from
the City’s General Plan are considered during the environmental review of the
project. Goals related to recreation are presented in this section of the Draft EIR on
page 93; relevant policies are presented in Appendix D.

The comment is correct in that the project would result in more intense use of trails
by the public than the pre-project condition and that implementation of the City’s
policy for maintaining parks and recreational facilities would address any indirect
physical change in the environment that may occur from the project with respect to
trail hazards resulting from deferred maintenance. The project is not in conflict
with this policy. Although the Measure DD funds would not be used for ongoing
repair and maintenance, some funds would be used for renovating existing trails
and other recreational facilities, which would reduce the need for maintenance in
these areas over the short and mid-term. Future maintenance funds would be
derived from the City’s general fund and the Landscape Lighting and Assessment
District.

As recommended by the comment, the text of the EIR is revised as follows to
include the policy from the City’s Open Space Conservation and Recreation
(OSCAR) General Plan Element with regards to maintenance:
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Policy Rec-4.1

Systematic Maintenance Provisions. Provide

Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel: The project

for ongoing, systematic maintenance of all

provides funding to renovate the Boathouse, Pergola,

parks and recreational facilities to prevent

18" Street Pie, which are consistent with the long-term

deterioration, ensure public safety, and permit

upkeep of parks and recreational facilities.

continued public use and enjoyment. Routine
maintenance needs should be evaluate on a
regular basis. Parks which receive very heavy
use should receive more frequent maintenance
than those with less use.

Waterfront Trail: The project provides funding to
renovate existing trails as well as to construct new trails.
Recreational Facilities: The project provides funding to
renovate Studio One.

City-wide Creeks: N.A.

Response A5-6:

Consistency with the many goals and policies in the City’s General Plan will be
considered by the City of Oakland decision-makers during review of the merits of

the project.

The comment states that the Park District supports the City’s vision to close gaps in
the Waterfront Trail. The District’s support for this element of the project is
appreciated and will be considered by City of Oakland decision-makers during

review of the merits of the project.
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Letter A6

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Timothy Sable, District Branch Chief

September 10, 2007

Response A6-1: The comment regarding the California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans)
proposed replacement of the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) bridges over the Lake
Merritt Channel as part of a proposed nearby freeway project does not raise a
specific issue regarding the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR so no further
response is provided.

Response A6-2: The comment states that the document did not include a Traffic Impact Analysis or
supporting technical documentation for project trips. Only the Recreational
Facilities (Group 3) element of the project would generate automobile travel in the
traditional sense. Trip generation for Group 3 is shown in Table IV.C-9 on page
143 of the DEIR. The number of auto trips for Group 3 was calculated for AM and
PM peak weekday conditions and for Saturday peak conditions. Because of the
characteristics of Group 1 and Group 2 elements of the project, no analysis of trip
generation was required to provide a traffic impact analysis.

The Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel (Group 1) element of the proposed
project would affect transportation systems as a result of the changes proposed in
travel lanes and roadway geometry around Lake Merritt. Group 1 was evaluated by
comparing the results produced by the Alameda Countywide Travel Demand
Model for the existing roadway configuration against the proposed changes in the
roadway configuration. No-project traffic volumes were modified to account for
the changes in traffic patterns predicted by the travel demand model. A quantitative
traffic impact analysis resulting from the changes in traffic patterns associated with
Group 1 components is documented in the Draft EIR on pages 122 through 140.

The Oakland Waterfront Trail and Access (Group 2) would close gaps along the
San Francisco Bay Trail between Jack London Square and 66th Avenue in East
Oakland and would not affect traffic operations on other transportation systems.
Group 2 is not expected to change automobile travel demand but required the
assessment of potential impacts on transportation systems where the trail may cross
existing streets. A gualitative evaluation of Group 2 impacts was documented on
pages 140 to 141.

In response to the comment that it is unclear how much traffic would contribute to
the cumulative impact, all traffic volumes for cumulative conditions with and
without the Group 1 element of the project are documented in Appendix E and the
contribution to the cumulative impact is provided on pages 133 through 140.
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Response A6-3:

Response A6-4:

Response A6-5:

Response A6-6:

In response to the comment that the reconfiguration of local streets has significant
impacts to ramp intersections regardless of trip generation, the impacts of the
Group 1 element of the project on ramp intersections was disclosed by the analysis
of the following intersections, which are all connected to 1-580 ramps:

« Santa Clara Avenue / Grand Avenue
o Macarthur Boulevard / Grand Avenue
o Lake Park Avenue / Lakeshore Avenue

« Macarthur Boulevard / Lakeshore Avenue

The traffic analysis in the Draft EIR concluded that traffic shifts caused by the
proposed project would not significantly affect other freeway ramps.

The comment incorrectly states that Impacts TRANS-5 through TRANS-9 were
found to be significant and unavoidable. Impacts TRANS-5 through TRANS-7
were found to be significant and unavoidable; Impacts TRANS-8 and TRANS-9
were found to be significant but can be reduced to less-than-significant levels with
the recommended mitigation measures. The comment states that the City should
consider obtaining fair share funds from other projects that contribute to the
impacts. The City is aware that other projects contribute to the impacts at the
intersections and will pursue all appropriate methods of funding. The source(s) of
project funding does not fall under the purview of CEQA and is not within the
purview of this response document.

Although the comment expresses concern that ramp intersections at 6™ and 5"
Streets (at 1-880) might be significantly impacted, the analysis showed that traffic
volumes on 7" Street south of Oak Street would not be affected (as shown by
comparing the traffic volumes shown in Appendix E — Figures A.3 and A.4).

In response to the question about the impact of the proposed sports complex to the
ramps and intersections near 1-880, the analysis was performed at a program level
using the methods appropriate for a CMP analysis, as stated on page 143 of the
Draft EIR. Roadway links on 1-880 and local streets were evaluated and impacts
were found to be less than significant. No intersection or ramp analysis was
performed. The Draft EIR disclosed that 1-880 would operate at LOS F during the
peak hour but that the addition of sports complex traffic would not be significant.
Similarly, the link level of analysis found that the sports complex would not have
significant impacts on local streets.

The comment provides contact information for Caltrans’ Office of Cultural
Resources in the event there is an archaeological discovery within State right of
way during Measure DD Implementation Project construction activities. The City
appreciates the contact information and will notify Caltrans as required when
working within State right of way.
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Response A6-7: The City will obtain necessary encroachment permits from Caltrans and appreciates
the information describing Caltrans resources that are available to assist with the

permit process.
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Letter A7

California Public Utilities Commission (PUC)
Kevin Boles, Environmental Specialist
August 31, 2007

Response A7-1: The comment states that the California Public Utilities Commission and the Union
Pacific Railroad (UPRR) oppose an at-grade crossing of the UPRR tracks in the
vicinity of the Lake Merritt Channel and that without a grade separated crossing at
this location, pedestrians and cyclists would likely use the 5™ Avenue crossing. The
comment claims that the 5™ Avenue crossing is hazardous and suggests a grade
separated crossing near the channel or safety improvements at the 5" Avenue
crossing. The proposed bicycle and pedestrian connections between 1-880 and the
Oakland Estuary are not part of the proposed project and no at-grade crossing in the
vicinity of the Lake Merritt Channel is proposed. Streetscape improvements to 5"
Avenue, not part of the Measure DD project, are in the initial planning stage, and
could potentially include safety improvements at the existing at-grade crossing.

The trail along the Lake Merritt Channel currently ends south of the 7™ Street
Bridge and this would not change as part of the project. On the east side of the
Channel the trail merges into the parking lot south of the Peralta College District
offices; on the west side of the Channel, the trail passes under 1-880 and connects
to the dead end of 4™ Street. Bicycle and pedestrian access to the estuary from the
Downtown and Lake Merritt areas of Oakland would continue to be served by 5"
Avenue, Oak Street (currently a bike route, Class 3), or other connections in the
vicinity of Jack London Square. Both 5 Avenue and Oak Street are identified as
proposed bike lanes (Class 2) in the City’s proposed 2007 Bicycle Master Plan.
The rail line crossings at these locations currently include safety features (i.e.,
automatic gates and flashing signals) and further improvements to the crossings
(e.g., striped lanes and signage) would be included as part of other projects to
upgrade these bicycle connections.

The Draft EIR acknowledges that several issues would need to be resolved before a
crossing of the railroad tracks along the Lake Merritt Channel is implemented,
including agreements with UPRR and the Public Utilities Commission. The
resolution of improving trail connectivity in this area is not part of the Measure DD
Implementation Project, as noted on page 129 of the Draft EIR. Completion of the
trail connection along the channel would likely require subsequent environmental
review once a project is defined. The City will work with UPRR and the Public
Utilities Commission to ensure the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists should a
new crossing of the UPRR tracks be proposed.

To clarify where the trail would end south of 7" Street, the text on pp. 35-36 of the
Draft EIR is revised as follows:
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As part of the Measure DD Implementation Project, the City proposes to widen the Channel,
streambed, stream banks and upland areas between Lake Merritt and the Estuary by removing the 10"
Street culvert and 12" Street culvert (discussed above) and grading the Channel’s banks, thus creating
additional areas of open water and tidal marsh as shown in Figure 111-4. The bottom of the channel at
12" Street would be lowered. Shoreline improvements (e.g., pedestrian pathways and tidal marsh)
along the channel between 12" Street and 1-880 would be similar in design to those te-the-designs
proposed for the 12™ Street project component. The existing pedestrian bridge below 10" Street
would be refurbished or replaced. At 7" Street, the pedestrian tunnel on the east side of the trail
would be refurbished and the pedestrian tunnel on the west side would be relocated to allow
construction of the new bypass channel. A new traffic signal and crosswalk across 7" Street is
proposed. The 7" Street project component proposes the creation of a bypass channel to improve
recreational access, as well as to allow large fish to once again enter the upper Lake Merritt Channel
and Lake Merritt. The trail south of 7" Street would be refurbished but would otherwise remain
unchanged. On the east side of the Channel the trail merges into the parking lot south of Peralta
College District offices; on the west, the trail passes under 1-880 and connects to the dead end of 4"
Street.

The City will isprepesingte-remove some existing trees (approximately 58) along the channel as
shown in Figure I11-5. Invasive exotic plants, such as Spartina, would be removed if present along the
shoreline and new intertidal and upland plantings consisting of native plants such as pickleweed
(lower marsh areas), marsh gumplant, and salt grass (upper marsh areas and transitional zones
characterized by native grasses), and shrubs and trees would be planted to restore the natural
ecosystem of the Channel. Control measures for Spartina would include those approved by the San
Francisco Estuary Invasive Spartina Project. The City also is proposing to install biofiltration basins
to improve water quality. Typical construction activities would include clearing, grading, excavating,
pile driving, and replanting of landscaping using various pieces of construction equipment and by
hand labor. Fhi igtration-would-n i i e i as-part-6
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Letter A8

United States Coast Guard

David H. Sulouff, Chief, Bridge Section
September 7, 2007

Response A8-1: The City considered the project’s design features and the operation of the bridges
when determining whether the project would create a safety hazard or impede
marine transportation. As noted on page 56 of the Draft EIR, to the extent feasible,
the undercrossings of bridges along the Waterfront Trail would not extend beyond
the existing pierhead line. The trail would remain as close to the existing bridge
abutments as possible to ensure public safety and not impede navigation. Further,
the bridge undercrossings would not impede marine transportation or create a
significant safety hazard because to allow passage of marine vessels at High and
Park streets, both the north and south ends of the bridges are raised, with marine
vessels passing through the opening near the midpoint of the Tidal Canal. At
Fruitvale Avenue, the south end (Alameda side) of the bridge is raised, with marine
vessels passing through the opening south of the midpoint of the Tidal Canal. The
proposed trail undercrossing would be beneath the fixed northern section (Oakland
side) of the Fruitvale Bridge, which remains lowered during vessel passages. Thus,
the City concludes that the proposed design of the bridge undercrossings would
allow adequate room for the passage of marine vessels and would not create a
safety hazard for pedestrians and bicyclists or impede marine shipping. See
Photoplate 1 on the following page, which show the bridges in the open position
during the passage of marine vessels.

However, the City recognizes that the U.S. Coast Guard and the shipping
community have concerns about the potential safety and feasibility of the proposed
under-bridge segments of the Waterfront Trail, particularly at the High Street and
Park Street bridges, and that the U.S. Coast Guard has permitting authority in this
area. For this reason, and others, the City proposes to pull the proposed boardwalk
closer to the shore at the High Street and Park Street bridges, so that the channel is
not narrowed any further. Also the City proposes an alternative to the project that
does not include the passage of the Waterfront Trail beneath the bridges. That
alternative is described and analyzed in Section V.F of the Draft EIR (pp. 356-359).

To clarify the City’s conclusions regarding safety and shipping in the Oakland
Channel the text on page 142 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Traffic and Maritime Hazards. Implementation of the proposed project would result in the
Bay Trail passing under the bridges. Therefore, the project would not result in any significant impacts
related to traffic hazards as the trail would not conflict with vehicular circulation. To the extent
feasible the proposed trail segments that would pass beneath the Park Street and High Street bridges
would not extend further into the channel than the existing bridge fenders. At all bridges, trail
segments would be kept as close to the shoreline as necessary to ensure public safety and not impede
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Photoplate 1: Barge Passage along the Oakland Inner Harbor Tidal Canal

Alameda side Park Street Bridge Oakland side  Oakland side Fruitvale Bridge Alameda side

Alameda side High Street Bridge Oakland side
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navigation. However, the U.S. Coast Guard and others have raised concerns about the potential safety

and feasibility of a trail being constructed under the bridges, particularly the High Street and Park

Street bridges. Recognizing that the U.S. Coast Guard has permitting authority in these areas, the City

includes street-level crossings in these areas as part of the alternative for the Waterfront Trail Group,

described in Section V.F, Waterfront Trail Surface Street Connection Alternative.

Response A8-2:

Response A8-3:

Response A8-4:

Response A8-5:

The comment also resubmits comments made when the Notice of Preparation was
issued. While these comments are not specific to the Draft EIR, as they were
submitted in advance of its publication, they are nevertheless addressed by
Responses to Comments A8-2 through A8-5.

Copies of the Draft EIR and the Notice of Availability were sent to Mr. Sulouff as
part of the noticing process for the EIR. Refer also to Response to Comment B4-1.

The comment regarding the permitting authority of the U.S. Coast Guard is noted.
The City understands that the U.S. Coast Guard must comply with the requirements
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and will work with the U.S.
Coast Guard to prepare the required documentation, as needed.

The comment regarding the effect of the proposed action on the U.S. Coast Guard’s
jurisdiction over areas upstream of 7" Street is noted. As the comment does not
relate to the environmental analysis within the Draft EIR so no further response is
provided.

The City appreciates the information provided in the comment for obtaining and
completing U.S. Coast Guard bridge permit applications and the contents of the
permit application and supporting NEPA documentation. The City will prepare the
required applications and work with the U.S. Coast Guard to prepare NEPA
documentation, as needed.
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LETTER B1

Golden Gate Audubon Society
John Bowers, Member, East Bay Conservation Committee
September 7, 2007

Response B1-1:

Response B1-2:

Response B1-3:

This introductory statement expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and
notes that the project will in general enhance the natural resource and habitat values
of the Lake Merritt aquatic system. The Society’s support for these elements will
be considered by City of Oakland decision-makers during review of the merits of
the project. The comment also identifies issues raised in the Society’s comments on
the Notice of Preparation. Refer to Responses to Comments B1-2 and B1-3.

The comment recommends restricting small boat use of the Lake Merritt Channel
to non-motorized vessels during the non-migratory season. As this restriction is not
required to mitigate a significant effect of the project the measure is not included as
mitigation. However, the Society’s recommendation will be considered by City
decision-makers during review of the merits of the project.

The Draft EIR’s analysis of impacts is consistent. When determining whether the
project would have an adverse effect on wildlife species, the City considered both
the intensity and duration of the project activity. In the case of migratory fish that
may be present in the Oakland Estuary, potential exposure to the percussive sound
waves produced by pile driving, although brief, could injure or kill protected fish
species. Thus, the risk of injury or death is high and mitigation is recommended.
On the other hand, pile driving in the Lake Merritt Channel may temporarily
displace migratory waterbirds to other nearby areas of suitable habitat but the birds
are not at risk of being injured or killed by the activity. Thus, the Draft EIR did not
find this to be a significant adverse effect.
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LETTER B2

California Oaks Foundation
Janet Santos Cobb, President
August 3, 2007

Response B2-1: The comment asks that the City consider the impact on global warming of
removing trees. The removal and replacement of trees is described for all project
elements in Section 111 of the Draft EIR, and the potential impacts of the tree
removals are evaluated in the Draft EIR in Sections IV.F, Biological Resources.
Supporting documentation in the form of an arborist’s report is included as
Appendix | of the Draft EIR. The project would result in a net increase in trees as
described on page 218 of the Draft EIR. The increase in trees would have a
positive, albeit very small effect on the global carbon balance by increasing the
amount of carbon-fixing vegetation. This positive effect is identified on page 219
of the Draft EIR.

Response B2-2: The City acknowledges the documents attached to the comment letter. The
attachments include a summary of a recent lawsuit settlement that addressed global
climate change and, in particular, the impact of converting oak woodland habitat to
urban land on climate change. However, the Measure DD Implementation Project
would not convert oak woodlands to urban land. The project would create
additional park land within an urbanized area, which would have a beneficial, albeit
very small effect on the global carbon balance by increasing the amount of carbon-
fixing vegetation. This positive effect is identified on page 219 of the Draft EIR.
The other attachments to the comment letter provide information about the role of
trees in natural, cultural, and recently modified landscapes, the Foundation’s plan
for managing oak woodlands, and the importance of oaks in California’s natural
and cultural history. These documents do not provide specific comments on the
environmental document and the information contained therein does not affect the
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR.

P:\RAJ0606\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses4.doc (1/23/2008) 1 16



Letter
B3




Letter
B3
cont.




Letter
B3
cont.




Letter
B3
cont.

cont.




Letter
B3
cont.

10

11




Letter
B3
cont.

12

13

14

15

16




Letter
B3
cont.

17

18

19




Letter
B3
cont.

19
cont.

20

21




Letter
B3
cont.

21
cont.

22

23




Letter
B3
cont.

23
cont.

24

25




Letter
B3
cont.

25
cont.

26

27




Letter
B3
cont.

217
cont.




Letter
B3
Attach A




Letter
B3
Attach A




Letter
B3
Attach A




Letter
B3
Attach A




Letter
B3
Attach A




Letter
B3
Attach A




Letter
B3
Attach A




Letter
B3
Attach A




Letter
B3
Attach A




Letter
B3
Attach A




Letter
B3
Attach A




Letter
B3
Attach A




Letter
B3
Attach A




Letter
B3
Attach A




Letter
B3
Attach A




LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. MEASURE DD IMPLEMENTATION PROJECT EIR

JANUARY 2008

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
ITII. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

LETTER B3

Law Offices of Brian Gaffney

Matt McFarland

September 7, 2007

Response B3-1:

Response B3-2:

Response B3-3:

The City also received comments on the Draft EIR from Nancy Rieser and Ken
Pratt, who are identified in this introductory paragraph of the comment letter. Refer
to responses to comment letters B14, B15, and B16.

The Draft EIR fulfills the requirements and purposes of the California Environ-
mental Quality Act (“CEQA”) to provide informed public participation and
informed decision making. The Draft EIR describes the Measure DD Implemen-
tation Project in Section I1l, Project Description, including the tree removals
associated with each project element. The impacts associated with the project are
evaluated in Section 1V, Setting, Impacts and Mitigation, where mitigation is
recommended, as appropriate. Other CEQA-required analyses, for example
cumulative impacts, are included in Section V. Thus, the analysis fulfills the
requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The specific issues raised by the
comment in the introductory statements are addressed below as follows:

« Analysis of aesthetic impacts resulting from tree removal (Refer to Responses to
Comments B3-3 to B3-9)

« Analysis of wildlife and biological resources impacts resulting from tree removal
(Refer to Responses to Comments B3-10 to B3-16)

o Explanation of how proposed mitigations will reduce project impacts to less-
than-significant level (Refer to Response to Comment B3-17)

« Analysis of cumulative impacts (Refer to Responses to Comments B3-18 to B3-
24

« Impact analysis for tree removal (Refer to Responses to Comments B3-25 to B3-
27)

The comment introduces points made in comments B3-4 through B3-9. The
specific points raised in those comments are addressed in the associated responses.
Refer also to Master Response M-1.

As discussed in the Draft EIR the removal of trees will not result in significant
impacts to scenic views and resources, or the overall visual character of the project
site. The Draft EIR’s analysis includes among others the impact discussion in
Section V.M, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, as well as: 1) visual simulations of the
project from key viewpoints that show the visual effects of tree removal/planting
(Figures IV.M-1 through 1V.M-4 of the Draft EIR); and 2) a Tree Assessment
prepared by HortScience, Inc. (included in the Draft EIR as Appendix 1), which
evaluates the economic/environ-mental costs and benefits of tree removal and
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Response B3-4:

Response B3-5:

replacement around Lake Merritt, taking into account the aesthetic value of
existing and proposed trees. The discussion in Section V.M, the visual
simulations, and the HortScience study lead to the conclusion that tree removal will
not result in a significant impact to visual resources.

The analysis in the Draft EIR of the visual effects of tree removal/replacement
fulfills the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, which requires an
EIR “to be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers
with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences. . . An evaluation of the environmental
effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR
is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible.” The analysis and
discussion in the Draft EIR of the potential effects of tree removal provide
decision-makers with adequate information to enable them to reasonably
understand the project’s impacts.

The comment claims that the Draft EIR “fails to explain why the planting of new
trees automatically leads to the conclusion that the project will have a less-than-
significant impact on a scenic vista.” The stated conclusion-that the planting of
new trees would reduce impacts to scenic vistas—is incorrect, and misinterprets the
analysis in the Draft EIR. Although the removal and planting of trees has much to
do with a site’s visual character, it will not have a significant adverse effect on
scenic vistas (unless new trees would substantially block scenic views). Visual
character is the physical appearance or look of a particular location, including the
visual cues that provide a sense of place. Elements that affect visual character in
urban locations include the location and coverage of trees, street width, building
height and mass, pedestrian activity, the type and size of retail establishments, and
amount and configuration of open space. A scenic vista is a notable view of a
landmark (such as the view of the Golden Gate Bridge from the Berkeley Marina)
or a significant landscape feature (such as views of the East Bay Hills from Lake
Merritt).

A significant impact to a scenic vista typically involves the construction or
installation of a structure that substantially blocks or changes a scenic view. A
prototypical example of such a structure is a freeway that obstructs views of a
scenic feature such as San Francisco Bay or the East Bay Hills. Although the
planting and removal of trees in the project site will change the visual character of
the area, it will not block or substantially adversely change scenic views (including
views of Lake Merritt, the East Bay Hills, and other important East Bay
landmarks). As noted on page 336 of the Draft EIR, the Group 1 project
components would “result in small but beneficial improvements to scenic vistas
encompassing” Lake Merritt and the Lake Merritt Channel.

Page 336 of the Draft EIR is revised, for clarification. Refer to Master Response
M-1 for revisions made to the text.

The planting of new trees to replace removed trees is not a mitigation measure, but
a part of the proposed project (as described or graphically depicted on pages 30, 35,
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Response B3-6:

Response B3-7:

Response B3-8:

Response B3-9:

38, 41, 42, 43, 47, and 49 of Chapter Il1, Project Description). Further, the
plantings of new trees are conditions of the tree permits. Therefore, discussion of
the project’s impacts and proposed mitigation is not inappropriately combined.

The impact analysis in the Draft EIR is not limited to a discussion of diseased trees
but also addresses impacts associated with the removal of healthy trees. As noted
on page 341 of the Draft EIR, “As part of the project, certain trees would be
removed (and replaced with healthy individuals). Many of the trees that would be
removed are diseased, short-lived, or are not stable.” The Draft EIR analyzes
impacts associated with the removal of healthy trees, but notes that many of the
trees that would be removed are unhealthy or unstable. According to the Tree
Assessment prepared by HortScience, over 70 percent of the trees to be removed
are dead, or in “poor” or “fair” condition.

Page 341 of the Draft EIR is revised to further discuss why the removal of trees
will have a less-than-significant effect on scenic resources (and visual character).
This supplemental text provides additional details about the analysis that was
performed to support the conclusions of the Draft EIR, which are unchanged. Refer
to Master Response M-1 for text revisions.

The project also includes the rehabilitation of three historic structures around Lake
Merritt: the Pergola, Cleveland Cascade, and the Boathouse. This rehabilitation
would be undertaken in a way that avoids significant impacts on the historic
qualities of the building facades and would enhance these scenic resources.
Therefore, this group of project components would have a less-than-significant
effect on scenic resources.

In the case of the Group 1 projects, which would all be located around Lake Merritt
and Lake Merritt Channel, impacts to “scenic resources” (the Lake, Channel, and
adjacent lands) are essentially the same as impacts to “visual character” (the visual
perception of the Lake Channel, and adjacent lands). Refer to Response to
Comment B3-7 and Master Response M-1 for an explanation of why the removal
of trees from around Lake Merritt and the replacement of these trees with new trees
will not result in a significant impact to visual character (or scenic resources).

The comments submitted by other individuals regarding impacts associated with
tree removal are noted. As discussed in Response to Comment B3-7, the removal
of trees will have a relatively small visual impact when considered in the context of
trees to be preserved within the site and the 521 new trees that will be planted as
part of the project. This conclusion is supported by a tree economic/environmental
valuation study conducted by HortScience, which determined that within 5 years of
planting, the replacement trees will be more valuable in terms of aesthetics and
other environmental/economic benefits than the existing trees that will be removed
as part of the project. Refer also to Master Response M-1.
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Response B3-10:

Response B3-11:

See responses B3-11 through B3-16, which respond to comments raised regarding
the Draft EIR’s analysis of wildlife and biological resource impacts associated with
tree removal. Refer also to Master Response M-1.

Based on a review of pertinent information (e.g., the California Natural Diversity
Database for the area and communications with a local birder) the Draft EIR finds
that the only special-status species with potential to nest in the taller trees at Lake
Merritt is Cooper’s hawk (sharp-shinned hawks are not known to nest in urban
areas; they were included in the Draft EIR because suitable nesting habitat is
present in the Oakland Hills, where several Measure DD-funded creek restoration
projects are proposed). The Draft EIR identifies this potential impact at the bottom
of page 211. It should be noted that to date, no Cooper’s hawks have been observed
nesting in any of the trees to be removed. Likewise, no other raptors or owls,
including the five species identified by the comment (red-tailed hawk, red-
shouldered hawk, American kestrel, great horned owl, and barn owl) have been
observed nesting in any of the trees.

For the purposes of the environmental analysis, an impact to Cooper’s hawks or
other raptor would be considered “significant” if a nest were destroyed during tree
removal activities or a pair of raptors abandoned a nest due to human-caused
disturbance (e.g., excessive construction noise). As discussed below (Response to
Comment B3-16), the City’s Conditions of Approval are considered part of the
project when determining whether a given impact is significant. The potential
impact to nesting Cooper’s hawks (and any other birds) would be avoided through
the implementation of Condition 32 (i.e., preconstruction surveys and
establishment of nest buffers), which has been incorporated as part of the project.
Thus, the potential impact is not considered significant.

There are no potential impacts associated with tree removal on Barrow’s
goldeneye, California brown pelican, double-crested cormorant, American
peregrine falcon, or Alameda song sparrow. The trees that will be removed as part
of the project, and trees in general, are not an important habitat component for the
species as explained in the following paragraphs.

Barrow’s goldeneye is a species of diving duck that winters in the Bay Area in
small numbers. The species spends all of its time in open water while foraging and
resting. Trees are not an important habitat component for this species.

California brown pelicans at Lake Merritt spend nearly all their time resting on or
foraging over open water, and are not known to roost in trees. Double-crested
cormorants may occasionally roost in trees near the water’s edge, but prefer to
roost along the shoreline, on docks, or on pilings. None of the trees around the
southern end of Lake Merritt represent important roost sites for the lake’s
cormorant population, which is concentrated more towards the northern end of the
lake near the islands adjacent to the Rotary Nature Center. Furthermore, the
Species of Special Concern designation for double-crested cormorant only applies
to known rookeries, one of which is present at the above-mentioned islands. None

P:\RAJ0606\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-

Responses4.doc (1/23/2008) 147



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. MEASURE DD IMPLEMENTATION PROJECT EIR

JANUARY 2008

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
ITII. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response B3-12:

Response B3-13:

Response B3-14:

Response B3-15:

of the trees to be removed support a cormorant rookery.

Trees are not an important habitat component for urban peregrine falcons, which
perch almost exclusively on human-made structures (e.g., tall buildings, bridges,
transmission towers). Furthermore, peregrines are not a regularly occurring species
at Lake Merritt (see Draft EIR page 195). Because peregrines (1) do not perch or
nest on trees in urban landscapes and (2) only occur sporadically at Lake Merritt,
they will be unaffected by tree removals.

Similarly, Alameda song sparrows do not roost or nest in trees. They are adapted to
the open tidal marshes that surround San Francisco Bay, and are thus dependent on
low-growing pickleweed and other dense vegetation for nest sites rather than open-
branched ornamental trees such as those around Lake Merritt. As such, tree
removals will not impact this species.

The City’s Uniformly Applied Development Standard Conditions of Approval are
incorporated into projects as explained on pages 64-65 of the Draft EIR and are
considered part of the project when determining the significance of a given impact.
As such, the City’s Conditions of Approval are not mitigation measures. If an
impact is less than significant with the Conditions of Approval that are
incorporated into the project, no mitigation is proposed. Because the Conditions of
Approval are not mitigation measures, consideration of the Conditions of Approval
in the impacts analysis of the Draft EIR does not inappropriately combine the
analysis of impacts with the discussion of mitigation.

The Draft EIR follows CEQA procedures by analyzing the impacts of the project.
Preconstruction surveys for and avoidance of, active nest sites are part of the
project and ensure that the impact is less than significant. Thus, no mitigation is
proposed.

Refer to Response to Comment B3-11.

Potential impacts to the nests of common birds, including red-tailed and red-
shouldered hawk, are identified on page 213 (third paragraph) of the Draft EIR.
Because preconstruction surveys are incorporated into the project (Condition 32 of
the City’s Conditions of Approval, included on page 207 of the Draft EIR) the tree
removals will not result in significant impacts to nesting birds. The impact would
be less than significant with the implementation of Condition 32 because tree
removals will occur outside of the breeding season when nesting birds are not
present (as was the case for the trees removed in November along Lakeside Drive
and Lakeshore Avenue), or if tree removals occur within the breeding season, the
trees will be surveyed for nests and if any are found steps will be taken to ensure
that the nest(s) are not disturbed until the young have successfully fledged.

Implementation of Condition 32 from the City’s Conditions of Approval (which is
incorporated as part of the project) will ensure that tree removals will not violate
the Fish and Game Code. The EIR team’s ornithologist disagrees with the
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Response B3-16:

Response B3-17:

Response B3-18:

comment’s assertion that the City should survey the trees for nests of raptors and
owls prior to EIR certification. To avoid impacts to nesting raptors and owls, it is
essential to survey the trees at the time of the proposed activity (i.e., within 15 or
30 days during the breeding season, as per Condition 32) to ensure that no nests are
present. Surveying the trees a year or more in advance may provide information as
to which trees are being used by raptors and/or owls, if any, but would be of little
help in avoiding impacts since most birds vary in their nest placement from year to
year. The practice of conducting preconstruction surveys immediately prior to tree
removal is a standard avoidance and protection measure that has been implemented
on many other similar public works projects, as well as in General Plans, and is
regularly accepted by the CDFG as an appropriate mechanism for the protection of
nesting raptors, owls, and other native birds.

Refer to Response to Comment B3-12 for additional information regarding the
City’s use of its Uniformly Applied Development Standard Conditions of
Approval.

The phrase, “to the extent feasible,” which is cited in a footnote to comment B3-12,
qualifies only a portion of Condition 32 cited by the comment. The relevant section
of Condition 32 reads: “To the extent feasible, removal of the trees and other
vegetation suitable for nesting or raptors shall not occur during the breeding season
of March 15 through August 15. If tree removal must occur during the breeding
season [emphasis added], all sites shall be surveyed by a qualified biologist to
verify the presence or absence of nesting raptors or other birds. ...” The measure
provides more than one way to reduce adverse effects to nesting birds—either
remove trees outside of the nesting season or, survey and avoid active nests if the
work must be conducted during the nesting season. As either approach required by
Condition 32 avoids adverse effects to nesting birds, no mitigation is required.

The comment incorrectly states that the EIR determines that compliance with the
Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance will—in and of itself—mitigate
potentially significant impacts...” This statement confuses the evaluation of an
impact with mitigation. The impact that is being evaluated on pages 218-219 of the
Draft EIR is whether the project would fundamentally conflict with the City of
Oakland Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance (see page 210 of the Draft EIR
for the complete text of the criterion of significance used to evaluate the impact).
For the reasons presented in the first paragraph at the top of page 219, the EIR
concludes that the project would not conflict with the ordinance and thus no
mitigation is required. Note that other potential impacts associated with tree
removal are addressed on pages 211-212, 336, and 341 of the Draft EIR. Refer to
Master Response M-1 and Responses to Comments B3-3 to B3-16 for additional
discussion of impacts and mitigation associated with tree removal.

The EIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts is adequate. Please see Responses to
Comments B3-19 through B3-24. The specific points raised in those comments are
addressed there and in the associated responses that follow.
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Response B3-19: The Draft EIR first identified the method for estimating the universe of cumulative
development (i.e., past, present and probable future projects) and then analyzed that
development’s potential cumulative impacts.

CEQA allows lead agencies to choose the method for establishing the cumulative
projects or projected levels of cumulative development that is best suited to the
situation at hand. As the comment notes, the City considered a summary of
projections to establish past, present and probable future development. Because the
proposed project implements many of the open space, recreation and land use
policies described in the City’s General Plan and analyzed in previous planning
level documents, the City finds the method selected is the one best suited to the
situation. The projections account for past and present projects as well as future
probable development. In addition, the cumulative analysis considered specific
projects, including the Oakland Whole Foods Market, the Jack London Square
Redevelopment, and the Oak to Ninth Avenue Projects (page 133 of the Draft
EIR).

Having established the cumulative development scenario to be examined for a
project of the scale and type proposed here, the City analyzed that development’s
potential compound impacts. While the comment states that “...“a summary of
projections’ is not a substitute for an adequate discussion of cumulative impacts”,
suggesting that the summary of projections is claimed by the EIR to be the
equivalent of the analysis of potential cumulative impacts, nowhere does the EIR
suggest such a substitution. In fact, following the subsection on Methodology
(revised below) the cumulative analysis is conducted over the next three pages
(Draft EIR, pp. 363-366) for each of the topics evaluated in the main Setting,
Impacts and Mitigation Measures chapter of the Draft EIR. It is in that text — a
paragraph or two for each topic — that the cumulative analysis required by CEQA is
conducted and presented.

Refer to Response to Comment B3-24 for additional response to the comment on
the analysis of cumulative impacts. The text on page 363 of the Draft EIR is
revised as follows to clarify the EIR’s choice of the summary of projections and
approved projects:

1.  Methodology
When evaluating cumulative impacts, CEQA allows the use of either a list of past, present and

reasonably foreseeable future projects erreasenably-anticipated-relevantprojeets-(including projects
outside the control of the lead agency) or a summary of the projections in an adopted General Plan or
related planning document. This cumulative impacts analysis considered development projections that
are contained in is-tikely-to-oceurunder-the-build-eut-of-the various elements of the City of Oakland
General Plan, including the Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE), and the Open Space,
Conservation, and Recreation Element (OSCAR), and their related environmental review
documentation. The projections account for past and present projects as well as reasonably
foreseeable future development. In addition, the cumulative analysis considered specific projects,
including the Oakland Whole Foods Market, the Jack London Square Redevelopment, and the Oak to
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Ninth Avenue Projects. As a result, the analysis is based on a projections approach, which has been
refined by including additional information regarding specific existing and anticipated future projects.

Response B3-20: The cumulative analysis of the Draft EIR included consideration of past, present
and probable future projects. Past and present projects are included in the term
“build-out” in the context used on page 363 of the Draft EIR and thus were
considered in the cumulative impacts analysis. Refer also to Response to Comment
B3-19 for revisions to the text to clarify the methodology of the cumulative
analysis and to Response to Comment B3-22 for a discussion of the cumulative
analysis for aesthetics. The text beginning at the bottom of page 365 of the Draft
EIR is revised as follows to clarify the discussions of Public Service and
Recreation and Utilities and Infrastructure.

j. Public Services and Recreatlon Develepmem—ef—tThe proposed Measure DD
Implementation Project ;
General-Plan, would mcrementally increase demand for pollce and fire services as noted in Sectlon
IV.K, which finds that the project sites are currently adequately served and the impacts on demand
would be less than significant. For recreation, the analysis finds that service is currently inadequate,
as the City does not meet its goals of 10 acres of total and 4 acres of urban parkland per 1,000
residents. However, the project would improve recreational facilities and increase the current ratios
by constructing new facilities in East Oakland and by increasing the acres of parkland around the
south end of Lake Merritt. Thus the project would have a beneficial effect on recreation. Therefore,
the cumulatlve analv5|s focuses on pollce and f|re SErvices. aubhefaedmesand—semees—lﬁowevep

There is no evidence that the demand for police and fire services would be cumulatively significant
because adequate fire and police service is provided to the project area and development under
cumulative conditions would be addressed by the service providers prior to completion of
development to ensure that service demand can be reasonably be accommodated at that time. Build-
out of the cumulative projects would not result in cumulative impacts related to physical capacities,
service levels or funding availability, particularly because the increased demand for services has, in
many cases, been anticipated in planning and policy documents and would be shared across service
areas within the City. In addition, given the acceptable levels of service as described in Section 1V.K,
the demand by the project when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects would not be cumulatively considerable because the facilities that are part of the project,
such as new trails, new landscaping, creek restoration activities, renovations of buildings and other
historic structures, creation of bike lanes, and water guality improvements do not create demand for
services, have a demand for services that is the same as the existing project sites, or have very low
demand for services. As a result, no significant cumulative impacts would result.

k. Utilities and Infrastructure. The proposed Measure DD Implementation Project is located in
areas already served by utilities and the incremental increase in demand for services would not
require the expansion or construction of new facilities. The cumulative increase in demand on the
utility providers and infrastructure in the City resulting from implementation of Measure DD, in
combination with past, present and other reasonably foreseeable projects in Oakland, is anticipated
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within the General Plan as well as within plans prepared by each of the utility providers to address
projected growth.

There is no evidence that the demand for utilities and infrastructure would be cumulatively significant
because adequate service is provided to the project area and development under cumulative
conditions would be addressed by the utility providers prior to completion of development to ensure
that service demand can be reasonably be accommodated at that time. In addition, given the
acceptable levels of service as described in Section IV.L, the demand by the project when combined
with past, present and reasonably future projects would not be cumulatively considerable because the
facilities that are part of the project, such as new trails, new landscaping, creek restoration activities,
renovations of buildings and other historic structures, creation of bike lanes, and water guality
improvements do not create demand for services, have a demand for services that is the same as the
existing project sites, or have very low demand for services. Therefore, no significant cumulative
impacts would result.

Response B3-21: The cumulative impacts discussion focuses on effects that could cause
cumulatively considerable impacts when combined with the effects of past, present,
and probable future projects. The analyses are not site-specific but encompass a
geographic area appropriate to the area of potential cumulative effect, such as the
air basin for air quality but appropriately smaller areas for other topical areas, such
as noise, geology and hazards. Refer to Response to Comment B3-23 for revisions
to the Hazards and Hazardous Materials analysis. Refer to the end of Chapter IV of
this Response to Comments document for additional revisions to the cumulative
impacts analysis in Section IV.C, Transportation, Circulation, and Parking, of the
Draft EIR. The cumulative analyses for Transportation, Circulation, and Parking,
Air Quality, Noise, and Geology, Soils and Seismicity found on pages 363-365 of
the Draft EIR are revised as follows:

b. Transportation, Circulation and Parking. A detailed analysis was conducted for the
purposes of assessing cumulative environmental impacts to the transportation system as described in
Section IV.C. As described therein (see pages 133 to 134), the cumulative analysis analyzed the
project in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The cumulative
analysis identified five significant cumulative impacts related to transportation (TRAF-5 through
TRAF-9), three of which are identified as significant and unavoidable because they may not be
reduced to less-than-significant levels. The impacts and mitigation are discussed in detail in Section
IV.C. No significant impacts were identified for alternative modes of transportation. The project
would not fundamentally conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting pedestrian and
bicycle transportation or transit use. The project would improve both pedestrian mobility and bicycle
transportation. Although travel times would increase as a result of the project and affect some transit
routes, travel times for other motor vehicles would increase by a similar amount, and travelers would
not be discouraged from using transit as a result of the project. Thus, the project would not
fundamentally conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting transit use and would not
have a significant cumulative impact.

C. Air Quality. As noted in the air quality impact analysis in Section IV.D, the air basin within
which the City of Oakland and the project components lie is non-attainment for ozone, PM,, and
PM, 5. As such, the project and other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects could
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result in an impact that is cumulatively significant for air guality related to these pollutants. However,
the City finds that the project’s contribution to the impact would not be cumulatively considerable
and thus the impact is less than significant. According to the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines, any proposed project that would individually have a less-
than-significant air quality impact and is consistent with the General Plan, where the General Plan is
consistent with the Clean Air Plan, would be considered to have a less-than-significant cumulative air
guality impact. The Measure DD components would not have significant operational air quality
impacts, therefore a determination of the cumulative impacts would be based on an evaluation of the
consistency of the project with the City of Oakland’s General Plan and of the General Plan with the
regional air quality plan. As discussed in Section IV.D, tFhe City of Oakland’s General Plan is
consistent with the 2005 Ozone Attainment Plan, the fourth triennial update of the Clean Air Plan,
and the project is consistent with the General Plan;. In addition, the project would not generate
objectionable odors, expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations, or emit
toxics that would contribute to a cumulative impact. Likewise, the project would not contribute to an
impact associated with CO concentrations because CO concentrations would not increase as a result
of the project. Ttherefore the project would not have a significant cumulative impact.

d. Noise. As noted in the noise analysis in Section 1V.E, tFhe project components are primarily
recreational facilities and water quality improvements that would not produce substantial noise during
their operation and would not contribute substantially to the cumulative noise environment, which
would generally include the project site and surrounding properties. Further, the noise impact analysis
in Section IV.E notes that the primary source of noise in the project area is and would be motor
vehicle noise. The analysis of cGumulative traffic noise impacts for all project components, as shown
in Tables IV.E-12 and IV.E-13 and in the discussion under Section IV.E.2.b, was based on the
cumulative traffic volumes (i.e., cumulative plus project scenario) generated for the traffic analysis in
Section 1V.C, which included the project and other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
planned-projects within the City of Oakland. The analysis demonstrates that the cumulative noise
impacts from traffic would be less than significant for noise sensitive receptors within the City of
Oakland.

There would be temporary construction noise impacts and one of these (i.e., pile driving) thatwould
be significant if noise-reducing measures specified in the City’s Standard-and-Uniformly Applied
Development Standard Conditions of Approval are not feasible (as noted in Section IV.E). Howeverlf
they occur, these impacts would be limited to sites around Lake Merritt, namely the E. 18" Street
Pier, the 12" Street reconstruction area and Lake Merritt Channel, and a few segments of the
Waterfront Trail site-speeific-and limited to the duration of construction period. Except as noted with
respect to pile driving, there is no evidence that noise levels would be cumulatively significant. The
noise levels in the project area are within the City’s standards for noise and because construction
projects in the cumulative scenario within the City of Oakland are required to comply with the City’s
Noise Ordinance and Conditions of Approval. Fhus.-The requirements will render cumulative
construction noise and operational noise impacts would-be-less than significant.

h.  Geology, Soils and Seismicity. The area of cumulative effects for geology, soils and seismicity
issues, such as liguefaction, landslides, lateral spreading, expansive soils, landfills, and septic
systems, is the project site. i ismici i it is-si ifi
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development does not influence or degrade conditions in the area_of cumulative effects, because
among other reasons, as-teng-as-the impacts of the individual components are reduced to a less than
significant level by the California Building Standards Code and the City’s Uniformly Applied
Development Standard Conditions of Approval with which the project will be required to comply. In
addition, many features of the project, such as improvements to trails, creeks, landscaping, and water
guality, do not create any hazards. Others, such as renovations of the Studio One Art Center, the
Municipal Boathouse and the Pergola, would reduce existing hazards by strengthening existing
structures. These actions would not contribute to a cumulative impact and, in the case of renovations
would have net beneficial effects. New structures associated with past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future projects as well as the current project, such as the East Oakland Sports Complex,
would be built to current seismic codes ensuring that potential seismic hazards are less than
significant. Thus, the project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
cumulative significant impact related to geology, soils or seismicity.

Response B3-22: The cumulative analysis for aesthetic resources in the Draft EIR is consistent with
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The analysis considers both whether there is a
significant impact to which both the proposed project and other projects contribute
and whether the project’s incremental contribution is cumulatively considerable.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a) states that: “An EIR may determine that a
project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact will be rendered less than
cumulatively considerable and thus is not significant.” The project’s contribution to
the cumulative aesthetic impact of past, present and probable future projects is
clearly less than significant in light of the City’s finding of the project’s many
benefits on visual resources. As discussed on page 366 of the Draft EIR, the
proposed project would have beneficial effects on the visual quality of Oakland by
renovating open space around Lake Merritt, restoring historic landmarks,
improving water quality, constructing trails in shoreline areas, and restoring creeks.
Therefore, the project’s contribution to adverse impacts to visual resources
associated with the implementation of other projects in Oakland is less than
cumulatively considerable and thus not significant.

Response B3-23: The Draft EIR does not rely on mitigation of future projects to “eliminate potential
cumulative impacts.” The analysis considers both whether there is a significant
impact to which both the proposed project and other projects contribute and
whether the project’s incremental contribution is cumulatively considerable.
Further, for Biological Resources, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, which are cited in the comment, the project would not have
significant cumulative effects because generally the project’s effects are beneficial.
Indeed, it is among the project’s objectives to improve water quality and habitat for
fish and wildlife (page 24 of the Draft EIR).

For Hydrology and Water Quality, the Draft EIR finds that the project would
reduce flooding, improve water infiltration and groundwater recharge, and improve
water quality. In addition, the project includes measures to protect water quality
during construction and project operation as described in Section IV.H.2.b of the
Draft EIR. Nevertheless, as noted on page 260 of the Draft EIR, Lake Merritt is an
impaired water body due to organic enrichment, low dissolved oxygen, and trash
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and the Estuary and San Francisco Bay, to which Oakland’s creeks flow, are
impaired for pesticides, dioxins, furans, PCBs, selenium, mercury, and exotic
species. Thus, the contribution of the project and other past, present and probable
future projects could result in an impact that is cumulatively significant for water
quality. However, the project’s contribution to the impact would not be
cumulatively considerable for two reasons: 1) with the exception of organic
nutrients, the project would not generate the contaminants for which the water
bodies are impaired and 2) the project would likely reduce organic nutrients due to
the net decrease in impervious surface around Lake Merritt and the Best
Management Practices (BMPs) that are included in the project (e.g., grassy swales,
porous pavements, and stormwater planters). Thus, the cumulative impact of the
project is less than significant, as stated in the Draft EIR. The text on page 365 of
the Draft EIR is revised to clarify the explanation of the cumulative impacts
analysis as follows:

g. Hydrology and Water Quality. The majority of Measure DD components would be
constructed in an urbanized area of Oakland and would not significantly increase impervious surface
coverage or result in flood hazards within the component sites. In fact, several Measure DD Project
components would include measures to improve water quality.

Construction and operational-period impacts to stormwater that would result from implementation of
the Measure DD Project would be minimized through compliance with the Water Board’s regulations
and implementation of the City’s Standard Conditions of Approval. Nevertheless, as noted on page
260 of the Draft EIR, Lake Merritt is an impaired water body due to organic enrichment, low
dissolved oxygen, and trash and the Estuary and San Francisco Bay, to which Oakland’s creeks flow,
are impaired for pesticides, dioxins, furans, PCBs, selenium, mercury, and exotic species. However,
the EIR analysis shows that the project’s contribution to the impact would not be cumulatively
considerable for two reasons: 1) the project would not generate the chemical contaminants for which
the water bodies are impaired and 2) the project would likely reduce organic nutrients due to the net
decrease in impervious surface around Lake Merritt and the Best Management Practices (BMPs) that

are mcIuded in the project (e. ., grassy swales porous pavements and stormwater planters) Thus, the

For Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Draft EIR finds that the East Oakland
Sports Complex would store a hazardous material, sodium hypochlorite (i.e.,
bleach); that commonly used hazardous materials, such as paint, fuels and
adhesives, would be transported and used during project construction; and that the
reconstruction of 12" Street would temporarily close a designated emergency
evacuation route. None of these would result in a significant cumulative impact
when the project is considered with past, present and probable future projects as
explained below.
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Hazardous materials transport, storage and use would be cumulatively significant if
the project and cumulative projects created a significant hazard to the public or the
environment within the area of cumulative effect (i.e., the project construction
sites, the East Oakland Sports Complex site, or roadways to these sites). The
cumulative effect would create a significant hazard to the public if the hazardous
materials in the cumulative scenario exceeded regulated quantities or resulted in the
improper use or storage of hazardous materials. The storage of common hazardous
materials in accordance with State and federal regulations and the City’s Best
Management Practices by the project in combination with past, present, and
probable future projects would not create a significant cumulative hazard to the
public or the environment. Thus, the cumulative impact would be less than
significant.

For emergency evacuation routes, the area of impact would be the areas served by
12" Street, the evacuation route that would be temporarily closed during
construction. During the period of project construction, other projects in the
cumulative scenario could have street closures that would affect the same areas,
which could constitute a cumulative impact. However, the proposed mitigation
requires the review and approval of the temporary detour plans by the City’s Office
of Emergency Services, which would be aware of all closures in the City, and
would ensure that the project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable
because it requires that alternative routes are identified and available during project
construction. Because the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact is not
cumulatively considerable the impact is less than significant. The text on page 365
of the Draft EIR is revised to clarify the explanation of the cumulative impacts
analysis as follows:

i. Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The hazards and hazardous materials issues for the
proposed project are specific to the individual component sites and would not lead to any cumulative
impacts related to hazards. Most components of Measure DD would not store or use substantial
guantities of hazardous materials and would, at some sites, help ensure that potential chemical

Hazardous materials transport, storage and use would be cumulatively significant if the project and
cumulative projects created a significant hazard to the public or the environment within the area of
cumulative effect (i.e., the project construction sites, the East Oakland Sports Complex site, or
roadways to these sites). The cumulative effect would create a significant hazard to the public if the
hazardous materials in the cumulative scenario exceeded regulated guantities or resulted in the
improper use or storage of hazardous materials. The City finds that storage of common hazardous
materials in accordance with State and federal regulations and the City’s Best Management Practices
by the project in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would not
create a significant cumulative hazard to the public or the environment. Thus, the impact would be
less than significant.
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For emergency evacuation routes, the area of impact would be the areas served by 12" Street, the
evacuation route that would be temporarily closed during construction. During the period of project
construction, other projects in the cumulative scenario could have street closures that would affect the
same areas, which could constitute a cumulative impact. However, the proposed mitigation requires
the review and approval of the temporary detour plans by the City’s Office of Emergency Services,
which would be aware of other closures in the City, and would ensure that the project’s contribution
is less than cumulatively considerable because it requires that alternative routes are identified and
available during project construction. Because the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact is
not cumulatively considerable the impact is less than significant.

For Biological Resources the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact of
past, present and probable future projects is less than significant in light of the
finding of the project’s many benefits to wildlife, habitat quality, and water quality.
As discussed on page 364 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would have
beneficial effects on the biological resources of Oakland by increasing open space
and improving water quality. Other benefits are identified in the project description
and therefore, the project’s contribution to adverse impacts to biological resources
associated with the implementation of other projects in Oakland is less than
cumulatively considerable and thus less than significant. The text of the Biological
Resources section on page 364 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows to clarify the
explanation of the cumulative impacts analysis:

e. Biological Resources. Project activities are not anticipated to make a cumulatively
considerable contribution to have-a cumulative significant impact on biological resources. The project
would generally be conducted in an urbanized area and would increase open space and improve water
guality, which would benefit wildlife. Other benefits include establishing foraging and refuge areas
by restoring native vegetation, restoring wetlands, and removing exotic invasive vegetation, providing
greater diversity of habitat, and improving connectivity between Lake Merritt and similar habitat
areas within the area. Potential temporary impacts to wildlife, such as nesting raptors and songbirds;
during construction, injury to fish during pile driving, or disturbance of wildlife in the Channel by
small boats, and impacts to waters of the U.S. and State-of some-project-components-were-identified;
butthese-would-be-mitigated would be avoided (impacts to wildlife and fish) or fully compensated for
(impacts to waters of the U.S. and State) by the City’s Conditions of Approval or by the mitigation

measures recommended in thls EIR. #mem&eﬂh%ﬁh%eummm%pweem%ﬂwn%&%y—e#

measu#esBecause the potentlal |mpacts to b|olog|cal resources Would be benef|C|aI av0|ded or fully
compensated for, the project’s incremental contribution would not be cumulatively considerable and

the impact would be less than significant.fully-mitigated-and-no-cumulative-effectsto-biclogical
resources-would-result-from-thispreject.

Refer to Response to Comment B3-19 for additional discussion of cumulative
projects used in the analysis.

Response B3-24: The EIR provides analysis as well as conclusions in the discussion of cumulative
impacts. The example provided in the comment for Land Use cites the conclusion
of the impact analysis but excludes the preceding text that provides the analysis and
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rationale for the conclusion. As stated in the cumulative impact analysis for Land
Use, the proposed land uses associated with the project are compatible with
surrounding land use. They are also compatible with uses proposed in the General
Plan. The only potential land use conflict (and significant impact) is a site-specific
safety issue associated with one property along the Waterfront Trail. This would
not have a cumulative impact when considered with past, present, and future
probable projects. To clarify the City’s basis for its findings page 363 of the Draft
EIR is revised as follows:

a. Land Use. The majority of the Measure DD components would renovate or improve existing
structures, recreational facilities, roadways, and creeks within the City of Oakland_and would not

change land use. New land uses would include roadway and park changes associated with Lake
Merritt; and the creation of new parks and installation of the new trail connections associated with the
Waterfront Trail-and-the-construction-of-the-East Oakland-Sports-Complex-With one exception, tFhe
proposed land uses associated with the project would be compatible with the surrounding-land use
and zoning of the project site and surrounding neighborhood, which is the geographic area of
potential cumulative effect for land use impacts. ©re-The potential land use conflict, a potential
safety hazard that would be created by constructing the trail across an operating industrial facility,
was identified for the Waterfront Trail group. -whieh-This impact would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with implementation of the identified mitigation measure. The EIR analysis shows
that the impact would not be cumulatively considerable for two reasons: 1) there are no other similar
safety impacts to which the impact would contribute and 2) the residual effect would be eliminated by
the proposed mitigation measure. Thus, the project Fhis-site-speeific-impact-would not have a
cumulative effect when considered with other projects and implementation of Measure DD would not
result in any cumulatively significant land use impacts.

Analysis is provided on pages 363-364 of the Draft EIR for the other topical areas
cited in the comment. The Transportation, Circulation, and Parking section, for
example, includes a detailed analysis of cumulative impacts (Section 1V.C), which
is cross-referenced in Chapter V1. Refer also to Responses to Comments B3-20
(Public Services and Utilities and Utilities and Infrastructure), B3-21
(Transportation, Circulation, and Parking), and B3-23 (Biological Resources and
Hydrology and Water Quality).

Response B3-25: The comment claims that there is substantial evidence that tree removal would have
a significant effect on the environment. In the case of the Measure DD Projects,
recognizing a divergence of public opinion on this matter, the City determined that
tree removal associated with the project could result in significant impacts to visual
resources. Therefore, the City decided that this issue (among others) would be
addressed in an EIR. Subsequent to the publication of the Draft EIR the Alameda
County Superior Court confirmed the City’s prior analysis of no significant impacts
(see Master Response M-1). Moreover, as discussed in the Draft EIR and in
Response to Comment B3-7, tree removal will not result in a significant aesthetic
impact. The evidence supporting the conclusion in the Draft EIR that tree removal
will not result in a significant impact on aesthetic resources includes the following
items:
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Response B3-26:

Response B3-27:

« Many of the trees that would be removed are diseased, short-lived, or are not
stable (i.e., they are dead, or in poor to fair condition), and detract from the
visual environment of Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel;

o Approximately 510 trees would be retained within the project area.

o Trees would be planted as part of the project (521 in total, creating a
replacement ratio of almost two trees for every removed tree) and these new
trees would enhance the visual character of the site;

« Visual simulations prepared for the project (refer to Figures IV.M-1 through
IV.M-4 in the Draft EIR) show that tree removal would have a less-than-
significant impact on visual character and scenic resources; and

« A tree economic/environmental valuation study conducted by HortScience
determined that within 5 years of planting, the replacement trees would be
more valuable in terms of aesthetics and other environmental/economic
benefits than the existing trees that would be removed as part of the project.

The claim that tree removal will result in significant effects to the visual quality of
Lake Merritt and its surroundings fails to give due consideration to both short-term
and long-term environmental impacts as mandated by CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.2. As shown in the HortScience tree valuation study in Appendix | of the
Draft EIR and the visual simulations, the project would result in positive aesthetic,
environmental, and economic effects in the long-term. Refer also to Master
Response M-1.

The policy cited in the comment discourages (but does not prohibit) the removal of
large trees. The project would preserve many more existing large trees than will be
removed, replacing each removed tree with approximately two new trees. The
flexibility of the policy cited by the comment (indicated by the word “discourage™)
suggests that the policy be interpreted in the context of other, competing General
Plan policies, including Policy 0OS-6.4, which directs that Oakland’s lakes be
managed to take advantage of their recreational and aesthetic potential while
conserving their ecological functions and resource value. The project would
accomplish these objectives and it is consistent with the City’s General Plan
policies for improving recreation and open space areas and creating new
recreational opportunities for residents of Oakland. In the context of other,
competing General Plan policies, the project would not directly conflict with the
policy referenced in the comment and the impact would be less than significant.

Refer to Response to Comment Al-14 for additional discussion of conformance
with the City’s General Plan.

See Response to Comment B3-11 for a discussion of potential impacts of tree
removals on individual species of birds.

The analysis and conclusions of this EIR are consistent with the Lake Merritt
Channel Wetlands and Widening Project EIR. The Lake Merritt Channel Wetlands
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and Widening Project did not include preconstruction surveys or other
requirements to avoid impacts to active nests that are found. Thus, the Lake Merritt
Channel Wetlands and Widening Project EIR identified the impact on nesting
raptors and other migratory birds as significant and prescribed preconstruction
surveys and nest buffers as mitigation to avoid or reduce the impact to a level that
is less than significant. The Measure DD Implementation Project includes
preconstruction surveys and nest buffers as part of the project. Thus, impacts to
nesting raptors and other birds will be avoided and were found to be less-than-
significant in the Draft EIR. The surveys and buffers that reduced the impact to less
than significant for the Lake Merritt Channel Wetlands and Widening Project (via
mitigation) have been incorporated into the Lake Merritt Implementation Project.
After the surveys are conducted and the nest buffers are implemented, as needed,
the outcome with regards to the level of significance is the same for both projects;
the impact would be less than significant.

160
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LETTER B4

Bishop Architecture

Ron Bishop, Architect, AIA
September 11, 2007

Response B4-1: Notice of the availability of the Measure DD Draft EIR was provided on July 20,
2007 for a 52-day comment period that was to conclude on September 10, 2007.
The standard 45-day minimum comment period specified by State law was
extended to allow for additional public review opportunities after the Labor Day
holiday in early September. In addition, because September 10 was a City of
Oakland holiday and City offices were closed, public comments were accepted
until September 11, 2007.

The Draft EIR and/or the Notice of Availability were distributed to approximately
60 public agencies, 6 newspaper chains, over 60 neighborhood organizations reg-
istered on the City of Oakland’s neighborhood association data base, and a host of
private individuals who had expressed interest in the Measure DD Implementation
Project over its history, and elected officials. Also, in accordance with the City of
Oakland Planning Department procedures, copies of the September 5, 2007 Plan-
ning Commission Agenda, which listed the Measure DD Public Hearing amongst
other scheduled items, were distributed in August to the persons indicated above
and to other parties who may not have been associated with Measure DD but who
would normally receive the Planning Commission agendas. Additionally, a legal ad
that advertised the availability of the Draft EIR and public hearing date was placed
in the Oakland Tribune newspaper, and posters publicizing the same information
were placed in over 70 locations around Lake Merritt and the Lake Merritt Channel
area, the northern and southern areas of the Waterfront Trail, and the East Oakland
Sports Complex. The Notice of Availability and Draft EIR were posted on the City
of Oakland Planning Department’s website at the following location:

www.oaklandnet.com/government/ceda/revised/planningzoning/majorProjectsSecti
on/environmentaldocuments.html

In addition, the Notice of Availability and a link to the Draft EIR were posted on
the Office of Public Works’ website at the following location:

www.oaklandpw.com/measuredd

Response B4-2:  To reduce the number of hard copies of the Draft EIR produced the document was
made available in alternative formats. It was posted on the City of Oakland’s
website and could be provided in an electronic format on compact disc. The Draft
EIR was prepared in accordance with Article 9 of the CEQA Guidelines and
contains all of the necessary information outlined in Sections 15122 through 15132
of those guidelines.
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Response B4-3:

Response B4-4:

Response B4-5:

Response B4-6:

Response B4-7:

Response B4-8:

Response B4-9:

Section IV.C, Transportation, Circulation and Parking evaluates potential
pedestrian and cyclist safety hazards that could result from the proposed project.
No hazardous conditions resulting from the proposed project were identified.
Visual and acoustical (noise) impacts were evaluated in their respective sections of
the Draft EIR. No significant impacts related to the Lakeview Library were
identified; therefore no mitigation is required.

The comment, which suggests a modification to the proposed project, is noted. The
proposed modification to the curb width does not identify a new impact or reduce
the effect of a significant impact identified in the Draft EIR.

Agencies were notified of the preparation and availability of the Draft EIR in
accordance with Sections 15082, 15085 and 15087 of the CEQA Guidelines. The
statement concerning the recent repaving of streets does not pertain to the
environmental analysis of the Draft EIR.

Potential project impacts to the Macarthur Boulevard/Lakeshore Avenue
intersection were evaluated in Section IV.C, Transportation, Circulation and
Parking of the Draft EIR. Impact TRANS-3 identifies an increase of 13.8 seconds
during the PM peak hour where the LOS is rated F without the proposed project.
Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 recommends several measures that, if implemented,
would reduce the vehicle delay by 39.3 seconds during the PM peak hour, causing
the intersection to operate at LOS E, improving over existing conditions.
Therefore, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant impact and the
Draft EIR does not identify a significant unavoidable impact for this intersection.

The Bay Place/Grand Avenue intersection was not evaluated in the Draft EIR. LOS
analysis was not performed for this intersection as project traffic would not
substantially contribute to an increase in congestion at this intersection. Therefore,
no significant impacts were identified at this intersection. The remainder of The
comment does not relate to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR so no
further response is provided.

Proposed improvements to Bellevue Avenue are described on page 47 of the Draft
EIR and include sidewalk bulb-outs and narrowing of Bellevue Avenue at its
intersection with Grand Avenue. These project elements would improve pedestrian
safety conditions by reducing walk time across the intersection, which is identified
as a concern in the comment.

The Draft EIR does not provide detailed analysis of trail paving materials as such
analysis would not benefit the evaluation of environmental impacts. The design
detail, such as placement of bicycle racks, benches, refuse containers, and restroom
and water facilities are not available at this time. Design plans are currently
conceptual in nature, and such details will be more closely examined during the
design review process.
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Response B4-10:

Response B4-11:

Response B4-12:

Response B4-13:

Response B4-14:

Response B4-15:

Response B4-16:

Response B4-17:

Response B4-18:

Response B4-19:

Response B4-20:

It is unclear what the comment means by “C” EIR Scope; there is no reference to a
page number and no such heading between pages 25 and 29 of the Draft EIR. On
page 25 of the Draft EIR, the Oakland Waterfront Trail and Access Improvements
(Group 2) Objectives include improving pedestrian and bicycle circulation.

The comment, which suggests an alternative method for remediation of site soils, is
noted. No significant impacts were identified with regards to site remediation
(Section 1V.J, Hazards and Hazardous Materials), and thus the proposed alternative
method would not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR.

The comment suggests criteria for the design configuration for the Kaiser
Convention Center parking area and is noted. The comment does not pertain to the
environmental analysis of the Draft EIR so no additional response is provided.

The comment, which also suggests criteria for the design configuration for the
Kaiser Convention Center parking area, is noted. The comment does not pertain to
the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR so no additional response is provided.

Impacts to pedestrian safety throughout the project area are evaluated in Section
IV.C, Transportation, Circulation and Parking. Modifications on Oak Street that
would calm traffic are described on page 42 of the Draft EIR; Oak Street between
13" and 14" streets would be reduced from four to three lanes. The fourth lane
would be converted to a bike lane and the right lane on Oak Street between 12" and
13" streets would be converted to a right-turn only onto 13" Street.

The comment, which suggests landscaping design and maintenance improvements,
is noted. The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft
EIR. These suggestions will be considered by City of Oakland decision-makers
during review of the merits of the project.

The comment expresses an opinion on the design of the project and proposes a
bicycle connection between the proposed dead-end of Lakeshore Avenue and 12"
Street. Bicyclists who wish to connect to 12" Street from the north could do so
along 1% Avenue. The suggestion will be considered by City of Oakland decision-
makers during review of the merits of the project.

The comment, which does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft
EIR, is noted.

The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted.

As described in Chapter 11, Project Description of the Draft EIR, the proposed
project evaluated in the Draft EIR is the implementation of Measure DD-funded
activities. The Cleveland Cascade improvement is a component of the
implementation plan and is therefore evaluated as part of the proposed project.

See Response to Comment B4-4.
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Response B4-21:

Response B4-22:

Response B4-23:

Response B4-24:

Response B4-25:

Response B4-26:

Response B4-27:

Response B4-28:

Response B4-29:

Response B4-30:

The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted. The
comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR so no
further response is provided.

The comment suggests variations or additions to the proposed project and is noted.
The suggestions will be considered by City of Oakland decision-makers during
review of the merits of the project..

The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted.

The comment is correct that Measure DD does not explicitly include cessation of
bird feed at Lake Merritt. The text of the bond measure does however include water
quality improvements, such as wildlife waste clean-up facilities. The text on page
48 of the Draft EIR includes “activities under the Lake Merritt Water Quality
Program that could [emphasis added] be funded under Measure DD.” The City is
still studying which, if any, of these might be implemented, but they are included in
the project description for completeness. The opinions expressed on this element of
the project will be considered by the City of Oakland decision-makers when
reviewing the merits of the project.

Access to park facilities will be reviewed for compliance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirement during the design review process.

The comment, which expresses an opinion on the merits of the proposed project
and does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR, is noted. The
suggestion will be considered by City of Oakland decision-makers during review of
the merits of the project.

The comment, which suggests alternative paving materials for the trail and
sidewalk elements of the proposed project, is noted. Also see Response to
Comment B4-9.

The comment, which pertains to the maintenance of existing and proposed
facilities, is noted. The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis of
the Draft EIR so no further response is provided.

Section 1V.B of the Draft EIR (and Appendix D) discusses the project’s
consistency with the Land Use and Transportation Element of the City’s General
Plan. Impacts of the project on pedestrians and bicyclists are evaluated in Section
IV.C, Transportation, Circulation and Parking. Please see pages 93 and 94 of the
Draft EIR, which discuss the City’s Bicycle Master Plan and Pedestrian Master
Plan.

The proposed redesign of Snow Park and the Lakeside-Harrison-20" Street
intersection are described on page 47 of the Draft EIR (Chapter 111, Project
Description). The project impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle movements are
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Response B4-31:

Response B4-32:

Response B4-33:

Response B4-34:

Response B4-35:

evaluated in Section IV.C, Transportation, Circulation and Parking. No significant
impacts were identified with regards to pedestrian and bicycle movements, and thus
the recommended modifications to the project would not reduce a significant effect
or otherwise affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. The project, in
general, would improve the pedestrian and bicycle environments. While additional
improvements may be warranted, the project would not create hazards or
exacerbate existing hazards to a level that warrants mitigation. The opinion on this
element of the project will be considered by the City of Oakland decision-makers
when reviewing the merits of the project.

Safety improvements for pedestrians and bicyclists are described on page 128 of
the Draft EIR. Additional design detail is not necessary to complete the environ-
mental analysis. Specific design details will be considered during the design review
process.

Pages 110-113 of the Draft EIR identify roadway intersections that were analyzed
in the transportation analysis of the Draft EIR. The impacts to these intersections
by the project are analyzed on pages 122-140. Measures are proposed, as
appropriate, to mitigate project-related and cumulative impacts. All feasible
mitigation needed to reduce significant impacts to less-than-significant levels has
been recommended. The recommendations in the comment would not reduce the
effect of a significant impact identified in the Draft EIR.

The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR.

Large amounts of data are needed for the motor vehicle analysis. However, it
should not be construed that the analysis of the project’s impacts to pedestrians and
bicyclists was inadequate because it relied on fewer data. “Traffic” hazards, that is
hazards to pedestrians and bicyclists that are created by motorized vehicles, are
discussed and evaluated on pages 128-129 of the Draft EIR.

The General Plan policies included in the Draft EIR are intended to be illustrative,
not exclusive. To further illustrate applicable policies, page 121 of the Draft EIR is
revised to include the following text:

City of Oakland General Plan. The Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) of
the General Plan has numerous policies related to transportation issues. The primary LUTE
policies relevant to transportation, circulation and parking, including those provided in the

City’s Bic

vcle Master Plan and Pedestrian Master Plan (which are part of the LUTE), include

the following:

Page 122 of the Draft EIR is revised to include the following text:

e Policy D13.2: An adequate quantity of car, bicycle, and truck parking, which has been designed to enhance the
pedestrian environment, should be provided to encourage housing development and the economic vitality of

commerci

e BMP Poli

al, office, entertainment, and mixed use areas.

cy 1: Create, enhance and maintain the recommended bikeway network.

e BMP Poli

cy 2: Establish design and maintenance standards for all streets that recognize the needs of bicyclists.
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e  BMP Policy 4: Include provisions for safe and direct bicycle access to special development areas and key

corridors.

e  BMP Policy 8: Ensure that the needs of bicyclists are considered in the design of new development and

redevelopment projects.

e PMP Policy 2.1: Route Network: Create and maintain a pedestrian route network that provides direct

connections between activity centers.

Response B4-36:

Response B4-37:

Response B4-38:

Response B4-39:

Response B4-40:

Response B4-41:

Response B4-42:

The comment, which pertains to the significance criteria used in the Draft EIR for
the evaluation of project impacts, is noted. The comment does not pertain to the
environmental analysis of the Draft EIR so not further response is provided.

There are no available data for pedestrian or cyclist travel time. The evaluation of
impacts using the City’s significance criteria would not benefit from this type of
information and is not required for the analysis provided in the Draft EIR.

The comment is noted. The comment does not pertain to the environmental
analysis of the Draft EIR so no further response is provided.

The comment, which does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft
EIR, is noted so no further response is provided.

The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, and not the
environmental analysis of the Draft EIR, is noted so no further response is
provided.

The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, and not the
environmental analysis of the Draft EIR, is noted. The topics of air quality, sources
of new light and glare, use of resources, noise, and water quality are evaluated in
the appropriate sections of the Draft EIR.

The Edoff Memorial Bandstand is not part of the proposed project, and is therefore
not evaluated in the Draft EIR. The fourth paragraph on page 311 of the Draft EIR
is revised as follows:

Adams Park and the Veterans Memorial Building are located at the northwest corner of Lake
Merritt at Harrison Street and Grand Avenue and provide space for private events and senior
activities. Lakeside Park at Grand Avenue and Bellevue Avenue includes a Lawn Bowling
Clubhouse and Greens, non-programmed open space, Children’s Fairyland, McElroy Fountain
and Specimen Groves, Edheff Band-StandEdoff Memorial Bandstand, a beach, amphitheater,
Garden Center, Junior Center of Art & Science, the Sailboat house, the Rotary Nature Center,
OPD horse stables, and wildlife areas.

Response B4-43:

The comment, which suggests modifications to elements of the proposed project, is
noted. As the suggested modifications do not reduce the effect of a significant
impact identified in the EIR and the comment does not otherwise pertain to the
environmental analysis of the Draft EIR.
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Response B4-44:

Response B4-45:

Response B4-46:

Response B4-47:

The crosswalk is not visible in the proposed view in Figure IV.M-3 because it will
be moved about 80 feet to the north to the reconfigured EI Embarcadero
intersection where pedestrians can safely cross the street at a traffic signal. The
relocation of the crosswalk would not create a significant adverse affect as it relates
to the City’s criteria of significance. The comment, which pertains to the merits of
the proposed project, will be considered by the City of Oakland decision-makers.

The view depicts one of many changes that would occur around the Boathouse. The
analysis in the Draft EIR of the visual effects of the project is consistent with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, which requires an EIR “to be prepared with a
sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information which
enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental
consequences. . . An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of
what is reasonably feasible.” The analysis and discussion in the Draft EIR of the
potential effects of tree removal provide decision-makers with adequate
information to enable them to reasonably understand the project’s impacts.

The comment suggests a number of design details (e.g., bicycle parking areas, bike
lane signage, crosswalk markings) for pedestrian and bicycle elements of the
proposed project. Some of the suggested items, such as connections to Lakeshore
Avenue are not part of the project; none would affect the analysis or conclusions of
the EIR. The comment’s suggestions will be considered during the design review
process for the project.

Refer to Response to Comment B4-15.
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LETTER B5
Ron Bishop
September 5, 2007

Response B5-1:  Refer to Response to Comment B4-2. The comment does not indicate which letters
are incomplete. Scoping comment letters are included in Appendix C and the City
believes that all are complete.

Response B5-2: Refer to Response to Comment B4-15.

Response B5-3:  Refer to Response to Comment B4-46.

Response B5-4: Refer to Responses to Comments B4-3 and B4-4.

Response B5-5:  Refer to Response to Comment B4-42.

Response B5-6: Bike lanes are included in both directions along Lakeshore Avenue under both
Variant A and Variant B as described on pages 36 and 41 of the Draft EIR.

Response B5-7:  Refer to Response to Comment B4-10.

Response B5-8:  Refer to Response to Comment B4-34.

Response B5-9:  Improvements that the Measure DD Implementation Project would make to the
safety of crosswalks are discussed and evaluated on pages 128-129 of the Draft
EIR. The project would not create unsafe pedestrian crosswalks. No further
response is necessary.

Response B5-10: Refer to Response to Comment B4-24.

Response B5-11: Refer to Response to Comment B4-46.

Response B5-12: The comment does not specify what in the Draft EIR is unreadable. The comment
does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR so no further
response is provided.

Response B5-13: The comment does not indicate what information the Measure DD Committee did

not know. Refer to Response to Comment B4-1 regarding notification of the
availability of the Draft EIR.
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-2- September 19, 2007

*  What would Dr Clark’s recommendations for design, selection, pruning, siting and maintenance have
been, had he been called in as an arborist during the planning and design phases

*  Why didn’t the City call in Dr Clark, or another consulting arborist, at the start of these projects,
rather than wait for almost two years after the public outcry against the wholesale removal of trees in
a city park?
Dr Clark reports differ from city staff declarations: He found few trees were diseased or insect infested. In fact,
Dr Clark points out that a number of the trees are suffering from diseases of abiotic origin, such as inappropriate
watering or injury. Most of all, Dr Clark’s analysis shows that over 80% of the 259 trees are in fair or better condition,
and the reason given for removing them is that they will be ‘impacted by the project’— or put a little less delicately, the
city thinks that the trees are in the way.

While Dr Clark valued the trees being removed at @$372K, the city did not provide data indicating the replacement
cost of these trees, which is not just the value of the tree, but the cost of irs removal and transplantation of an
equivalent specimen (or where an equivalent sized tree cannot be transplanted, an equivalent specimen of smaller size is
planted and the difference in value is made up in cash). The data in the report cannot be used to determine whether
removing Lake Merritts 259 trees of average 197 diameter [total diameter = 49217 and replacing them with 521
saplings of average 17 diameter [total diameter = 521] is a break even equivalent, or if it’s a net loss, as a simple numeric
comparison of the rotal trunk diameters indicates.

Regrettable, too, are the absence of multple data points which could afford better projections as to when the
‘replacement trees’ will achieve a ‘break even point” with the negative impacts of removing Lake Merntt's 259 trees.
Based on Dr Clark’s three data points for the following criteria, the estimated the time it will take the 521 saplings to
provide the same positive effects that Lake Merritt’s 259 doomed trees currently provide is as follows:

Environmental Impact Equivalence to 2007 effects Number of years to reach
_ will occur in equivalence
Energy Savings (@) 2020 13 Years
CO2 Savings (@ 2024 17 Years
Storm Water Runoff | @?2030 23 Years
Reduction

There were no figures given that can be used to esumate how long it will rake for 17 saplings ro reach an equivalent
to the 197 average trunk diameter (or canopy size) of the 259 Lake Merritt trees, however it is reasonable to say it will
take most ‘nursery’ trees between 15 to 35 years to reach maturity.

Dr Clark’s report brushes on ‘aesthetics” of the 259 Lake Merritt trees, and asserts that the old, mature trees have
an almost equivalent aesthetic value as the saplings. I disagree. It will be years, if not generations, until any sapling
possesses the strength, grace, and size or the existing, marure trees.

I urge the City of Oakland to redraw its Measure DD plans and allow the Lake Merntt’s healthy, mature trees to
survive and let those established trees be the foundation plantings that will help nurture the hundreds of new trees that
our park needs to keep Lake Merritt clean, beautiful and healthy.

Yours rruly,

Friederike E. Droegemueller

cont.
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LETTER B6

Friederike Droegemueller
September 10, 2007

Response B6-1:

Response B6-2:

Response B6-3:

Response B6-4:

The comment regarding a number of opinions and objections to the removal of
trees around Lake Merritt is noted. The aesthetic and environmental (biological)
impacts associated with the tree removal are discussed on pages 218-219 in Section
IV.F, Biological Resources, and pages 336, 341-343 in Section V.M, Aesthetics,
wherein it is concluded that the impact is less than significant for the reasons
provided therein. CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states: “Disagreement among
experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main
points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not for
perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full
disclosure.” This Response to Comments Document discusses points of
disagreement with the analysis in the Draft EIR (including the analysis of impacts
to aesthetic and biological resources) and provides additional information to
support the conclusions in the Draft EIR. Refer also to Master Response M-1 and
Responses to Comments B3-3 to B3-16 and B3-25 to B3-27.

The comment asks how the arborist’s conclusions might have differed if he had
been asked to evaluate the trees earlier in the design process or under a different set
of circumstances. It would be speculative (even for Dr. Clark, the certified arborist
who evaluated the tree removals) to suggest what conclusions might have been
drawn earlier or under different circumstances. Dr. Clark was asked to evaluate the
health and structural conditions of the trees, the potential to relocate trees, the risk
of tree failure, tree values, the economic and environmental benefits of the trees,
and the impacts of the project to the trees. Dr. Clark’s report is provided in
Appendix | and was considered in the impact evaluation for the project, as
indicated on pages 218-219 of the Draft EIR. Dr. Clark’s recommendations were
also considered during the design of the project. He recommended four trees for
preservation and these recommendations are included as part of the project as noted
on page 30 of the Draft EIR. Refer also to Master Response M-1 and Responses to
Comments B3-3 to B3-16 and B3-25 to B3-27.

Refer to Master Response M-1 and Responses to Comments B3-6 and B3-7, which
address comments on the health status of trees to be removed as part of the project.

Replacement costs for the trees to be removed as part of the project do not fall
under the definition of environmental impacts in CEQA and therefore are not
discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR correctly focuses on the
physical effects of the project, which include impacts to biological and aesthetic
resources associated with the removal of trees. These affects were found to be less
than significant as described in Section IV.F, Biological Resources and Section
IV.M, Aesthetics.
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Response B6-5:

Response B6-6:

Response B6-7:

The comment expresses regret that additional data points are not provided to
identify when the “break even point” would be achieved for the various
costs/benefits of tree removal or replacement that are assigned monetary values by
HortScience in Appendix I. The additional data are not required to evaluate the
impacts of the tree removal for purposes of CEQA. The bases for determining
significance are the significance criteria presented in the Draft EIR. Applicable
criteria for tree removal are presented in Section IV.F, Biological Resources and
IV.M, Aesthetics. The information in Appendix | informs the evaluation of
compliance with the City’s Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance, one of the
criteria for determining the significance of impacts to biological resources, by
assigning monetary values to resource benefits like energy conservation,
sequestration of carbon dioxide, aesthetics and other factors as explained on pages
218-219 of the Draft EIR. Although there are limitations with assigning monetary
values to resources like trees (i.e., resource valuation generally lacks a reliable way
to estimate the value of ecological damage), the data produced by HortScience
suggest that the costs of tree removal do not outweigh the benefits of tree
replacement.

The analysis in the Draft EIR of the effects of tree removal/replacement is
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, which requires an EIR “to be
prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences. . . An evaluation of the environmental
effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR
is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible.” The analysis and
discussion in the Draft EIR of the potential effects of tree removal provide
decision-makers with adequate information to enable them to reasonably
understand the project’s impacts.

Estimates of the amount of time required for a 1-inch diameter sapling to reach 19
inches in diameter are not provided because this information is not needed for the
environmental analysis. The factors used in the determination of significance are
provided in Section IV.F, Biological Resource and Section 1V.M, Aesthetics, with
supporting documentation provided in Appendix I. The analysis in the Draft EIR of
the effects of tree removal/replacement is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15151, which requires an EIR “to be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis
to provide decision-makers with information which enables them to make a
decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. . . An
evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be
exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is
reasonably feasible.” The analysis and discussion in the Draft EIR of the potential
effects of tree removal provide decision-makers with adequate information to
enable them to reasonably understand the project’s impacts.

Refer to Response to Comment B6-1.
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Response B6-8: The comment urges the City to withdraw its Measure DD plans. The opinions
expressed in the comment will be considered by the City of Oakland decision-
makers during review of the merits of the project.
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LETTER BY

John MacHenry

September 11, 2007

Response B7-1:

Response B7-2:

Response B7-3:

Response B7-4:

The comment expresses concern over the removal of trees from the project area
and also notes that the Lake Merritt area is protected from flooding by the existing
floodgates. The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the
Draft EIR so no additional response is provided. Refer also to Responses to
Comments A2-2 and A2-3 for more information with regard to operation of the
existing floodgates.

The text on page 23 of the Draft EIR provides background on the environmental
review process that has occurred since passage of Measure DD. The text on page
24 of the Draft EIR describes the current need for completion of a more
comprehensive environmental analysis due to the availability of more defined
project components. The comment also notes a lack of maintenance of existing
trees and vegetation. The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis
of the Draft EIR so no additional response is provided.

The comment, which notes that Measure DD Implementation Project does not
follow the Lake Merritt Park Master Plan, is noted.

The Oak to 9" Project is not part of the proposed project evaluated in the Draft
EIR. The Oak to 9" Project is subject to separate environmental review. As noted
on page 42 of the Draft EIR, existing parking facilities at the Boathouse are
proposed to be relocated and consolidated into a 28-space parking lot in the
existing lawn area north of the Boathouse. No net loss of parking would result from
renovations at the Boathouse. The remainder of the paragraph contains statements
that do not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR.
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LETTER B8

Joe Matera

Acting President, Essex Homeowners Association
September 11, 2007

Response B8-1: The comment’s preference for a variant (Option 2) of the Municipal Boathouse
Improvements project element over the variant (Option 1) analyzed in the Draft
EIR is noted. During project development Option 2 was considered along with
other designs, which included Option 1 and a third option that proposed a larger
parking lot and a smaller meadow. The design analyzed in the Draft EIR relocates
existing parking facilities provided at the Municipal Boathouse site and creates a
meadow of intermediate size compared to the other options. As shown on Figure
I11-8 in the Project Description, as compared to the drawing provided in the
comment for Option 2, the proposed project decreases the massing of parked cars
along Lakeside Drive, accommodates approximately 15 additional vehicles, and
provides a landscaped buffer between the parking lot and Lakeside Drive.

No significant impacts were identified for the Municipal Boathouse improvements,
including safety impacts to pedestrians or bicyclists, which the comment identifies
as a concern. Thus, the Option 2 variant would not reduce significant impacts
identified in the Draft EIR. The proposed project adds a bike lane along Lakeside
Drive and creates bulb-outs and shortened crossing distances of Lakeside Drive,
which would improve pedestrian and bicyclist safety. The entry and exit of the
parking lot would be properly controlled and would not create an unsafe design
hazard. The suggestions made in the comment will be considered by City of
Oakland decision-makers during review of the merits of the project.

Response B8-2:  The comment offers revised drawings of Option 2 for the City’s consideration. The
comment does not address the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR so no
further response is provided.

Response B8-3:  The comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted.

Response B8-4:  The comment incorrectly states that provision of a staircase at the entrance to the
Boathouse would destroy park space. The area would remain park land, albeit
hardscape rather than landscaping. The plans described in the text and shown on
Figure 111-8 and 111-9 accurately depict the proposed project that was evaluated in
the environmental analysis. Access (handicapped accessibility) to park facilities
will be reviewed for compliance with the requirements of the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) during the design review process.

Response B8-5:  The comment pertains to the merits of the project and asks that the City not
construct the parking lot north of the Boathouse.

P:\RAJ0606\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses4.doc (1/23/2008) 188



Letter
B9




Letter
B9
cont.

cont.




Letter
B9
cont.

cont.




LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. MEASURE DD IMPLEMENTATION PROJECT EIR
JANUARY 2008 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
ITII. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

LETTER B9

David Gill

Past President, Lakeside Regency Plaza Homeowners Association
September 11, 2007

Response B9-1: The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted.

Response B9-2:  This portion of the comment letter contains the text of Joe Matera’s comment letter
(letter B8) to the City. Refer to Responses to Comments B8-1 to B8-5.
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Thornton, Elois

From: darlinemix@sbcglobal.net

Sent:  Wednesday, September 05, 2007 12:29 PM

To: Thornton, Elois

Cc: gofindnancy@yahoo.com; johninoakland@neizero.net
Subject: Measure DD Draft EIR File No. ER06-0017

Ms Thornton

This email and comments are for the "record" and it is requested that it be presented at the
public hearing of Sept. 5, 2007, regarding Measure DD Draft EIR, item 4 of the agenda.

1) Considering the size and subject depth of the DEIR the typical 2 or 3 minutes the
commission allows speakers to give oral testimony is sorely inadequate. The CEQA laws
require public participation, which is a vital part of the democratic process. Drastically
limiting speaker time defeats that purpose and violates the law and its intent. A public
hearing cannot be construed as having taken place unless an adequate and reasonable
amount of time is allocated for testimony and public comment. It is hereby requested that a
reasonable amount of time be allowed and that we be provided advanced notice of your
determination regarding this matter.

2) The reproduction of materials submitted by interested parties and other agencies, etc.,
as part of the "scoping” process under CEQA, (Appendix C) is of extremely poor quality.
The letters were reduced to a size practically unreadable while the photos are
indecipherable with unreadable captions. Additionally, the letters and photos are presented
in a hodgepodge, mismatched fashion making it difficult to determine which photos relate to
which letters.

CEQA and the public process clearly provides for written comments and accompanying
documents. The reproduction of these items in an unreadable form (especially photos) in
this public document, (Draft EIR), can only be construed as a blatant violation of the
statutes.

It is a despicable tactic to undermine and discredit contrary opinions and comments by
reproducing them in a grossly substandard form. Any and all material submitted as part of
this public process deserves no less, than to be reproduced in a form, print size, and clarity
equal to the document itself, likewise, the photos deserve the same treatment as the photos
and illustrations of the DEIR. In this present day of electronics and reproduction techniques
there can be absolutely no excuse for the shabby treatment given the submitted material.

By this letter it is hereby requested that an addendum to this DEIR be published and
provided for Appendix C in a format (readable) as required by law and that the public
comment time be necessarily extended to accommodate same.

David E. Mix

9/5/2007
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LETTER B10
David E. Mix

September 5, 2007

Response B10-1:

Response B10-2:

Response B10-3:

Response B10-4:

The introductory statement to the comment, which requests that the letter be
presented at the public hearing meeting on September 5, 2007, is noted. Elois
Thornton, City Planner, acknowledged receipt of the letter during the public
hearing. Refer to Responses to Comments B10-2 to B10-4.

The comment, which pertains to the amount of speaker time available at the public
hearing, is noted. The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis of
the Draft EIR so no additional response is provided.

Full size copies of the original public comment letters that were received during the
EIR scoping period have been and are available for review at: City of Oakland,
Community and Economic Development Agency, Planning and Zoning Division,
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, California 94612.

The comment, which requests an addendum to the Draft EIR to provide full sized
public scoping comment letters as part of Appendix C, is noted. Also see Response
to Comment B10-3.
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LETTER B11
David E. Mix
September 13, 2007

Response B11-1: The introductory statements to the comment letter are noted. The specific issues
raised in the introductory statements are addressed below as follows:

« Hydrology and flooding (Refer to Responses to Comments B11-3 to B11-9)
« Contaminated soils (Refer to Response to Comment B11-10)

Although the introductory statement indicates that the letter would also raise
concerns about traffic, tree removal, safety, open space at the boathouse, public
access and public restrooms, no specific comments were provided in the comment
letter.

Response B11-2: The comment, which describes some of the history of Lake Merritt and
establishment of the wildlife refuge, does not pertain to the environmental analysis
of the Draft EIR.

Response B11-3: MIKE 11 is an industry standard software package developed by the Danish
Hydraulic Institute. It is used for simulating flow and water level, water quality and
sediment transport in rivers, flood plains, irrigation canals, reservoirs and other
inland water bodies. The software package is proprietary but additional general
information about it and its application are available on various websites, including
the United States Geological Survey (http://smig.usgs.gov/SMIC). The models and
conclusions of the hydraulic studies for the Lake Merritt Channel were reviewed
during preparation of the Draft EIR and found to be adequate for the purposes of
determining the significance of impacts related to the hydraulics of the Lake
Merritt Channel. The hydraulic (flooding) analysis in the Draft EIR is consistent
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, which requires an EIR “to be prepared with
a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information which
enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences. . . An evaluation of the environmental effects of a
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be
reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible.” The analysis and discussion in the
Draft EIR of the potential flooding effects on pages 261-264 of the Draft EIR
provide decision-makers with adequate information to enable them to reasonably
understand the project’s impacts.

Response B11-4: The Draft EIR relied upon available hydraulic modeling studies and reports for the
Lake Merritt Channel (cited in the Draft EIR and available at the City of Oakland,
Community and Economic Development Agency, Planning and Zoning Division,
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315) and found them adequate for purposes of
analyzing the effects of the project. The information provided by the comment does
not affect the analysis or conclusions of the reports upon which the Draft EIR
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Response B11-5:

Response B11-6:

Response B11-7:

Response B11-8:

Response B11-9:

Response B11-10:

relied. The reports took into account the relevant parameters needed to run the
hydraulic model for its intended purpose, including culvert sizes and elevations
(although these are not relevant for project conditions at 10" Street and 12" Street
where the culverts would be removed and the Channel depth lowered). The
removal of the culverts at 10" and 12" Streets and lowering of the Channel at these
locations will improve flows (and ameliorate flooding conditions) because these
actions will remove a constraint to the flow of water between Lake Merritt and the
7" Street Pump Station. Other information cited in the comment applies to areas
downstream of the 7" Street Pump Station and outside the scope of the project.

The hydraulic analysis concludes that the EBMUD 84” interceptor and the BART
tunnel are not the most critical elements to water flow in the Channel.
Modifications to these structures, which might improve tidal flushing very slightly,
are not funded by Measure DD and no known projects are being proposed to
modify these structures.

The comment describes a hydraulic study prepared by URS that is cited in the
Draft EIR and available at the City of Oakland, Community and Economic
Development Agency, Planning and Zoning Division, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza,
Suite 3315. The comment states that the study indicates flooding occurs under
existing conditions at various locations around the lake and could occur under a
variant to the project provided in the comment. The Draft EIR acknowledges that
flooding occurs in Lake Merritt and concludes that the project would have the
beneficial effect of alleviating flooding conditions (page 261 of the Draft EIR) The
variant, which has not been carried forward in the project design process, is not
analyzed in the Draft EIR. As no significant impact related to flooding in Lake
Merritt was identified in the Draft EIR and the variant would not relieve flooding
in any case, the information provided does not change the analysis or conclusions
of the Draft EIR.

The comment, which describes the history and purpose of the 7" Street Pump
Station and flood control facility, is noted.

The comment describes some aspects of the operation of the 7" Pump Station. It
incorrectly states that “...the County is capable of establishing the Lake at any
level, at any time, or on any giving [sic] day the City may desire.” As the 7" Pump
Station is a flood control facility, the County is obligated to operate it for that
purpose.

Flooding is addressed in Section 1VV.H, Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft
EIR on pages 244, 246, 247, 249, 252, and 261.

The comment incorrectly states that the Draft EIR doesn’t address possible
contaminated soils and that a review of past activities related to hazardous
materials has not been conducted. Such studies have been conducted and are
described on pages 287-292 of the Draft EIR. Where historical evidence indicates
that sampling and analysis of soils or other environmental media are warranted to
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Response B11-11:

Response B11-12:

Response B11-13:

Response B11-14:

Response B11-15:

determine if contamination is present, samples have been collected and analyzed
or will be prior to construction in accordance with the City’s Conditions of
Approval 50 and 52 as stated on pages 303-305 of the Draft EIR.

The project includes many elements that are intended to improve water quality in
Lake Merritt. These are listed in the Project Description on pages 48-51 of the
Draft EIR. Among these improvements are storm water separators, drain inlet
inserts, netting trash traps and booms, all of which would reduce the “filth,”
presumably debris, sediments and other storm water pollutants, that the comment
cites as a concern.

The comment incorrectly states that aesthetics and other issues regarding the
proposed wetlands have not been addressed in the Draft EIR. The created
wetlands are described on page 35 and depicted in Figure 111-4 of the Project
Description. Aesthetics and odor issues associated with the project are identified
and evaluated in Sections I1V.D, Air Quality and IV.M, Aesthetics. The wetlands
would support both vegetated and non-vegetated habitat (mud-flats) as a resource
for wildlife. The lack of vegetation in some areas is expected to attract shorebirds
and other wildlife, which most observers would not describe as unsightly. The
wetlands would have a localized odor, if any, typical of other tidal areas in the
vicinity and around the Bay. This would not be considered a significant effect
under the City’s criteria of significance.

Wind acceleration is an environmental issue under certain conditions when tall
structures are introduced into the environment. For this reason, the City of
Oakland has developed a significance criterion for projects that might create
winds exceeding 36 mph for more than 1 hour during daylight hours during the
year. The wind analysis only needs to be done if the project’s height is 100 feet
or greater (measured to the roof) and one of the following conditions exist: (a)
the project is located adjacent to a substantial water body (i.e., Oakland Estuary,
Lake Merritt or San Francisco Bay); or (b) the project is located in Downtown.
No analysis is needed for the proposed project because it would not erect a
structure 100 feet tall or greater.

The issues cited by the comment have been addressed in the Draft EIR or would
not occur as an effect of the project (i.e., wind, refer to Response to Comment
B11-13). Water quality and flooding are addressed in Section IV.H, Hydrology
and Water Quality, tree removal is addressed in Section IV.F, Biological
Resources and Section IV.M, Aesthetics, traffic, pedestrian and bicycle safety
issues are addressed in Section IV.C, Transportation, Circulation and Parking.

The cited documents were not submitted with the comment letter and the
comment does not indicate what specific information in these documents he finds
relevant to the environmental analysis. The Lake Merritt Master Plan was
considered during the environmental analysis of the Measure DD Implementation
Project. It is cited in the Draft EIR and available at the City of Oakland,
Community and Economic Development Agency, Planning and Zoning Division,
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250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315. Several attachments to the comment
letter (the Port of Oakland Vertical Datum bulletin, photographs of the 1962
flooding near Lake Merritt, and cross-sections of the Lake Merritt Channel) are
noted. The attachments do not contain information pertaining to the
environmental analysis of the Draft EIR.
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LETTER B12
David E. Mix
September 11, 2007

Response B12-1: Although the comment states that the attached letter is a revised version of one that
was sent previously (hamely, letter B11), the text appears to be identical. Refer to
Responses to Comments B11-1 to B11-15.
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LETTER B13
Gloria J. Pieretti
September 10, 2007

Response B13-1: The comment states an opinion on the quality of the Draft EIR but does not identify
specific issues that affect the document’s quality. The letters referred to in the
comment are not provided. Agencies and the public were notified of the availability
of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and the City’s established procedures.
The letters from those agencies, organizations and individuals submitting
comments are included in this Response to Comment document. Refer also to
Response to Comment B4-1.

Response B13-2: All letters received by the City in response to the Notice of Preparation are
included in Appendix C. If the same information appears more than once in the
appendix, it is because it was submitted by more than one individual. Letters
requesting information through Open Government, unless also submitted as
comments on the Notice of Preparation, are not included. CEQA and the CEQA
Guidelines require that the comments on the Notice of Preparation be considered in
determining the scope of the EIR but do not require that they be reproduced in the
Draft EIR. The letters are reproduced as a convenience to the readers of the Draft
EIR. Hard copies of the letters are available at the City of Oakland Community and
Economic Development Agency, Planning and Zoning Division, 250 Frank H.
Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315.

Response B13-3: The aesthetic impacts of the tree removal are evaluated in Section V.M,
Aesthetics. Refer also to Master Response M-1 and Responses to Comments B3-3
to B3-9. The remainder of the comment pertains to the merits of the project and is
noted.

Response B13-4: CEQA requires that the effects of a project be evaluated and that significant effects
be identified and mitigated, if mitigation is feasible. The aesthetic effects of the
project are evaluated in Sections IV.M, Aesthetics. No significant effects were
identified and therefore no mitigation is proposed. The comment correctly states
that trees are being removed for a variety of reasons, including that they conflict
with the proposed plan to reconstruct 12" Street and create new parkland along the
south shore of Lake Merritt. A comprehensive list of the reasons for removing trees
is provided on page 42 of the Project Description. The remainder of the comment
pertains to the merits of the project and is noted. Refer also to Master Response M-
1.

Response B13-5: A tree species grown in other climate zones, outside of urban areas, and/or under
different environmental or soil conditions will vary in ultimate size and stature
from specimens of the same species grown in urban areas of the San Francisco Bay
Area. The Draft EIR evaluates the aesthetic impacts of the tree removal in Section
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IV.M, Aesthetics. Refer also to Master Response M-1 and Responses to Comments
B3-3 to B3-9.

Response B13-6: The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted.
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LETTER B14
Ken Pratt
September 11, 2007

Response B14-1:  The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project and not the
environmental analysis of the Draft EIR, is noted. Section IV.H, Hydrology and
Water Quality of the Draft EIR, evaluates potential impacts of the proposed
project on water quality.

Response B14-2:  The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR.

Response B14-3:  The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project and not the
environmental analysis of the Draft EIR, is noted.

Response B14-4:  The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted.
Section IV.C, Transportation, Circulation and Parking, of the Draft EIR evaluates
traffic and pedestrian safety issues.

Response B14-5:  The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR.

Response B14-6:  The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR.

Response B14-7:  The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR.

Response B14-8:  The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project and not the
environmental analysis of the Draft EIR, is noted. Section IV.C, Transportation,
Circulation and Parking, of the Draft EIR evaluates transportation, circulation
and parking issues.

Response B14-9:  The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR..

Response B14-10: The comment is noted.
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LETTER B15
Nancy Rieser
August 5, 2007

Response B15-1:  This introductory comment is noted.

Response B15-2:  Coordination with regional, State, and federal agencies is an ongoing effort in the
design and feasibility analysis of any project. Project planners and designers have
coordinated with many agencies on this project, and incorporated their comments
into the project design. The Draft EIR evaluates the potential environmental
impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project described in
Chapter I11, Project Description of the Draft EIR. Issuance of the Notice of
Preparation was not to notify the agencies or other interested parties of the
passage of the bond measure, but rather, of the City’s intent to prepare an EIR for
the proposed project, which is the implementation Measure DD-funded activities.

Response B15-3:  The comment, which proposes an alternative to the proposed project, is noted.
The suggestion will be considered by City of Oakland decision-makers during
review of the merits of the project.

Response B15-4:  The Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR for the Measure DD Project was
submitted to the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) along with
other agencies and interested parties on the City’s distribution list. CDFG did not
submit a comment letter on the Notice of Preparation. To date, CDFG has not
submitted a comment letter on the Draft EIR.

Response B15-5:  AC Transit submitted a comment letter on the Draft EIR. See comment letter Al;
the City’s responses are included in A1-1 through A1-23.

Response B15-6:  The Draft EIR describes the existing setting of the project area as it relates to
each environmental topic, analyzes impacts of the proposed project, and
recommends mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to a less-than-
significant level, as appropriate. The evaluation of impacts was carefully
evaluated against the City’s significance criteria for each environmental topic.
Significant impacts are identified in several topic sections of the Draft EIR.

Response B15-7:  The comment incorrectly states that the DTSC’s comments on the Notice of
Preparation refer to bay fill used for the narrowing of the channel. The agency’s
comments refer to contaminated industrial properties located along the
Waterfront Trail in an area where a shipping channel was created by widening
the existing waterway or creation of a new waterway. Refer to page 304 of the
Draft EIR for an analysis of the impacts of the proposed project with respect to
hazardous waste sites. Implementation of the City’s Standard Conditions of
Approval as well as compliance with the reporting requirements of the applicable
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Response B15-8:

Response B15-9:

State and/or local regulatory agencies would ensure that potential impacts
associated with hazardous materials releases are reduced to a less-than-
significant level. The proposed investigations and remediation are in accordance
with the recommendations in the DTSC’s comments on the Notice of
Preparation.

The DTSC’s comments on the Notice of Preparation, which are attached to the
comment letter, are noted. To date, DTSC has not submitted comments on the
environmental analysis of the Draft EIR.

The comment pertains to the merits of the proposed project and not the
environmental analysis of the Draft EIR so no further response is provided.

The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, and the
attached photos of the railroad tracks, EBMUD pipeline, and other pipelines that
cross the Lake Merritt Channel south of 7" Street, are noted. The photos do not
provide specific comments on the Draft EIR. The photo of the 7" Street Pump
Station, which includes comments that suggest an alternative to the proposed
project, is noted. The comments do not pertain to the environmental analysis of
the Draft EIR. The photo of the man purportedly standing in the middle of Lake
Merritt Channel on top of the BART tunnel is noted. Dredging in this area is not
described in the Project Description because no dredging of the Lake Merritt
Channel is proposed in this area as part of the Measure DD Implementation
Project.
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LETTER B16
Nancy Rieser
September 10, 2007

Response B16-1:  This introductory comment is noted. See responses to specific issues summarized
in this paragraph as follows:

« Embarcadero Library re-configuration (Refer to Responses to Comments B16-
2 to B16-7)

« Lakeside Meadow (Refer to Responses to Comments B16-8 to B16-11)
« Tree Canopy (Refer to Responses to Comments B16-12 to B16-14)

Response B16-2:  Detailed discussions of air and noise impacts associated with the proposed
project are included in the Draft EIR, in Sections IVV.D, Air Quality and IV.E,
Noise, respectively. No significant effects associated with the Lakeview Library
were identified and no mitigation is required. Other statements in the comment
pertain to the merits of the proposed project and not the environmental analysis
of the Draft EIR.

Response B16-3:  The purpose of the Draft EIR is to evaluate the environmental effects of the
proposed project, as it is described in Chapter 111, Project Description, of the
Draft EIR. It is not the purpose of the Draft EIR to identify and evaluate all
design options proposed by the community, but instead to recommend feasible
mitigation measures for environmental impacts that would result from
implementation of the project, as proposed.

Response B16-4:  The comment, which proposes an alternative to the proposed project, is noted.
Appendix E presents data indicating that closing both couplets would cause a
large increase in traffic delays and congestion at nearby intersections.

Response B16-5:  The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted. The
suggestions will be considered by City of Oakland decision-makers during
review of the merits of the project.

Response B16-6:  The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted.
Refer to Response to Comment B8-1 for additional information on other variants
of this project element considered during the design process.

Response B16-7:  The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted. Also
see Response to Comment B8-4.

Response B16-8:  The comment, which proposes a variant to the proposed project element, is
noted. Refer to Response to Comment B8-1 for additional information on other
variants of this project element considered during the design process. The
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Response B16-9:

Response B16-10:

Response B16-11.:
Response B16-12:

Response B16-13:

Response B16-14:

comment also includes statements pertaining to the merits of the proposed
project, which will be considered by the City of Oakland decision-makers during
review of the merits of the project.

The comment, which does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft
EIR, is noted. The City Planning Commission will consider the Draft EIR,
comments received, and the City’s responses prior to certifying the Final EIR and
approving the proposed project.

The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted. The
Project Description of the Draft EIR describes the trees that would be removed as
part of the project and Sections IV.F, Biological Resources and I1V.M, Aesthetics
evaluate the impacts associated with the removals. No significant impacts were
identified. For additional discussion of tree removals also refer to Responses to
Comments B3-3 to B3-16.

The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted.
The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted.

The comment, which pertains to the availability of funding for Measure DD, is
noted.

The comment, which is an opinion on the environmental analysis of the Draft
EIR, is noted.

The photos attached to the comment are the same as those included with
comment letter B15. Refer to Response to Comment B15-9
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LETTER B17
John Wilson
September 11, 2007

Response B17-1:  The Lake Merritt Master Plan was considered in developing the proposed project
design and is described on page 94 of the Draft EIR. A section of the plan is
attached to the comment letter. The Measure DD-funded activities would address
many of the goals identified in the Master Plan, including the forestry, water
quality, and architectural recommendations included in the section submitted
with the comment. Chapter V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR describes a “lid
park” alternative for the 12" Street roadway construction, which was evaluated as
part of the Lake Merritt Master Plan. As stated on page 348 of the Draft EIR, this
alternative was identified as undesirable by community members and the design
team due to several factors including: no direct estuary pedestrian connections
were possible; tidal flow was not improved from the current conditions; the
structure would not enhance shoreline access; and the cost to build the structure
was not justified by the benefits. As such, this alternative was not evaluated in
the Draft EIR.
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LETTER B18
Elise Ackerman
September 11, 2007

Response B18-1:  The 27" Street/Bay Place/Harrison Street intersection was evaluated in Section
IV.C, Transportation Circulation and Parking of the Draft EIR. The text on page
115 of the Draft EIR notes that under existing conditions this intersection
operates at LOS F during the AM peak hour. The text on page 124 of the Draft
EIR (Impact TRANS-4) notes that implementation of the Lake Merritt and Lake
Merritt Channel project components would result in significant impacts at this
intersection, under the existing plus project conditions. The average vehicle delay
at the 27" Street/Bay Place/Harrison Street intersection would increase by 4.6
seconds during the AM peak hour. Mitigation Measure TRANS-4 in the Draft
EIR recommends optimizing the signal timing at this intersection to reduce the
total intersection average vehicle delay by 49.9 seconds during the AM peak
hour. Although with mitigation the intersection would remain at LOS F, it would
operate at a total average vehicle delay that would be 45.3 seconds lower than the
delay with no project and no mitigation. The increased delay and decreased LOS
would not increase the hazard at the intersection — reduced traffic speeds would
lower the safety risk at the intersection. It is also noted in the Draft EIR that
under cumulative conditions, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact on this intersection (see page 134).

Response B18-2:  The intersection identified in the comment is not part of the project area.
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From: Barton Mayhew [bmayhew03@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2007 1:38 PM

To: Thornton, Elois

Ce: harrioak@yahoogroups.com; rbishop747@aol.com

Subject: Measure DD draft EIR Comments

Ms. Thornton: I am responding to the "Measure DD draft EIR" affecting the intersections and
crosswalks around, nearby, and/or adjacent to Harrison Street, Bay Place, and 27th Street.
Due consideration needs to be included regarding pedestrians and cyclists, and vehicle

traffic configurations on and near these public streets, and walkways. Safety for pedestrians
and cyclists especially needs to be emphasized first and foremost. Any changes in design,
construction, or installation of controls should benefit people on foot or bicycle over and above vehicle
movement. In other words, pedestrians and cyclists should be the primary

concern for environmental impact alterations. Restrictions on vehicles, and provision for
pedestrians and cyclists is mandated by state and local laws. Please apply highest

standards for residents and visitors to this area of Oakland.

Barton Mayhew, on behalf of traffic safety committees, Harrioak Neighborhood Association, and
Westlake Community Coalition
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LETTER B19
Barton Mayhew
September 11, 2007

Response B19-1:  The design of the 27" Street/Bay Place/Harrison Street intersection is not part of
the proposed project. Impacts to the intersection resulting from implementation
of the proposed project are discussed in Section IV.C, Transportation Circulation
and Parking of the Draft EIR. See response to comment B18-1 for the
identification of level of service operation at the 27" Street/Bay Place/Harrison
Street intersection.

As stated on page 139 of the Draft EIR, the Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt
Channel group would not conflict with adopted policies, plans and programs
supporting pedestrian and bicycle transportation. The project is consistent with
the adopted Oakland Bicycle Master Plan (see Figure 1V.C-5 of the Draft EIR for
the most recent update) and Pedestrian Master Plan. It would improve bikeway
connectivity and pedestrian access around Lake Merritt and along the Lake
Merritt Channel and would complete linkages along the Oakland waterfront. No
impacts to pedestrian or bicyclist safety were identified in the Draft EIR at the
27" Street/Bay Place/Harrison Street intersection under the City’s significant
criteria for the evaluation of environmental impacts.
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LETTER B20
Catherine McBride
September 11, 2007

Response B20-1:  This introductory comment, which states the correct date of comment
submission, is noted. The comments submitted were received in time and are
considered in this Response to Comments Document.

Response B20-2:  The comment provides an opinion of traffic hazards at the 27" Street/Bay
Place/Harrison Street intersection associated with the Whole Foods project and is
noted. Also see Response to Comment B18-1.

Response B20-3:  The comment, which does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft
EIR, is noted.

Response B20-4:  The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project and not the
environmental analysis of the Draft EIR, is noted.
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LETTER B21

Inlandboatmen’s Union of the Pacific
Marina V. Secchitano, Vice President
September 5, 2007

Response B21-1:  The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted.

Response B21-2:  The comment, which expresses concern with the safety of the proposed project,
is noted. Refer to Response to Comment A8-1.

Response B21-3:  The comment, which expresses support for the proposed project, is noted.
Response B21-4:  Refer to Response to Comment A8-1.
Response B21-5:  The comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted.

Response B21-6:  Refer to Response to Comment A8-1.
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LETTER B22

Hanson Aggregates

Mike Bishop, Marine Operations Manager
September 10, 2007

Response B22-1:  Refer to Response to Comment B4-1 for a general description of the process that
was used to notice the Draft EIR. In addition, Joel Peter, Program Manager for
the Measure DD Project, e-mailed Mr. Hanson on August 10, 2007 to notify him
of the availability of the Draft EIR.

Response B22-2:  The comment correctly states that the proposed Waterfront Trail Alternative
notes that eliminating the boardwalks under the bridges would also reduce the
impacts to navigation under these bridges. While the City did not find the
impedance of marine shipping to be a significant effect under the City’s
significance criteria (Refer to Response to Comment A8-1), the City recognizes
that the U.S. Coast Guard and the marine shipping community oppose the
undercrossings of the bridges on the Oakland Channel and that the U.S. Coast
Guard might not be willing to issue a permit for the proposed undercrossings.
The text on page 357 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

1.  Project Objectives

This alternative would meet most project objectives, but to a lesser degree than the proposed project.
All objectives for the Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel, the Recreational Facilities, and the
City-Wide Creeks Groups would be met. 1t is being considered, in part, because the U.S. Coast Guard
and the marine shipping community have concerns about the potential safety and feasibility of the
proposed under-bridge segments of the Waterfront Trail and because the U.S. Coast Guard has
permitting authority in this area. The alternative would complete the missing segments of the San
Francisco Bay Trail along the Oakland Estuary, albeit with segments that would not be constructed on
the waterfront but rather on nearby streets. Because the trail would avoid contaminated properties,
hazardous waste impacts associated with these properties would not occur but the properties would
also not be remediated, one of the objectives of this project group. The alternative would support
some of the objectives of OSCAR and the Estuary Policy Plan by completing a linear trail along the
waterfront; however because the segments would be completed away from the shoreline in some
cases, the alternative would not create as much physical and visual access to the Oakland shoreline as
the proposed project.

Response B22-3:  On page 57, the Draft EIR acknowledges that crossing the Hanson Aggregate
facility may not be feasible while it is operational and thus the Draft EIR includes
the possibility that the trail would be diverted to City streets (i.e., Tidewater
Avenue) until an easement can be obtained. The City acknowledges that there
may be several reasons why crossing of the property is infeasible at this time and
the text on page 57 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
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(14) Gallagher & Burk/Hanson Aggregate Trail Connection. The proposed segment of the
trail adjacent to the Gallagher & Burk asphalt plant would be a concrete pier supported walkway. As
the Hanson Aggregate facility uses water access for delivery of materials, the trail would be designed
to allow materials to be transferred from barges to the site while allowing for shoreline trail access.
This would include the construction of a steel canopy over a portion of the trail. Property easements
are being sought for this segment of the trail, but operational constraints may preclude completing
this segment of the trail while the facility is in operation. An interim route may include a connection
to Tidewater Avenue, which is analyzed in the Section V, Alternatives.

Response B22-4  The comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted.
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LETTER B23

Gallagher & Burk Materials Division
Alan French, General Manager

August 22, 2007

Response B23-1:

Economic impacts (either at the “macro” level of the City, or at the “micro” level
of the individual private business) do not fall under the definition of
environmental impacts in CEQA and therefore are not discussed in detail in the
Draft EIR. The Draft EIR correctly focuses on the physical effects of the project,
which include land use conflicts and safety. These effects are discussed on page
81 of the Draft EIR and mitigation is proposed that would reduce the effects of
the project to less-than-significant levels. Nevertheless, on page 57, the Draft EIR
acknowledges that crossing the Gallagher & Burk facility may not be feasible
while it is operational and thus the Draft EIR includes the possibility that the trail
would be diverted to City streets (i.e., Tidewater Avenue) until an easement can
be obtained. The City acknowledges that there may be several reasons why
crossing of the property is infeasible at this time. Refer to Responses to Comment
A8-1, B22-2, and B22-3.

P:\RAJ0606\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses4.doc (1/23/2008) 3 13



Letter
B24




Letter
B24
cont.




Letter
B24
cont.




LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

JANUARY 2008

MEASURE DD IMPLEMENTATION PROJECT EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
ITII. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

LETTER B24

Union Pacific Railroad Company
Jeff Asay, Senior Counsel — Western Region
September 10, 2007

Response B24-1:

Response B24-2:

Response B24-3:

Response B24-4:

Refer to Response to Comment A7-1.

The comment, which pertains to Union Pacific railroad’s control of the railroad
right-of-way at the south of end of the Lake Merritt Channel, is noted. As the
comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR, no
further comment is provided.

The comment, which pertains to Union Pacific railroad’s control of the railroad
right-of-way at the south of end of the Lake Merritt Channel, is noted. As the
comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR, no
further comment is provided. Refer to Response to Comment A6-1.

Refer to Response to Comment A7-1.
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A Professional Corporation

September 14, 2007
19869

VIA E-MAIL (£A Thornton@oaklandnet.com)

Elois A. Thornton, Planner IV

Community and Economic Development Agency
Planning Division

250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Ste. 3315

Oakland, CA 94612

Re:  Union Pacific Railroad Company’s Comments on
Draft EIR for Measure DD Implementation Project, SCH #2006122048

Dear Ms. Thornton:

We represent Union Pacific Railroad Company (“UP”). By this letter, UP augments its
letter to you dated September 10, 2007 and further presents its comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”) for the Measure DD Implementation Project (the
“Project™).

The Project seeks to implement Measure DD, a municipal bond measure passed by
Qakland voters in 2002 that authorizes the City of Oakland (the “City™) to issue bonds that fund
physical improvements to existing parks; acquisition of land for new parks; development of new
parks and recreational facilities; clean water measures; restoration and rehabilitation of
recreation buildings; and implementation of creek and waterway protection and restorative
activities. The Project is divided into four implementation groups located throughout the City:
(1) Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel Improvements (Group 1); (2) Oakland Waterfront
Trail and Access Improvements (Group 2); (3) North and East Oakland Recreational Facilities
(Group 3); and (4) City-wide Creeks, Restoration, Preservation and Acquisition (Group 4).

Located adjacent to or otherwise near the Project sites are UP’s railroad yard, a railroad
line and right-of-way in Oakland (the “UP Line™) that roughly parallels the I-880 freeway. Asa
result of this close proximity, the development or improvements proposed by the Project are
likely to impact the UP-Line and rail services.

By this letter, UP brings to the City’s attention its concerns regarding traffic, safety,
trespassing, vibration, and mechanical odor. Based on our comments below, UP respectfully
requests that the City analyze these impacts associated with the Project’s location near the UP
Line and require appropriate mitigation measures to reduce those impacts.

One Embarcadero Center, 30th Floor, San Francisco, California 94111-3719  Phone: (415) 788-0900 « Fax: (415) 788-2019
San Francisco, CA  Los Angeles, CA  Stamford, CT  www.steefel.com
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Background on UP

Many people know about UP’s distinguished history. UP played a prominent role in the
development of the first transcontinental railroad in the late 1860’s. What many people do not
know is that today, UP remains a significant owner of railroad property and a major freight
transporter in the western two-thirds of the United States. In fact, UP is the largest railroad
company in North America.

Of particular relevance to the Project, UP owns a railroad yard, railroad line and right-of-
way immediately adjacent to or near the Project sites. UP operates freight services, and Amtrak
operates passenger services, on the UP line. The UP line experiences a very high volume of rail
traffic, as it serves the entire metropolitan Bay Area and is a major transportation corridor
through Northern California.

Given UP’s significant presence in and around the City of Oakland, UP takes great
interest in the City’s growth and improvement. It is with this perspective that UP respectfully
submits the comments in this letter.

2: Traffic

Many of the concerns specific to the Project, including, but not limited to, a concern
about traffic, arise from the associated increase in population within the close proximity of the
UP Main Line. Specifically, the Project proposes, in connection with Group 3, the construction
of an East Oakland Sports Complex at the corner of Ednes and Jones Avenues. This component
of the project proposes a 150,000 square foot addition to and expansion of the existing Ira
Jinkins Park/Recreation Center (the “Center”). (Draft EIR, p. 57.) The facility is anticipated to
include a 25-meter pool, activity pool, gymnasium, fitness center, meeting rooms and community
space, and bowling alley.

The UP Line crosses several roadways at-grade to the immediate east of the Center,
including, but not limited to, the at-grade crossings at 85th Avenue and 98th Avenue. A natural
consequence of the expansion of the Center will likely be an increase in the number of people
going there to enjoy the new recreational benefits. In turn, there will also likely be an increase in
traffic volumes in and around that area, including the existing at-grade rail crossings. Traffic
spillover effects may further increase vehicle trips over the at-grade crossings, as motorists
attempt to take short cuts to avoid congestion along primary traffic aterials. Additional vehicle
trips and traffic congestion could negatively impact at-grade rail crossings in the area by
increasing the chance of train-vehicular conflicts, thereby raising an obvious safety issue.

UP therefore urges the City to further analyze the Project’s potential impacts on traffic
inasmuch as they relate to rail safety and operations along the length of the right-of-way, and
traffic flow at at-grade rail crossings near the proposed East Oakland Sports Complex, including,
without limitation, those at 85th Avenue and 98th Avenue. UP’s operations must not be affected
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by greater traffic and potential congestion at at-grade crossings and, thus, adequate mitigation
measures should be implemented. Possible mitigation measures include construction at the
developer’s expense of grade-separated crossings or permanently blocked-off closures of
existing at-grade crossings. (For a further discussion on the concern of at-grade crossings, see
Section 3 below.)

3. Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety; Trespassing

The addition of this substantial increase in population near the UP Line creates concerns
not only about traffic but also about pedestrian and bicycle safety. Planned uses near the UP
Line include, without limitation, recreational facilities (e.g., East Oakland Sports Complex,
Municipal Boathouse), parks, pedestrian and bicycle trails (e.g., Waterfront Trail along the
Oakland Estuary between Jack London Square and 66th Avenue), marina uses, residential, open
space, roadways, and retail/commercial. Although this area is already populated, these
developments and improvements will likely attract a substantially large amount of people the
immediate vicinity of the UP Line, thereby raising concerns about pedestrian and bicycle safety,
and trespassing.

For instance, the Waterfront Trail will likely attract more pedestrians and cyclists to the
area around the UP Line. UP generally disfavors the location of pedestrian trails and uses
adjacent to its tracks and therefore any trails or pedestrian uses adjacent to or in close proximity
of UP’s tracks that are currently under consideration should be highly discouraged. The distance
between the trail and the UP Line is anticipated to vary from one point to another. In some
places, such as the vicinity of the mouth of the Channel, the trail would be located immediately
adjacent to the UP line. Some of those people using the trail could walk across the UP Line to
reach the trail at various points, and others might trespass onto the UP right-of-way itself.
Similarly, the pedestrian, bicycle, and small boat improvements in connection with the Lake
Merritt Channel Improvements likely will increase the number of people who may walk or bike
across the UP Line, and/or walk, bike, or boat beneath railroad bridges that span the Lake Merritt
Channel, at point close to the mouth of the Channel, and that parallel the automotive bridge on
Fruitvale Avenue. These potential impacts raise concerns about pedestrian safety, trespassing
and interference with rail operations.

The concern about safety is also exacerbated by the Project’s proposal to increase the
population near existing at-grade crossings, such as, among others, the intersection of
Embarcadero and 5th Avenue, at 85th Avenue, and at 98th Avenue. Although the vehicular
traffic analysis in the Draft EIR found the Project’s traffic impacts on the intersection of
Embarcadero and 5th Avenue to be less than significant, the Draft EIR contained no analysis
regarding pedestrian and bicycle safety at that intersection, let alone the at-grade crossings at
85th Avenue and 98th Avenue, near the proposed expansion of the Center. Patrons of the Center
may walk or jog through and around the surrounding neighborhood, meaning that some likely
would walk across the UP Lines at the aforementioned at-grade crossings, or might trespass onto

cont.
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the UP right-of-way itself. This increase in pedestrian activity near the UP Line could implicate
pedestrian safety around the tracts.

Another safety concern is the City’s stated goal to provide trail access along the Lake
Merritt Channel south of 7th Street, which would require the trail to cross the existing UP
mainline rail tracks at-grade and/or require a new at-grade crossing along the channel. (DEIR, p.
129.) We note that, any such new at-grade crossings (or modifications to existing crossings)
require the permission of the California Public Utilities Commission. Although the Draft EIR
states that the “resolution of improving trail connectivity is not intended to be resolved in this
study,” UP advises in advance that it strongly objects to any proposed at-grade crossings because
they have obvious safety implications and could negatively impact train operations. (/d.)

The Restoration Along Sausal and Seminary Creeks (Group 4) also presents a possible
safety concern. The creek restoration activities raise the issue of whether the public access
improvements would attract any additional pedestrians or cyclists across or around the UP Line.
If so, the Draft EIR should examine the possible safety impacts.

The City should therefore closely analyze pedestrian and bicycle safety, and the
likelihood of trespassing onto the UP right-of-way in order to set forth appropriate mitigation
measures. As the Draft EIR recognizes, Policy W2.5 of the City’s General Plan states: “[t]o
create safe access to water pedestrian, bicycle, and automotive railroad crossings should be
provided where feasible.” Thus, appropriate mitigation measures are not only desirable in their
own right, but are also crucial to the Project’s consistency with the General Plan. Specifically,
the City should consider requiring the developer to install grade-separated pedestrian and
bicyclist crossings as well as require the developer to construct only grade-separated roadways
across the UP Main Line. To this aim, UP appreciates the City’s decision that the preferred plan
for the continuation of the Bay Trail along the Oakland Estuary is for the trail to pass under the
railroad bridges along Fruitvale and High Avenues. (Draft EIR, pp. 55, Appendix D at p. 3.)

The City may also want to consider requiring the developer to eliminate the existing at-
grade rail crossings by either constructing grade-separated crossings at those locations and/or
eliminating the crossings altogether. Other possible mitigation measures that the City should
consider include, but are not limited to, solid barriers along the full lengths of the right-of-way,
(for example, walls, as opposed to fencing, to manage pedestrians and vehicles), relocating such
land uses far away from the tracks where possible, setbacks and buffers, the installation of sound
walls or other barrier fencing along the full lengths of the right-of-way, pedestrian gates,
pavement markings, “no trespassing” signs, railroad safety education programs, and planning for
safe transportation routes to schools, entertainment, shopping, and recreational facilities.

4, Vibration

As the Draft EIR recognizes, the Project sites are located adjacent to or near the existing
UP Line, which generates airborne vibration. (Draft EIR, p. 175.) It is well-known, however,

cont.
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that UP’s rail operations, as well as passenger trains, also generate ground vibration associated
with an active railway. For instance, the Waterfront Trail and pedestrian, bicycle and small boat
improvements likely will attract more people to the area immediately surrounding the UP Line,
thereby exposing them to typical vibration that come with freight and passenger rail service. The
Project is therefore anticipated to expose increased population to existing vibration, and the City
should analyze this possible impact.

Possible mitigation measures include a condition of approval that requires the developer
to disclose to the general public this pre-existing and predictably-occurring vibration, as well as
construction and design techniques (e.g., trenching and/or floating floors) that absorb and/or
minimize interior vibration.

5. Mechanical Odor

Finally, it is also well-known that locomotives not only generate noise and vibration, but
also may emit mechanical odors. Other existing land uses in and around the site include industry
and commerce, and such land uses typically generate odors associated with their specific uses,
thereby potentially resulting in cumulative impacts that some people in the area may notice. The
various development and improvements proposed for the Project will attract more people to the
area surrounding the UP Line and therefore expose them to existing mechanical odor. Although
the Draft EIR briefly discusses odors from restaurants, manufacturing plants, agricultural
operations, and industrial facilities, it does not mention the mechanical odors associated with
locomotives. (Draft EIR, p. 155.) The City should therefore consider analyze this potential
impact in the Draft EIR and implement any necessary mitigation measures.

Aok ok

UP appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Project and hopes
that the City, as lead agency, gives due consideration to the above concerns. On UP’s behalf, we
would welcome the opportunity to sit down together with City officials and staff to discuss this
Project as it progresses or any other project that may relate to UP’s property or operations within
the area. Such a discussion would afford UP and the City the opportunity to work in
collaboration to ensure that the Project and all future development near UP lines are compatible
with the rail services that will continue to serve the area for years to come.

Please give notice to UP of all future developments with respect to this Project and any
other proposed transportation improvements in the vicinity as follows:

Mr. Terrel Anderson

Manager of Industry and Public Projects
Union Pacific Railroad Company

10031 Foothills Boulevard

Roseville, California 95747-7101

11
cont.
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Letter
B25
cont.
P [
Elois A. Thornton
September 14, 2007 lEEIE
Page Six STEEFEL, LEVITT & WEISS
With a copy to:
Andrew Bassak, Esq.
Shirley Jackson, Esq. 13
Steefel, Levitt & Weiss cont.

One Embarcadero Center, 30th Floor
San Francisco, California 94111.

Please do not hesitate to contact our office if you would like to schedule a meeting with
UP or have any questions. UP will monitor this project with interest.

Sincerely,

Shirley E. Jackson

cc: Andrew Bassak, Esq.

Mr. Terrel Anderson
19869:6608883.2
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LETTER B25

Steefel, Levitt & Weiss
Shirley E. Jackson
September 14, 2007

Response B25-1:

Response B25-2:

Response B25-3:

Response B25-4:

The comment letter was received on September 14, 2007, three days after the close
of the comment period on September 11, 2007. Although the 45-day comment
period for the Draft EIR had closed, the City has elected to respond to the
comments provided in the letter.

The comment, which describes elements of the proposed Measure DD
Implementation Project and states that the project is likely to impact the Union
Pacific Railroad (UPRR) lines and rail services, is noted. It requests that the EIR
analyze traffic, safety, trespassing, vibration and mechanical odor issues associated
with the proposed project’s proximity to the rail line and require mitigation
measures to reduce impacts. Refer to Response to Comment A7-1 and Responses
to Comments B25-3 to B25-12 for responses to the specific issues raised for each
topic.

The comment, which describes certain aspects of the history of the Union Pacific
Railroad (UPRR) and its presence in and around Oakland, is noted.

The comment incorrectly states that the project would result in a substantial
increase in population within close proximity of the UPRR Main Line. The project
does not propose to build housing or other facilities that would substantially
increase the residential population in the vicinity of the UPRR Main Line.

It is recognized that the East Oakland Sports Complex project would increase
traffic volumes at the railroad crossings located at 98™ Avenue and 85" Avenue.
The study showed that peak hour traffic volumes on 98" Avenue would increase by
less than two percent as a result of the project. The traffic added would not
perceptibly affect traffic service levels at the rail crossing. The study did not
evaluate traffic volume changes at 85" Avenue because the traffic volumes are
relatively light and changes in traffic volume resulting from the Sports Complex
were expected to have a less than significant impact on traffic operations along 85"
Avenue.

The effectiveness of existing safety measures in place at all railroad crossings
leading to the Sports Complex would not be significantly affected by the minimal
changes in traffic volumes associated with the project. The small changes in traffic
volumes would not justify construction of grade-separated crossings. Permanent
blocked-off closures of existing at-grade crossings would transfer traffic volumes
to other streets and could result in secondary traffic impacts.
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Response B25-5: Please see Response to Comment B25-4 regarding population effects of the
proposed project. In addition, project facilities, with the exception of portions of
the Waterfront Trail and the trail along the Lake Merritt Channel, are located well
away from (a quarter mile or more) the UPRR lines as shown in the figures
provided in the Project Description and would not bring substantial numbers of
people to the rail crossings.

It is recognized that there is a potential for pedestrians and bicyclists to travel
between project elements (such as the Waterfront Trail and Lake Merritt) along 5"
Avenue, Oak Street, or other streets near Embarcadero. The Draft EIR did not
specifically address pedestrian impacts at railroad crossings because there are
existing safety measures (i.e., crossing gates, warning lights, and chain link fencing
along the Embarcadero) that would limit the ability of pedestrians and bicyclists
traveling between the project elements to cross the tracks. The numbers of
pedestrians or cyclists crossing the tracks to travel between project areas would not
compromise the existing safety features at the crossings or exceed the capacity or
capabilities of the existing controls to limit crossings of the rail lines.

The Waterfront Trail, which runs parallel to the UPRR lines, is separated from the
tracks by roads, such as the Embarcadero and Interstate-880, and fencing. This
infrastructure provides barriers between recreational users of the trail and the
UPRR lines at non-street crossing locations. The trail along the Lake Merritt
Channel currently ends just south of the 7™ Street Bridge and this would not change
as part of the project. No new at-grade crossings of the UPRR line are proposed as
part of the project although existing crossings at 5™ Avenue and Oak Street would
be used by bicyclists and pedestrians, as they are now, to travel between the
waterfront and other areas of Oakland. Refer to Response to Comment A7-1 for
additional discussion of the rail line crossings.

The text on page 130 of the Draft EIR is revised; the following text is added to the
discussion of Alternative Transportation (Pedestrian and Bicycle Transportation)
(as a new paragraph):

Pedestrians and bicyclists would cross the UPRR tracks along 5™ Avenue and Oak Street when
traveling between project elements in the Lake Merritt area and the Waterfront Trail. Currently, the
crossings have safety equipment including crossing gates and warning lights. These facilities control
access by pedestrians as well as vehicles. There is also a chain link fence along Embarcadero, which
prevents crossings by pedestrians at other locations. With the implementation of the Measure DD
improvements, these existing safety features would remain in place. Thus, the project would not
increase hazards to vehicles, pedestrians, or bicyclists. The impact would be less than significant.

The text on page 139 of the Draft EIR is revised; the following text is added to the
discussion of Alternative Transportation (as a new paragraph):

Pedestrians and bicyclists would cross the UPRR tracks along 5" Avenue and Oak Street when
traveling between project elements in the Lake Merritt area and the Waterfront Trail. Currently, the
crossings have safety equipment including crossing gates and warning lights. These facilities control
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access by pedestrians as well as vehicles. There is also a chain link fence along Embarcadero, which
prevents crossings by pedestrians at other locations. With the implementation of the Measure DD
improvements, these existing facilities would remain in place. Thus, the project would not increase
hazards to vehicles, pedestrians, or bicyclists. The impact would be less than significant.

Response B25-6: Please see Response to Comment B25-4 regarding population effects of the
proposed project.

It is recognized that the project may increase pedestrian and bicycle activity along
5™ Avenue, 85™ Avenue and 98" Avenue; however, the increase is expected to be
small and would be consistent with City of Oakland’s policy to encourage
pedestrian and bicycle travel along these routes. For the Draft EIR, a review was
performed of the potential of the project to conflict with adopted policies, plans and
programs supporting pedestrian and bicycle transportation and was found to be
consistent with City policy. The Oakland Bicycle Master Plan proposes bike lanes
along 5™ Avenue and proposes designation of 85™ Avenue and Edes Avenue as
Class Il bike routes. Similarly, the Oakland Pedestrian Plan identifies 5" Avenue
and 85™ Avenue as neighborhood pedestrian routes, 98" Avenue as a City
pedestrian route, and Edes Avenue as a District pedestrian route.

The increase in pedestrian activity near the UPRR Line would not be of sufficient
magnitude to significantly affect safety around the tracks and would not justify
construction of grade separated crossings. Walking, jogging, or bicycling across the
UPRR lines at the aforementioned at-grade crossings would be consistent with City
policies, plans and programs. The potential for trespassing onto the UPRR right-of-
way would not be substantially affected by the project.

Response B25-7: The comment, which states that the UPRR would strongly oppose an at-grade
crossing of the UPRR tracks in the vicinity of the Lake Merritt Channel and that
new crossings or modifications of existing crossing would require permission of
the California Public Utilities Commission, is noted. Refer also to Response to
Comment A7-1.

Response B25-8: The locations of proposed creek restoration, preservation and acquisitions sites are
shown on Figure 1-3 and described in Table I11-2. None of the project locations
along Sausal and Seminary creeks as cited in the comment are in close proximity to
UPRR lines. The nearest activity associated with Sausal Creek is a daylighting of
the creek at Hawthorne School, which is located about 0.5 miles from the railroad
lines. The nearest activity on Seminary Creek site, which is also located about 0.5
miles from the railroad lines, is the removal of a concrete channel and site
restoration. Both sites are located in residential areas and there is considerable
urban infrastructure between the restoration sites and the railroad, making traffic,
pedestrian or bicyclist connections between the locations unlikely. Neither of the
proposed activities would attract vehicles, pedestrians or bicyclists to the UPRR
lines.
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Response B25-9:

Response B25-10:

Response B25-11:

(4) Vibra

A creek restoration site along Lion Creek on San Leandro Boulevard near 66"
Avenue is in closer proximity to the UPRR tracks than the creek locations cited in
the comment. The restoration activity at this site would create wetlands along an
existing section of creek within a residential project and an existing park. The
UPRR tracks lie to the west of the park. The restoration is not expected to
substantially increase park use and most users of the park would come from the
residential areas to the east rather than from the industrial area to west. Thus, the
creek restoration would not generate a significant number of vehicle, pedestrian, or
bicycle crossings of the UPRR tracks.

The entire text of General Plan Policy W2.5 that is cited in the comment reads,
“Improved Railroad Crossings. To create safe access to the water pedestrian,
bicycle, and automobile railroad crossings should be provided where feasible.
Crossings could include grade separations, at-grade crossings, skyway bridges, or
connections between buildings.” The policy analysis in Appendix D of the Draft
EIR correctly states that the policy is not applicable to the Lake Merritt and Lake
Merritt Channel, Recreational Facilities, and City-wide Creeks Groups as no rail
crossings are proposed as part of these groups; the under-crossing of the rail line
proposed as part of the Waterfront Trail is consistent with the policy as well. It
should be noted that the policy includes at-grade crossings as an option for safe
access to the waterfront, where feasible. The comment, which states that the UPRR
appreciates the decision to route the Waterfront Trail to pass under the railroad
bridge at Fruitvale and High [sic] Avenues, is noted. Refer to Responses to
Comments A8-1, B22-2 and B22-3.

The comment, which suggests design features as mitigation for reducing safety
hazards at rail crossings, is noted. As impacts to safety were found to be less-
than-significant no mitigation is required. Refer to Response to Comment, B25-4
to B25-6.

The impacts of ground-borne vibration are analyzed on p. 181 of the Draft EIR,
which concludes that there would be no impact during the project’s operational
phase. The proposed Measure DD Implementation Project would not expose a
substantial number of people to ground-borne vibration associated with the
UPRR operations. No sensitive uses (e.g., schools, hospitals, or housing) would
be constructed as part of the project that would bring sensitive receptors into
proximity with the UPRR lines. No new crossings of the UPRR lines are
proposed as part of the project. The information provided in the comment does
not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. The text on page 181 of
the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

tion. None of the four project groups contain components that would generate

ground-borne vibration levels that would be perceptible to the average person. Fhere-would-be-ne
impact-during-the project’s-operational-phase—The project may briefly bring people into proximity

with transportation facilities along the Waterfront Trail, such as railroad tracks, that produce ground-

borne vibration. But the project would not frequently expose a substantial number of people to

ground-borne vibration. Construction activities associated with implementation of the project,
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including proposed pile driving activities, could temporarily expose persons in the vicinity of the
proposed project construction areas to ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels. However,
the project would comply with the construction hours specified in the City’s Noise Ordinance and the
City’s standard Conditions of Approval would be applied. Implementation of the Conditions of
Approval would ensure potential ground-borne vibration would be avoided or reduced to a less-than-
significant level.

Response B25-12: The proposed Measure DD Implementation Project would not expose a substan-
tial number of people to odors associated with the UPRR railroad operations. No
sensitive uses (e.g., schools, hospitals, or housing) would be constructed as part
of the project that would bring sensitive receptors in to proximity with the UPRR
railroad lines. No new crossings of the UPRR lines are proposed as part of the
project. The text on page 155 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

(4) Odors. Odors are also an important element of local air quality conditions. Specific
activities can raise concerns on the part of nearby neighbors. Major sources of odors include
restaurants, manufacturing plants, and agricultural operations. Other odor producers include the
industrial and transportation facilities within the region, such as railroads that may produce
mechanical odors. While sources that generate objectionable odors must comply with air quality
regulations, the public’s sensitivity to locally produced odors often exceeds regulatory thresholds.

The text on page 159 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

(5) Objectionable Odors. The operation of the project components of Measure DD would
not generate objectionable odors. Typically, major sources of odors include restaurants,
manufacturing plants, and landfills. Other odor producers include industrial and transportation
facilities within the region, such as railroads that may produce mechanical odors. The proposed
project components include physical improvements to existing parks; acquisition of land for new
parks; development of new parks and recreation facilities; clean water measures; restoration and
rehabilitation of recreation buildings; and implementation of creek and waterway protection and
restoration projects which are not expected to generate objectionable odors. The project may briefly
bring people into proximity with industrial or transportation facilities that produce odors along the
Waterfront Trail, but exposures would be brief and affect a relatively small number of people on an
occasional basis. Therefore, the project would not frequently create substantial objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of people. The information provided in the comment does not change
the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. This potential impact would be less than significant.

Response B25-13: The comment, which states that the UPRR would welcome the opportunity to
meet with the City to discuss its concerns, is noted.
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C. VERBAL COMMENTS

The Planning Commission held a Public Hearing on September 5, 2007 to accept verbal comments on
the Draft EIR from agencies, organization or interested individuals. The comments presented at the
hearing are summarized and enumerated in attachment C1 and written responses follow.
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e A briefl discussion occurred between Mr. Butcher, Commissioner Boxer, Joel Peter (Measure DD

Program Manager), and Claudia Cappio (Community and Economic Development Agency, 13
Development Director) ensued clarifying the proposed location and design of the walkway. Joel
Peter indicated that the City believes that the walkway could be designed with adequate safety to cont.

protect users of the trail.
e  Mr. Butcher concluded by stating that he did not believe the walkway design is safe and that the
Coast Guard agrees.

Nancy Rieser. Introduced herself as a member of Friends of the Lake. Made the following
comments:
« Noted Friends of the Lake is sending written comments. 114
« Stated that there is a lack of coordination with regional and state agencies with regards to the 12"

Street Channel. | 15
«  Stated the she has concerns about toxics in the bay fill in the project arca that exceed state |

standards. 16
David Mix. Made the following comments: 117
« Document is too extensive and not enough time at public hearing
¢« Appendix C documents are too difficult to read, due to poor reproduction 118
e He objects to entire document; it is based on improper or false material, junk science 19
« Sewers and storm sewers have historically flowed into the lake and channel | 20

« Noted various studics that looked at flows through the channel. Some studies used MIKE 11

model and MIKE II didn’t adequately consider elevations and size of culverts. | 21
Jonas LaMatter y-Brownell. Introduced himself as a member of the Lake Merritt Neighbors
Organized for Peace and a participant in the tree spirit photo by Jack Gescheidt. Made the following
comments:
« Encourages the City to save as many trees as possible around Lake Merritt.
¢ The commentor read the following poem, which he had composed:

The Merritt of Trees
: : 22
Lake Merritt lakeshore’s trees are alive,

As alive as you and me,

I run by them often and say,

Hey sticky sister, hey brother barkful,

Hello old one prickly, hello relatives rooted.

When I breathe, I breathe tree.

Just like sipping lake or sipping melted glacier stream,

Here in Oakland I breathe salty sunny air, a little pollution pepper and still too...
All the trees of Lake Meritt

Jacquee Castain, Made the following comments: I 23

s  Elmhurst District and East Oakland supports the East Oakland sports and swim center | 24

«  Asked for City’s help on cleaning up a nearby contaminated creek site on 85" Avenue.
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Oakland City Planning Commission Public Hearing Comments

September 5, 2007

Response C1-1:

Response C1-2:
Response C1-3:

Response C1-4:

Response C1-5:

Response C1-6:

Response C1-7:

Response C1-8:

Response C1-9:

Response C1-10:

Response C1-11:

Response C1-12:

Response C1-13:

Refer to Responses to Comments B4-1 and B22-1 (comment letter B22 was
submitted by the speaker).

Refer to Response to Comment B22-3.
Refer to Response to Comment B22-2.

The comment, which requests that navigable channels be kept open, is noted. For
additional discussion of this issue refer to responses to comment letters B8 (from
the U.S. Coast Guard) and B22 (Mr. Bishop’s written comments on the Draft
EIR).

The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR so
no further response is provided.

A history of the environmental review process for Measure DD-funded activities,
which explains what has occurred between passage of Measure DD and the
release of the Draft EIR, is provided in Chapter I11, Project Description on pages
23 and 24 of the Draft EIR.

The comment, which expresses concern about funding and planning for the
Measure DD activities, is noted. The comment does not pertain to the
environmental analysis of the Draft EIR so no further response is provided.

Refer to Response to Comment B4-1.

The reasons for the removing trees are varied; they are identified in Chapter Ill,
Project Description on page 30.

The reasons for the removing trees are varied; they are identified in Chapter Ill,
Project Description on page 30. No tall buildings, which would block view
corridors, are proposed as part of the project.

The comment is noted. The Draft EIR notes the Lake’s designation as a wildlife
refuge on page 226.

The comment does not address the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR so no
further response is provided.

The comment raises concerns about the impact of the Waterfront Trail on
maritime shipping. Refer to responses to comment letters B8 and B22.
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Response C1-14:

Response C1-15:
Response C1-16:

Response C1-17:

Response C1-18:

Response C1-19:

Response C1-20:

Response C1-21:

Response C1-22:

Response C1-23:

Response C1-24:

Response C1-25:

Response C1-26:

Response C1-27:

Response C1-28:

The comments were submitted in writing. Refer to responses to comment letters
B15 and B16.

Refer to Response to Comment B4-1.
Refer to Response to Comment B15-7.

The comment, which pertains to the amount of speaker time available at the
public hearing, is noted.

Full size copies of the original public comment letters that were received during
the EIR scoping period have been and are available for review at: City of
Oakland, Community and Economic Development Agency, Planning and Zoning
Division, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, California 94612.
Mr. Mix submitted his comments in writing. Refer to response to his comment
letter B11, in particular Responses to Comments B11-3 to B11-5, which are
included under the heading “Junk Science” in the comment letter.

The comment regarding the historic discharges to Lake Merritt is noted. The
comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR so no
additional response is provided.

Refer to Response to Comment B11-3.

The comment, which addresses the merits of the project, is noted.

fallen trees, sadness

spring tides flow strong again

park and lake reborn

The comment, which addresses the merits of the project, is noted.

The comment, which identifies a creek segment not included in the Measure DD
Implementation Project, is noted.

Due to the City holiday, the City accepted comments on the Draft EIR until
September 11, 2007.

The comment, which pertains to the amount of speaker time available at the
public hearing, is noted.

The comment, which states that Measure DD funding in inadequate, is noted.

Refer to responses to comment letters B8 and B22.
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Response C1-29:

Response C1-30:

Response C1-31:

Response C1-32:

The requested information does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the
Draft EIR. City legal counsel responded to the question at the public hearing.

The statement regarding submittal of comments in writing is noted. Refer to
responses to comment letters B8 and B22 for discussion of impacts to navigation
and safety along the estuary.

The comment, which does not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft
EIR, is noted.

Because of the large number of elements of the Measure DD Implementation
Project, which are geographically dispersed across the City, a phasing plan for
the entire project is not provided in the Draft EIR. Phasing and project status
information for individual elements is provided where such information is
available (see Table I11-1 of the Project Description, for example). Individual
projects would receive funding from a variety of federal, State and regional
sources in addition to receiving Measure DD funds. The source of funding does
not pertain to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR.

P:\RAJ0606\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses4.doc (1/23/2008) 335



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. MEASURE DD IMPLEMENTATION PROJECT EIR
JANUARY 2008 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
ITII. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

P:\RAJ0606\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses4.doc (1/23/2008) 336



IV. TEXT REVISIONS

Section A of 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
strikeout. Page numbers correspond to the page numbers of the Draft EIR. Section B presents
revisions initiated by the City to the cumulative traffic analysis. The cumulative analysis for traffic is
being revised because the City’s significance criterion for cumulative traffic impacts was invalidated
by the Superior Court of California subsequent to the publication of the Draft EIR.

None of the changes or clarifications presented in this chapter significantly alters the conclusions or
findings of the Draft EIR.

A. REVISIONS MADE IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
Page 23 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

In June 2002, prior to the passage of Measure DD, the City analyzed the measure’s potential
environmental effects in an Initial Study that relied upon previous environmental documents
prepared by the City. The previous environmental documents included the Oakland General
Plan Open Space, Conservation and Recreation (OSCAR) Element Mitigated Negative
Declaration, the General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) EIR, the
Estuary Policy Plan EIR, and the Coliseum Redevelopment Plan Area EIR. Based on the
environmental analysis, the City found that all potentially significant effects would be
avoided or mitigated by mitigation measures required by #-previously prepared CEQA
documents. As a result, because none of the circumstances calling for preparation of a
subsequent or supplemental EIR were present, and-thus-the City prepared an Addendum to
the previous environmental documents.

Page 24 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

dHHng—the-pendeey—ef—the-laws&H—At the tlme the Draft EIR was publlshed in July 2007, a

lawsuit was pending that challenged the granting of three permits for tree removal around
Lake Merritt, and another CEQA document, the 2006 Lake Merritt Channel Wetlands and
Widening Project EIR. On October 10, 2007 subsequent to the close of the public review
period for the Draft EIR, the Superior Court of California, County of Alameda, upheld the
tree permits and the City’s CEQA determination for the tree permits ruling that “substantial
evidence does not exist in the record to support a fair argument that the issuance of the tree
permits may have a significant effect on the environment requiring an EIR be prepared.” The

P:\RAJ0606\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\4-TextRevisions4.doc (1/23/2008) 3 3 7



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. MEASURE DD IMPLEMENTATION PROJECT EIR
JANUARY 2008 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
IV. TEXT REVISIONS

court also dismissed the challenge to the Channel Wetlands and Widening Project EIR and
entered judgment in favor of the City. Thereafter, the City removed some trees around Lake
Merritt, including those along Lakeshore Avenue and Lakeside Drive near the Municipal
Boathouse pursuant to the permits. None of these removals (nor any other circumstances
occurring subsequent to circulation of the Draft EIR) alter the EIR’s analysis or conclusions.
The EIR acknowledges that the tree removals will occur and new trees will be planted in
accordance with the previously issued permits.

Page 30 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

The City is proposing to renovate existing plantings and irrigation around the 12" Street
component site. This includes removing approximately 157 existing trees from the median
strip along 12" Street, the Kaiser Convention Center parking lot and some areas along the
banks of the Lake Merritt Channel and replanting these areas with approximately 321 new
trees and other landscaping. The final numbers of trees removed or planted may differ
slightly from these counts. Some trees will wewld-be removed because they are in conflict
with the new construction, are diseased, have severe structural defects or are fast-growing,
short-lived trees reaching the end of their life expectancy. Figure 111-3 shows the area where
trees are propesed-to be removed as part of this project component. As part of the project
design process the City hired a certified arborist to evaluate the trees to be removed propesed
forremoval-around Lake Merritt and the Lake Merritt Channel. The arborist recommended
preserving four trees in this area by redesigning the project or by relocating some of the trees.
The City has incorporated these recommendations into the project. The arborist’s report is
provided in Appendix |.

Pages 35 and 36 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows:

As part of the Measure DD Implementation Project, the City proposes to widen the Channel,
streambed, stream banks and upland areas between Lake Merritt and the Estuary by removing
the 10" Street culvert and 12" Street culvert (discussed above) and grading the Channel’s
banks, thus creating additional areas of open water and tidal marsh as shown in Figure 111-4.
The bottom of the channel at 12™ Street would be lowered. Shoreline improvements (e.g.,
pedestrian pathways and tidal marsh) along the channel between 12" Street and 1-880 would
be similar in design to those te-the-designs-proposed for the 12" Street project component.
The existing pedestrian bridge below 10" Street would be refurbished or replaced. At 7"
Street, the pedestrian tunnel on the east side of the trail would be refurbished and the
pedestrian tunnel on the west side would be relocated to allow construction of the new bypass
channel. A new traffic signal and crosswalk across 7" Street is proposed. The 7" Street
project component proposes the creation of a bypass channel to improve recreational access,
as well as to allow large fish to once again enter the upper Lake Merritt Channel and Lake
Merritt. The trail south of 7" Street would be refurbished but would otherwise remain
unchanged. On the east side of the Channel the trail merges into the parking lot south of
Peralta College District offices; on the west, the trail passes under 1-880 and connects to the
dead end of 4" Street.

The City will isprepesing-te-remove some existing trees (approximately 58) along the
channel as shown in Figure 111-5. Invasive exotic plants, such as Spartina, would be removed
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if present along the shoreline and new intertidal and upland plantings consisting of native
plants such as pickleweed (lower marsh areas), marsh gumplant, and salt grass (upper marsh
areas and transitional zones characterized by native grasses), and shrubs and trees would be
planted to restore the natural ecosystem of the Channel. Control measures for Spartina would
include those approved by the San Francisco Estuary Invasive Spartina Project. The City also
is proposing to install biofiltration basins to improve water quality. Typical construction
activities would include clearing, grading, excavating, pile driving, and replanting of

Page 36 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

This reconfiguration would include the continuation of pathways established as part of the
12" Street and 10" Street project components, the improvement of pedestrian tunnels under
7" Street, and the installation of a new traffic signal and crosswalk across 7" Street. The 7"
Street project component proposes the creation of a bypass channel to improve recreational
access, as well as to allow large fish to once again enter the upper Lake Merritt Channel and
Lake Merritt. The bypass channel would be designed and managed to retain the tidal and
flood control functions of the pump station. To ensure that the flood control function of the
7" Street Pump Station is not compromised, the new bypass channel would include a
hydraulic gate that would be closed when operation of the pumps is required to lower the
water level in the lake.

Page 41 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

(2) Lakeshore Avenue Variant B. Lakeshore Avenue Variant B proposes to re-stripe
the street to create one travel lane in each direction, a Class 2 bike lane in each direction, a
continuous left-turn lane down Lakeshore Avenue, and parking lanes along both curbs. A
planting strip, including street trees, would be included along the park border. A multi-use
path would be installed between the planting strip and the park landscaped area. As with
Variant A, park landscaping would be renovated and-the-remeval-of-with some trees
removedispropesed. The surface of the lakeside path would be resurfaced with stabilized
decomposed granite and would be widened at the narrow spots. The pedestrian crossing at
Cleveland Cascade would be improved and mid-street pedestrian islands would be included
at intersections as appropriate. Typical construction activities would include paving, grading,
path resurfacing and replanting of landscaping.

(7) Landscaping Improvements. Approximately 9 acres of existing planting and
irrigation are proposed to be renovated along Lakeshore Avenue. This renovation weuld
includes removing approximately 24 existing trees and planting approximately 135 new trees.
The final numbers of trees removed or planted may differ slightly from these counts. As part
of the project design process the City hired a certified arborist to evaluate the trees to be
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removed prepesed-forremoval-around Lakeshore Avenue. The arborist recommended
preserving one tree in this area by relocating it. The City has incorporated this
recommendation into the project. The arborist’s report is provided in Appendix I. The trees
were identified for removal wewld-be-removed-because they are diseased, have severe
structural defects, are crowding buildings, conflict with the new construction or are fast-
growing, short-lived trees reaching the end of their life expectancy. Landscaped areas with
shrubs and ground cover would replace the existing lawn in narrower parts of the park
corridor. This substitution would reduce maintenance and water use and reduce the
attractiveness of the area to Canada geese. Hardscape development, including benches and
patios, would be added at creek nodes and areas where small peninsulas jut out into the Lake.
Figure 111-7 shows a proposed landscaping plan, which indicates where trees would be
removed and new trees would be planted.

Page 47 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Approximately 4 acres of existing planting and irrigation are proposed to be renovated along
Lakeside Drive and around the Boathouse. This renovation weld-includes removing
approximately 20 existing trees and planting approximately 65 new trees. The final numbers
of trees removed or planted may differ slightly from these counts. The trees were identified
for removal weuld-beremoved-because they are in conflict with the new construction, are
diseased, have severe structural defects or are fast-growing, short-lived trees that have
reached the end of their life expectancy. Figure I11-9 shows the proposed landscape plan,
which indicates the locations of where-tree removals would-beremeved-and new tree

plantings-weuld-be-planted.
Page 52 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

a.  General Trail Characteristics. Most of the 6.6 miles of trail would be paved with
asphalt or concrete, with minimal grading so as to minimize disturbance of the ground
surface. At some locations, invasive exotic plants, such as Spartina, would be removed if
present along the shoreline. Control measures for Spartina would include those approved by
the San Francisco Estuary Invasive Spartina Project. Some portions of the existing Bay Trail
between Jack London Square and 66" Avenue may be repaired to fix broken pavement,
lighting, or signage. The trail would vary from a minimum 12-foot-wide combined use trail
where space is constrained to a pair of bike and pedestrian trails separated by a landscaped
median, with a total width of up to 40 feet. At points of interest, additional landscaping would
be planted. Various types of decorative and informational wayfaring signage would be
installed along the trail.

Some segments of the trail are already complete or will be completed as part of other
projects. These segments include:

« Lake Merritt Channel to 10" Avenue Marina — segment will be completed as part of the
Oak to 9" Project.

o Livingston Pier to Cryer Site — trail segment is complete

o Park Street Bridge to Derby Avenue — trail segment is complete
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o U.S. Audio Technologies to High Street — trail segment is complete

« Gallagher & Burk/Hanson Aggregate to 66" Avenue Gateway — trail segment is

complete, except for the northern-most portion

Figures 111-10a and 111-10b on pages 53 and 54 of the Draft EIR are revised as shown in Chapter 3
(pages 59 and 61) of this Response to Comments document.

Page 57 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

(124) Gallagher & Burk/Hanson Aggregate Trail Connection. The proposed
segment of the trail adjacent to the Gallagher & Burk asphalt plant would be a concrete pier
supported walkway. As the Hanson Aggregate facility uses water access for delivery of
materials, the trail would be designed to allow materials to be transferred from barges to the
site while allowing for shoreline trail access. This would include the construction of a steel
canopy over a portion of the trail. Property easements are being sought for this segment of the
trail, but operational constraints may preclude completing this segment of the trail while the
facility is in operation. An interim route may include a connection to Tidewater Avenue,
which is analyzed in the Section V, Alternatives.

Page 93 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Policy Rec-4.1 Systematic Maintenance Provisions. Provide | Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel: The project

for ongoing, systematic maintenance of all provides funding to renovate the Boathouse, Pergola,
parks and recreational facilities to prevent 18" Street Pie, which are consistent with the long-term
deterioration, ensure public safety, and permit | upkeep of parks and recreational facilities.

continued public use and enjoyment. Routine | Waterfront Trail: The project provides funding to
maintenance needs should be evaluate on a renovate existing trails as well as to construct new trails.

reqular basis. Parks which receive very heavy | pecreational Facilities: The project provides funding to

use should receive more frequent maintenance renovate Studio One.

than those with less use. City-wide Creeks: N.A.

Page 95 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

e. San Francisco Bay Plan. The San Francisco Bay Plan® (Bay Plan) is a policy
tool that, under the provisions of the McAteer-Petris Act, allows the San Francisco Bay
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) to “exercise its authority to issue or
deny permit applications for placing fill, extracting materials, or changing the use of any land,
water, or structure within the area of its jurisdiction,” an area that includes all of the San
Francisco Bay, a shoreline band of 100 feet from the water, and salt ponds, managed
wetlands and certain waterways associated with the Bay. The Bay Plan stipulates: “Any
public agency or private owner holding shoreline land is required to obtain a permit from the
Commission before proceeding with (shoreline) development.” The Bay Plan contains
findings and policies that will apply in BCDC permits for Measure DD project components
within the commission’s jurisdiction. Examples of applicable policies include those related to
public access, the placement and removal of fill in the Bay, sea level rise and the safety of
fills, the protection of fish, other aquatic organisms and wildlife, and tidal marshes and tidal
flats, among others. Implementation of the proposed project would require BCDC permit
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approval for development within the 100-foot shoreline band. Measure DD includes
waterfront improvements within 100 feet of the shoreline-, including areas along the Oakland
Estuary and the southern portion of the Lake Merritt Channel, downstream of the 7" Street
Pump Station.

Page 121 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

City of Oakland General Plan. The Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) of
the General Plan has numerous policies related to transportation issues. The primary LUTE
policies relevant to transportation, circulation and parking, including those provided in the
City’s Bicycle Master Plan and Pedestrian Master Plan (which are part of the LUTE), include
the following:

Page 122 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

e Policy D13.2: An adequate quantity of car, bicycle, and truck parking, which has been designed to enhance
the pedestrian environment, should be provided to encourage housing development and the economic vitality
of commercial, office, entertainment, and mixed use areas.

e  BMP Policy 1: Create, enhance and maintain the recommended bikeway network.

e  BMP Policy 2: Establish design and maintenance standards for all streets that recognize the needs of
bicyclists.

e  BMP Policy 4: Include provisions for safe and direct bicycle access to special development areas and key
corridors.

e  BMP Policy 8: Ensure that the needs of bicyclists are considered in the design of new development and
redevelopment projects.

e PMP Policy 2.1: Route Network: Create and maintain a pedestrian route network that provides direct
connections between activity centers.

Page 130 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Pedestrians and bicyclists would cross the UPRR tracks along 5" Avenue and Oak Street
when traveling between project elements in the Lake Merritt area and the Waterfront Trail.
Currently, the crossings have safety equipment including crossing gates and warning lights.
These facilities control access by pedestrians as well as vehicles. There is also a chain link
fence along Embarcadero, which prevents crossings by pedestrians at other locations. With
the implementation of the Measure DD improvements, these existing safety features would
remain in place. Thus, the project would not increase hazards to vehicles, pedestrians, or
bicyclists. The impact would be less than significant.

Page 133 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Transit Recommendations

« The City should provide active and/or passive transit signal priority to reduce travel times
along 12" Street and Harrison Street. This action would reduce delays for AC Transit but
not completely eliminate increases in travel time along 12" Street and Harrison Street.
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« The City should provide an eastbound bus lane along the right side of 11" Street with the
bus lane continuing through the signal at the 11"-12"/14" Street intersection.

Page 139 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Pedestrians and bicyclists would cross the UPRR tracks along 5" Avenue and Oak Street
when traveling between project elements in the Lake Merritt area and the Waterfront Trail.
Currently, the crossings have safety equipment including crossing gates and warning lights.
These facilities control access by pedestrians as well as vehicles. There is also a chain link
fence along Embarcadero, which prevents crossings by pedestrians at other locations. With
the implementation of the Measure DD improvements, these existing facilities would remain
in place. Thus, the project would not increase hazards to vehicles, pedestrians, or bicyclists.
The impact would be less than significant.

Pages 139-140 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Transit Recommendations

« Implementation of active and/or passive transit signal priority as described in the
previous recommendations for transit service would reduce delays for AC Transit.
Nevertheless, the implementation of transit signal priority is not expected to completely
eliminate increases in travel time along the 12”‘ Street and Harrlson Street Wh#e—aelelmg

o The City should provide an eastbound bus lane alonq the right side of 11th Street with the
bus lane continuing through the signal at the 11"-12" /14" Street intersection.

Page 142 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Traffic and Maritime Hazards. Implementation of the proposed project would result
in the Bay Trail passing under the bridges. Therefore, the project would not result in any
significant impacts related to traffic hazards as the trail would not conflict with vehicular
circulation. To the extent feasible the proposed trail segments that would pass beneath the
Park Street and High Street bridges would not extend further into the channel than the
existing bridge fenders. At all bridges, trail segments would be kept as close to the shoreline
as necessary to ensure public safety and not impede navigation. However, the U.S. Coast
Guard and others have raised concerns about the potential safety and feasibility of a trail
being constructed under the bridges, particularly the High Street and Park Street bridges.
Recognizing that the U.S. Coast Guard has permitting authority in these areas, the City
includes street-level crossings in these areas as part of the alternative for the Waterfront Trail
Group, described in Section V.F, Waterfront Trail Surface Street Connection Alternative.

Page 155 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
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(4) Odors. Odors are also an important element of local air quality conditions.
Specific activities can raise concerns on the part of nearby neighbors. Major sources of odors
include restaurants, manufacturing plants, and agricultural operations. Other odor producers
include the industrial and transportation facilities within the region, such as railroads that may
produce mechanical odors. While sources that generate objectionable odors must comply
with air quality regulations, the public’s sensitivity to locally produced odors often exceeds
regulatory thresholds.

Page 159 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

(5) Obijectionable Odors. The operation of the project components of Measure DD
would not generate objectionable odors. Typically, major sources of odors include
restaurants, manufacturing plants, and landfills. Other odor producers include industrial and
transportation facilities within the region, such as railroads that may produce mechanical
odors. The proposed project components include physical improvements to existing parks;
acquisition of land for new parks; development of new parks and recreation facilities; clean
water measures; restoration and rehabilitation of recreation buildings; and implementation of
creek and waterway protection and restoration projects which are not expected to generate
objectionable odors. The project may briefly bring people into proximity with industrial or
transportation facilities that produce odors along the Waterfront Trail, but exposures would
be brief and affect a relatively small number of people on an occasional basis. Therefore, the
project would not frequently create substantial objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people. The information provided in the comment does not change the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR. This potential impact would be less than significant.

Page 181 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

(4) Vibration. None of the four project groups contain components that would
generate ground -borne V|brat|on Ievels that would be perceptible to the average person. Fhere
. e-The project may briefly bring
people into prOX|m|tv Wlth transportatlon faC|I|t|es along the Waterfront Trail, such as
railroad tracks, that produce ground-borne vibration. But the project would not frequently
expose a substantial number of people to ground-borne vibration. Construction activities
associated with implementation of the project, including proposed pile driving activities,
could temporarily expose persons in the vicinity of the proposed project construction areas to
ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels. However, the project would comply
with the construction hours specified in the City’s Noise Ordinance and the City’s standard
Conditions of Approval would be applied. Implementation of the Conditions of Approval
would ensure potential ground-borne vibration would be avoided or reduced to a less-than-
significant level.

Page 204 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

(4) McAteer-Petris Act. The McAteer-Petris Act and Suisun Marsh Preservation
Act were adopted to protect San Francisco Bay and Suisun Marsh as natural resources for the
benefit of the public and to encourage development compatible with this protection. The San
Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) was established to
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enforce this Act. The two primary goals of the BCDC are: (1) to prevent the unnecessary
filling of San Francisco Bay; and (2) to increase public access to and along the Bay shoreline.
BCDC approval is required for all projects within 100 feet of the Bay shoreline, as well as
projects that propose any filling or dredging within Bay waters._In reviewing permit
applications, BCDC relies on findings and policies on fish, other aquatic organisms and
wildlife in the Bay Plan to ensure protection of biological resources.

Page 211 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

(1) Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-status Species. The only special-status species
potentially occurring within all component groups is Cooper’s hawk, a California Species of
Special Concern. The numerous tall trees throughout the Measure DD Implementation
Project area provide nesting habitat for a variety of native bird species, potentially including
Cooper’s hawk. In addition, some of the creek restoration sites in the upper Oakland
watershed may contain suitable nest trees for sharp-shinned hawk. Both these species are
California Species of Special Concern. PrepesedtTree removal within the Lake Merritt and
the Lake Merritt Channel group area and potential tree removal within other group sites could
directly impact nesting Cooper’s and sharp-shinned hawks by removing trees that support
active nests. Prolonged loud construction noise could also disturb nesting birds, resulting in
nesting failure and/or nest abandonment.

Implementation of the City’s Standard Conditions of Approval (Condition 32) will reduce
potential impacts to nesting Cooper’s and sharp-shinned hawks to a less-than-significant
level. The pre-construction survey shall be conducted within 15 days prior to the start of work
from March 15 though May (since there is higher potential for birds to initiate nesting during
this period), and within 30 days prior to the start of work from June through August 15.

Page 213 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

(6) Protected Trees. Based on current plans, the Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt
Channel group includes removal of preposesto-remove-a number of protected-trees protected
under the City’s Tree Ordinance. Protected trees might also be removed as part of the
Waterfront Trail, Recreational Facilities, and City-wide Creeks groups. This impact is
discussed in Section IV.F2c.

The following text is inserted on page 216 of the Draft EIR at the end of subsection 1V.F.2.c(3):

The increased tidal flows that would occur as a result of the proposed modifications to the
Lake Merritt Channel are not expected to cause adverse changes to the open water habitat in
Lake Merritt or the Lake Merritt Channel. Increased tidal flows would not adversely affect
the relevant water quality characteristics of the open water habitat such as salinity,
temperature, and dissolved oxygen. Water quality, especially dissolved oxygen, would be
improved by the greater exchange rate between Lake Merritt and the estuary and by newly
created tidal wetlands in the channel, which would benefit wildlife.

Page 216 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
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(4) Native Resident or Migratory Wildlife Movement, Wildlife Corridors, or
Nursery Sites. As the channel is not a corridor for the movement of migratory fish, the
proposed changes to Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel would not have an adverse effect

on migratory fish species. Several species of migratory waterbirds have been observed using

the Lake Merritt Channel during the winter (approximately October through March), often in
flocks of 40 to 70 birds (e.g., scaup, common goldeneye). A 2004 study of waterbird use and
disturbance response within Berkeley’s Aquatic Park found that disturbance sensitivity was
positively related to flock size, with large flocks flushing more readily than smaller ones.*’
Although no such studies have been conducted at the Lake Merritt Channel, LSA observed a
flock of approximately 50 common goldeneyes swimming away from a group of
schoolchildren crossing the pedestrian bridge during the January 19 site visit, indicating
sensitivity to disturbance. Human-caused disturbance negatively affects wintering ducks by
causing the expenditure of energy (i.e., flying or moving away from the source of
disturbance) that would otherwise be used for behaviors necessary for survival, such as
resting or feeding.*® Repeated or periodic disturbance would cause a greater expenditure of
energy and thus have a greater effect on wintering birds than singular events.

Page 218 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

(6) Protected Trees. In order to create additional parkland along the south shore of
Lake Merritt and make other improvements around the Lake, approximately 259 trees,
including 129 protected trees, are to weuld-be removed and 521 new trees and other
landscaping are to would-be installed to replace them. Approximately 510 existing trees will
wodld-be retained. Overall, the trees will weuld-be replaced at about a 2:1 ratio, that is, two
trees will would-be planted for each tree removed. Table 1VV.F-3 summarizes the propesed
tree removals and new plantings by project component within the Lake Merritt and Lake
Merritt Channel project group. As part of the project design process the City engaged a
certified arborist to evaluate the trees to be removed prepesed-ferremevakin this group. The
arborist recommended preserving five trees by redesigning the project or by relocating some
of the trees. The City has incorporated these recommendations into the project and the
numbers in Table IV.F-3 reflect the preservation of these trees. The arborist’s report is

provided in Appendix I.

Table IV.F-3: Propesed-Tree Removals for the Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel

Project Group
Trees Protected
to be Trees Ratio of Trees
Removed to be Removed | New Trees Planted to
Treesto be | Propesedfor | Propesed-for to be Trees
Project Component Retained® Removal Removal Planted Removed
Lakeside Drive/Municipal 30 20 17 65 325
Boathouse
Lakeshore Avenue/El Embarcadero 90 24 6 135 5.4
12™ Street Reconstruction 50 157 90 321 2.0
Lake Merritt Channel 340 58 16 o° 0
TOTAL 510 259 129° 521 2.0

arborist.

Numbers of trees are approximate. Totals include trees recommended for preservation or relocation by the certified
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® No new trees will would-be planted along the Channel because the habitat type would be converted from landscaped urban
parkland to wetlands and open water.

¢ Includes eight protected oak trees.

Source: HortScience, 2007.

The City of Oakland’s Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance (OMC Chapter 12.36)
requires a permit for removal of protected trees. A permit is also required if work might
damage or destroy protected trees. The project will wewld-comply with the Tree Preservation
and Removal Ordinance and would-obtain permits for the removal of any protected trees. In
addition, the City considers other factors in determining significance for purposes of CEQA
including: the number, type, size, location and condition of the protected trees to be removed
and/or impacted by construction and the protected trees to remain, with special consideration
given to native trees, as discussed below.

The majority of protected trees to be removed are located in the 12™ Street reconstruction
area. Although protected trees are present in this area many of the trees are in poor or fair
condition (see Appendix I); are in the landscaped median strip for 12" Street that is accessible
only via rarely used pedestrian underpasses; or are in small planting strips within the parking
lot for the Kaiser Convention Center (see Figure I11-3). Most of the trees are non-native
ornamental species. When the project components around Lake Merritt are looked at as a
whole, about twice as many trees are retained in the project area as are to weuld-be removed
and approximately two trees will would-be planted for each tree removed. The new trees in
the 12™ Street reconstruction area will weuld-be part of proposed landscaped areas that would
have direct pedestrian access to Lake Merritt and surrounding civic buildings. The four
components of Group 1 (Lakeside Drive/Municipal Boathouse, Lakeshore Avenue/El
Embarcadero, and Lake Merritt Channel) either retain more trees than they wewld-remove
and/or plant at least twice as many new trees as are wewld-be-removed (Lakeside
Drive/Municipal Boathouse, Lakeshore Avenue/El Embarcadero, and 12" Street
Reconstruction). Eight trees to be removed are protected native oak trees.

The project would not fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland’s Tree Preservation
and Removal Ordinance and would therefore be a less-than-significant impact for the
following reasons: approximately twice as many trees will would-be retained as will would-be
removed; removed trees will weuld-be replaced at approximately a 2:1 ratio; the majority of
trees to be removed are in poor or fair condition; and many are located in a parking lot or an
inaccessible median strip. In addition, because trees are being replaced at approximately a 2:1
ratio many benefits lost by the removal of trees, such as aesthetics, energy conservation,
reductions in stormwater runoff, improvements in air quality, and capture of carbon dioxide
(a greenhouse gas) will weould-be compensated for in a few years because of the large number
of new trees being planted. The impacts of removing trees and the benefits of planting new
trees in the Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel group were estimated quantitatively using
a computer application developed by scientists at the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service's Pacific Southwest Research Station to assess
populations of street trees.! The results of this study are provided in Appendix I. Because the
City would comply with the Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance, the Lake Merritt and

1 USDA Forest Service. http://wwuw.itreetools.org/street_trees/introduction_stepl.shtm.
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Lake Merritt Channel project components would have a less-than-significant impact. To
reach this conclusion, the City considered the number, type, size, location and condition of
the protected trees to be removed and/or impacted by construction and the protected trees to
remain, including native trees.

A small number of protected trees may require removal as part of the Waterfront Trail,
Recreational Facilities, City-wide Creeks groups or other components of the Lake Merritt
group (e.g., the Cleveland Cascade). The trees would be replaced in accordance with the
City’s Tree Protection Ordinance and Standard Conditions of Approval (Condition 32),
which would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

Page 261 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

« As with many facilities built near the shore of San Francisco Bay, rising sea levels
associated with global climate change could, in the long-term, affect project facilities and
existing infrastructure such as the 7" Street Pump Station that are designed to protect
them from flooding. The pump station’s function would be compromised if, for example,
tidal levels overtopped the facility. However, the flood control components and operation
of the 7" Street Pump Station itself would not be altered by the project. New trails are
being located above the current reach of tidal action, with additional freeboard which will
accommodate some future sea level rise. In addition, the project is not constructing
housing, high occupancy, or sensitive facilities within the zone that could be affected by
flooding or rising sea levels.

Substantial quantities of new impervious surfaces, which could increase runoff rates and
velocities (and potentially flooding), would not be created by Measure DD project
components. The integrity and function of existing flood control and stormwater conveyance
facilities operated by the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District,
such as stormwater outfalls at Lake Merritt, would be ensured by obtaining permits and
authorlzatlons from the Dlstrlct prior to construction as requwed by Condition of Approval

- Therefore, no substantlal |mpact related flood
hazard or redirection of flood water would occur with the proposed Measure DD components.

Pages 263 and 264 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows:

These three components are designed to improve tidal exchange between Lake Merritt and
San Francisco Bay by clearing and broadening the channel to approximately 100 feet at the
outlet from Lake Merritt and at 10™ Street. New clear-span bridges Would be constructed after
removal of existing culverts under 12" and 10" streets.

7" Street, The proposed changes would resubting-in-approximately doubleing the flow rate
through the Lake Merritt Channel in this area.>® ** These components are also intended to
improve pedestrian and bicycle circulation in the area of the Channel, and along with other
components, enhance and improve the environment of Lake Merritt and surrounding parks.
Redesign of the Channel at the Lake Merritt Flood Control Station at 7" Street is at the
conceptual design stage. As noted previously, hydraulic studies conducted at this stage of
project development indicate that the proposed changes to the Lake Merritt Channel would
help alleviate flooding conditions. Nevertheless, as required by Condition of Approval 75 this
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project component would be required to obtain all necessary permits and authorizations from
the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District prior to construction to
ensure that the operation of the flood control facilities at 7" Street would not be adversely
affected by the proposed action. Topics of wildlife, aquatic life, vegetation, landscaping,
creek restoration, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 (filling and grading in
wetlands) permitting, California Department of Fish and Game Section 1604 — Streambed
Alteration Agreements, and San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
(BCDC) requirements are addressed in the Biological Resources section of this DEIR.

Page 311 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Adams Park and the Veterans Memorial Building are located at the northwest corner of Lake
Merritt at Harrison Street and Grand Avenue and provide space for private events and senior
activities. Lakeside Park at Grand Avenue and Bellevue Avenue includes a Lawn Bowling
Clubhouse and Greens, non-programmed open space, Children’s Fairyland, McElroy Fountain
and Specimen Groves, Edhoff Band-StardEdoff Memorial Bandstand, a beach, amphitheater,
Garden Center, Junior Center of Art & Science, the Sailboat house, the Rotary Nature Center,
OPD horse stables, and wildlife areas.

Page 325 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Wastewater generated by the Measure DD Implementation Project components represents
Iess than 0.1 percent of the MWWTP S secondary treatment capaC|ty Ih4s—wastewater—weu+d

Wastewater—'FFeatment—Fllan{—EBMUD has suff|0|ent capaC|ty to treat wastewater flows from
the projects during dry weather™ and would not require or result in construction of new
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects.

Page 336 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel (Group 1). Lake Merritt and the Lake
Merritt Channel are resources that are part of scenic vistas seen from numerous locations in
Oakland, including the City’s Downtown and hillside areas. The proposed project would
result in beneficial impacts to the visual quality of the Lake through water quality control
measures, the restoration of historic buildings and monuments around the perimeter of the
Lake, and enhanced landscaping. These changes to the Lake and the Channel would result in
small but beneficial improvements to scenic vistas encompassing these waterways. Fhe
projectwould-result-in-the rRemoval of certain diseased trees from the vicinity of the Lake_is
consistent with and in furtherance of the project.; The removal of these trees will enhance the
visual character of the Lake and:-however-the removal ofthesetrees will would-not
substantially adversely change scenic vistas. New trees will would-be planted to replace the
trees that are removed, and these trees will not substantially block scenic vistas. No structures
would be built that would block surroundings and would not block scenic views of the
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Estuary. Therefore, this group of project components would have a less-than-significant
impact on scenic vistas.

Page 341 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel (Group 1). A key component of this group
is the various proposed water quality control measures, including the installation of devices
and features to clean and circulate water, and the creation of an open channel to allow for
increased tidal flow into and out of the Lake. These measures, by improving water quality in
the Lake, would enhance the scenic qualities of the waterway (including portions of the Lake
visible from 1-580), which suffers from algal blooms and stagnation associated with a surplus
of nutrient-rich pollution. In addition, this group would involve the renovation of existing
Iandscaplng WhICh would |mprove the Iandscape context of the Lake As part of the project,

Ay 3 alsy—Based on the Tree
Assessment prepared by HortSC|ence Inc (Appendlx ), of the 269 trees that will be removed
as part of the project, 6 are dead, 84 are in poor condition, 101 are in fair condition, 55 trees
are in good condition, and 23 trees are in excellent condition (see Chart IV.M-1). As shown
in Chart IV.M-1, Mmany of the trees considered for removal thatwould-beremeved-are
diseased, short-lived, or are not stable (i.e., they are dead, or in poor to fair condition).
Although some of the trees subject to removal may thatweuld-beremeved-contribute or may
have contributed to the scenic quality or overall visual character of the Lake, this contribution
is not significant_ either individually or cumulatively. In context, approximately 500 trees will
be retained in the project area and the 521 trees will be planted as part of the project (a
replacement ratio of almost two trees for every removed tree). These replacement trees will
fill in any visual “gaps” created by the removed trees. As shown in Figures IV.M-1 through
IV.M-4, the removal of trees from the site will not adversely affect scenic resources or visual
character as seen from key viewpoints around Lake Merritt.

Chart IVV.M-1: Tree Condition and Frequency of Occurrence

Excellent

[w)
(1]
{ @
o

Poor

Source: HortScience, Inc., 2007.

This conclusion is also supported by a cost/benefits analysis of tree removal/replacement
conducted by HortScience as part of the Tree Assessment. Using a model that takes into
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account the environmental and economic benefits of trees (including improvement of visual
guality, reductions in storm water runoff, improvements in air quality, and sequestration of
carbon dioxide), HortScience determined that the trees subject to removal from the site
provide an estimated $29,438 in annual benefits, approximately 77 percent of which
($22,866) is associated with aesthetic value. At planting, the 521 replacement trees will
provide an estimated $22,986 in annual benefits, “almost entirely due to aesthetic and other
benefits.” As the trees mature, the value of their annual benefits will increase to $33,193 at 5
years and $40,700 at 20 years. Therefore, based on the model, within only 5 years of planting,
the replacement trees will be more valuable in terms of aesthetics and other environmental/
economic benefits than the existing trees that will be removed as part of the project. Although
there are limitations with assigning monetary values to resources like trees (i.e., resource
valuation generally lacks a reliable way to estimate the value of ecological damage), the data
produced by HortScience suggest that the aesthetic costs of tree removal do not outweigh the
benefits of tree replacement. Based on the HortScience analysis, and an understanding of tree
removal in the context of trees that will be preserved and trees that will be replaced as part of
the project, Fherefore; the removal of select trees and the replacement with new individuals
would not be considered a significant impact to scenic resources or the visual character of the

project site.

Page 342 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel (Group 1). Lake Merritt and its
surroundings are characterized by a semi-formal landscape of rolling lawns and walkways, all
oriented around the water body itself. While the area has high visual quality, the aesthetics of
the area are diminished primarily by low water quality in the Lake, landscaping and trees that
are in poor condition, and roadways surrounding the Lake that are disproportionately wide
and emphasize automobile traffic at the expense of the pedestrian environment. The proposed
project would substantially improve these adverse conditions. First, the removal of the 12"
Street culvert and the implementation of the various water quality control measures would
improve the water quality of the Lake, and enhance the potential for the growth of native
vegetation and use of the water body by native wildlife (besides Canada geese). Second,
landscaping and trees in poor condition will wetld-be removed and replaced with new plants
that would enhance the visual environment. Third, several roadways (including 12" Street,
Lakeshore Avenue, and Lakeside Drive) would be reconfigured and/or narrowed to include
bike lanes and pedestrian paths. These changes would reduce the visual intrusion of motor
vehicles and would improve the visual environment for the bikers and walkers that comprise
the key users of Lake Merritt. Lastly, historic buildings around the Lake, some of which are
in poor condition, would be rehabilitated. At the Municipal Boathouse, two parking lots next
to the Lake and Boathouse would be removed and replaced with landscaping, terraces, and
pathways. A smaller parking lot would be constructed closer to the road and the remaining
parking would be relocated along Lakeside Drive itself. The improvement and preservation of
historic structures, and the modification of parking areas would benefit the visual quality of
the area, including the lakeshore itself. Therefore, the project group would have a less-than-
significant impact on the existing visual character of the area surrounding the Lake and Lake
Merritt Channel.
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Page 352 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

For Group 1, the No Project alternative would include completion of the Pergola, Children’s
Fairyland, the E. 18" Street Pier, and Municipal Boathouse renovations. However, paths,
landscape improvements and additional patron parking (for the Boathouse) that would
provide improved access to the facilities would generally not be constructed. The land around
Lake Merritt would continue to be used as park land. Landscape maintenance, including the
removal and replacement old or diseased trees, would continue as needed. Trees will be
removed along Lakeshore Avenue, Lakeside Drive and the 12" Street reconstruction area in
accordance with the permits for the removal of trees previously issued by the City. Fhe-tree

AL allaYaWlaVaWala' a Q A 1n

propesed--The creation of bike lanes by restriping Lakeside Drive and Lakeshore Avenue
might occur as part of other projects, but associated landscaping and pedestrian path
improvements would not be constructed.

Table V-1 on page 353 of the Draft EIR, is revised as follows:

Table V-1: No Project Alternative (Groups 1 and 2): Components Completed or In
Progress and Components Unbuilt

Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel (Group 1)

Components Completed or In-Progress

e  Pergola Renovation (complete)

o Installation of a Fire Protection Main (complete)

e Water Quality Improvements, including storm drain filters at Bellevue/Staten, 27"/Valdez, and 22"%/Valley; pilot air
diffuser project; new aeration fountain; Pergola fountain (complete)
Children’s Fairyland Renovations (in-progress)

Municipal Boathouse Renovation (in-progress)

E. 18" Street Pier Improvements (in-progress)

Tree removals along Lakeshore Avenue and Lakeside Drive

Unbuilt Components

12" Street Improvements

Lake Merritt Channel

Lakeshore Avenue; and El Embarcadero,—and%‘h-sueet—P-ieHmpFevemen%s
Lakeside Drive

Snow Park and Lakeside-Harrison-20™ Street Intersection

Bellevue Avenue Redesign

Sailboat House

All water quality improvements except those noted above

Oakland Waterfront Trail (Group 2)

Components Completed or In-Progress

e Union Point Park

e  Park Street Triangle traffic study

e  Alameda Avenue south of Fruitvale Avenue
o 66" Avenue Gateway

Unbuilt Components
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Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel (Group 1)

Estuary Park

10" Avenue Marina

Brooklyn Basin

Brooklyn Basin to Embarcadero Cove

Livingston Pier

Cryer Site

ConAgra to Park Street Bridge

Bridge boardwalks at Park Street, Fruitvale Avenue and High Street

Derby Avenue to Lancaster Street (Oakland Museum Women’s Board warehouse)
+—Alameda-Avenue-south-of Fruitvale Avenue

US Audio/Capture Technologies and friendly Transportation Trail Connection
Gallagher & Burk/Hanson Aggregate Trail Connection

o 66" Avenue Gateway

Page 356 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Although the City has a permit for tree removals in the 12" Street reconstruction area, as of
this writing, none has been removed. The alternative would reduce the number of trees that
will need to weuld-be removed to allow the reconstruction and realignment of 12" Street. In
this scenario, the Kaiser Convention Center parking lot would not be reconfigured and
therefore the trees located in this area would be preserved. Approximately 59 trees would be
preserved, including 12 protected trees (all flowering cherries), in and around the parking
area. Trees along the median of the existing 12" Street alignment would still be removed
reguire-removal-in order to accommodate the new roadway and modified grade of the park
land.

Page 357 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

1. Project Objectives

This alternative would meet most project objectives, but to a lesser degree than the proposed
project. All objectives for the Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel, the Recreational
Facilities, and the City-Wide Creeks Groups would be met. It is being considered, in part,
because the U.S. Coast Guard and the marine shipping community have concerns about the
potential safety and feasibility of the proposed under-bridge segments of the Waterfront Trail
and because the U.S. Coast Guard has permitting authority in this area. The alternative would
complete the missing segments of the San Francisco Bay Trail along the Oakland Estuary,
albeit with segments that would not be constructed on the waterfront but rather on nearby
streets. Because the trail would avoid contaminated properties, hazardous waste impacts
associated with these properties would not occur but the properties would also not be
remediated, one of the objectives of this project group. The alternative would support some of
the objectives of OSCAR and the Estuary Policy Plan by completing a linear trail along the
waterfront; however because the segments would be completed away from the shoreline in
some cases, the alternative would not create as much physical and visual access to the
Oakland shoreline as the proposed project.

Page 363 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
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1. Methodology
When evaluating cumulative impacts, CEQA allows the use of either a list of past, present

and reasonably foreseeable future projects erreasenabhy-anticipated-relevantprojects
(including projects outside the control of the lead agency) or a summary of the projections in
an adopted General Plan or related planning document. This cumulative impacts analysis
considered development projections that are contained in is-likelyto-eccur-underthe-build-
eutoefthe various elements of the City of Oakland General Plan, including the Land Use and
Transportation Element (LUTE), and the Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element
(OSCAR), and their related environmental review documentation. The projections account
for past and present projects as well as reasonably foreseeable future development. In
addition, the cumulative analysis considered specific projects, including the Oakland Whole
Foods Market, the Jack London Square Redevelopment, and the Oak to Ninth Avenue
Projects. As a result, the analysis is based on a projections approach, which has been refined
by including additional information regarding specific existing and anticipated future

projects.

Pages 363 to 364 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows:

a. Land Use. The majority of the Measure DD components would renovate or
improve existing structures, recreational facilities, roadways, and creeks within the City of
Oakland_and would not change land use. New land uses would include roadway and park
changes associated with Lake Merritt; and the creation of new parks and installation of the
new trail connections associated with the Waterfront Trail-and-the-construction-of the-East
Oakland-Sperts-Complex—With one exception, tFhe proposed land uses associated with the
project would be compatible with the surrednding-land use and zoning of the project site and
surrounding neighborhood, which is the geographic area of potential cumulative effect for
land use impacts. ©re-The potential land use conflict, a potential safety hazard that would be
created by constructing the trail across an operating industrial facility, was identified for the
Waterfront Trail group..which-This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level
with implementation of the identified mitigation measure. The EIR analysis shows that the
impact would not be cumulatively considerable for two reasons: 1) there are no other similar
safety impacts to which the impact would contribute and 2) the residual effect would be
eliminated by the proposed mitigation measure. Thus, the project Fhis-site-specific-impact
would not have a cumulative effect when considered with other projects and implementation
of Measure DD would not result in any cumulatively significant land use impacts.

b.  Transportation, Circulation and Parking. A detailed analysis was conducted
for the purposes of assessing cumulative environmental impacts to the transportation system
as described in Section IV.C. As described therein (see pages 133 to 134), the cumulative
analysis analyzed the project in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future projects. The cumulative analysis identified five significant cumulative impacts related
to transportation (TRAF-5 through TRAF-9), three of which are identified as significant and
unavoidable because they may not be reduced to less-than-significant levels. The impacts and
mitigation are discussed in detail in Section IV.C. No significant impacts were identified for
alternative modes of transportation. The project would not fundamentally conflict with
adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting pedestrian and bicycle transportation or
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transit use. The project would improve both pedestrian mobility and bicycle transportation.
Although travel times would increase as a result of the project and affect some transit routes,
travel times for other motor vehicles would increase by a similar amount, and travelers would
not be discouraged from using transit as a result of the project. Thus, the project would not
fundamentally conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting transit use and
would not have a significant cumulative impact.

c.  Air Quality. As noted in the air quality impact analysis in Section IV.D, the air
basin within which the City of Oakland and the project components lie is non-attainment for
ozone, PM;o and PM; 5. As such, the project and other past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future projects could result in an impact that is cumulatively significant for air
guality related to these pollutants. However, the City finds that the project’s contribution to
the impact would not be cumulatively considerable and thus the impact is less than
significant. According to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) CEQA
Guidelines, any proposed project that would individually have a less-than-significant air
guality impact and is consistent with the General Plan, where the General Plan is consistent
with the Clean Air Plan, would be considered to have a less-than-significant cumulative air
guality impact. The Measure DD components would not have significant operational air
quality impacts, therefore a determination of the cumulative impacts would be based on an
evaluation of the consistency of the project with the City of Oakland’s General Plan and of
the General Plan with the regional air quality plan. As discussed in Section IV.D, tFhe City of
Oakland’s General Plan is consistent with the 2005 Ozone Attainment Plan, the fourth
triennial update of the Clean Air Plan, and the project is consistent with the General Plan;. In
addition, the project would not generate objectionable odors, expose sensitive receptors to
substantial air pollutant concentrations, or emit toxics that would contribute to a cumulative
impact. Likewise, the project would not contribute to an impact associated with CO
concentrations because CO concentrations would not increase as a result of the project.
Ttherefore the project would not have a significant cumulative impact.

d.  Noise. As noted in the noise analysis in Section IV.E, tFhe project components
are primarily recreational facilities and water quality improvements that would not produce
substantial noise during their operation and would not contribute substantially to the
cumulative noise environment, which would generally include the project site and
surrounding properties. Further, the noise impact analysis in Section IV.E notes that the
primary source of noise in the project area is and would be motor vehicle noise. The analysis
of cEumulative traffic noise impacts for all project components, as shown in Tables IV.E-12
and 1V.E-13 and in the discussion under Section 1V.E.2.b, was based on the cumulative
traffic volumes (i.e., cumulative plus project scenario) generated for the traffic analysis in
Section IV.C, which included the project and other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future planned-projects within the City of Oakland. The analysis demonstrates that the
cumulative noise impacts from traffic would be less than significant for noise sensitive
receptors within the City of Oakland.

There would be temporary construction noise impacts and one of these (i.e., pile driving) that
would be significant if noise-reducing measures specified in the City’s Standard-and
Uniformly Applied Development Standard Conditions of Approval are not feasible_(as noted
in Section 1V.E). Heweverlf they occur, these impacts would be limited to sites around Lake
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Merritt, namely the E. 18" Street Pier, the 12" Street reconstruction area and Lake Merritt
Channel, and a few segments of the Waterfront Trail site-speeific-and limited to the duration
of construction period. Except as noted with respect to pile driving, there is no evidence that
noise levels would be cumulatively significant. The noise levels in the project area are within
the City’s standards for noise and because construction projects in the cumulative scenario
within the City of Oakland are required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance and
Conditions of Approval. Fhus-The requirements will render cumulative construction noise
and operational noise impacts weuld-be-less than significant.

e. Biological Resources. Project activities are not anticipated to make a
cumulatively considerable contribution to have-a cumulative significant impact on biological
resources. The project would generally be conducted in an urbanized area and would increase
open space and improve water quality, which would benefit wildlife. Other benefits include
establishing foraging and refuge areas by restoring native vegetation, restoring wetlands, and
removing exotic invasive vegetation, providing greater diversity of habitat, and improving
connectivity between Lake Merritt and similar habitat areas within the area. Potential
temporary impacts to wildlife, such as nesting raptors and songbirds; during construction,
injury to fish during pile driving, or disturbance of wildlife in the Channel by small boats, and
impacts to waters of the U.S. and State-efseme-project-compenents-were-identifiedbutthese
would-be-mitigated would be avoided (impacts to wildlife and fish) or fully compensated for
(impacts to waters of the U.S. and State) by the City’s Conditions of Approval or by the

mltlgatlon measures recommended in thls EIR +t—+s—anﬂe+pa¥ed—th&t—e¥heeeumu+a%we—p#ejeets

+mp+emen¢aﬂen—ef—the—mﬂgaﬂen+ne&su¥e58ecause the potentlal |mpacts to b|olog|cal
resources would be beneficial, avoided, or fully compensated for, the project’s incremental
contribution Would not be cumulatively conS|derabIe and the |mpact would be less than

significant.fuly
from-thisproject.

Pages 365 to 366 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows:

g.  Hydrology and Water Quality. The majority of Measure DD components
would be constructed in an urbanized area of Oakland and would not significantly increase
impervious surface coverage or result in flood hazards within the component sites. In fact,
several Measure DD Project components would include measures to improve water quality.

Construction and operational-period impacts to stormwater that would result from
implementation of the Measure DD Project would be minimized through compliance with the
Water Board’s regulations and implementation of the City’s Standard Conditions of
Approval. Nevertheless, as noted on page 260 of the Draft EIR, Lake Merritt is an impaired
water body due to organic enrichment, low dissolved oxygen, and trash and the Estuary and
San Francisco Bay, to which Oakland’s creeks flow, are impaired for pesticides, dioxins,
furans, PCBs, selenium, mercury, and exotic species. However, the EIR analysis shows that
the project’s contribution to the impact would not be cumulatively considerable for two
reasons: 1) the project would not generate the chemical contaminants for which the water
bodies are impaired and 2) the project would likely reduce organic nutrients due to the net
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decrease in impervious surface around Lake Merritt and the Best Management Practices
(BMPs) that are included in the project (e.qg., grassy swales, porous pavements, and
stormwater planters) Thus, the cumulatrve |mpact of the project is Iess than sranfrcant Jtis

h.  Geology, Soils and Seismicity. The area of cumulative effects for geology, soils
and seismicity issues, such as liguefaction, landslides, lateral spreading, expansive soils,

Iandfllls and sept|c svstems |s the pr0|ect site. Ihe—geeleg+c—se+smre|ty—and—se#&eendmens

For geologic,
selsm|C|ty and soils issues, the proposed development does not mfluence or degrade
conditions in the area_of cumulative effects, because among other reasons, asteng-as-the
impacts of the individual components are reduced to a less than significant level by the
California Building Standards Code and the City’s Uniformly Applied Development Standard
Conditions of Approval with which the project will be required to comply. In addition, many
features of the project, such as improvements to trails, creeks, landscaping, and water quality,
do not create any hazards. Others, such as renovations of the Studio One Art Center, the
Municipal Boathouse and the Pergola, would reduce existing hazards by strengthening
existing structures. These actions would not contribute to a cumulative impact and, in the
case of renovations would have net beneficial effects. New structures associated with past,
present and reasonably foreseeable future projects as well as the current project, such as the
East Oakland Sports Complex, would be built to current seismic codes ensuring that potential
seismic hazards are less than significant. Thus, the project would not make a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a cumulative significant impact related to geology, soils or

seismicity.

i. Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The hazards and hazardous materials issues
for the proposed project are specific to the individual component sites and would not lead to
any cumulative impacts related to hazards. Most components of Measure DD would not store
or use substantial quantities of hazardous materials and would, at some sites, help ensure that
potential chemical hazards in soil or groundwater are remediated and the risk from these
hazards is reduced.

Hazardous materials transport, storage and use would be cumulatively significant if the

project and cumulative projects created a significant hazard to the public or the environment
within the area of cumulative effect (i.e., the project construction sites, the East Oakland
Sports Complex site, or roadways to these sites). The cumulative effect would create a
significant hazard to the public if the hazardous materials in the cumulative scenario
exceeded requlated guantities or resulted in the improper use or storage of hazardous
materials. The City finds that storage of common hazardous materials in accordance with
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State and federal regulations and the City’s Best Management Practices by the project in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would not create a
significant cumulative hazard to the public or the environment. Thus, the impact would be
less than significant.

For emergency evacuation routes, the area of impact would be the areas served by 12" Street,
the evacuation route that would be temporarily closed during construction. During the period
of project construction, other projects in the cumulative scenario could have street closures
that would affect the same areas, which could constitute a cumulative impact. However, the
proposed mitigation requires the review and approval of the temporary detour plans by the
City’s Office of Emergency Services, which would be aware of other closures in the City, and
would ensure that the project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable because it
requires that alternative routes are identified and available during project construction.
Because the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact is not cumulatively considerable
the impact is less than significant.

j. Public Services and Recreatlon Develepmem—ef—tThe proposed Measure DD
Implementation Project; Ay . ,
City’s-General-Plan, would mcrementally increase demand for pollce and f|re services as
noted in Section I1V.K, which finds that the project sites are currently adequately served and
the impacts on demand would be less than significant. For recreation, the analysis finds that
service is currently inadequate, as the City does not meet its goals of 10 acres of total and 4
acres of urban parkland per 1,000 residents. However, the project would improve recreational
facilities and increase the current ratios by constructing new facilities in East Oakland and by
increasing the acres of parkland around the south end of Lake Merritt. Thus the project would
have a beneficial effect on recreatlon Therefore the cumulative analysis focuses on police

There is no evidence that the demand for police and fire services would be cumulatively
significant because adequate fire and police service is provided to the project area and
development under cumulative conditions would be addressed by the service providers prior
to completion of development to ensure that service demand can be reasonably be
accommodated at that time. Build-out of the cumulative projects would not result in
cumulative impacts related to physical capacities, service levels or funding availability,
particularly because the increased demand for services has, in many cases, been anticipated in
planning and policy documents and would be shared across service areas within the City. In
addition, given the acceptable levels of service as described in Section IV.K, the demand by
the project when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects
would not be cumulatively considerable because the facilities that are part of the project, such
as new trails, new landscaping, creek restoration activities, renovations of buildings and other
historic structures, creation of bike lanes, and water quality improvements do not create
demand for services, have a demand for services that is the same as the existing project sites,
or have very low demand for services. As a result, no significant cumulative impacts would
result.
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B.

k.  Utilities and Infrastructure. The proposed Measure DD Implementation Project
is located in areas already served by utilities and the incremental increase in demand for
services would not require the expansion or construction of new facilities. The cumulative
increase in demand on the utility providers and infrastructure in the City resulting from
implementation of Measure DD, in combination with past, present and other reasonably
foreseeable projects in Oakland, is anticipated within the General Plan as well as within plans
prepared by each of the utility providers to address projected growth.

There is no evidence that the demand for utilities and infrastructure would be cumulatively
significant because adequate service is provided to the project area and development under
cumulative conditions would be addressed by the utility providers prior to completion of
development to ensure that service demand can be reasonably be accommodated at that time.
In addition, given the acceptable levels of service as described in Section IV.L, the demand
by the project when combined with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects
would not be cumulatively considerable because the facilities that are part of the project, such
as new trails, new landscaping, creek restoration activities, renovations of buildings and other
historic structures, creation of bike lanes, and water guality improvements do not create
demand for services, have a demand for services that is the same as the existing project sites,
or have very low demand for services. Therefore, no significant cumulative impacts would
result.

REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR INITIATED BY THE CITY

Clarification regarding Compliance of the Project with the City’s Uniformly Applied
Development Standard Conditions of Approval

Page 64 is revised as follows:

The City’s Uniformly Applied Development Standard Conditions of Approval are
incorporated into projects as Conditions of Approval regardless of a project’s environmental
determination. As applicable, the Conditions of Approval are adopted as requirements of an
individual project when it is approved by the City and are designed to, and will, substantially
mitigate environmental effects. For the Measure DD Project the City’s Conditions of
Approval have been incorporated as part of the project._As such, the project will comply with
all applicable Uniformly Applied Development Standard Conditions of Approval.

In reviewing project applications, the City determines which of the standard conditions are
applied, based upon the zoning district, community plan, and the type(s) of
permit(s)/approval(s) required for the project. Depending on the specific characteristics of the
project type and/or project site, the City will determine which Development Standards apply
to each project; for example, Development Standards related to creek protection permits will
only be applied projects on creekside properties.

The Development Standards incorporate development policies and standards from various
adopted plans, policies, and ordinances (such as the Oakland Planning and Municipal Codes,
Oakland Creek Protection, Stormwater Water Management and Discharge Control
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Ordinance, Oakland Tree Protection Ordinance, Oakland Grading Regulations, National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements, Housing Element-
related mitigation measures, California Building Code, and Uniform Fire Code, among
others), which have been found to substantially mitigate environmental effects. Where there
are peculiar circumstances associated with a project or project site that will result in
significant environmental impacts despite implementation of the Development Standards, the
City will determine whether there are feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impact to
less than significant levels. The project will comply with all applicable Uniformly Applied
Development Standard Conditions of Approval and mitigation measures discussed in the
EIR.

Clarification regarding Criterion of Significance for Cumulative Traffic Impacts

Questions have been raised regarding the use on pages 122-123 in the Draft EIR of the significance
criterion 1)h., which states, “A project’s contribution to cumulative impacts is considered
“considerable” when the project contributes five (5) percent or more of the cumulative traffic increase
as measured by the difference between existing and future cumulative (with project) conditions.”

For example, page 134 of the Draft EIR states that “If the Measure DD Implementation Project
contributes less than 5 percent of the cumulative traffic increase at an intersection as measured by the
difference between existing and future cumulative (with project conditions) the impact is considered
less than significant.” The Draft EIR text then continues by identifying four intersections where the
impacts “were found to be less than significant for this reason.” For purposes of clarification,
however, the Draft EIR’s use of the referenced 5% contribution criterion merely provides information
and context for this project and is not the sole basis for determining that cumulative impacts would
(or would not) occur at these (or any other) locations. These intersections would not have significant
cumulative effects under any other of the significance criteria identified in the Draft EIR. No impact
or intersection was omitted from consideration, nor the potential significance of any impact
understated by application of this criterion.

A summary of traffic operations is provided in Table V-1 for the four intersections found to have less
than significant impacts because the project would contribute less than 5 percent of the cumulative
impact. Detailed capacity analysis worksheets are provided in Appendix A.

At the first three intersections listed in the table, the project in combination with past, other current
and probable near term projects scheduled to be complete by Year 2025 would cause significant
impacts. However, the project would not make a considerable contribution to those cumulative
impacts because either the project would not contribute to the impact or a mitigation measure would
reduce the project’s contribution to less than significant.

At the MacArthur Boulevard/Lakeshore Avenue intersection, Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 would
reduce project impacts to a less-than-significant level as described on page 127 of the Draft EIR.
Similarly, this mitigation measure would reduce delays and improve the LOS to an extent that would
eliminate the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact.
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Table IV-1: Intersection Levels of Service — Cumulative (2025) Conditions

Cumulative
Cumulative Cumulative Plus Project
) Traffic Control Peak Existing No Project Plus Project With Mitigation
Intersection (Existing) (Future) | Hour | . 0S? | Delay® LOS? Delay? | LOS® | Delay® LOS? Delay®
: : AM D 36.0 D 49.2 E 68.7 D 35.3
6. MacArthur Blvd/Lakeshore Ave Signal Signal oM F 893 F 168.4 3 95 7 F 166.9
th . . AM B 12.5 C 28.5 C 29.1 C 29.1
29. Embarcadero /5" Ave Minor Stop Signal oM 3 390 F 2005 F 2005 = 2005
th . . . AM F 146.3 F 88.2 E 67.1 E 67.1
30. 27" St/Bay PIl/Harrison St Signal Signal oM C 318 F 938 3 207 3 0.7
. ¢ . . AM D 39.4 F 82.5 D 54.4 D 54.4
31. Grand Ave/Harrison St Signal Signal oM C 348 3 643 3 645 = 645

Notes:

Shaded values indicate a potential significant impact.

4 LOS = Level of Service

® Average control delay in seconds per vehicle

¢ Defined as a downtown intersection
Source: Dowling and Associates, 2008.
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At the Embarcadero/5th Avenue intersection, a cumulative impact would occur during the PM peak
hour, but the project would not contribute to the impact. At the 27" Street/Bay Place/Harrison Street
intersection and at the Grand Avenue/Harrison Street intersection, the project would reduce
significant cumulative impacts to a less-than-significant level because the project would divert traffic
from those intersections.

Page 134 is revised as follows:

Some intersections degrade under cumulative conditions due primarily to other projects that

would be constructed in the future tf—the—MeasuFe—DD—melementatlen-Prejeet—eenmbutes

be less than mgmﬂcant—fe%hts—reasen

o MacArthur Boulevard/Lakeshore Avenue
« Embarcadero/5"™ Avenue

« 27" Street/Bay Place/Harrison Street

o Grand Avenue/Harrison Street

The Measure DD Implementation Project would add traffic to some of the movements at the
MacArthur Boulevard/ Lakeshore Avenue intersection; however, implementation of
Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 would result in LOS D (35.3 seconds delay) traffic operations
during the AM peak hour and at LOS F (166.9 seconds delay) during the PM peak hour,
which would be less delay than for cumulative conditions without the Project. Therefore, the
Project would not cause any of the thresholds listed in section C.1.b.(1)1) to be exceeded at
the MacArthur Boulevard/ Lakeshore Avenue intersection. The Project would not add traffic
to the Embarcadero/5™ Avenue intersection and would decrease traffic volumes at the 27"
Street/Bay Place/Harrison Street and Grand Avenue/Harrison Street intersections.

Clarifications regarding Mitigation Measures for Biological Resources
Page 211 is revised as follows:

b. Impacts Applicable to All Project Groups. Several of the impacts to biological
resources that may result from the implementation of Measure DD would essentially be the
same for each or most of the four project groups. These impacts are defined below for each
criterion of significance listed above. Where applicable, the City’s specific Standard
Conditions of Approval that will reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level are
identified in the text after the discussion of the impact._As with all impacts discussed in this
EIR, when specific Standard Conditions of Approval do not reduce potential impacts to a
less-than-significant level, the EIR identifies feasible mitigation measures, when available, to
reduce the impact to less-than-significant. In some instances, the mitigation measures call for
development of site-specific plans, for which the City lacks sufficient project detail to
develop at this time. The plans identified in these mitigation measures will be implemented
prior to any activities that could result in the identified potentially significant impacts.
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Page 214 is revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b (Group 2): Prior to ground disturbance, a qualified biologist
experienced with SMHM exclusion procedures shall prepare a site-specific SMHM
avoidance plan. The plan shall be implemented during construction at each specific site. At a
minimum, the plan shall include (1) the installation of silt fencing around the entire portion of
the work area (that is within 100 feet from the edge of the marsh) to exclude SMHM from
entering, (2) the clearing of all ground vegetation within the fenced area, and (3) the
relocation to Damon Marsh of any SMHM found during the vegetation removal effort.
Construction work shall start as soon as possible (and no longer than one week) after
vegetation has been cleared. All exclusion measures and initial ground disturbance activities
shall be monitored by a biologist, who has the necessary state and federal permits to handle
and relocate SMHM. (LTS)

Page 216 is revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure BI1O-3b (Groups 1, 2, and 4): Impacts to jurisdictional wetlands shall be
mitigated at a minimum replacement ratio of 1:1 (i.e., one acre created [and preserved] for
every acre impacted). If feasible, replacement habitat shall be created/preserved in the same
general area as the original impact. Off-site mitigation may be approved if the amount of
required replacement habitat exceeds that which is available near a given impact site. A
wetland mitigation and monitoring plan (MMP) shall be developed and implemented for each
mitigation site, detailing the mitigation design, wetland planting design, adaptive
management, maintenance and monitoring requirements, reporting requirements, and success
criteria for the created wetland(s). (LTS)
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APPENDIX A-1

ANALYSIS FOR 11™-1271/14™ STREET INTERSECTION



11th-12th/14th Street Intersection

Signal Phasing Sequence
With South Crosswalk

0T BT

Signal Phasing Sequence
Without South Crosswalk

oL T ] R

D B B

¥ Vehicle signal phase
4> Pedestrian signal phase



APPENDIX A-2

CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC ANALYSIS FOR TABLE V-1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

54: 11th-12th St #1#2 & 14th St 12/12/2007
2 T N I

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations " 4 44

Volume (vph) 0 414 1805 1780 828 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 076 097 095 091

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 085 100 100 1.00

Flt Protected 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3474 3367 3254 4988

FIt Permitted 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3474 3367 3254 4988

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 450 1962 1935 900 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 176 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 274 1962 1935 900 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 6% 4% 4% 4% 2%

Parking (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Over Prot

Protected Phases 5 5 2 6

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 609 609 830 263

Effective Green, g (s) 609 609 830 263

Actuated g/C Ratio 061 061 083 0.26

Clearance Time () 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2116 2051 2701 1312

v/s Ratio Prot 0.08 ¢058 c059 ¢0.18

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 013 09 072 0.69

Uniform Delay, d1 83 183 36 331

Progression Factor 1.00 0.68 0.84 0.92

Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 5.8 0.7 2.9

Delay (s) 83 183 37 334

Level of Service A B A C

Approach Delay (s) 8.3 111 334

Approach LOS A B C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 14.6 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.84

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (S) 4.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.9% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD Synchro 7 - Report
Cumu(2025)+Project - Mitigated AM PEAK Page 1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

54: 11th-12th St #1#2 & 14th St 12/12/2007
2 T N I

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations " 4 44

Volume (vph) 0 1253 824 620 2133 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 076 097 095 091

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 085 100 100 1.00

Flt Protected 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3474 3367 3254 4988

FIt Permitted 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3474 3367 3254 4988

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1362 896 674 2318 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 800 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 562 896 674 2318 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 6% 4% 4% 4% 2%

Parking (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Over Prot

Protected Phases 5 5 2 6

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 130 130 372 214

Effective Green, g (s) 130 130 372 214

Actuated g/C Ratio 026 026 074 043

Clearance Time () 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 903 875 2421 2135

v/s Ratio Prot 016 ¢c0.27 c0.21 c0.46

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 062 102 028 109

Uniform Delay, d1 16.3 185 21 143

Progression Factor 1.00 0.88 0.52 0.81

Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 359 03 434

Delay (s) 173 522 13 549

Level of Service B D A D

Approach Delay (s) 17.3 304 549

Approach LOS B C D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 37.8 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (S) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.1% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD Synchro 7 - Report
Cumu(2025)+Project- PM Peak PM PEAK Page 1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

54: 11th-12th St #1#2 & 14th St 12/12/2007
2 T N I

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations " 4 44

Volume (vph) 0 1253 824 620 2133 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 076 097 095 091

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 085 100 100 1.00

Flt Protected 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3474 3367 3254 4988

FIt Permitted 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3474 3367 3254 4988

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1362 896 674 2318 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 458 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 904 896 674 2318 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 6% 4% 4% 4% 2%

Parking (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Over Prot

Protected Phases 5 5 2 6

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 316 316 838 50.0

Effective Green, g (s) 316 316 838 500

Actuated g/C Ratio 032 032 084 050

Clearance Time () 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1098 1064 2727 2494

v/s Ratio Prot 026 ¢c0.27 c021 c0.46

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 082 084 025 093

Uniform Delay, d1 316 319 1.7 234

Progression Factor 1.00 1.08 1.01 0.95

Incremental Delay, d2 4.9 5.7 0.2 4.2

Delay (s) 365  40.0 19 265

Level of Service D D A C

Approach Delay (s) 36.5 236 265

Approach LOS D C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 28.2 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.82

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (S) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.1% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD Synchro 7 - Report
Cumu(2025)+Project- PM Peak PM PEAK Page 1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

54: 11th-12th St #1#2 & 14th St 12/12/2007
2 T N I

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations o 4 44

Volume (vph) 0 414 1805 1780 828 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 088 097 09 091

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 085 100 100 1.00

Flt Protected 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 2787 3367 3254 4988

FIt Permitted 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 2787 3367 3254 4988

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092

Growth Factor (vph) 100%  94% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 423 1962 1935 900 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 165 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 258 1962 1935 900 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 4% 4% 4% 2%

Parking (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Over Prot

Protected Phases 5 5 2 6

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 609 609 872 235

Effective Green, g (s) 609 609 872 235

Actuated g/C Ratio 061 061 087 024

Clearance Time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1697 2051 2837 1172

v/s Ratio Prot 009 ¢058 ¢059 ¢0.18

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 015 09 068 0.77

Uniform Delay, d1 84 183 20 357

Progression Factor 1.00 0.68 0.87 0.93

Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 5.8 0.6 4.8

Delay (s) 84 183 23 379

Level of Service A B A D

Approach Delay (s) 8.4 104 379

Approach LOS A B D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 14.9 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.89

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (S) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.9% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD Synchro 7 - Report
Cumu(2025)+Projet+AC EB Bus Lane WITH X-walk AM PEAK Page 1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

54: 11th-12th St #1#2 & 14th St 12/12/2007
2 T N I

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations o 4 44

Volume (vph) 0 1253 824 620 2133 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 088 097 09 091

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 085 100 100 1.00

Flt Protected 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 2787 3367 3254 4988

FIt Permitted 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 2787 3367 3254 4988

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092

Growth Factor (vph) 100%  94% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1280 896 674 2318 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 341 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 939 896 674 2318 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 4% 4% 4% 2%

Parking (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Over Prot

Protected Phases 5 5 2 6

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 340 340 872 504

Effective Green, g (s) 340 340 872 504

Actuated g/C Ratio 034 034 087 050

Clearance Time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 948 1145 2837 2514

v/s Ratio Prot c0.34 027 c0.21 c0.46

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 099 078 024 092

Uniform Delay, d1 328 297 1.0 230

Progression Factor 1.00 1.07 0.95 0.94

Incremental Delay, d2 26.7 3.1 0.2 3.9

Delay (s) 596 350 12 255

Level of Service E © A ©

Approach Delay (s) 59.6 205 255

Approach LOS E © ©

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 324 HCM Level of Service ©

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.89

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (S) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.0% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD Synchro 7 - Report
Cumu(2025)+Projet+AC EB Bus Lane WITH X-walk PM PEAK Page 1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

54: 11th-12th St #1#2 & 14th St 12/12/2007
2 T N I

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations o 4 44

Volume (vph) 0 414 1805 1780 828 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 088 097 09 091

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 085 100 100 1.00

Flt Protected 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 2787 3367 3254 4988

FIt Permitted 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 2787 3367 3254 4988

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092

Growth Factor (vph) 100%  94% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 423 1962 1935 900 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 421 1962 1935 900 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 4% 4% 4% 2%

Parking (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Over Prot

Protected Phases 5 5 2 6

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 65.7 657 874 263

Effective Green, g (s) 65.7 657 874 263

Actuated g/C Ratio 066 066 087 0.26

Clearance Time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1831 2212 2844 1312

v/s Ratio Prot 015 ¢058 ¢059 ¢0.18

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 023 089 068 0.69

Uniform Delay, d1 6.9 141 20 331

Progression Factor 1.00 1.39 1.89 1.03

Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 2.1 0.6 2.9

Delay (s) 70 217 43 372

Level of Service A © A D

Approach Delay (s) 7.0 130 372

Approach LOS A B D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 16.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.80

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (S) 4.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.5% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD Synchro 7 - Report
Cumu(2025)+Projet+AC EB Bus Lane AM PEAK Page 1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

54: 11th-12th St #1#2 & 14th St 12/12/2007
2 T N I

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations o 4 44

Volume (vph) 0 1253 824 620 2133 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 088 097 09 091

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 085 100 100 1.00

Flt Protected 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 2787 3367 3254 4988

FIt Permitted 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 2787 3367 3254 4988

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092

Growth Factor (vph) 100%  94% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1280 896 674 2318 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1279 896 674 2318 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 4% 4% 4% 2%

Parking (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Over Prot

Protected Phases 5 5 2 6

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 450 450 874 470

Effective Green, g (s) 450 450 874 470

Actuated g/C Ratio 045 045 087 047

Clearance Time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1254 1515 2844 2344

v/s Ratio Prot c0.46 027 021 c0.46

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 102 059 024 099

Uniform Delay, d1 275 206 1.0 26.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.15 0.75 091

Incremental Delay, d2 30.6 0.4 02 109

Delay (s) 58.1 242 09 348

Level of Service E © A ©

Approach Delay (s) 58.1 142 348

Approach LOS E B ©

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 34.3 HCM Level of Service ©

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.00

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (S) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.0% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD
Cumu(2025)+Projet+AC EB Bus Lane PM PEAK
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

6: MacArthur Blvd & Lakeshore Av 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LIS 41 LI

Volume (vph) 231 559 140 0 0 0 0 405 509 508 760 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 35 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 086 0.86 0.95 100 095

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 0.99 0.97 100 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00

Frt 100 097 0.92 100 1.00

Flt Protected 095  1.00 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1516 4597 2951 1770 3539

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 1.00 012  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1516 4597 2951 216 3539

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 251 608 152 0 0 0 0 440 553 552 826 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 60 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 226 751 0 0 0 0 0 933 0 552 826 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 46 21 21

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 7

Parking (#/hr) 0 5

Turn Type Perm pm-+pt

Protected Phases 4 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 310 310 31.0 66.0 66.0

Effective Green, g (s) 31.0 310 31.0 66.0 66.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 029 0.29 0.29 062 0.62

Clearance Time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 3.5 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 443 1344 863 596 2204

v/s Ratio Prot c0.32 c0.28 0.23

v/s Ratio Perm 015 016 0.30

vic Ratio 051 0.56 1.20dr 093 0.37

Uniform Delay, d1 312 317 375 28.8 9.8

Progression Factor 1.12 1.13 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.8 1.1 54.9 22.6 0.5

Delay (s) 379 371 92.4 513 103

Level of Service D D F D B

Approach Delay (s) 37.2 0.0 924 26.8

Approach LOS D A F C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 49.2 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.86

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 106.0 Sum of lost time (S) 12.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.3% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

dr Defacto Right Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane.

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD

Cumulative(2025) No Proj- AM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

29: Embarcadero & 5th Av 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LI 5 LI 5 % Ts N Ts

Volume (vph) 174 91 196 342 119 36 347 429 10 119 118 251

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 100 095 100 095 100 1.00 097  1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 0.90 100 098 1.00 1.00 100 0.95

Flpb, ped/bikes 095  1.00 093  1.00 097  1.00 096  1.00

Frt 100 0.90 1.00 097 100 1.00 1.00 0.90

Flt Protected 095  1.00 095  1.00 095  1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1674 2720 1639 3180 1717 1668 3289 1426

Flt Permitted 065  1.00 056  1.00 043  1.00 036  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1138 2720 970 3180 774 1668 1246 1426

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 189 99 213 372 129 39 377 466 11 129 128 273

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 128 0 0 23 0 0 1 0 0 118 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 189 184 0 372 145 0 377 476 0 129 283 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16 16 16

Parking (#/hr) 0 0 0 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 260 26.0 260  26.0 31.0 310 31.0 310

Effective Green, g (s) 260 26.0 260 26.0 31.0 310 31.0 310

Actuated g/C Ratio 040  0.40 040  0.40 048  0.48 048  0.48

Clearance Time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 455 1088 388 1272 369 796 594 680

v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 0.05 0.29 0.20

v/s Ratio Perm 0.17 c0.38 c0.49 0.10

vic Ratio 042 0.17 096 0.11 1.02  0.60 022 042

Uniform Delay, d1 140 125 190 123 170 124 29 111

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.84 0.80

Incremental Delay, d2 2.8 0.3 36.4 0.2 52.5 3.3 0.7 1.7

Delay (s) 16.8 129 55.4 124 695 157 9.1 106

Level of Service B B E B E B A B

Approach Delay (s) 14.4 42.0 39.5 10.2

Approach LOS B D D B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 28.5 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.99

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 65.0 Sum of lost time (S) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.2% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD
Cumulative(2025) No Proj- AM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

30: Harrison St & 27th St 1/15/2008
2 S R Y T U T St " S
Movement NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL SET SER SER2
Lane Configurations L L T 5 LI 5 N Ts ul
Volume (vph) 12 487 620 47 163 1145 155 90 81 141 132 36
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 097 095 100 095 097 095 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 099 100 095 100 089 0.88
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 099 1.00 0.97 100 0093 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3253 1770 3059 3433 1275 1320
FIt Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3253 1770 3059 3433 1275 1320
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 09 092 09 09 092 09 092 092 092 092 09
Adj. Flow (vph) 13 529 674 51 177 1245 168 98 88 153 143 39
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 25
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 542 721 0 177 1508 0 0 88 300 0 10
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16 16 16 16
Parking (#/hr) 5 5 5
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot Perm
Protected Phases 5 5 2 1 6 7 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 220 714 186  67.0 74 320 32.0
Effective Green, g (s) 20 714 186  67.0 74 320 32.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 015 048 012 045 005 021 0.21
Clearance Time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 504 1548 219 1366 169 272 282
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 c0.22 0.10 c0.49 0.03 ¢c0.24
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 1.08 047 081 110 052 110 0.03
Uniform Delay, d1 640 265 640 415 69.6  59.0 46.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 61.9 1.0 183  58.0 1.3 850 0.0
Delay (s) 1259 275 823 995 709 1440 46.8
Level of Service F © F F E F D
Approach Delay (s) 69.6 97.7 120.7
Approach LOS E F F
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 88.2 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.17
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 150.0 Sum of lost time (S) 29.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 102.7% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD

Cumulative(2025) No Proj- AM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

30: Harrison St & 27th St 1/15/2008
~ N X A
Movement NWL2 NWL NWT NWR
Lanef€onfigurations N 4 'l
Volume (vph) 84 31 200 177
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (S) 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 0.88
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 0.85
FIt Protected 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 1391
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1863 1391
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092
Adj. Flow (vph) 91 34 217 192
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 148
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 125 217 44
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16
Parking (#/hr)
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 8
Permitted Phases 8

Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (S)
Vehicle Extension (s)

100 346 346
100 346 346
007 023 023
4.0 5.0 5.0
2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)

Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

118 430 321
c0.07 c0.12
0.03
106 050 0.14
700 502 458
100 100 1.00
99.7 0.3 0.1
169.7  50.6 459

76.8

Measure DD

Cumulative(2025) No Proj- AM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

31: Grand Av & Harrison St 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations L L T 5 L L T & 44 ul 41s

Volume (vph) 116 257 100 618 834 116 265 1193 347 48 1283 294

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 097 0.95 097 0.95 091  1.00 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 097 100 098 1.00 093 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Frt 100 096 100 098 100 085 0.97

Flt Protected 095  1.00 095  1.00 099  1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3246 3400 3384 4999 1456 4609

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 095  1.00 0.67  1.00 0.74

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3246 3400 3384 3380 1456 3418

Peak-hour factor, PHF 098 098 098 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 118 262 102 672 907 126 288 1297 377 52 1395 320

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 9 0 0 0 222 0 37 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 118 361 0 672 1024 0 0 1585 155 0 1730 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 124 81 81 124 84 53 53 84

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 12 5 4

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 4% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 3% 2%

Parking (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Perm  Perm

Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4

Permitted Phases 4 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 50 165 245  37.0 39.0 39.0 39.0

Effective Green, g (s) 50 165 245 370 39.0 390 39.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 005 0.17 026 0.39 041 041 0.41

Clearance Time () 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 181 564 877 1318 1388 598 1403

v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.11 020 ¢c0.30

v/s Ratio Perm 047 011 c0.51

vic Ratio 065 0.64 0.77 0.78 3.65d  0.26 1.23

Uniform Delay, d1 441 365 326 254 280 185 28.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.3 1.8 3.6 45 73.0 0.1 111.2

Delay (s) 50.4 382 362 299 101.0 18.6 139.2

Level of Service D D D C F B F

Approach Delay (s) 41.2 324 85.2 139.2

Approach LOS D C F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 82.5 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.01

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (S) 15.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 117.8% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

dl Defacto Left Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a left lane.

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD

Cumulative(2025) No Proj- AM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

6: MacArthur Blvd & Lakeshore Av 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LIS 41 LI

Volume (vph) 259 1711 168 0 0 0 0 470 929 476 597 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 35 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 086 0.86 0.95 100 095

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 0.92 100 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 093  1.00 1.00 100 1.00

Frt 1.00 099 0.90 100 1.00

Flt Protected 095  1.00 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1411 4714 2749 1770 3539

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 1.00 0.10  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1411 4714 2749 180 3539

Peak-hour factor, PHF 094 094 094 092 092 092 09 09 095 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 276 1820 179 0 0 0 0 495 978 517 649 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 248 2015 0 0 0 0 0 1470 0 517 649 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 33 70 70

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 12

Parking (#/hr) 0 5

Turn Type Perm pm-+pt

Protected Phases 4 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 280 280 38.0 530 53.0

Effective Green, g (s) 280 280 38.0 530 53.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 031 031 0.42 059 059

Clearance Time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 3.5 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 439 1467 1161 309 2084

v/s Ratio Prot 0.53 c0.21 0.8

v/s Ratio Perm 018 043 c0.77

vic Ratio 056  1.37 1.77dr 167 031

Uniform Delay, d1 259 310 26.0 27.3 9.3

Progression Factor 1.14 1.10 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 05 168.6 126.6 316.8 0.4

Delay (s) 299 202.8 152.6 344.0 9.7

Level of Service C F F F A

Approach Delay (s) 183.9 0.0 152.6 157.9

Approach LOS F A F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 168.4 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.54

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (S) 8.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 117.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

dr Defacto Right Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane.

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD
Cumulative(2025) No Proj- PM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

29: Embarcadero & 5th Av 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LI 5 LI 5 % Ts N Ts

Volume (vph) 340 146 307 468 337 25 326 134 58 73 469 321

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 100 095 100 095 100 1.00 097  1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 0.90 1.00 0.99 100 098 1.00 097

Flpb, ped/bikes 096  1.00 095  1.00 100 1.00 093  1.00

Frt 100 0.90 100 0.99 100 0.95 100 0.94

Flt Protected 095  1.00 095  1.00 095  1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1702 2724 1675 3308 1770 1564 3181 1525

Flt Permitted 050  1.00 042  1.00 012  1.00 062 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 887 2724 741 3308 233 1564 2077 1525

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 370 159 334 509 366 27 354 146 63 79 510 349

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 119 0 0 9 0 0 24 0 0 38 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 370 374 0 509 384 0 354 185 0 79 821 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16 16 16

Parking (#/hr) 0 0 0 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 250  25.0 250 250 320 320 320 320

Effective Green, g (s) 250 25.0 250 25.0 320 320 320 320

Actuated g/C Ratio 038 0.38 038 0.38 049 049 049 049

Clearance Time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 341 1048 285 1272 115 770 1023 751

v/s Ratio Prot 0.14 0.12 0.12 0.54

v/s Ratio Perm 0.42 c0.69 cl.52 0.04

vic Ratio 109 036 179 030 308 024 0.08 1.09

Uniform Delay, d1 200 143 200 139 16.5 9.5 87 165

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99

Incremental Delay, d2 734 0.9 367.5 0.6 957.9 0.7 01 558

Delay (s) 934 152 3875 145 9744  10.2 88 721

Level of Service F B F B F B A E

Approach Delay (s) 48.7 225.0 616.4 66.8

Approach LOS D F F E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 200.5 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 2.52

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 65.0 Sum of lost time (S) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 120.9% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD
Cumulative(2025) No Proj- PM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

30: Harrison St & 27th St

1/15/2008

2 S R Y T U T St " S
Movement NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL SET SER SER2
Lane Configurations L L T 5 LI 5 N Ts ul
Volume (vph) 10 243 1369 62 180 584 53 83 196 333 154 18
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 097 095 100 095 097 095 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 099 100 094 100 0093 0.88
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 099 1.00 0.97 100 095 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3278 1770 3040 3433 1371 1327
FIt Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3278 1770 3040 3433 1371 1327
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 09 092 09 09 092 09 092 092 092 092 09
Adj. Flow (vph) 11 264 1488 67 196 635 58 90 213 362 167 20
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 2 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 7
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 275 1553 0 196 77 0 0 213 531 0 11
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16 16 16 16
Parking (#/hr) 5 5 5
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot Perm
Protected Phases 5 5 2 1 6 7 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 157  65.0 140 623 131 49.0 49.0
Effective Green, g (s) 157  65.0 140 623 131 49.0 49.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 010 043 009 042 009 033 0.33
Clearance Time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 359 1420 165 1263 300 448 433
v/s Ratio Prot 0.08 c047 c0.11  0.26 0.06 ¢0.39
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 077 109 119 061 071 119 0.02
Uniform Delay, d1 654 425 68.0 344 66.6 505 34.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 85 537 129.6 2.2 6.2 104.0 0.0
Delay (s) 739  96.2 1976  36.7 728 1545 34.3
Level of Service E F F D E F C
Approach Delay (s) 92.8 68.9 128.8
Approach LOS F E F
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 93.8 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.15
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 150.0 Sum of lost time (S) 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.7% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD
Cumulative(2025) No Proj- PM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

30: Harrison St & 27th St 1/15/2008
~ N X A
Movement NWL2 NWL NWT NWR
Lanef€onfigurations N 4 'l
Volume (vph) 42 19 137 188
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (S) 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 0.88
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 0.85
FIt Protected 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 1394
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1863 1394
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092
Adj. Flow (vph) 46 21 149 204
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 141
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 67 149 63
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16
Parking (#/hr)
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 8
Permitted Phases 8

Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (S)
Vehicle Extension (s)

40 399 399
40 399 399
003 027 027
4.0 5.0 5.0
2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)

Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

47 496 371
c0.04  0.08
0.05
143 030 0.17
730 439 423
100 100 1.00
279.4 0.1 0.1
3524 440 424

924

Measure DD

Cumulative(2025) No Proj- PM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

31: Grand Av & Harrison St 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations L L T 5 L L T & 44 ul 41s

Volume (vph) 383 723 163 269 519 52 0 1428 793 0 630 218

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 097 0.95 097 0.95 091  1.00 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 098 1.00 0.99 100 0.94 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Frt 100 097 100 0.99 100 085 0.96

Flt Protected 095  1.00 095  1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3321 3400 3432 5036 1475 4540

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 095  1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3321 3400 3432 5036 1475 4540

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 093 093 093 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 416 786 177 292 564 57 0 1535 853 0 685 237

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 21 0 0 6 0 0 0 386 0 65 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 416 942 0 292 615 0 0 1535 467 0 857 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 68 84 84 68 41 76

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 13 10 5 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 4% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 3% 2%

Parking (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Prot Prot Perm  Perm

Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 141 288 243  40.0 260 26.0 26.0

Effective Green, g () 141 288 243 400 260  26.0 26.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 015 031 026 043 028 0.28 0.28

Clearance Time () 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 514 1016 878 1459 1391 408 1254

v/s Ratio Prot 0.12 c0.28 0.09 ¢0.18 0.30 0.19

v/s Ratio Perm c0.32

vic Ratio 081 093 033 042 110 115 0.68

Uniform Delay, d1 387 316 283 189 340 340 30.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.6 137 0.1 0.9 57.7 905 1.2

Delay (s) 473 453 284 198 91.8 1245 31.6

Level of Service D D C B F F C

Approach Delay (s) 45.9 22.6 103.5 31.6

Approach LOS D C F C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 64.3 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 94.1 Sum of lost time (S) 10.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 112.6% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD

Cumulative(2025) No Proj- PM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

6: MacArthur Blvd & Lakeshore Av 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LIS 41 LI

Volume (vph) 220 589 140 0 0 0 0 375 323 739 516 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 35 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 086 0.86 0.95 100 095

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 0.99 0.98 100 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00

Frt 100 097 0.93 100 1.00

Flt Protected 095  1.00 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1516 4605 3012 1770 3539

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 1.00 0.14  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1516 4605 3012 267 3539

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 239 640 152 0 0 0 0 408 351 803 561 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 30 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 215 785 0 0 0 0 0 729 0 803 561 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 46 21 21

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 7

Parking (#/hr) 0 5

Turn Type Perm pm-+pt

Protected Phases 4 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 310 310 31.0 66.0 66.0

Effective Green, g (s) 31.0 310 31.0 66.0 66.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 029 0.29 0.29 062 0.62

Clearance Time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 3.5 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 443 1347 881 613 2204

v/s Ratio Prot 0.24 c0.39 0.16

v/s Ratio Perm 014 017 c0.43

vic Ratio 049 058 0.83 131 025

Uniform Delay, d1 309 320 35.0 28.4 9.0

Progression Factor 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.6 13 8.8 150.9 0.3

Delay (s) 338 332 43.8 179.3 9.2

Level of Service C C D F A

Approach Delay (s) 333 0.0 43.8 109.4

Approach LOS C A D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 68.7 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.06

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 106.0 Sum of lost time (S) 8.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.1% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD

Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- AM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

29: Embarcadero & 5th Av 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LI 5 LI 5 % Ts N Ts

Volume (vph) 174 91 196 342 119 36 347 429 10 119 118 251

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 100 095 100 095 100 1.00 097  1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 0.90 100 098 1.00 1.00 100 0.95

Flpb, ped/bikes 095  1.00 093  1.00 097  1.00 096  1.00

Frt 100 0.90 1.00 097 100 1.00 1.00 0.90

Flt Protected 095  1.00 095  1.00 095  1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1674 2720 1639 3180 1717 1668 3289 1426

Flt Permitted 065  1.00 056  1.00 043  1.00 036  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1138 2720 970 3180 774 1668 1246 1426

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 189 99 213 372 129 39 377 466 11 129 128 273

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 128 0 0 23 0 0 1 0 0 118 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 189 184 0 372 145 0 377 476 0 129 283 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16 16 16

Parking (#/hr) 0 0 0 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 260 26.0 260  26.0 31.0 310 31.0 310

Effective Green, g (s) 260 26.0 260 26.0 31.0 310 31.0 310

Actuated g/C Ratio 040  0.40 040  0.40 048  0.48 048  0.48

Clearance Time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 455 1088 388 1272 369 796 594 680

v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 0.05 0.29 0.20

v/s Ratio Perm 0.17 c0.38 c0.49 0.10

vic Ratio 042 0.17 096 0.11 1.02  0.60 022 042

Uniform Delay, d1 140 125 190 123 170 124 29 111

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.12

Incremental Delay, d2 2.8 0.3 36.4 0.2 52.5 3.3 0.7 1.7

Delay (s) 16.8 129 55.4 124 695 157 101 141

Level of Service B B E B E B B B

Approach Delay (s) 14.4 42.0 39.5 13.1

Approach LOS B D D B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 29.1 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.99

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 65.0 Sum of lost time (S) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.2% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD
Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- AM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

30: Harrison St & 27th St 1/15/2008
2 S R Y T U T St " S
Movement NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL SET SER SER2
Lane Configurations L L T 5 LI 5 N Ts ul
Volume (vph) 12 487 620 47 163 1145 155 90 81 141 32 36
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 097 095 100 095 097 095 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 099 100 095 100 095 0.88
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 099 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3254 1770 3068 3433 1433 1322
FIt Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3254 1770 3068 3433 1433 1322
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 09 092 09 09 092 09 092 092 092 092 09
Adj. Flow (vph) 13 529 674 51 177 1245 168 98 88 153 35 39
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 29
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 542 722 0 177 1508 0 0 88 191 0 6
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16 16 16 16
Parking (#/hr) 5 5 5
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot Perm
Protected Phases 5 5 2 1 6 7 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 221 723 180  67.2 73 237 23.7
Effective Green, g (s) 221 723 180 67.2 73 237 23.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 016 051 013 047 005 017 0.17
Clearance Time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 534 1657 224 1452 176 239 221
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 0.22 0.10 c0.49 0.03 ¢0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00
v/c Ratio 101 044 079 104 050 0.80 0.03
Uniform Delay, d1 599 220 602 374 656  56.9 49.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 42.8 0.8 16.0  34.2 08 159 0.0
Delay (s) 102.7 228 762 716 66.4 727 495
Level of Service F © E E E E D
Approach Delay (s) 57.0 72.1 68.4
Approach LOS E E E
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 67.1 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.02
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 142.0 Sum of lost time (S) 24.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.9% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD

Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- AM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

30: Harrison St & 27th St 1/15/2008
~ N X A
Movement NWL2 NWL NWT NWR
Lanef€onfigurations N 4 'l
Volume (vph) 84 31 200 177
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (S) 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 0.88
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 085
Flt Protected 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 1394
FIt Permitted 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1863 1394
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092
Adj. Flow (vph) 91 34 217 192
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 156
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 125 217 36
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16
Parking (#/hr)
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 8
Permitted Phases 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 100 264 264
Effective Green, g (s) 100 264 264
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 019 019
Clearance Time (S) 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 125 346 259
v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 c0.12
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03
v/c Ratio 100 063 014
Uniform Delay, d1 66.0 533 483
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 80.5 2.6 0.1
Delay (s) 1465 558 484
Level of Service F E D
Approach Delay (s) 74.4
Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary

Measure DD

Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- AM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

31: Grand Av & Harrison St 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations L L T 5 L L T & 44 ul 41s

Volume (vph) 116 257 100 618 834 116 265 1023 347 48 1183 294

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 097 0.95 097 0.95 091  1.00 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 097 100 098 1.00 093 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Frt 100 096 100 098 100 085 0.97

Flt Protected 095  1.00 095  1.00 099  1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3246 3400 3384 4989 1456 4594

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 095  1.00 0.67  1.00 0.77

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3246 3400 3384 3387 1456 3533

Peak-hour factor, PHF 098 098 098 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 118 262 102 672 907 126 288 1112 377 52 1286 320

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 12 0 0 0 222 0 42 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 118 359 0 672 1021 0 0 1400 155 0 1616 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 124 81 81 124 84 53 53 84

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 12 5 4

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 4% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 3% 2%

Parking (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Perm  Perm

Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4

Permitted Phases 4 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 50 165 245  37.0 39.0 39.0 39.0

Effective Green, g (s) 50 165 245 370 39.0 390 39.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 005 0.17 026 0.39 041 041 0.41

Clearance Time () 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 181 564 877 1318 1390 598 1450

v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.11 020 ¢c0.30

v/s Ratio Perm 041 011 c0.46

vic Ratio 065 0.64 0.77  0.77 3.65d  0.26 111

Uniform Delay, d1 441 365 326 254 280 185 28.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.3 1.7 3.6 45 25.9 0.1 61.5

Delay (s) 50.4 382 362 299 539 186 89.5

Level of Service D D D C D B F

Approach Delay (s) 41.2 324 46.4 89.5

Approach LOS D C D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 54.4 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (S) 15.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 112.7% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

dl Defacto Left Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a left lane.

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD
Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- AM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

6: MacArthur Blvd & Lakeshore Av

1/15/2008

A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations LIS 41 LI
Volume (vph) 298 1944 168 0 0 0 0 353 880 575 307 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 35 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 086 0.86 0.95 100 095
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 0.91 100 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 093 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 099 0.89 100 1.00
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1411 4723 2709 1770 3539
FIt Permitted 095 1.00 1.00 010 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1411 4723 2709 180 3539
Peak-hour factor, PHF 094 094 094 09 092 092 09 09 09 092 092 092
Adj. Flow (vph) 317 2068 179 0 0 0 0 372 926 625 334 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 285 2269 0 0 0 0 0 1297 0 625 334 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 33 70 70
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 12
Parking (#/hr) 0 5
Turn Type Perm pm-+pt
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 280 280 38.0 530 53.0
Effective Green, g (s) 280 280 38.0 530 53.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 031 031 0.42 059 059
Clearance Time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 3.5 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 439 1469 1144 309 2084
v/s Ratio Prot 0.48 c0.26  0.09
v/s Ratio Perm 020 048 c0.93
vlc Ratio 065 154 1.70dr 202 016
Uniform Delay, d1 268 310 26.0 26.4 8.4
Progression Factor 1.15 1.13 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 2453 714 4714 0.2
Delay (s) 314 2802 97.4 497.9 8.6
Level of Service C F F F A
Approach Delay (s) 2525 0.0 97.4 327.5
Approach LOS F A F F
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 225.7 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.82
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (S) 8.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 122.6% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15

dr Defacto Right Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane.

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD
Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- PM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

29: Embarcadero & 5th Av 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LI 5 LI 5 % Ts N Ts

Volume (vph) 340 146 307 468 337 25 326 134 58 73 469 321

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 100 095 100 095 100 1.00 097  1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 0.90 1.00 0.99 100 098 1.00 097

Flpb, ped/bikes 096  1.00 095  1.00 100 1.00 093  1.00

Frt 100 0.90 100 0.99 100 0.95 100 0.94

Flt Protected 095  1.00 095  1.00 095  1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1702 2724 1675 3308 1770 1564 3181 1525

Flt Permitted 050  1.00 042  1.00 012  1.00 062 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 887 2724 741 3308 233 1564 2077 1525

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 370 159 334 509 366 27 354 146 63 79 510 349

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 119 0 0 9 0 0 24 0 0 38 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 370 374 0 509 384 0 354 185 0 79 821 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16 16 16

Parking (#/hr) 0 0 0 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 250  25.0 250 250 320 320 320 320

Effective Green, g (s) 250 25.0 250 25.0 320 320 320 320

Actuated g/C Ratio 038 0.38 038 0.38 049 049 049 049

Clearance Time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 341 1048 285 1272 115 770 1023 751

v/s Ratio Prot 0.14 0.12 0.12 0.54

v/s Ratio Perm 0.42 c0.69 cl.52 0.04

vic Ratio 109 036 179 030 308 024 0.08 1.09

Uniform Delay, d1 200 143 200 139 16.5 9.5 87 165

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.04

Incremental Delay, d2 734 0.9 367.5 0.6 957.9 0.7 01 553

Delay (s) 934 152 3875 145 9744  10.2 85 725

Level of Service F B F B F B A E

Approach Delay (s) 48.7 225.0 616.4 67.1

Approach LOS D F F E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 200.5 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 2.52

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 65.0 Sum of lost time (S) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 120.9% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD
Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- PM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

30: Harrison St & 27th St 1/15/2008
2 S R Y T U T St " S
Movement NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL SET SER SER2
Lane Configurations L L T 5 LI 5 N Ts ul
Volume (vph) 10 243 1369 62 180 584 53 83 196 333 51 18
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 097 095 100 095 097 095 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 099 100 094 1.00 0.97 0.88
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 099 1.00 0.97 100 0098 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3278 1770 3041 3433 1471 1325
FIt Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3278 1770 3041 3433 1471 1325
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 09 092 09 09 092 09 092 092 092 092 09
Adj. Flow (vph) 11 264 1488 67 196 635 58 90 213 362 55 20
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 2 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 9
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 275 1553 0 196 776 0 0 213 419 0 9
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16 16 16 16
Parking (#/hr) 5 5 5
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot Perm
Protected Phases 5 5 2 1 6 7 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 157  69.0 16.0  68.3 131 410 41.0
Effective Green, g (s) 157  69.0 16.0  68.3 131 41.0 41.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 010 046 011 046 009 027 0.27
Clearance Time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 359 1508 189 1385 300 402 362
v/s Ratio Prot 0.08 c047 c0.11  0.26 0.06 ¢0.28
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 077 103 1.04 056 071 104 0.02
Uniform Delay, d1 654 405 670 299 66.6 545 39.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 85 311 75.5 1.6 6.2 56.3 0.0
Delay (s) 739 716 1425 315 728 1108 39.9
Level of Service E E F © E F D
Approach Delay (s) 72.0 53.7 96.4
Approach LOS E D F
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 70.7 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.99
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 150.0 Sum of lost time (S) 13.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.8% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD
Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- PM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

30: Harrison St & 27th St 1/15/2008
~ N X A
Movement NWL2 NWL NWT NWR
Lanef€onfigurations N 4 'l
Volume (vph) 42 19 137 188
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (S) 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 0.88
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 085
Flt Protected 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 1391
FIt Permitted 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1863 1391
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092
Adj. Flow (vph) 46 21 149 204
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 156
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 67 149 48
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16
Parking (#/hr)
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 8
Permitted Phases 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.0 339 339
Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 339 339
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04 023 023
Clearance Time (S) 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 71 421 314
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04  0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03
v/c Ratio 094 035 015
Uniform Delay, d1 718 488  46.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 86.1 0.2 0.1
Delay (s) 158.0 490 46.6
Level of Service F D D
Approach Delay (s) 65.2
Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary

Measure DD

Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- PM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

31: Grand Av & Harrison St 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations L L T 5 L L T & 44 ul 41s

Volume (vph) 383 723 163 269 519 52 0 1428 793 0 575 218

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 097 0.95 097 0.95 091  1.00 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 098 1.00 0.99 100 0.94 0.97

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Frt 100 097 100 0.99 100 085 0.96

Flt Protected 095  1.00 095  1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3321 3400 3432 5036 1475 4520

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 095  1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3321 3400 3432 5036 1475 4520

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 093 093 093 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 416 786 177 292 564 57 0 1535 853 0 625 237

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 21 0 0 6 0 0 0 386 0 72 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 416 942 0 292 615 0 0 1535 467 0 790 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 68 84 84 68 41 76

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 13 10 5 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 4% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 3% 2%

Parking (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Prot Prot Perm  Perm

Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 141 288 243  40.0 260 26.0 26.0

Effective Green, g () 141 288 243 400 260  26.0 26.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 015 031 026 043 028 0.28 0.28

Clearance Time () 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 514 1016 878 1459 1391 408 1249

v/s Ratio Prot 0.12 c0.28 0.09 ¢0.18 0.30 0.17

v/s Ratio Perm c0.32

vic Ratio 081 093 033 042 110 115 0.63

Uniform Delay, d1 387 316 283 189 340 340 29.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.6 137 0.1 0.9 57.7 905 0.8

Delay (s) 473 453 284 198 91.8 1245 30.6

Level of Service D D C B F F C

Approach Delay (s) 45.9 22.6 103.5 30.6

Approach LOS D C F C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 64.5 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 94.1 Sum of lost time (S) 10.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 112.6% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD

Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- PM Peak
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

6: MacArthur Blvd & Lakeshore Av 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LI &S 41 % I4

Volume (vph) 220 589 140 0 0 0 0 375 323 739 516 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 35 35

Lane Util. Factor 100 091 0.95 091 091

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 0.99 0.98 100 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00

Frt 100 097 0.93 100 1.00

Flt Protected 095  1.00 1.00 095 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1763 4874 3012 1610 3326

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 1.00 095 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1763 4874 3012 1610 3326

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 239 640 152 0 0 0 0 408 351 803 561 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 38 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 239 754 0 0 0 0 0 734 0 450 914 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 46 21 21

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 7

Parking (#/hr) 0 5

Turn Type Perm Split

Protected Phases 4 2 1 1

Permitted Phases 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 260 26.0 31.0 365 365

Effective Green, g (s) 260 26.0 31.0 365 365

Actuated g/C Ratio 025 0.25 0.29 034 034

Clearance Time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 3.5 35

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 432 1196 881 554 1145

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.24 c0.28  0.27

v/s Ratio Perm 0.14

vic Ratio 055 0.63 0.83 081 0.80

Uniform Delay, d1 349 357 35.1 316 314

Progression Factor 0.61 0.59 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.4 1.7 9.1 12.3 5.8

Delay (s) 246 227 44.1 439 373

Level of Service C C D D D

Approach Delay (s) 231 0.0 44.1 39.5

Approach LOS C A D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 353 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.77

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 106.0 Sum of lost time (S) 12.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.0% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD

Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- AM Peak - Mitigated
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

29: Embarcadero & 5th Av 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LI 5 LI 5 % Ts N Ts

Volume (vph) 174 91 196 342 119 36 347 429 10 119 118 251

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 100 095 100 095 100 1.00 097  1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 0.90 100 098 1.00 1.00 100 0.95

Flpb, ped/bikes 095  1.00 093  1.00 097  1.00 096  1.00

Frt 100 0.90 1.00 097 100 1.00 1.00 0.90

Flt Protected 095  1.00 095  1.00 095  1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1674 2720 1639 3180 1717 1668 3289 1426

Flt Permitted 065  1.00 056  1.00 043  1.00 036  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1138 2720 970 3180 774 1668 1246 1426

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 189 99 213 372 129 39 377 466 11 129 128 273

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 128 0 0 23 0 0 1 0 0 118 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 189 184 0 372 145 0 377 476 0 129 283 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16 16 16

Parking (#/hr) 0 0 0 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 260 26.0 260  26.0 31.0 310 31.0 310

Effective Green, g (s) 260 26.0 260 26.0 31.0 310 31.0 310

Actuated g/C Ratio 040  0.40 040  0.40 048  0.48 048  0.48

Clearance Time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 455 1088 388 1272 369 796 594 680

v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 0.05 0.29 0.20

v/s Ratio Perm 0.17 c0.38 c0.49 0.10

vic Ratio 042 0.17 096 0.11 1.02  0.60 022 042

Uniform Delay, d1 140 125 190 123 170 124 29 111

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.12

Incremental Delay, d2 2.8 0.3 36.4 0.2 52.5 3.3 0.7 1.7

Delay (s) 16.8 129 55.4 124 695 157 101 141

Level of Service B B E B E B B B

Approach Delay (s) 14.4 42.0 39.5 13.1

Approach LOS B D D B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 29.1 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.99

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 65.0 Sum of lost time (S) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.2% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD

Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- AM Peak - Mitigated

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

30: Harrison St & 27th St 1/15/2008
2 S R Y T U T St " S
Movement NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL SET SER SER2
Lane Configurations L L T 5 LI 5 N Ts ul
Volume (vph) 12 487 620 47 163 1145 155 90 81 141 32 36
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 097 095 100 095 097 095 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 099 100 095 100 095 0.88
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 099 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3254 1770 3068 3433 1433 1322
FIt Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3254 1770 3068 3433 1433 1322
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 09 092 09 09 092 09 092 092 092 092 09
Adj. Flow (vph) 13 529 674 51 177 1245 168 98 88 153 35 39
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 29
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 542 722 0 177 1508 0 0 88 191 0 6
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16 16 16 16
Parking (#/hr) 5 5 5
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot Perm
Protected Phases 5 5 2 1 6 7 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 221 723 180  67.2 73 237 23.7
Effective Green, g (s) 221 723 180 67.2 73 237 23.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 016 051 013 047 005 017 0.17
Clearance Time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 534 1657 224 1452 176 239 221
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 0.22 0.10 c0.49 0.03 ¢0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00
v/c Ratio 101 044 079 104 050 0.80 0.03
Uniform Delay, d1 599 220 602 374 656  56.9 49.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 42.8 0.8 16.0  34.2 08 159 0.0
Delay (s) 102.7 228 762 716 66.4 727 495
Level of Service F © E E E E D
Approach Delay (s) 57.0 72.1 68.4
Approach LOS E E E
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 67.1 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.02
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 142.0 Sum of lost time (S) 24.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.9% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD

Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- AM Peak - Mitigated

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

30: Harrison St & 27th St 1/15/2008
~ N X A
Movement NWL2 NWL NWT NWR
Lanef€onfigurations N 4 'l
Volume (vph) 84 31 200 177
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (S) 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 0.88
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 085
Flt Protected 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 1394
FIt Permitted 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1863 1394
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092
Adj. Flow (vph) 91 34 217 192
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 156
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 125 217 36
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16
Parking (#/hr)
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 8
Permitted Phases 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 100 264 264
Effective Green, g (s) 100 264 264
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 019 019
Clearance Time (S) 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 125 346 259
v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 c0.12
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03
v/c Ratio 100 063 014
Uniform Delay, d1 66.0 533 483
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 80.5 2.6 0.1
Delay (s) 1465 558 484
Level of Service F E D
Approach Delay (s) 74.4
Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary

Measure DD

Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- AM Peak - Mitigated
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

31: Grand Av & Harrison St 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations L L T 5 L L T & 44 ul 41s

Volume (vph) 116 257 100 618 834 116 265 1023 347 48 1183 294

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 097 0.95 097 0.95 091  1.00 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 097 100 098 1.00 093 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Frt 100 096 100 098 100 085 0.97

Flt Protected 095  1.00 095  1.00 099  1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3246 3400 3384 4989 1456 4594

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 095  1.00 0.67  1.00 0.77

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3246 3400 3384 3387 1456 3533

Peak-hour factor, PHF 098 098 098 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 118 262 102 672 907 126 288 1112 377 52 1286 320

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 12 0 0 0 222 0 42 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 118 359 0 672 1021 0 0 1400 155 0 1616 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 124 81 81 124 84 53 53 84

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7 12 5 4

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 4% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 3% 2%

Parking (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Perm  Perm

Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4

Permitted Phases 4 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 50 165 245  37.0 39.0 39.0 39.0

Effective Green, g (s) 50 165 245 370 39.0 390 39.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 005 0.17 026 0.39 041 041 0.41

Clearance Time () 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 181 564 877 1318 1390 598 1450

v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.11 020 ¢c0.30

v/s Ratio Perm 041 011 c0.46

vic Ratio 065 0.64 0.77  0.77 3.65d  0.26 111

Uniform Delay, d1 441 365 326 254 280 185 28.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.3 1.7 3.6 45 25.9 0.1 61.5

Delay (s) 50.4 382 362 299 539 186 89.5

Level of Service D D D C D B F

Approach Delay (s) 41.2 324 46.4 89.5

Approach LOS D C D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 54.4 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (S) 15.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 112.7% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

dl Defacto Left Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a left lane.

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD
Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- AM Peak - Mitigated
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

6: MacArthur Blvd & Lakeshore Av 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LI &S 41 % I4

Volume (vph) 298 1944 168 0 0 0 0 353 880 575 307 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 100 091 0.95 091 091

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 0.91 100 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 093  1.00 1.00 100 1.00

Frt 1.00 099 0.89 100 1.00

Flt Protected 095  1.00 1.00 095 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1641 5005 2706 1610 3310

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 1.00 095 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1641 5005 2706 1610 3310

Peak-hour factor, PHF 094 094 094 092 092 092 09 09 095 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 317 2068 179 0 0 0 0 372 926 625 334 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 317 2236 0 0 0 0 0 1294 0 312 647 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 33 70 70

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 12

Parking (#/hr) 0 5

Turn Type Perm Split

Protected Phases 4 2 1 1

Permitted Phases 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 300 300 29.0 180 180

Effective Green, g (s) 300 300 29.0 180 180

Actuated g/C Ratio 033 033 0.32 020 0.20

Clearance Time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 547 1668 872 322 662

v/s Ratio Prot c0.45 c0.48 0.19 ¢0.20

v/s Ratio Perm 0.19

vic Ratio 058 1.34 2.21dr 097 098

Uniform Delay, d1 248  30.0 30.5 357 358

Progression Factor 0.78 0.80 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 12 154.2 2239 429 299

Delay (s) 206 1783 254.4 786  65.7

Level of Service C F F E E

Approach Delay (s) 158.8 0.0 254.4 69.9

Approach LOS F A F E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 166.9 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 131

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (S) 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 110.9% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

dr Defacto Right Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane.

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD
Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- PM Peak - Mitigated

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

29: Embarcadero & 5th Av 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LI 5 LI 5 % Ts N Ts

Volume (vph) 340 146 307 468 337 25 326 134 58 73 469 321

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 100 095 100 095 100 1.00 097  1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 0.90 1.00 0.99 100 098 1.00 097

Flpb, ped/bikes 096  1.00 095  1.00 100 1.00 093  1.00

Frt 100 0.90 100 0.99 100 0.95 100 0.94

Flt Protected 095  1.00 095  1.00 095  1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1702 2724 1675 3308 1770 1564 3181 1525

Flt Permitted 050  1.00 042  1.00 012  1.00 062 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 887 2724 741 3308 233 1564 2077 1525

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 370 159 334 509 366 27 354 146 63 79 510 349

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 119 0 0 9 0 0 24 0 0 38 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 370 374 0 509 384 0 354 185 0 79 821 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16 16 16

Parking (#/hr) 0 0 0 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 250  25.0 250 250 320 320 320 320

Effective Green, g (s) 250 25.0 250 25.0 320 320 320 320

Actuated g/C Ratio 038 0.38 038 0.38 049 049 049 049

Clearance Time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 341 1048 285 1272 115 770 1023 751

v/s Ratio Prot 0.14 0.12 0.12 0.54

v/s Ratio Perm 0.42 c0.69 cl.52 0.04

vic Ratio 109 036 179 030 308 024 0.08 1.09

Uniform Delay, d1 200 143 200 139 16.5 9.5 87 165

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.04

Incremental Delay, d2 734 0.9 367.5 0.6 957.9 0.7 01 553

Delay (s) 934 152 3875 145 9744  10.2 85 725

Level of Service F B F B F B A E

Approach Delay (s) 48.7 225.0 616.4 67.1

Approach LOS D F F E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 200.5 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 2.52

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 65.0 Sum of lost time (S) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 120.9% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD

Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- PM Peak - Mitigated

Synchro 7 - Report

Page 21



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

30: Harrison St & 27th St 1/15/2008
2 S R Y T U T St " S
Movement NBL2 NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SBR2 SEL SET SER SER2
Lane Configurations L L T 5 LI 5 N Ts ul
Volume (vph) 10 243 1369 62 180 584 53 83 196 333 51 18
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 097 095 100 095 097 095 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 099 100 094 1.00 0.97 0.88
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 099 1.00 0.97 100 0098 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3278 1770 3041 3433 1471 1325
FIt Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3278 1770 3041 3433 1471 1325
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 09 092 09 09 092 09 092 092 092 092 09
Adj. Flow (vph) 11 264 1488 67 196 635 58 90 213 362 55 20
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 2 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 9
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 275 1553 0 196 776 0 0 213 419 0 9
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16 16 16 16 16
Parking (#/hr) 5 5 5
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot Perm
Protected Phases 5 5 2 1 6 7 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 157  69.0 16.0  68.3 131 410 41.0
Effective Green, g (s) 157  69.0 16.0  68.3 131 41.0 41.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 010 046 011 046 009 027 0.27
Clearance Time (S) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 359 1508 189 1385 300 402 362
v/s Ratio Prot 0.08 c047 c0.11  0.26 0.06 ¢0.28
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 077 103 1.04 056 071 104 0.02
Uniform Delay, d1 654 405 670 299 66.6 545 39.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 85 311 75.5 1.6 6.2 56.3 0.0
Delay (s) 739 716 1425 315 728 1108 39.9
Level of Service E E F © E F D
Approach Delay (s) 72.0 53.7 96.4
Approach LOS E D F
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 70.7 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.99
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 150.0 Sum of lost time (S) 13.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.8% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD

Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- PM Peak - Mitigated
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

30: Harrison St & 27th St 1/15/2008
~ N X A
Movement NWL2 NWL NWT NWR
Lanef€onfigurations N 4 'l
Volume (vph) 42 19 137 188
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (S) 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 0.88
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 0.85
FIt Protected 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 1391
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1863 1391
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092
Adj. Flow (vph) 46 21 149 204
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 156
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 67 149 48
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 70 70 70
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 16
Parking (#/hr)
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 8
Permitted Phases 8

Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (S)
Vehicle Extension (s)

6.0 339 339
6.0 339 339
004 023 023
4.0 5.0 5.0
2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)

Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

71 421 314

c0.04  0.08

0.03
094 035 015
718 488  46.6
100 100 1.00
86.1 0.2 0.1

1580 49.0 466

65.2

Measure DD

Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- PM Peak - Mitigated
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

31: Grand Av & Harrison St 1/15/2008
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations L L T 5 L L T & 44 ul 41s

Volume (vph) 383 723 163 269 519 52 0 1428 793 0 575 218

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 097 0.95 097 0.95 091  1.00 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 098 1.00 0.99 100 0.94 0.97

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Frt 100 097 100 0.99 100 085 0.96

Flt Protected 095  1.00 095  1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3321 3400 3432 5036 1475 4520

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 095  1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3321 3400 3432 5036 1475 4520

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 093 093 093 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 416 786 177 292 564 57 0 1535 853 0 625 237

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 21 0 0 6 0 0 0 386 0 72 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 416 942 0 292 615 0 0 1535 467 0 790 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 68 84 84 68 41 76

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 13 10 5 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 4% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 3% 2%

Parking (#/hr) 5

Turn Type Prot Prot Perm  Perm

Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 141 288 243  40.0 260 26.0 26.0

Effective Green, g () 141 288 243 400 260  26.0 26.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 015 031 026 043 028 0.28 0.28

Clearance Time () 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 514 1016 878 1459 1391 408 1249

v/s Ratio Prot 0.12 c0.28 0.09 ¢0.18 0.30 0.17

v/s Ratio Perm c0.32

vic Ratio 081 093 033 042 110 115 0.63

Uniform Delay, d1 387 316 283 189 340 340 29.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.6 137 0.1 0.9 57.7 905 0.8

Delay (s) 473 453 284 198 91.8 1245 30.6

Level of Service D D C B F F C

Approach Delay (s) 45.9 22.6 103.5 30.6

Approach LOS D C F C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 64.5 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 94.1 Sum of lost time (S) 10.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 112.6% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group

Measure DD
Cumu(2025)+Variants A & B- PM Peak - Mitigated
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