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bus lines directly serve the MacArthur BART station. Four more AC Transit bus lines pass
within one block of the project site and four AC Transit school bus lines serve the station.
All of the AC Transit buses that directly serve the MacArthur BART station stop along 40"
Street, under the SR-24 overpass, just north of the BART station fare gates. The
characteristics of the AC Transit lines serving the project area are summarized in Table
IV.C-1.

Local adult fares, as of August 2007, are $1.75. A $0.25 discount is given with a transfer
obtained from machines within the paid area of BART stations. A transfer to other local AC
Transit lines is an additional $0.25. Transbay adult fares are $3.50 and provide a free
transfer to or from connecting AC Transit lines. Ten- and 30-day passes are also available
for both local and Transbay services. Fares are paid on the bus, and passengers must have
exact change. AC Transit also honors Translink, a universal fare card, which is planned to
be introduced to the entire Bay Area region in the spring of 2008.

AC Transit Ridership. Table IV.C-2 shows the capacity and loads (passengers) of the
AC Transit lines serving the project site and vicinity. Average and maximum load factors are
also shown in Table IV.C-2. The load factor is

defined as the ratio of occupied seats to the
number of seats on the bus. A load factor of 100
percent or more indicates that the bus operates at
or above its seated capacity. On average, these
lines have excess capacity, with average daily load
factors of 58 percent or less. However, maximum
loads are at or above capacity on the 40/40L line
and the 43 line in both directions in the vicinity of
the project.* Note that load factors are not
available for Lines 1, 1R and 18 as these lines

were only begun in June 2007. As a result, load
factors are provided for the prior lines 40, 40L and 43, respectively.

Planned Improvements/Bus Rapid Transit. AC Transit plans to ultimately convert the
1R line to a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line. The proposed BRT project would improve bus
operations by allowing buses to travel on dedicated lanes between Berkeley, Oakland, and
San Leandro. In the project vicinity, BRT would generally eliminate one through lane in each
direction and narrow Telegraph Avenue to one through lane in each direction. AC Transit
published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR)
for the implementation of the BRT project in May 2007. There are currently no finalized
design plans, an assurance of full funding, or approvals from AC Transit, the City of
Oakland and other public agencies. Since the BRT improvements are not yet fully designed,

* AC Transit, July 2007.
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Table IV.C-1

AC Transit Service Summary

High School (Lines 658 &

662)

Station

Nearest Weekday Weekend
Line Route Stop Hours Headway Hours | Headway Bus Type
Local Routes
. 40 Street at 30-foot buses with a 30-
12 MacArthur BART station to 6:00 a.m. to . 7:00 a.m. to . .
MacArthur BART . 20 minutes . 30 minutes person seating & 60-person
(Grand Avenue) downtown Oakland Station 7:00 p.m. 7:00 p.m. total capacity
. 40™ Street at . 15 minutes (peak);| -. 40-foot buses with a 30-
(East ]éf Street) Mawgmgfgg&f,?gon to MacArthur BART 6.79(3)0a.mr.r]to 20 minutes 7.7980a.mr.nto 30 minutes person seating & 60-person
Station =>Yp.m. (off-peak) Lovp.m. total capacity
40" Street at . . 40-foot buses with a 30-
(ShattucLSAvenue)a Albany to Montclair Districtf MacArthur BART 5]'(2)938";1};0 15- to 20-minutes 6].;)_033.m.r;o 20 minutes person seating & 60-person
Station ) T =>vp.m. total capacity
12-minutes 15-minute
th i . - - i -
57 Emeryville to the Eastmont MggAriarffézflT 5:30 a.m. to (dni?lr:LT:s)’(gng?/O 6:00 a.m. to (daytime); p:rgcfgostegtjizzsgvgg—;eigon
" ; ) ; oy
(40™ Street) Transit Center Station 12:00 a.m. morning & late 12:00 a.m. 30 minute (late total capacity
. night)
night)
800 Downtown San Francisco 40" Street at ]zs:fzzooa;pr; to 12:20 a.m. to 40-foot buses with a 30-
(All Nighter) to the Richmond BART MacArthyr BART (we.ekda'ys.& 60 minutes 7:20 a.m. 60 minutes person seating & §0—person
station Station Saturdays) (Sundays) total capacity
1 Downtown Berkeley to the 40" Street/ 5:00 a.m. to 15-20-minutes 5:00 a.m. to 15-to 20-
N ! : ’ ’ .
(Tele?lgaph) Bay Fair BART station Telegraph Avenue 1:00 a.m. 1:00 a.m. minutes 60-foot articulated buses
Downtown Berkeley to the with a 40-person seating &
(Telegraph/ . : 40" Street/ 6:00 a.m. to e 7:30 a.m. to e ) ;
International Bay(ria;l]lqritggRs'[Ostg)tlon Telegraph Avenue 8:30 p.m. 12-minutes 7:00 p.m. 15-minutes 80- person total capacity
Boulevard Rapid)¢ P
20 minutes 20 minutes .
(Martin LL?her Kin Downtown Berkeley & 40™ Street/ Martin 6:00 a.m. to (daytime); 6:30 a.m. to (daytime); :rgjgzteggzes&“/vgg-aeigén
Ir- Way) 9|  Downtown Oakland Luther King Jr. Way |  9:30 p.m. 30 minutes 10:30 p.m. 30 minutes | P oy cg it P
- Way. (evening) (evening) pacity
Other Routes
. 40™ Street at 40-foot buses with a 30-
C Piedmont to Downtown 5:55a.m. to . 3:39 p.m. to . ]
(Moraga Avenue) San Francisco MacArthyr BART 8:55 a.m. 30 minutes 8:24 p.m. 30 minutes person seating & 6_O-person
Station total capacity
(Lmzr;tggag I\g"cécélg)?,gﬂolci)rl]e 40" Street at 40-foot buses with a 30-
School Service » 2Ky MacArthur BART | One bus per day in each direction No service person seating & 55-person

total capacity

2Line 43 before June 2007
Line 40 before June 2007

< Line 40L before June 2007. The 1R line is planned to ultimately become a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line. The proposed BRT is currently under environmental review by AC Transit and the

Federal Transit Administration.
Source: AC Transit, July 2007.

N:\2007\1407011 MacArthur BART Transit Village EIR\Documents\Public Review Draft\4c-Trans.doc (1/30/2008)

135




JANUARY 2008 MACARTHUR TRANSIT VILLAGE PROJECT EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, STANDARD COAS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
C. TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

Table IV.C-2 AC Transit Loads, Boardings and Alightings (Average Weekday)

Average Avg. Max.
Bus Capacity | Avg. Load | Maximum | Load | Boardings | Alightings
Line | Stop Location Direction (Seats) | Load® | Factor® Load¢ Factor (On’s)* (Off’s)’
12 MacArthur BART EB 30 3.5 12% 7 23% 116 0
Station WB 0.2 1% 1 3% 0 99
14 MacArthur BART EB 30 3.4 11% 6 20% 135 0
Station WB 0.4 1% 5 17% 0 119
15 on MLK Jr. Way at EB 30 9.9 33% 19 63% 50 68
40" Street WB 9.3 31% 21 70% 62 46
15 |on MLK Jr. Way at EB 30 10.2 34% 19 63% 24 10
W. MacArthur Blvd. WB 9.0 30% 20 67% 6 15
40/ |on Telegraph Ave. SB 40 19.0 48% 50 125% 121 154
40L9 | at 40™ Street NB 21.0 53% 52 130% 159 124
40/ on Telegraph Ave. SB 19.3 48% 57 143% 50 29
40Le at MacArthur NB 40 20.5 51% 47 118% 29 50
Blvd/38" St." : ? ?
on Telegraph Ave. SB 12.3 41% 30 100% 97 92
439 N 30
at 40" Street NB 17.5 58% 60 200% 151 95
on Telegraph Ave. SB 12.5 42% 30 100% 31 20
439 | at MacArthur 30 . o
Blvd/38" St." NB 16.6 55% 59 197% 31 40
57 MacArthur BART EB 30 12.6 42% 22 73% 300 119
Station WB 10.1 34% 25 83% 101 205
800 on Telegraph Ave. EB 30 8.9 30% 14 47% 1 3
at 40 Street WB 6.9 23% 10 33% 1 1
on Telegraph Ave. EB 9.3 31% 15 50% 1 3
800 | at MacArthur 30 . .
Blvd./38" St. WB 6.8 23% 10 33% 1 1
C MacArthur BART EB 30 7.0 23% 16 53% 7 5
Station WB 8.5 28% 13 43% 4 13

Bold indicates maximum load factor above seating capacity.

2 Number of passengers on the bus averaged on a typical weekday.

> Average load divided by average seated capacity.

¢ Maximum number of passengers on the bus observed on a typical weekday.

4 Maximum load divided by average seated capacity.

¢ Total number of passengers boarding the bus at this location on a typical weekday.

f Total number of passengers alighting the bus at this location on a typical weekday.

9 Lines 40 and 40L were replaced by Lines 1/1R in June 2007 and Line 43 was replaced by Line 18. Since ridership data for Lines 1,
1R, and 18 are not available, the existing data for Lines 1/1R and 18 are shown.

" Lines 40-40L and 43 southbound buses stop at MacArthur Boulevard.; northbound buses stop at 38" Street.
" Line 800 westbound buses stop at MacArthur Boulevard.; eastbound buses stop at 38" Street.

Source: Data collected June 2006 - June 2007 and provided by Howard Der, AC Transit, July 2007.
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funded, or approved, the analysis included in this section does not assume implementation
of the BRT project. However, to ensure a comprehensive analysis is provided, a separate
analysis of Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Plus Project Plus BRT is included in Appendix F.

(2) Shuttle Services. Five shuttle services directly serve the MacArthur BART station:
the Emery-Go-Round, the Kaiser Hospital shuttle, the Summit Hospital shuttle, the Oakland
Children’s Hospital shuttle, and the Caltrans bicycle shuttle (see Figure IV.C-4). They are all
free except for the Caltrans bicycle shuttle. The Emery-Go-Round, Kaiser, Summit and
Oakland Children’s Hospital shuttles currently stop along the Frontage Road east of the
BART station fare gates. The shuttles provide connections from the MacArthur BART station
to surrounding hospitals, businesses, residences and shopping areas. Each shuttle service is
described in more detail below. The Caltrans bicycle shuttle also stops along the Frontage
Road, southeast of the fare gates during peak hours when bikes are not permitted on BART
trains.

Emery-Go-Round. The Emery-Go-Round shuttle connects the MacArthur BART station
with destinations within the City of Emeryville. As of October, 2007, there are six routes
that serve the MacArthur BART station on weekdays and a single route on weekends. On
weekdays, the BART Shopper, Hollis Amtrak, Hollis North, Watergate Express, Powell, and
Hollis Routes operate between the MacArthur BART station and destinations including the
East Bay Bridge shopping area, major employers such as Pixar and Novartis, the Emeryville
Amtrak station, the Watergate condominium complex, IKEA, and residential areas. On
weekends, the BART Shopper route operates between the MacArthur BART station and the
Emeryville Public Market on 40" Street, Shellmound Street, and Christie Avenue. The travel
time between the MacArthur BART station and the Emeryville shopping district is
approximately 15 minutes.

The Hollis Amtrak, Hollis North, and Watergate Express shuttles operate on weekdays only
between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., with 12-minute headways during peak hours and 20-
minute headways during the mid-day. The Powell and Hollis routes operate on weekdays
only from 5:45 a.m. to 7:00 a.m. and from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., with service every 20 to
40 minutes. The BART Shopper operates on weekdays between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.,
with 12-minute headways during peak hours and 15-minute headways during the mid-day;
on Saturdays between 9:30 a.m. and 9:30 p.m. with 30- to 40-minute headways; and on
Sundays between 10:30 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. with 40 minute headways.’

Emery-Go-Round buses are equipped with NextBus technology, which allows patrons to
access the real-time location or estimated arrival times of vehicles from the internet or
mobile devices. Emery-Go-Round has plans to install a NextBus sign at the MacArthur BART
station to display the estimated arrival time of the Hollis and Powell shuttles. Emery-Go-

> Emery-Go-Round website as of October 2007.
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Round is operated with 35-foot vehicles that carry approximately 45 passengers. Emery-Go-
Round buses layover along the south side of 40™ Street, east of Martin Luther King Jr. Way.
During peak periods, the Emery-Go-Round shuttles are over capacity and require some
patrons to stand. Data from the 2005 BayCap BART Shuttle Rider Survey® indicates that the
Emery-Go-Round shuttle is the largest BART shuttle service, carrying approximately 850,000
annual passengers, with 80 percent of weekday passengers beginning or ending their
shuttle trip at the MacArthur BART station.

Kaiser Medical Center. Kaiser Medical Center operates a free shuttle to serve its main
hospital on Howe Street and the Mosswood Building on Broadway near I-580. Shuttles
operate every 15 minutes from 5:30 a.m. to 11:45 p.m. on weekdays only and have an
estimated travel time of 10 minutes. The service is operated by a minibus with a 22-person
capacity. The shuttles, which are available to the general public, currently transport about
1,200 passengers each day. Kaiser plans to increase the shuttle service to serve new
buildings planned as part of their expansion project in the next few years.

Oakland Children’s Hospital. Free shuttle service is provided between the MacArthur
BART station and Oakland Children’s Hospital at 52™ Street and Martin Luther King Jr. Way.
The service operates on weekdays only from 6:00 a.m. to 12:00 a.m. with headways
between 8 and 15 minutes. The service uses 15-passenger vans and has an estimated travel
time of 10 minutes. The shuttles currently transport about 450 passengers each day.

Summit Medical Center. Summit Medical Center operates a free shuttle for employees
and visitors between the MacArthur BART station and the Summit Medical Center Campus,
located between Telegraph Avenue and Broadway, just south of I-580. The service operates
from 5:30 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. every 15 minutes on weekdays only, and has an estimated
travel time of 10 minutes. The Summit Medical Center also operates a shuttle between the
Oakland Campus and the Berkeley Alta Bates Medical Center Campus with a stop at the
MacArthur BART Station between 6:30 a.m. and 1:00 a.m. every 20 minutes on weekdays.
The service is operated using 15-seat passenger vans. The Summit Medical Center shuttles,
which can also used by the general public, currently transport about 500 passengers each
day to and from the MacArthur BART Station.’

Caltrans Bicycle Shuttle. Caltrans District 4 operates the San Francisco-Oakland Bay
Bridge Bicycle Shuttle between the MacArthur BART station, the Bay Bridge Bus Stop on
Treasure Island, and the Transbay Terminal in Downtown San Francisco to transport cyclists
across the Bay when bicycles are prohibited on BART trains (bicycles are prohibited on the
Bay Bridge at all times). The Caltrans shuttle costs $1.00 per direction of travel. In the

¢ Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2005.

" Information provided by the Alta Bates Summit Medical Center Parking and Transportation
Department in December 2007.
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morning, four shuttles leave from the MacArthur BART station for San Francisco (at 6:20
a.m., 7:00 a.m., 7:45 a.m. and 8:30 a.m.) and three leave from San Francisco for Oakland (at
6:40 a.m., 7:25 a.m., and 8:10 a.m.). In the evening, three shuttles leave San Francisco for
the MacArthur BART station (at 4:15 p.m., 5:05 p.m. and 5:55 p.m.) and four shuttles leave
Oakland for San Francisco (at 3:50 p.m., 4:40 p.m., 5:30 p.m., and 6:15 p.m. The service is
operated by a 15-passenger van pulling a trailer that holds 15 bicycles.

(3) BART. BART is the regional rapid transit provider and connects the study area to
other parts of Alameda County, Contra Costa County, San Francisco, and northern San
Mateo County. The BART system operates trains along five routes: (1) Richmond-Fremont;
(2) Richmond-Daly City; (3) Millbrae-Dublin/Pleasanton; (4) Daly City-Pittsburg/Bay Point;
and (5) Fremont-Daly City. A total of 43 stations are served by BART.

The MacArthur BART station is located at 555 40" Street, within the MacArthur Transit
Village project area. Opened in 1972 adjacent to a 7.6-acre parking lot and Frontage Road,
the station has two platforms and serves as a
timed transfer facility for trains on the
Richmond-Fremont and Daly City-Pittsburg/Bay
Point lines. The MacArthur BART station is the
central hub and transfer point of the entire BART
system. Approximately 430 trains per day pass
through the station providing service to many
parts of the Bay Area, including downtown
Oakland (3 minutes), downtown San Francisco
(16 minutes) and the San Francisco International
Airport (54 minutes).

During weekday peak commute periods, patrons
at the MacArthur BART station can directly
access trains to all other BART stations except
Castro Valley, Dublin/Pleasanton, and San
Francisco Peninsula stations south of Daly City.
Access to these stations requires a transfer at
the Bay Fair (Castro Valley and Dublin/
Pleasanton) or Balboa Park (San Francisco
Peninsula) stations.

Train service at the MacArthur BART station is
provided from 4:30 a.m. to 12:45 a.m. on
weekdays with each line serving the station operating at typical headways of 15 minutes
throughout the day. During the weekday AM peak commute period (6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.),
headways to San Francisco range from 2 to 8 minutes. On weekends, service is provided
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from 6:15 a.m. (8:00 a.m. on Sundays) to 12:45 a.m. with typical headways of 15 to 20
minutes. Headways for all trains serving the MacArthur BART station are shown in Table
IV.C-3.

As shown on Figure IV.C-6, the station is elevated
and located in the SR-24 median. Underneath the
station platforms is a covered concourse that
houses fare gates, a passenger waiting area,
bathrooms, and service rooms dedicated for BART
staff and services. Patrons can access the train
platforms via two elevators, four escalators, and
four staircases. The ticket machines, station
agent booth, and fare gates are located on the
south side of 40" Street and open into a public
plaza that is covered by SR-24 off-ramps and BART Plaza

provides bicycle storage facilities and transit waiting areas. Add-fare machines, BART
schedules, restrooms, and employee support facilities are located within the paid area.

A secondary entrance is located across 40" Street from the fare gate area. This was the
location of the original elevators to the platforms, but they are no longer in public use and
there is no station agent at the location. A past enhancement project added elevators from
the main station entrance to the platforms, so this entrance is now closed for general use,
but serves as an emergency exit.

The BART train level consists of twin platforms and four tracks. Westbound and southbound
trains to San Francisco or Fremont use the pair of tracks accessible from the western
platform, and east- and northbound trains to Richmond or Pittsburg/Bay Point use the pair
of tracks accessible from the eastern platform. Platform canopies cover the middle third of
the platform length. To cross between platforms, patrons must go down to the ground-level
and then back up to the opposite platform.

There is a frontage road adjacent to the plaza that parallels SR-24 and serves as an area for
pick-up/drop-offs and shuttle stops. Adjacent to the frontage road is a 618-space depressed
surface parking lot that is accessible from 40" Street, West MacArthur Boulevard, and
Telegraph Avenue via Apgar Street.

(1) BART Ridership. The average number of patrons with trips originating at the
MacArthur BART station in May 2006 was approximately 1,620 during the morning peak
period (7:00 to 9:00 a.m.), and 1,080 during the evening peak period (4:00 to 6:00 p.m.).
There were approximately 6,740 total daily boardings at the station. Table IV.C-4 presents
peak hour loading for each BART line.

1 40 N:\2007\1407011 MacArthur BART Transit Village EIR\Documents\Public Review Draft\4c-Trans.doc (1/30/2008)



STAIRS

<— San Francisco
ESCALATOR ESCALATOR ELEVATOR
STAIRS STAIRS
(—Fremont /_V ELEVATOR
ﬁL___________________/Z___./_\_ 74___7L_____—-—- ¢ TRACK "R2”
EMERGENCY
2 mIEElw WlEEIm-nu R EXIT
WEST PLATFORM STAIRS
- 7 77 | /¢ 1RACK "RI”
- - T T T T/ ¢ TRACK "C2”
EMERGENCY
EXIT EAST PLATFORM
2% m|ee»~mnu;mm-»~|ee|mu 4

—_— N —N—— - —— - —————- ¢ TRACK "C1”

Pittsburg/Bay Point —»

Richmond —»

STAIRS ELEVATOR STAIRS

ESCALATOR

PLATFORM LEVEL PLAN @N

ESCALATOR

ESCALATOR

STATION AGENT

CONCOURSE LEVEL PLAN %N

ESCALATOR

40TH ST.

ELEVATOR

7/— ELEVATOR

AN

SOURCE: FEHR & PEERS, 2007

FIGURE IV.C-6

MacArthur Transit Village Project EIR
MacArthur Bart Station Layout

1:\MGB0701 MacArthur BART Transit Village\PRODUCTS\DEIR\Admin\MacArthur BART Graphics Files\incoming pdfs\Traffic Figures (9/14/07)

141



MACARTHUR TRANSIT VILLAGE PROJECT EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, STANDARD COAS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

C. TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

JANUARY 2008

Table IV.C-3  MacArthur BART Station Train Schedule?
Headway (Minutes)
Line Weekday Weekend
AM PM

Commute | Commute Saturday Sunday
Origin Destination Period Period Daily (Daily) (Daily)
Richmond Daly City 15 15 15 20 No Service
Daly City Richmond 15 15 15 20 No Service
Richmond Fremont 15 15 15 15-20 15
Fremont Richmond 15 15 15 15-20 15
Pittsburg/Bay Point | SFO 7 12 15 15-20 15
SFO Ei;itztburg/Bay 10 7 15 15-20 15

2 BART schedule as of January 1, 2008.

Source: BART, 2007.

There are a total of eight fare gates at the
MacArthur BART station. In the morning,
four of these are entrances and four are
exits. In the evening, three are entrances

and five are exits. Table IV.C-5 shows
average and maximum queues at the
exiting gates.® In general, exiting gates

experience longer queues because they

are more platooned due to train arrival

patterns, whereas entering passengers are

more evenly distributed.

2

Access Mode Shares.
MacArthur BART station platform intercept

surveys were conducted in May 2006.°
Patron mode of access data is shown in

Table IV.C-6. Approximately 1,000 patrons

were surveyed over a two-day period.

Table IV.C-4 Peak Hour Load Factors by

Line at MacArthur BART Station

Total Maximum
Capacity Maximum Load
(Passen- Load (Passen-
Line gers/Car)* |Peak Hour| gers/Car)
Pittsburg/Bay ]
Point-Daly City 92 8:00 a.m. 114
Daly City-
Pittsburg/Bay 92 4:00 p.m. 106
Point
Colma/Daly ]
City-Richmond 92 >:00 p.m. 9
Fremont-
Richmond 92 5:00 p.m. 92
Richmond-Daly ]
City/Colma 92 8:00 a.m. 101
Richmond- 92 5:00 p.m. 58
Fremont

2 Bold indicates maximum load above capacity.

Total capacity includes 67 seated and 25 standing passengers.
Source: September 2007 data provided by BART in January 2008.

8 Observed by Fehr & Peers in May 2006.

° Behavioral and demographic Intercept survey conducted on May 9 and 10, 2006 between 6:30
AM and 9:30 PM on MacArthur BART station platforms.
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When all day access mode shares at the
MacArthur BART station are compared to
all day access mode shares system wide,
it is apparent that patrons who access
the MacArthur BART station use personal
vehicles less than typical BART patrons.
The MacArthur BART station walk, bicycle
and transit combined access mode share
is 75 percent compared to 46 percent for
the entire BART system. The drive-alone
access mode share is 10 percent for the
MacArthur BART Station compared to 38
percent for the entire system. The low
level of drive alone access is attributable
to the urban development intensities
surrounding the station, which promotes
walking; the surrounding bicycle network,
which promotes bicycling; and the many
transit and shuttle services that
frequently serve the station, which
promote transit use.

d. Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities.

(1) Pedestrian Facilities.
Pedestrian circulation on-site and
surrounding the station is provided via
sidewalks and marked crosswalks, as
shown on Figure IV.C-7.

Table IV.C-5 MacArthur BART Station Fare
Gate Queues (AM and PM Peak Periods)

AM Peak Period PM Peak Period
(Exiting Gates) (Exiting Gates)
Queue Queue
Length Delay Length Delay
(Persons) | (Seconds) | (Persons) | (Seconds)
Average 6 13 6 13
Maximum 12 21 11 23

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2006.

Table IV.C-6 MacArthur BART Station and
Systemwide All Day Access Mode Shares

Systemwide

MacArthur BART

- 1998 Station - 2006
Access Mode (%) (%/Boardings)
Walk 23% 29% / 1,954
Transit (AC Transit) 10% / 658
21%
Transit (Shuttles) 29% /1,971
Bicycle 2% 7% [ 472
Drop-Off 14% / 939
16%
Carpool & Taxi 1%/ 72
Drive Alone 38% 10% /674
Total 100% 100% / 6,740

Source: BART, 2000 and Fehr & Peers, 2006.

The City of Oakland’s Pedestrian Master Plan (November 2002) designates MacArthur
Boulevard, Market Street, Martin Luther King Jr. Way, Telegraph Avenue, Broadway, and 51
Street as City Routes, and 40" Street, West Street, and Shattuck Avenue as District Routes.

According to the plan:

“City routes designate streets that are destinations in themselves - places to live,
work, shop, socialize, and travel. They provide the most direct connections between
walking and transit and connect multiple districts in the City. District routes have a
more local function as the location of schools, community centers, and smaller scale
shopping. They are often located within a single district and help to define the
character of that district.” (Oakland Pedestrian Master Plan, page 48)
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The pedestrian facilities in the surrounding neighborhood are typical of an urban
environment. All of the surrounding streets provide sidewalks and marked crosswalks at
intersections with major roadways. Pedestrian signal heads, audible warnings, and
pedestrian push buttons are provided at most signalized intersections. All of the signalized
intersections surrounding the MacArthur BART station have pedestrian signal heads and
marked crosswalks. There are also marked crosswalks at the uncontrolled 40" Street/
Frontage Road intersection.

Since the street network is a grid, the pedestrian facilities provide a number of routes to and
from the MacArthur BART station, although access is limited underneath SR-24 and the
BART line. SR-24, which is elevated, limits the east-west pedestrian connections within a
quarter-mile of the station to three roadways: 42™ Street, 40" Street, and West MacArthur
Boulevard.

While the typical sidewalk widths surrounding the station exceed Americans with Disabilities
(ADA) minimum width requirements, ADA standards for ramps and side-slopes are not met
at all intersections. Additionally, the sidewalk width near bus stops, particularly at the 40"
Street/Telegraph Avenue intersection, is inadequate and creates crowding issues.

There are a number of sidewalk locations with uneven surfaces. The overall walkability of
the area also suffers from a lack of street plantings and pedestrian-level lighting. The poor
walkability is especially evident along sections of 40" Street and West MacArthur Boulevard
under SR-24, which are dark, loud, and littered. Access to the BART entrance from the
neighborhood south of West MacArthur Boulevard is limited, as there are no marked
crosswalks between Telegraph Avenue and Martin Luther King Jr. Way. Pedestrians were
observed illegally crossing West MacArthur Boulevard to the BART station between these
intersections, using the median as a refuge.'

On-Site. Within the MacArthur BART station, ADA compliant sidewalks are provided
along both sides of the Frontage Road and the north side of the parking lot. As in the
surrounding area, while the typical sidewalk widths on-site exceed ADA minimum widths,
there are sections along the Frontage Road in front of the shuttle stops that are narrow and
present crowding issues.

Within the parking lot, there are no designated pedestrian routes; patrons walk along the
parking aisles. There are three stairways that connect the parking lot, which is
approximately 5 to 13 feet below grade, to the Frontage Road and BART Plaza.

' Observation by Fehr & Peers in July 2007.
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Because the parking lot is below grade and parking spaces closest to the BART plaza require
using stairs, the ADA accessible parking spaces are located approximately 280 feet south of
the fare gate plaza along the south side of Frontage Road, as shown on Figure IV.C-8.

The primary access between these parking spaces and the BART plaza is a gently sloped
sidewalk located on the east side of the Frontage Road.

Pedestrian Usage. AM and PM peak period (7:00 - 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 - 6:00 p.m.)
pedestrian counts were taken at intersections surrounding the MacArthur BART station in
May 2006. Existing pedestrian counts and the designated pedestrian routes in the project
area are shown on Figure IV.C-9.

(2) Bicycle Facilities. Oakland’s climate and topography are very good for bicycling
and the grid pattern of the streets, especially around the MacArthur BART station, provides
numerous potential routes. The City of Oakland is working to increase bicycle access
throughout the City by building new and improving existing bicycle facilities, as detailed in
the recently approved 2007 Oakland Bicycle Master Plan Update,. In addition, the Alameda
County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA)’s 2006 Countywide Bicycle Plan
highlights proposed regional bicycle facilities.

Bicycle facilities can be classified into several types, including:

e Class | Paths - These facilities are located off-street and can serve both bicyclists and
pedestrians. Class | paths are typically 8 to 12 feet wide excluding shoulders and are
generally paved.

e Class Il Bicycle Lanes - These facilities provide a dedicated area for bicyclists within the
paved street width through the use of striping and appropriate signage. These facilities
are typically 5 to 6 feet wide.

e Class Il Bicycle Routes - These facilities are found along streets that do not provide
sufficient width for dedicated bicycle lanes and are also provided on low-volume streets
that have no bicycle lanes. The street is then designated as a bicycle route through the
use of signage informing drivers to expect bicyclists. The 2007 Oakland Bicycle Master
Plan Update also identifies the following variations on the standard bicycle route:"

e Class llla Arterial Bicycle Routes - Bicycle routes may be used on some arterial
streets where bicycle lanes are not feasible and parallel streets do not provide
adequate connectivity. These streets should promote shared use with lower posted
speed limits (preferably 25 miles per hour), shared lane bicycle stencils, wide curb
lanes, and signage.

" 2007 Oakland Bicycle Master Plan Update, page 67.
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e Class lllb Bicycle Boulevards - These are bicycle routes on residential streets that
prioritize through trips for bicyclists. The route should appeal to cyclists of varied
skill levels by providing direct connections on streets with low traffic volumes. The
route should reduce delay to bicyclists by assigning right-of-way to travel on the
route. Traffic calming should be introduced as needed to discourage drivers from
using the boulevard as a through route. Intersections with major streets should be
controlled by traffic signals with bicycle actuation.

Surrounding Area. There are a number of existing bicycle facilities located near the
station area, as shown on Figure IV.C-10. These include:

e 40" Street (east-west) - Class Il bicycle lanes between San Pablo Avenue and Shellmound
Avenues

e Market Street (north-south) - Class Il bicycle lanes between West MacArthur Boulevard
and Adeline Street

e West Street (north-south) - Class Il bicycle lanes between West Grand Avenue and West
MacArthur Boulevard; Class Il bicycle route between West MacArthur Boulevard and
Adeline Street

e Telegraph Avenue (north-south) - Class Il bicycle lanes between Aileen Street and the
City of Berkeley border

e Webster Street (north-south) - Class lll bicycle route between 29" Street and the City of
Berkeley border, via Shafter Avenue and Colby Street

e Broadway (north-south) - Class Il bicycle lanes between 26™ Street and the I-580
underpass

Outside of designated bicycle facilities, the conditions on many of the non-major roads
surrounding the station are favorable for bicycling. The topography is relatively flat and the
local residential streets, such as 38" Street and 41¢ Street, have low traffic volumes.
However, pavement conditions can be rough on arterial streets such as Broadway and
Telegraph Avenue. Bicycles are not allowed in the 12" and 19" Street BART stations during
the AM and PM peak periods'?. Considering this restriction, some cyclists who live close to
the downtown Oakland stations ride to the MacArthur BART station to access BART.

In the project vicinity, the City of Oakland’s 2007 Bicycle Master Plan Update proposes the
following:
e Extension of the Class Il lanes on Market Street south of MacArthur Boulevard

e« Extension of the Class Il lanes on West Street from MacArthur Boulevard to 52™ Street

2 BART Fares and Schedules brochure.
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e Class Il lanes on Telegraph Avenue from Downtown Oakland to the existing lanes at
Aileen Street

e Class Il lanes on Shattuck Avenue from Telegraph Avenue to the Berkeley border
e Extension of the Class Il lanes on Broadway from I-580 to Caldecott Lane

e Extension of the Class Il lanes on 40" Street from Adeline Street to Telegraph Avenue,
with a Class Illb Bicycle Boulevard on 41 Street between Telegraph Avenue and
Broadway, connecting to Class Il lanes on 41¢ Street between Broadway and Piedmont
Avenue

e Class llla route on 51 Street between Shattuck Avenue and the Piedmont border.
e Class Il lanes on West MacArthur Boulevard from Market Street to Harrison Street

e Class lllb Bicycle Boulevard on Webster Street/Shafter Avenue between 29" Street and
the Rockridge BART station

The MacArthur BART Bicycle Feasibility Study, currently under study by City of Oakland, will
identify a recommended bikeway alignment and design for improving east/west bicycle
access to the MacArthur BART Station while maintaining quality bus/shuttle service. The
study will evaluate various bicycle facility types and alignments on West MacArthur
Boulevard, 40™ Street, and 41/42" Street to connect the MacArthur BART Station with City
of Emeryville and the Piedmont Avenue neighborhood."

Consistent with City of Oakland’s 2007 Bicycle Master Plan Update, the 2006 Countywide
Bicycle Plan proposes extension of the Class Il lanes on Market Street south of West
MacArthur Boulevard to 14" Street, and extension of the Class Il lanes on Telegraph Avenue
from Aileen Street to 14" Street.

On-Site. The bicycle facilities on-site are generally limited to support facilities. Bicycles
are not prohibited from entering and exiting the parking lot or the Frontage Road; however,
given the presence of personal and transit vehicles, they are not desirable locations for
bicycles. Bicycles are allowed on most BART trains, except commute period peak direction
trains (towards San Francisco in the AM, and away from San Francisco in the PM)." The
station provides bicycle storage facilities in front of the paid area under the SR-24 ramps, as
shown on Figure IV.C-7.

The station facilities include six bicycle storage racks that each accommodates 12 bicycles
(72 bicycles total) and 30 single-use lockers for customers to store bicycles, as well as

'3 MacArthur BART Bicycle Feasibility Study - Project Mission Statement, September 28, 2006.

'“ See discussion of Caltrans bike shuttle on page 138 regarding bicycle transport during hours
bikes are prohibited on BART.
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wheelchairs or mopeds. The single-use bicycle lockers are available to patrons 18 years or
older on a quarterly or yearly basis (for fees of $15 and $30, respectively).

Bicycle Usage. The City has an overall bicycling commute mode share of 1.1 percent,'
which does not include those who ride to BART. Currently, approximately 7 percent of
patrons who access the MacArthur BART station daily from the surrounding neighborhood
arrive by bicycle. Based on observations conducted at 12:00 p.m. at the station in October
2006, the bicycle racks were approximately 88 percent full, with 63 bicycles, and the
lockers were approximately 13 percent full, with four bicycles.

AM and PM peak period (7:00 to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.) bicycle counts were taken
at intersections surrounding the MacArthur BART station in May 2006. While patrons
accessed the MacArthur BART station from all of the surrounding streets, approximately half
of the cyclists used Telegraph Avenue. Existing bicycle counts and facilities are shown on
Figure IV.C-10.

e. Parking. The existing on-street and off-street parking supply and demand within the
project study area are described below.

(1) On-Street Parking. Existing on-street parking is available in areas surrounding
the BART station as described below.

Supply. Within a %4-mile of the MacArthur BART station, which roughly corresponds
with the distance patrons feel comfortable walking from their car to a station, there are
approximately 1,080 on-street non-metered parking spaces on the surrounding neighbor-
hood streets. The number of spaces was estimated through a field review in May 2006 of
neighborhood streets within the ¥4-mile area, as shown on Figure IV.C-11. Parking spaces
were not generally delineated, so the number of spaces on a given block face was estimated
using the average of 22 feet per parking space.' Curb cuts, no-parking zones and corners
were not included in the block face length calculation. On streets with marked spaces, the
spaces were simply counted.

The parking spaces in the surrounding neighborhood streets are generally free, with the
exception of some metered spaces along Telegraph Avenue. Almost all of the parking is
unrestricted in duration and does not require a residential permit. However, there are
sections of Telegraph Avenue, Martin Luther King Jr. Way, and some neighborhood streets

> US Census 2000.

'® Based on the City’s standard parallel parking length as stated in Zoning Code Section
17.94.060.
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east of Telegraph Avenue that have two-hour restricted parking spaces. Most of the
residential streets within the area have street cleaning twice a month between 9:00 a.m. and
noon, and on-street parking is prohibited during this time. The major streets in the area
(i.e., Broadway, Telegraph Avenue, and West MacArthur Boulevard) have street cleaning
three times a week between midnight and 3:00 a.m.

Demand. To obtain a general estimate of the number of MacArthur BART station
patrons that park on the surrounding neighborhood streets, a parking occupancy count and
license plate survey was conducted in May 2006,'” after BART instituted parking fees for all
of the MacArthur BART Station parking lot spaces. The parking occupancy counts were
conducted within the ¥-mile area every 30 minutes during three periods of the day: the
morning peak from 6:30 a.m. to 10:00 a.m., the midday from 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m., and
the evening peak from 4:00 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. The license plate survey was conducted on
each street at 6:30 a.m. and a second time at 10:00 a.m. By having a list of the vehicles
present at 6:30 a.m. and 10:00 a.m., vehicle turnover was determined, as well as how many
vehicles stay in the neighborhood, how many leave and how many arrive.

Based on the results of the on-street parking analysis, the maximum number of vehicles
parked within the %-mile area was 805 at 4:00 p.m., which represents approximately 75
percent of the total (1,080) on-street parking spaces located within ¥-mile of the BART
station. At 10:00 a.m., 735 vehicles were parked on-street. Per the on-street parking survey,
it is estimated that 216 BART patrons park on-street within ¥4 mile of the BART Station
throughout the day.™

The parking occupancy levels reached a maximum of 75 percent for the study area as a
whole. This indicates that patrons can find vacant parking spaces within a -mile of the
MacArthur BART station throughout the day. On-street parking occupancy in the area east of
SR-24 ranged during the day from 57 to 72 percent, while occupancy for the area west of
SR-24 ranged from 60 to 92 percent.

(2) On-Site Parking. The MacArthur BART station provides 618 dedicated parking
spaces in a large surface parking lot east of the fare gate area, as shown on Figure IV.C-8.

Supply. A total of 618 spaces are located within the on-site parking lot.

e 416 Daily Fee Spaces - First-come, first-served spaces, available all day with a daily fee
of $1.00.

7 Survey conducted on Tuesday, May 9, 2006.

'® Based on the license plate survey, 240 vehicles arrived and parked in the neighborhood
between 6:30 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. Considering the commercial uses in the area, it is estimated that
90 percent of the vehicles that arrive and park in the neighborhood are BART patrons.
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e 182 Monthly Reserved Permit Spaces - Permits for monthly reserved parking guarantees
the user a space within the designated area until 10:00 a.m. Any monthly reserved
permit spaces that are not filled by 10:00 a.m. are available to passengers arriving after
10:00 a.m. and require a daily fee of $1.00. The monthly reserved spaces cost $84 per
month or $4.50 per day and must be purchased in advance via the BART website.

e 14 ADA-Accessible Spaces - First-come, first-served ADA-accessible spaces with a daily
fee of $1.00.

e Four Car Share Spaces - Reserved for City Car Share and Flex Car vehicles.

e Two Station Agent Spaces - Spaces reserved for BART personnel.

The parking lot also provides eight motorcycle parking spaces. There are currently no
designated carpool parking spaces. BART station agents are also allowed to park two
vehicles in the fare gate plaza.

Demand. Based on parking occupancy counts conducted within the MacArthur BART
station parking lot in October 2006, the daily fee spaces were fully occupied by 7:40 a.m. At
9:00 a.m., 78 of the reserved permit spaces were available, and by noon, all of the parking
spaces were occupied.

f. Existing Traffic Conditions. Traffic conditions in urban areas are affected more by
the operations at the intersections than by the capacities of the local streets because traffic
control devices (signals and stop signs) at intersections control the capacity of the street
segments. The operations are measured in terms of a grading system called level of service
(LOS), which is based on average vehicle delay experienced at the intersections. That delay
is a function of intersection control device (i.e., signal or stop sign), intersection lane widths
and configuration, hourly traffic volumes, pedestrian volumes, and parking and bus
conflicts. To establish existing baseline traffic conditions, weekday morning (7:00 to

9:00 a.m.) and evening (4:00 to 6:00 p.m.) peak period intersection turning movement
counts were conducted at the study intersections in May and June 2006, while area schools
were in normal session. Data concerning the existing intersection configurations and
control were collected in the field and are shown on Figure IV.C-12. Existing traffic signal
timing data was collected for all of the signalized study intersections from the City of
Oakland Public Works Agency, and compared against the actual conditions at study
intersections to verify accuracy. Existing AM and PM peak hour volumes are shown on
Figure IV.C-13.
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MacArthur Village Project EIR
Study Intersections (20-24)
Existing Traffic Volumes
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Level of Service Analysis Methodologies. The level of service grading system
qualitatively characterizes traffic conditions associated with varying levels of vehicle traffic,
ranging from level of service (LOS) A (indicating free-flow traffic conditions with little or no
delay experienced by motorists) to LOS F (indicating congested conditions where traffic
flows exceed design capacity and result in long queues and delays). This level of service
grading system applies to both signalized and unsignalized intersections. LOS A to C are
generally considered satisfactory service levels, while the influence of congestion becomes
more noticeable (though still considered acceptable) at LOS D. LOS E and LOS F are generally
considered to be unacceptable, though some jurisdictions (like the City of Oakland)
consider LOS E to be acceptable in certain areas (like a downtown central business district)
in recognition of the positive effect of traffic congestion in promoting the use of transit or
other methods of travel.”

Unsignalized Intersections. For the unsignalized (all-way stop-controlled and side-
street stop-controlled) study intersections, traffic conditions were evaluated using the 2000
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) operations methodology. With this methodology, level of
service is related to the control delay per vehicle for the intersection as a whole (for all-way
stop-controlled intersections), and for each stop-
controlled movement or approach only (for side-
street stop-controlled intersections). Control delay

Table IV.C-7 Level of Service
Criteria for Unsignalized

) i ) ) Intersections
is defined as the delay associated with decel- Average
eration, stopping, moving up in the queue, and Control Delay
acceleration experienced by drivers at an (Seconds Per
intersection due to the control device. Table IV.C-7 LOS |Description Vehicle)
summarizes the relationship between delay and A |Little or no delays <10.0
level of service for unsignalized intersections. The B | Short traffic delays 10.1 10 15.0
Synchro 6.0 software program was used to apply
the 2000 HCM methodology for unsignalized C _|Average traffic delays | 15.1 to 25.0
intersections. D |Long traffic delays 25.1 to 35.0
. . . ] ) E Very long traffic delays | 35.1 to 50.0
Signalized Intersections. At the signalized
dvi . i diti Extreme traffic delays

study |nterse.ct|ons, traffic con |.t|ons were F | with intersection 5500
evaluated using the HCM operations methodology capacity exceeded
(TRB, 2000). The operation analysis uses various Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation
intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, Research Board); Fehr & Peers, 2007.

lane geometry, and signal phasing/ timing) to

estimate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through an
intersection. Table IV.C-8 summarizes the relationship between control delay and level of
service for signalized intersections. The

19 City of Oakland, General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element, Policy T3.3 (Allowing
Congestion Downtown).
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Table IV.C-8 Level of Service Criteria for Signalized Intersections

Average
Control Delay
LOS Description (Seconds Per Vehicle)

A Operations with very low delay occurring with favorable progression <100

and/or short cycle length. ’
B Operations with low delay occurring with good progression and/or short 101 to 20.0

cycle lengths.
C Operations with average delays resulting from fair progression and/or 20.1 to 35.0

longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle failures begin to appear.

Operations with longer delays due to a combination of unfavorable
D progression, long cycle lengths, or high V/C ratios. Many vehicles stop 35.1 to 55.0
and individual cycle failures are noticeable.

Operations with high delay values indicating poor progression, long cycle
E lengths, and high V/C ratios. Individual cycle failures are frequent 55.1 to 80.0
occurrences. This is considered to be the limit of acceptable delay.

Operations with delays unacceptable to most drivers occurring due to

F ) .
over-saturation, poor progression, or very long cycle lengths.

> 80.0

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2000, Fehr & Peers, 2006.

Synchro 6.0 software program was used to apply the 2000 HCM methodology for signalized
intersections.

Existing Traffic Operating Conditions. Analysis of peak-hour traffic conditions was
conducted at the 25 study intersections. These intersections were selected because they
represent locations along major routes to and from the project site that would be impacted
by the proposed project. A screening process based on established trip distribution patterns
was used to select the study intersections. In general, study intersections were selected if
the proposed project would increase intersection volumes by 30 or more peak hour vehicle
trips, or the intersection would potentially operate at unacceptable conditions during the
peak hours.

The existing AM and PM peak-hour intersection level of service and delays are summarized in
Table IV.C-9. The level of service calculation sheets are presented in Appendix F. All study
intersections currently operate at LOS D or better during both AM and PM peak hours. Field
observation of existing intersection operations supports the results of the level of service
analysis at the study intersections.

dg. ACCMA Analysis. The Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA)
conducts periodic monitoring of the freeways and major roadways in Alameda County. The
most recent Level of Service Monitoring on the Congestion Management Program Roadway
Network was released in July 2006. This report assesses existing freeway operations
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Table IV.C-9  Existing Conditions Intersection Level of Service Summary

Traffic Existing AM Existing PM
No. Intersection Control LOS Delay LOS Delay
1 Shattuck Avenue/52" Street Signal D 54.3 D 51.3
2 Telegraph Avenue/52™ Street/ Claremont Signal B 17.7 B 18.8
Avenue
3 Telegraph Avenue/51¢ Street Signal D 39.1 D 47.1
- . "

4 x:gtt'gob‘::‘;‘(z'zgg;xar:g 477 Street/ Signal C 26.8 B 11.0
5 Martin Luther King Jr. Way/45™ Street Signal A 9.0 A 9.0
6 Telegraph Avenue/45%™ Street Signal B 10.3 A 6.8
7 Market Street/40™ Street Signal B 17.6 C 25.0
8 West Street/40™" Street Signal B 13.8 B 17.4
9 Martin Luther King Jr. Way/40™ Street Signal B 13.9 B 19.9
10 Frontage Road/40™ Street SSSC B 10.2 B 13.8
11 BART parking access (west)/40™ Street SSSC B 13.8 C 17.5
12 BART parking access (east)/40™ Street SSSC B 14.6 C 17.9
13 Telegraph Avenue/40™ Street Signal C 23.9 C 28.6
14 BART parking access/Telegraph Avenue SSSC C 19.3 C 21.4
15 Telegraph Avenue/38™ Street SSSC B 14.8 C 21.6
16 Market Street/MacArthur Boulevard Signal B 16.8 C 31.6
17 West Street/MacArthur Boulevard Signal B 12.3 B 14.1
18| Mcarchur boulevard Sinal | A | 90 | B | S
19 Frontage Road/MacArthur Boulevard SSSC B 14.6 C 15.7
20 Telegraph Avenue/MacArthur Boulevard Signal B 18.8 B 14.4
21 Webster Street/MacArthur Boulevard Signal A 8.7 B 11.4
22 Broadway/MacArthur Boulevard Signal D 54.7 D 42.0
23 Telegraph Avenue/34™" Street Signal A 6.8 B 13.0
24 Telegraph Avenue/27%" Street Signal C 23.1 C 21.8

Note: The LOS/delay for Side-Street Stop-Control (SSSC) intersections represents the worst movement or approach; for Signalized
intersections, the LOS/Delay represents overall intersection.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2007.
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through “floating car” travel time surveys, which are conducted on all freeway segments
during the PM peak hours (4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.), and on selected freeway segments

during the AM peak hours (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.). Based on the results of these surveys,
ACCMA assigns a level of service grade to each segment according to the method described
in the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual. Any segment with an average speed of less than 30

miles per hour is assigned LOS F. Freeway interchanges with speeds below 50 percent of

free flow speed are assigned LOS F.

The travel time surveys concluded that the following eight freeway segments in the City of
Oakland operated at LOS F during the AM peak hour:

I-80 westbound: I-580 split to Toll Plaza

I-80 westbound: Toll Plaza to SF County Line

I-580 westbound: SR-24 on-ramp to I-80/1-580 split

[-880 northbound: 1-980 to I-880/80 merge

SR-13 northbound: Moraga Avenue to Hiller Drive

SR-24 eastbound: I-580 on-ramp to Fish Ranch Road
SR-13/SR-24 interchange: SR-13 northbound to SR-24 eastbound
I-880/SR-260 connection: SR-260 eastbound to I-800 northbound

The following ten freeway segments in the City of Oakland were identified as operating at
LOS F during the PM peak hour:

I-80 eastbound: San Francisco County Line to Toll Plaza

I-80 eastbound: Toll Plaza to I-580 southbound merge

I-80 westbound: I-580 split to the Toll Plaza

I-880 southbound: 1-980 to 23rd Avenue

[-880 southbound: 23rd Avenue to High Street/42™ Avenue
[-880 southbound: High Street/42™ Avenue to Hegenberger Road
SR-13 northbound: Moraga Avenue to Hiller Drive

SR-24 eastbound: I-580 on-ramp to Fish Ranch Road
SR-13/SR-24 interchange: SR-13 northbound to SR-24 eastbound
[-580/SR-24 connection: SR-24 westbound to I-580 eastbound
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Two of these segments (I-80 westbound from the I-580 split to the Toll Plaza, and east-
bound SR-24 from the I-580 on-ramp to Fish Ranch Road) have operated at LOS F since the
initial ACCMA data collection effort in 1991.

Three of these deficient segments are within the study area for this project: I-580/SR-24
connection from SR-24 westbound to I-580 eastbound during the PM peak hour, I-580
westbound from SR-24 on-ramp to the I-80/1-580 split during the AM peak hour, and SR-24
eastbound from the I-580 on-ramp to Fish Ranch Road during both AM and PM peak hour.

h. Collision Analysis. Collision data for the area surrounding the project site from 2000
to 2006 was provided by City of Oakland staff. Vehicle collision data is summarized in Table
IV.C-10, and pedestrian and bicycle collision data is summarized in Table IV.C-11. The most
common collision type at intersections was broadside and the most common collision types
along corridors were rear-end and side-swipe.

At the Telegraph Avenue/40" Street intersection nine collisions involving pedestrians, and
five involving bicyclists were reported. These collisions resulted in ten injuries and no
deaths. On 40" Street between Martin Luther King Jr. Way and Telegraph Avenue, five
pedestrian collisions and one bicycle collision were reported between 2000 and 2004. These
six collisions resulted in three injuries and one death.

i. Planned Transportation Improvements. The City of Oakland, BART, and the
MacArthur BART station Citizen’s Planning Committee (CPC) created a design plan for
improving bicycle and pedestrian access to the MacArthur BART station in 2004, entitled the
MacArthur BART Station West Side Pedestrian Enhancement Project. Many of the
improvements listed below are the outcome of that plan.

(1) Pedestrian Improvements. The City of Oakland’s 40" Street Improvement/
MacArthur Transit Hub project, which is funded, approved, and will be constructed by
spring 2009, includes improvements to the pedestrian facilities surrounding the MacArthur
BART station. The improvements, as described in the Plans for 40" Street, MacArthur
Transit Hub Improvements,” include:

e Crosswalk improvements at the 40" Street/Martin Luther King Jr. Way and 40"
Street/Telegraph Avenue intersections.

e Sidewalk bulbouts on the west side of the 40™ Street/Telegraph Avenue intersection
(intersection #10).

20 City of Oakland, July 2006.
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Table IV.C-10 Vehicle Collision Data Summary by Type (2000-2006)

Broad- | Rear- Side- Head-
Location Total side End Swipe On Other | Injuries | Deaths

Intersections

MLK Jr. Way/40" Street 9 5 0 0 3 1 5 0
Telegraph Avenue/40" Street 35 10 10 9 4 2 4 0
MLK Jr. Way/W. MacArthur Blvd. 25 16 1 3 4 1 16 0
Telegraph Avenue/W. MacArthur 29 13 5 3 6 ? 12 0
Blvd.
Corridors
th -
40™ Street (MLK Jr. Way - Telegraph 22 . n 7 . ? 9 0
Ave.)?
MacArthur Boulevard (MLK Jr. Way - 24 5 4 8 1 6 5 0
Telegraph Ave.)
th _
MLK Jr. Way (40" St. - MacArthur 13 3 4 5 0 . 5 0
Blvd.)
th _
Telegraph Avenue (40™ St. 26 5 14 4 . > 3 0

MacArthur Blvd.)

a This data through 2004 only.

Source: City of Oakland Transportation Services, Traffic Collision History Report.

Table IV.C-11  Pedestrian/Bicycle Collision Data Summary by Type (2000-2006)

Location Total Pedestrian Bicycle Injuries Deaths
Intersections

MLK Jr. Way/40" Street 0 0 0 0 0
Telegraph Avenue/40™ Street 14 9 5 10 0
MLK Jr. Way/W. MacArthur Blvd. 1 1 0 1 0
Telegraph Avenue/W. MacArthur Blvd. 8 4 4 4 0
Corridors

40" Street (MLK Jr. Way - Telegraph Ave.) ® 6 5 1 3 1
MacArthur Boulevard (MLK Jr. Way - Telegraph Ave.) 3 0 3 3 0
MLK Jr. Way (40™ St. - MacArthur Blvd.) 0 0 0 0 0
Telegraph Avenue (40™ St. - MacArthur Blvd.) 5 4 1 4 0

a This data through 2004 only.

Source: City of Oakland Transportation Services, Traffic Collision History Report.
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e Installation of a new traffic signal with pedestrian crossing phases at the 40"
Street/Frontage Road intersection (intersection #10).

e Construction of an additional crosswalk on the west side of the 40™ Street/Frontage
Road intersection, including the creation of a mid-block pedestrian refuge in the
median.

e Installation of pedestrian lighting along 40" Street, including under SR-24 underpass, as
well as bicycle and pedestrian way finding signage to the station.

These improvements are assumed to be in place in the Existing Plus Project and Cumulative
Year 2015 and 2030 Baseline scenarios.

(2) Bicycle Improvements. Approved and funded improvements that would directly
affect bicycling access to the MacArthur BART station include:

e Class Il Bike Lanes on 40™ Street between Telegraph and Martin Luther King Jr. Way.
These are included in the Plans for 40" Street, MacArthur Transit Hub Improvements.?

e 38 new electronic bicycle storage lockers at the MacArthur BART station in the plaza
area to replace the existing single-user annual rental lockers (with capacity for 30
bicycles). The electronic-access bicycle lockers will eliminate the need for individual keys
and will rely on smart cards instead. This will provide a greater opportunity for more
bicyclists to use the electronic lockers.

These improvements are assumed to be in place in the Existing Plus Project and Cumulative
Year 2015 and 2030 Baseline scenarios.

(3) Vehicle Improvements. Following roadway improvements are planned in the
near-future:

e The Shattuck Avenue/52™ Street intersection (#1) will be modified to provide exclusive
left-turn lanes on the northbound and southbound Shattuck Avenue approaches. Signal
operations will also be modified to provide protected left-turn phases in the eastbound
and westbound approaches, permitted left-turn phase in the southbound approach and
protected/permitted left-turn in the westbound approach. This improvement is funded,
approved, and expected to be implemented in Winter 2008 and is assumed to be in
place in the Existing Plus Project and Cumulative Year 2015 and 2030 Baseline scenario
analyses.

e As part of the aprproved Kaiser Medical Center project, the Broadway/MacArthur
Boulevard intersection (#22) will be reconfigured to convert a shared through/right-turn
lane to an exclusive right-turn lane in the northbound and southbound approaches. This

2! City of Oakland, July 2006.
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improvement, part of conditions of approval for the Kaiser project, is expected to be
implemented by 2015, and is assumed to be in place in the Cumulative Year 2015 and
2030 Baseline scenario analyses.

J- Local Plans and Policies. The Oakland General Plan is comprised of numerous
elements, and those containing policies relevant to transportation resources primarily are
contained in the Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE). The goals and policies
contained in the various General Plan Elements are often competing. In reviewing a project
for conformity with the General Plan, the City is required to ‘balance’ the competing goals
and policies. Case law has determined that a project “need not be in perfect conformity with
each and every policy” and that “no project could completely satisfy every policy stated in
the General Plan, and that state law does not impose such a requirement.” (Sequoyah Hills
Homeowners Association vs. City of Oakland, 1993).

(1) General Plan Land use and Transportation Element (LUTE). The City of
Oakland, through various policy documents, states a strong preference for encouraging the
use of alternative transportation modes. The following polices are included in LUTE:

e LUTE Policy Framework: Encouraging Alternative Means of Transportation. “A key
challenge for Oakland is to encourage commuters to carpool or use alternative modes of
transportation, including bicycling or walking. The Policy Framework proposes that
congestion be lessened by promoting alternative means of transportation, such as
transit, biking, and walking, providing facilities that support alternative modes, and
implementing street improvements. The City will continue to work closely with local and
regional transit providers to increase accessibility to transit and improve intermodal
transportation connections and facilities. Additionally, policies support the introduction
of light rail and trolley buses along appropriate arterials in heavily traveled corridors,
and expanded use of ferries in the bay and estuary.”

e Policy T3.5, Including Bikeways and Pedestrian Walks. The City should include bikeways
and pedestrian walks in the planning of new, reconstructed, or realized streets,
wherever possible.

e Policy T4.1, Incorporating Design Features for Alternative Travel. The City will require
new development, rebuilding, or retrofit to incorporate design features in their projects
that encourage use of alternative modes of transportation such as transit, bicycling, and
walking.

(2) City of Oakland Pedestrian Master Plan. In November 2002, the Pedestrian
Master Plan (PMP) was adopted by the City Council and incorporated into the adopted
General Plan. The PMP identifies policies and implementation measures that promote a
walkable City. The PMP designates MacArthur Boulevard, Market Street, Martin Luther King
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Jr. Way, Telegraph Avenue, Broadway, and 51st Street as City Routes, and 40th Street, West
Street, and Shattuck Avenue as District Routes.?

The PMP includes the following relevant policies and actions:

e PMP Policy 1.2: Use traffic signals and their associated features to improve pedestrian
safety at dangerous intersections.

e General Plan Policy T3.5: The City should include bikeways and pedestrian walks in the
planning of new, reconstructed, or realigned streets, wherever possible.

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

e Action 2.1.1: Improve existing connections across/under freeways to activity centers
using lighting, acoustics, and other design features.

e Action 2.1.4: Avoid the use of pedestrian overpasses and underpasses for pedestrian
crossings on surface streets.

e PMP Policy 2.3: Implement pedestrian improvements along major AC Transit lines and at
BART stations to strengthen connections to transit.

e Action 2.3.1: Develop and implement street designs (like bus bulbouts) that improve
pedestrian/bus connections.

e Action 2.3.3: Prioritize the implementation of street furniture (including bus shelters) at
the most heavily used transit stops.

e Action 2.3.4: Improve pedestrian wayfinding by providing local area maps and
directional signage at major AC Transit stops and BART stations.

e PMP Policy 3.2: Promote land uses and site designs that make walking convenient and
enjoyable.

e Action 3.2.4: Require contractors to provide safe, convenient, and accessible pedestrian
rights-of-way along construction sites that require sidewalk closure.

e Action 3.2.8: Discourage motor vehicle parking facilities that create blank walls,
unscreened edges along sidewalks, and/or gaps between sidewalks and building
entrances.

(3) City of Oakland Bicycle Master Plan. The Oakland City Council adopted the
2007 Oakland Bicycle Master Plan (BMP) on December 4, 2007. The adopted BMP, updated
in 2007, includes the following policy-supporting actions that are applicable to the
proposed project:

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

22 See page 96for more detail.
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e Policy 4: Include provisions for safe and direct bicycle access to special development
areas and key corridors.

e Policy 5: Promote secure and conveniently located bicycle parking at destinations
throughout Oakland.

e Policy 8: Insure that the needs of bicyclist are considered in the design of new
development and redevelopment projects.

The 2007 BMP also contains requirements that new development provide both short-term
(i.e., bicycle racks) and long-term bicycle parking (i.e., lockers or indoor storage) for
bicycles.

(4) AC Transit Short-Range Transit Plan. AC Transit, the provider of bus transit
service in the project study area, has established goals related to transit service. These
goals are documented in the Short Range Transit Plan - FY 2003 to FY 2012 (AC Transit,
2004). Some of the major goals of AC Transit include:

e Goal 1: Provide High Quality, Useful Transit Service for Customers in the East Bay.
e Goal 4: Plan and Advocate for the Funding and Implementation of Future Projects.

e Work with City and Local agencies to make transit usage as safe, secure, reliable, and
quick as possible and to promote transit usage in the planning process.

e Promote “Transit First” development practices and increased funding for transit through
transit mitigation funding for new developments.

AC Transit has also established a Strategic Vision (AC Transit, 2002) to provide fast,
frequent, reliable service on a wide variety of routes with attractive vehicles and an easy-to-
use, affordable fare structure. Key elements of the AC Transit Strategic Vision include:
increased frequency of buses to reduce wait time; greater frequency of service during
midday, evening and owl travel times; an easy-to-use, integrated fare system; flexible
routes; adequate around-the-clock service; a redesigned network that matches travel
patterns and helps meet demand in the high-density urban core; gradual transition to “Bus
Rapid Transit” in the highest ridership corridors; and bus stop improvements including real-
time display of arrival times.

(5) BART Strategic Plan. BART, the provider of rail transit service in the project
study area, has established goals related to transit service. These goals are documented in
the 1999 BART Strategic Plan (BART, Updated in 2003). Some of the relevant goals of BART
include:

o Customer Experience: Goal 2: Maximize regional transit access, convenience, and ease
of use through effective coordination among transit providers.
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Strategies: Work with transit partners to improve feeder service for customers; support
the development of incentives to spur further improvements in the quality of transit
connections.

e Transit Travel Demand: Goal 3: Encourage and facilitate improvement access to and

from our stations by all modes.

Strategies: Improve access via taxis, shuttles, buses, walking, bicycles, and other
transit.

(6)

City of Oakland Standard Conditions of Approval. The City of Oakland’s

Standard Conditions of Approval that would apply to the proposed project are listed below.
The Conditions of Approval will be adopted as requirements of the proposed project if the
project is approved by the City to help ensure no significant impacts (for the applicable
topic) occur, as a result they are not listed as mitigation measures.

COA TRANS-1: Prior to the issuance of each building permit, the project sponsor and
construction contractor shall meet with the Transportation Services Division and other
appropriate City of Oakland agencies to determine traffic management strategies to
reduce, to the maximum extent feasible, traffic congestion and the effects of parking
demand by construction workers during construction of this project and other nearby
projects that could be simultaneously under construction. The project sponsor shall
develop a construction management plan for review and approval by the City
Transportation Services Division. The plan shall also be submitted to BART and AC
Transit for review and comment. The plan shall include at least the following items
and requirements:

A set of comprehensive traffic control measures, including scheduling of major
truck trips and deliveries to avoid peak traffic hours, detour signs if required, lane
closure procedures, signs, cones for drivers, and designated construction access
routes.

Notification procedures for adjacent property owners and public safety personnel
regarding when major deliveries, detours, and lane closures will occur.

Location of construction staging areas for materials, equipment, and vehicles
(must be located on the project site).

Identification of haul routes for movement of construction vehicles that would
minimize impacts on vehicular and pedestrian traffic, circulation and safety; and
provision for monitoring surface streets used for haul routes so that any damage
and debris attributable to the haul trucks can be identified and corrected by the
project applicant.

Temporary construction fences to contain debris and material and to secure the
site.

170
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e Provisions for removal of trash generated by project construction activity.

e A process for responding to, and tracking, complaints pertaining to construction
activity, including identification of an on-site complaint manager.

e Subject to City review and approval, prior to start of construction, a construction
worker transportation demand management (TDM) program shall be implemented
to encourage construction workers to carpool or use alternative transportation
modes in order to reduce the overall number of vehicle trips associated with
construction workers.

o Identification and maintenance of vehicular, bicycle, pedestrian and transit access
to and from the BART Station.

It is anticipated that this Construction Traffic Management Plan would be developed in
the context of a larger Construction Management Plan, which would address other
issues such as hours of construction on-site, limitations on noise and dust emissions,
and other applicable items.

2. Analysis Approach

Traffic impacts that could result from development of the proposed project are assessed at
the 25 study intersections under Existing, Cumulative Year 2015, and Cumulative Year 2030
conditions. Traffic generated by the proposed project is added to the baseline no project
conditions for each scenario to determine the potential impacts of the project. The
assumptions for the proposed project are described below.

a. Proposed Land Uses. The proposed MacArthur Transit Village would include 675
multi-family residential units (including below market rate and market-rate units), up to
44,000 square feet of commercial space, and 5,000 square feet of community space, to be
developed on the existing MacArthur BART station surface parking lot and surrounding
parcels. Approximately half of the existing 618 surface parking spaces would be removed,
and the remaining 300 spaces would be replaced in a parking garage.

b. Project Trip Generation. Table IV.C-12 summarizes the proposed project’s vehicle trip
generation. The trip generation for each project component is described below:

e Residential - The trip generation for the residential component of the project is
estimated using the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation (7*
Edition) data for condominiums. Considering the development’s location adjacent to the
BART station, a 38 percent transit-oriented trip reduction factor is applied for AM and
PM peak hours, and a 19 percent reduction is applied to daily trip generation. This
reduction factor is based on surveys at comparable sites in the Bay Area, as well as
review of literature on transit-oriented development travel patterns. A more detailed
discussion of this is in the Trip Generation memo included in Appendix F.
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Table IV.C-12  Project Vehicle Trip Generation

ITE Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Land Use Code | Amount Trips In Out | Total In Out | Total
Condominium® 230 675 DU 3,254 40 197 237 193 95 288
Residential Transit Reduction® Pegzim.g;/;% -618 -15 -75 -90 -73 -36 -109
Total Residential Trips 2,638 25 122 147 120 59 179
Commercial* ‘ 814 44 ksf 1,950 67 52 119 52 67 119
Commercial Transit Reduction® 5% -98 -3 -3 -6 -3 -3 -6
Total Commercial Trips 1,852 64 49 113 49 64 113
Community Space® ‘ 565 5 ksf 396 34 30 64 31 35 66
o et R
TOTAL 4,886 123 201 324 200 158 358

Notes: du = dwelling unit; ksf = 1,000 square feet.
2 Trip generation based on the regression equations for Residential Condominium/Townhouse (Land Use 230) in the Institute of
Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation (7" Edition, 2003), as presented below.

Daily Equation: Ln (T) = 0.85 Ln(X) + 2.55
AM Equation: Ln (T) = 0.80 Ln(X) + 0.26 (inbound = 17%, outbound = 83%)
PM Equation: Ln (T) = 0.82 Ln(X) + 0.32 (inbound = 67%, outbound = 33%)

Where: T = trip ends, Ln = natural logarithm, and X = number of dwelling units

® Residential transit reduction based on trip generation surveys at Bay Area TODs adjacent to BART stations; confirmed by data
presented in Recommended Trip Generation Adjustments for Transit-Oriented Developments in Oakland (Dowling Associates, April
2006), as well as Bay Area Transportation Surveys (BATS) 2000 data for households within 2 mile of BART stations. Transit reduction
for daily trip generation is lower to account for lower transit mode share for non-work trips.
< Daily and PM trip generation based on the rates for Specialty Commercial (Land Use 814) in the ITE Trip Generation (7" Edition), as
presented below.

Daily Rate: (M) =44.32 X)

PM Rate: (T) = 2.71 (X) (inbound = 44%, outbound = 56%)

Where: T = trip ends and X = 1,000 square feet

AM trip generation based on PM trip rate, with reversed inbound/outbound splits.
¢ Commercial transit reduction based on TOD literature on commercial trips, including Travel Characteristics of Transit-Oriented
Development in California (Lund, Cervero, and Wilson, 2004), and Ridership Impacts of Transit-Focused Development in California
(Cervero, 1994).

¢ Trip generation based on the average rates for Day Care Center (Land Use 565) in the ITE) Trip Generation (7" Edition), as presented
below.

Daily Rate: (M =79.26 X)
AM Rate: (T) =12.79 (X) (inbound = 53%, outbound = 47%)
PM Rate: (T) = 13.18 (X) (inbound = 47%, outbound = 53%)

Where: T = trip ends and X = 1,000 square feet

f The project includes removing approximately 300 of the existing 618 parking spaces in the BART lot. In the AM peak hour, any
change in trips to the parking lot will most likely continue to occur before the peak hour. To be conservative, we assume that BART
patrons currently entering and exiting the lot in the PM peak hour will continue to do so.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2007.
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e Commercial - Most of the designated commercial space is expected to be used as
neighborhood serving commercial space. Although a portion of the commercial space
(approximately 10,000 square feet) may be associated with the ground floor of the live/
work units. The trip generation for the commercial component of the project is
estimated using the ITE data for specialty commercial to present a conservative analysis.
Based on review of available literature, a 5 percent transit reduction factor is used.

e Community Space - The specific uses of the community space have not been
determined yet. This analysis conservatively assumes that the community space would
be used as a day care center. Thus, the ITE data for day care is used.

e BART Parking Garage - Although the proposed project would eliminate 300 of the
existing parking space in the BART parking garage, this analysis conservatively assumes
that the BART parking garage would continue to generate the same amount of peak
hour traffic as existing conditions, in order to present a “worst case” analysis.

The trip generation assumptions and methodology are described in more detail in the
MacArthur Transit Village Trip Generation Memorandum included in Appendix F.

Based on the assumptions described above, the project would generate approximately
4,886 new daily vehicle trips, 324 AM peak hour vehicle trips, and 358 PM peak hour vehicle
trips, as shown in Table IV.C-12. This trip generation is conservative in that it does not
account for the trips currently generated by the uses at the project site that would be
demolished.

C. Project Trip Distribution. Trip distribution is defined as the directions of approach
and departure that vehicles would use to arrive at and to depart from the site. The trip
distribution was primarily based on the results of the Alameda County Congestion
Management Agency’s (ACCMA) latest available Countywide Travel Demand Model. Since the
model is a regional model and does not accurately forecast local traffic, the trip distribution
was further refined based on characteristics of the surrounding roadway network, existing
traffic patterns, surrounding uses, and location of complimentary land uses.

Figures IV.C-14 and IV.C-15 show the estimated trip distribution and vehicle paths to and
from the proposed project for the residential and non-residential components of the project,
respectively.

d. Site Access and Circulation. The proposed project includes the following three
internal roadways.

e Frontage Road would be a north-south road on the west side of the project, adjacent to
the BART tracks, connecting 40" Street and MacArthur Boulevard and generally following
the existing alignment of Frontage Road. The intersections of Frontage Road with 40"
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Legend FIGURE IV.C-148B
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Legend FIGURE IV.C-15A
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Legend FIGURE IV.C-15B
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Street and West MacArthur Boulevard would be signalized with all movements allowed.
The north portion of Frontage Road would primarily be a two-way roadway used to
access the BART station and the Transit Village. The center portion of the roadway
(between Village Drive and the garage access) would be southbound only and restricted
to shuttle use only. The south portion of the roadway (between West MacArthur
Boulevard and the garage access) would be a two-way roadway primarily used to access
the BART parking garage.

e Village Drive would be an east-west roadway connecting Telegraph Avenue and
Frontage Road. The Telegraph Avenue/Village Drive intersection would be signalized
with all movements allowed at the intersection.

o Internal Street would be a north-south cul-de-sac in the center of the project site
connecting Village Drive with the residential parking facilities of the site.

The Frontage Road/West MacArthur Boulevard (#19) and Telegraph Avenue/Village Drive
(#25) intersections would be signalized as part of the proposed project,?® as described in
Chapter lll, Project Description.

3. Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This section evaluates the project’s potential adverse effects related to transportation,
circulation and parking and it considers vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. The section
begins with a detailed explanation of the significance criteria utilized to determine whether
an effect would be significant. Then traffic impacts are assessed at the study intersections
in the study area for the following scenarios:

e Existing Plus Project;

¢ Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline No Project;*

e Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline Plus Project;*

e Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline No Project;*® and

e Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Plus Project.”

2 Both intersections would satisfy the Caltrans peak hour signal warrant after project
completion.

¢ See page 123 for a definition of the scenario.
% 1bid.
% |bid.
2 |bid.
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An analysis of the project’s potential effects on air traffic patterns, emergency access,
traffic hazards, and pedestrian and bicycle facilities is provided following the analysis of
intersections. An assessment of parking, and transit, though not considered environmental
impacts under CEQA, is also provided.

a. Significance Criteria. The City of Oakland’s significance criteria were used to
determine if the proposed project would have a significant traffic impact.

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

e At a study, signalized intersection, the project would cause the level of service®® to
degrade to worse than LOS D (i.e., E).

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

e At a study, signalized intersection for all areas where the level of service is LOS F, the
project would cause (a) the total intersection average vehicle delay to increase by 2 or
more seconds, or (b) an increase in average delay for any of the critical movements of 4
seconds or more; or (c) the volume-to-capacity (“V/C”) ratio exceeds 3 percent (but only
if the delay values cannot be measured accurately).

e At a study, unsignalized intersection the project would add ten (10) or more vehicles
and after project completion satisfy the Caltrans peak hour volume warrant.

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

A project’s contribution to cumulative impacts is considered significant when the project
exceeds at least one of the intersection-related thresholds listed above under Cumulative
Year 2015 or 2030 Baseline Plus Project conditions.

28 Level of service and delay calculations for local intersections should be based on the Highway
Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, 2000 edition.
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(2) Other Thresholds.

e Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety risks.

o Substantially increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians due to a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) that does not comply with
Caltrans design standards or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).

e Result in less than two emergency access routes for streets exceeding 600 feet in
length.

e Fundamentally conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle routes).

b. Intersection Traffic Load and Capacity Analysis. The analysis of intersection
impacts is based on the process established by the City to prepare environmental analyses.
The Cumulative Year 2015 and 2030 intersection impacts were assessed using the latest
ACCMA Countywide Travel Demand Model (Countywide Model) released in March 2007.
Land use, employment, and population projections in the North Oakland area have been
updated by Hausrath Economic Group (HEG). The updated land use database includes other
approved and pending developments in the area surrounding the project site. The
Countywide Model, as modified by HEG, was used to forecast Cumulative Year 2015 and
2030 AM and PM peak-hour traffic volumes at the local intersections for the baseline
conditions

The main inputs to the Cumulative Year 2015 and 2030 forecasting processes are the model
outputs from the updated CMA Countywide Model and the existing traffic counts. However,
these model forecasts are not used directly to yield intersection turning movements. The
CMA model outputs are instead used as an input into the “Furnessing” process, which
“grows” existing turning movement volumes to reflect increases in roadway link volumes
determined from the CMA model.”® In each scenario (Cumulative Year 2015 and Cumulative
Year 2030), two versions of the CMA model were run - 2005 and the analysis year. The
2005 model corresponds to the existing level of development within the project study area.
The roadway segment growth between the 2005 and 2015 (and 2030) model runs is then
added to the existing turning movements based on the existing proportions between
left-turn/through/right-turn movements. In this way, the Cumulative Year 2015 and 2030

2 The Furness technique is used to modify projected (future) intersection turning movement
volumes based upon a comparison of existing traffic volume counts and the travel demand model
calibrated results. It uses mathematical formulae to balance roadway volumes approaching, and
departing from, the intersection and thus balances turning volumes that make sense compared to the
existing counts and model calibrated turning movements. This process improves the level of
confidence in the forecasted future turning movement volumes.
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analyses account for past, present, approved, pending, and reasonably foreseeable future
development.

The Cumulate Year 2015 and Year 2030 Baseline No Project forecasts assume no change at
the project site. Because the forecasts are based on existing traffic counts, traffic from the
existing uses on the site are represented in the Cumulative Year 2015 and Year 2030
Baseline No Project forecasts.

(1) Existing Plus Project Conditions Intersection Level of Service Analysis. Traffic
generated by the project was added to the existing intersection volumes to estimate the
Existing Plus Project condition intersection traffic volumes. Figure 1V.C-16 shows the AM and
PM peak hour intersection volumes under the Existing Plus Project conditions. No roadway
modifications are assumed to occur in this scenario except the modifications made by the
proposed project, and planned improvements on 40th Street and at Shattuck Avenue/52nd
Street intersection. Table IV.C-13 summarizes level of service at the study intersections
under Existing and Existing Plus Project scenarios. The level of service calculation sheets are
presented in Appendix F.

As shown in Table IV.C-13, all signalized and unsignalized study intersections would
operate at LOS D or better during both AM and PM peak hours in the Existing Plus Project
scenario. Thus, there are no significant impacts under Existing Plus Project conditions.

(2) Cumulative Year 2015 Intersection Level of Service Analysis.*®* The Cumulative
Year 2015 intersection volumes were estimated using the methodology previously
described. An overview of the Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline No Project scenario is
provided, followed by an analysis of the Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline Plus Project
scenario.

Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline No Project. Figure IV.C-17 shows the AM and PM
peak hour intersection volumes under the Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline No Project
conditions. No roadway modifications are assumed to occur except the modifications on
40™ Street and at the Shattuck Avenue/52™ Street (#1) and Broadway/MacArthur Boulevard
(#22) intersections as described previously. Table IV.C-14 summarizes level of service at the
study intersections under the Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline No Project conditions. The
level of service calculation sheets are presented in Appendix F.

As shown in Table IV.C-14, most study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or
better in Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline No Project scenario, except the following
intersections:

30 See page 123 for description of the scenario.
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Figure IV.C-17A

MacArthur Village Project EIR
Study Intersections (1-19)
Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline No Project Conditions
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MacArthur Village Project EIR
Study Intersections (20-25)
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MACARTHUR TRANSIT VILLAGE PROJECT EIR JANUARY 2008
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, STANDARD COAS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
C. TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

Table IV.C-13  Existing Plus Project Intersection Level of Service Summary

Existing No Project EX|st|n_g Plus Signifi-
Traffic Time Project cance
No. Intersection Control Period LOS Delay LOS Delay Yes/No
. AM D 54.3 D 49.8 No
1 Shattuck Avenue/52" Street Signal
PM D 51.3 D 38.2 No
Telegraph Avenue/52™ Street/ . AM B 17.7 B 17.7 No
2 Signal
Claremont Avenue PM B 18.8 C 20.2 No
3 Tel h A /517 Street i | AM D 39.1 D 39.2 No
elegra venue/51* Stree igna
arap E PM D 47.1 D 47.5 No
Martin Luther King Jr. Way/ ‘ AM C 26.8 C 335 No
4 47" Street/Westbound SR-24 Signal No
PM B 11.0 B 11.1
On-Ramp
5 Martin Luther King Jr. Way/ Signal AM A 9.0 A 9.0 No
45" Street 9 PM A 9.0 A 9.1 No
6 |Telegraph Avenue/45® Street | Signal AM 8 10.3 A 9.7 No
elegra venue/45" Stree igna
arap 9 PM A 6.8 A 7.0 No
. AM B 17.6 B 17.8 No
7 Market Street/40" Street Signal
PM C 25.0 C 25.2 No
) AM B 13.8 B 13.8 No
8 West Street/40™ Street Signal
PM B 17.4 B 17.4 No
9 Martin Luther King Jr. Way/ Signal AM B 13.9 B 13.9 No
40" Street 9 PM B 19.9 B 16.5 No
AM B 10.2 B 12.5 No
10 |Frontage Road/40" Street S.SSC/a
Signal PM B 13.8 A 8.7 No
BART parking access (west)/ AM B 13.8
11 N/A N/A
40™ Street 555¢ PM C 17.5 / /
BART parking access (east)/ AM B 14.6
12 40" Street 535¢C PM C 17.9 N/A N/A
13 |Telegraph Avenue/40” Street | Signal | ¢ 239 ;i 189 No
elegra venue/40" Stree igna
grap 9 PM c 28.6 C 25.7 No
BART parking access/ AM C 19.3
14 Telegraph Avenue 53¢ PM C 21.4 N/A N/A
AM B 14.8 B 14.7 No
15 |Telegraph Avenue/38™ Street SSSC
PM C 21.6 C 24.6 No
Market Street/MacArthur . AM B 16.8 B 16.8 No
16 Signal
Boulevard PM C 31.6 C 34.1 No
West Street/MacArthur . AM B 12.3 B 12.4 No
17 Signal
Boulevard PM B 14.1 B 14.4 No
18 Martin Luther King Jr. Way/ Signal AM A 9.0 A 9.9 No
MacArthur Boulevard 9 PM B 11.5 B 13.3 No
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JANUARY 2008 MACARTHUR TRANSIT VILLAGE PROJECT EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, STANDARD COAS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
C. TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

Table IV.C-13  Existing Plus Project Intersection Level of Service Summary

Existing No Project EX|st|n_g Plus Signifi-
Traffic Time Project cance
No. Intersection Control Period LOS Delay LOS Delay Yes/No
19 Frontage Road/ SSSC/ AM B 14.6 A 7.0 No
MacArthur Boulevard Signal® PM C 15.7 B 14.1 No
Telegraph Avenue/ . AM B 18.8 B 15.5 No
20 Signal
MacArthur Boulevard PM B 14.4 D 39.0 No
Webster Street/ . AM A 8.7 A 8.7 No
21 Signal
MacArthur Boulevard PM B 11.4 B 11.5 No
Broadway/ . AM D 54.7 D 54.6 No
22 Signal
MacArthur Boulevard PM D 42.0 D 42.0 No
23 | Telegraph Avenue/34" Street | Signal | M A 08 A 7 No
elegra venue/34" Stree igna
arap d PM B 13.0 B 12.9 No
24 | Tel h A /27" Street i | AM C 23.1 C 22.9 No
elegra venue/27" Stree igna
arap 9 PM C 21.8 C 21.8 No
Telegraph Avenue/ . AM B 15.7 No
2 | N/A N/A
> Village Drive Signa PM / / A 8.1 No

Notes: N/A = Intersection does not exist under this scenario.
Bold indicates significant impact.
The LOS/Delay for Side-Street Stop-Control (SSSC) intersections represents the worst movement or approach; for Signalized
intersections, the LOS/Delay represents overall intersection.

* Intersection is currently side-street stop-controlled, but will be signalized as part of the project.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2007.

#1  The signalized Shattuck Avenue/52" Street intersection would operate at LOS E during
the AM peak hour.

#3  The signalized Telegraph Avenue/51* Street intersection would operate at LOS E
during both AM and PM peak hours.

#14 The side-street stop-controlled eastbound approach of Telegraph Avenue/BART
Parking Access intersection would operate at LOS E during the AM peak hour.

#15 The side-street stop-controlled westbound approach of Telegraph Avenue/38" Street
intersection would operate at LOS F during the PM peak hour.

#22 The signalized Broadway/MacArthur Boulevard intersection would operate at LOS E
during the PM peak hour.

Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline Plus Project Conditions Intersection Level of
Service Analysis. Traffic generated by the project was added to the Cumulative 2015
Baseline No Project intersection volumes to estimate the Cumulative 2015 Baseline Plus
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MACARTHUR TRANSIT VILLAGE PROJECT EIR JANUARY 2008
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, STANDARD COAS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
C. TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

Table IV.C-14 Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline Intersection Level of Service
Summary

Cumulative Year Cumulative Year
2015 Baseline No | 2015 Baseline Plus Signifi-
Traffic Time Project Project cance
No. Intersection Control Period LOS Delay LOS Delay Yes/No
: Shattuck Avenue/ Signal AM E 61.1 E 61.6 No
521 Street 9 PM D 42.5 D 43.3 No
S oo T I I - T I = I
9 PM D 37.3 D 38.9
Claremont Avenue
3 Telegraph Avenue/ Signal AM E 65.5 E 66.7 No
51+ Street 9 PM E 64.6 E 66.8* Yes
Martin Luther Ki W
4 4761‘: ;:rezt/ ?/\;esltr:)?)-ll.lrnd Sag/ Signal AM ¢ 32.8 D 39.6 No
9 PM B 13.7 B 14.5 No
24 On-Ramp
5 Martin Luther King Jr. Way/ Signal AM A 9.5 A 9.6 No
45" Street 9 PM A 9.7 A 9.7 No
6 Telegraph Avenue/ Signal AM B 12.1 B 11.7 No
45" Street 9 PM A 10.0 B 10.3 No
AM C 20.0 C 20.4 No
th H
7 Market Street/40™ Street Signal PM C 25 1 C 25 3 No
AM B 16.4 B 16.4 No
th H
8 West Street/40" Street Signal PM C 20.0 C 21.0 No
9 Martin Luther King Jr. Way/ Signal AM B 14.8 B 15.1 No
40" Street 9 PM B 18.9 C 19.2 No
10 Frontage Road/ Signal AM A 7.2 A 8.9 No
40" Street 9 PM B 10.1 A 7.5 No
BART parking access west)/ AM B 12.8
1 40" Street 555¢C PM C 15.3 N/A N/A
BART parking access (east)/ AM B 13.9
12 40" Street 5SSC PM C 15.4 N/A N/A
13 Telegraph Avenue/ Signal AM C 29.1 C 26.4 No
40" Street 9 PM D 44.2 D 42.3 No
BART parking access/ AM E 40.4
14 Telegraph Avenue 53¢ PM D 28.2 N/A N/A
15 Telegraph Avenue/ $SSC AM C 15.6 C 15.3 No
38" Street PM F 81.3 F 87.8 No
16 Market Street/ Signal AM D 38.9 D 40.0 No
MacArthur Boulevard 9 PM D 53.6 E 55.3 Yes
17 West Street/ Signal AM B 14.7 B 15.0 No
MacArthur Boulevard 9 PM B 17.0 B 18.3 No
18 Martin Luther King Jr. Way/ Signal AM A 9.1 B 10.4 No
MacArthur Boulevard 9 PM B 14.7 B 15.5 No
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JANUARY 2008 MACARTHUR TRANSIT VILLAGE PROJECT EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, STANDARD COAS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
C. TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

Table IV.C-14 Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline Intersection Level of Service
Summary

Cumulative Year Cumulative Year
2015 Baseline No | 2015 Baseline Plus Signifi-
Traffic Time Project Project cance
No. Intersection Control Period LOS Delay LOS Delay Yes/No
19 Frontage Road/ SSSC/ AM B 14.8 A 7.3 No
MacArthur Boulevard Signal* PM C 21.6 B 11.2 No
20 Telegraph Avenue/ Signal AM C 21.7 C 25.9 No
MacArthur Boulevard 9 PM D 39.5 D 39.1 No
21 Webster Street/ Signal AM B 10.3 B 10.3 No
MacArthur Boulevard 9 PM B 12.2 B 12.3 No
22 Broadway/ Signal AM D 47.7 D 50.5 No
MacArthur Boulevard PM E 60.5 E 60.6 No
Telegraph Avenue/ . AM A 9.4 A 9.6 No
23 |34 Street Signal PM B 15.5 B 15.3 No
Telegraph Avenue/ . AM C 24.8 C 24.8 No
24 1 27% Street Signal PM C 23.7 C 23.9 No
Telegraph Avenue/ . AM B 10.1 No
2> |Village Drive Signal PM N/A N/A B 17.2 No
Notes: N/A = Intersection does not exist under this scenario.

Bold indicates significant impact.
The LOS/Delay for Side-Street Stop-Control (SSSC) intersections represents the worst movement or approach; for
Signalized intersections, the LOS/Delay represents overall intersection.

* The average delay of a critical movement would increase by more than 6 seconds.

* Intersection is currently side-street stop-controlled, but will be signalized as part of the project.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2007.

Project condition intersection traffic volumes. Figure IV.C-18 shows the AM and PM peak
hour intersection volumes under the Cumulative 2015 Baseline Plus Project conditions. No
roadway modifications are assumed to occur except the modifications made by the
proposed project. Table IV.C-14 compares the intersection level of service under Cumulative
Year 2015 Baseline Plus Project conditions to the Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline No Project
conditions. The level of service calculation sheets are presented in Appendix F.

As shown in Table IV.C-14, most study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or
better during both AM and PM peak hours under Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline Plus Project
conditions. Although the following intersections would operate at an unacceptable LOS E or
LOS F under Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline Plus Project conditions, the proposed project
would not cause a significant impact.
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Figure IV.C-18A

MacArthur Village Project EIR
Study Intersections (1-19)
Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline Plus Project Conditions
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Figure IV.C-18B

MacArthur Village Project EIR
Study Intersections (20-25)
Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline Plus Project Conditions

SOURCE: FEHR & PEERS, 2007.
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MACARTHUR TRANSIT VILLAGE PROJECT EIR JANUARY 2008
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, STANDARD COAS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
C. TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

#1 The signalized Shattuck Avenue/52™ Street intersection would continue to operate at
LOS E with the addition of project traffic during the AM peak hour. However, the
project would not cause a significant impact because the addition of project traffic
would not increase total intersection average delay by more than the 4-second
threshold of significance or increase average delay for any of the critical movements
by more than the 6-second threshold of significance.

#15 The side-street stop-controlled westbound approach of Telegraph Avenue/38" Street
intersection would continue to operate at LOS F with the addition of project traffic
during the PM peak hour. However, the intersection would not satisfy the Caltrans
peak hour signal warrant after completion of the project.

#22 The signalized Broadway/MacArthur Boulevard intersection would continue to operate
at LOS E with the addition of project traffic during the PM peak hour. However, the
project would not cause a significant impact because the addition of project traffic
would not increase total intersection average delay by more than the 4-second
threshold of significance or increase average delay for any of the critical movements
by more than the 6-second threshold of significance.

The project would eliminate the Telegraph Avenue/BART Parking Access intersection (#14)
which would operate at LOS E during the AM peak hour under Cumulative Year 2015
Baseline No Project conditions.

The project would result in the following impacts under Cumulative Year 2015 conditions.
Table IV.C-15 summarizes intersections LOS and delay after the implementation of the
mitigation measures.

Impact TRANS-1: The addition of project traffic would cause a significant impact at the
Telegraph Avenue/51* Street intersection (#3) under Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline
Plus Project conditions. The project would contribute to LOS E operations during the
PM peak hour and increase critical movement average delay by more than 6 seconds.

(S)

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: Optimize signal timing (i.e., adjust the allocation of
green time for each intersection approach) at the Telegraph Avenue/51* Street
intersection and coordinate signal phasing and timing with the adjacent Telegraph
Avenue/52™ Street and Claremont Avenue intersection and other intersections in the
same coordination group. To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall
submit a signal optimization plan to City of Oakland’s Transportation Services Division
for review and approval. The plan shall consist of signal timing parameters for the
signals in the coordination group. The project sponsor shall fund the cost of
preparing and implementing the plan.
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JANUARY 2008 MACARTHUR TRANSIT VILLAGE PROJECT EIR

IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, STANDARD COAS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
C. TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

Table IV.C-15 Cumulative Year 2015 Baseline Plus Project Mitigated
Intersection Level of Service Summary

Cumulative Year Cumulative Year
2015 Baseline Plus | 2015 Baseline Plus
Traffic Time Project Project Mitigated
No. Intersection Control Period LOS Delay LOS Delay
AM E 66.7 E 66.7
Tel h A 1 i |
3 elegraph Avenue/ 51 Street Signa PM E 66.8 E 63.2
AM D 40.0 D 40.0
1 Market Street/MacArthur Boul d i |
6 arket Street/MacArthur Boulevar Signa PM E 55.3 C 24.4
Notes: Bold indicates significant impact.
The LOS/Delay for signalized intersections, the LOS/Delay represents overall intersection.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2007.

As shown in Table IV.C-15, after implementation of this measure, the intersection
would continue to operate at LOS E during the PM peak hour. However, the increase in
average delay for the critical movements would be reduced to less than the 6-second
threshold of significance. No significant effects would result from implementation of
this measure. (LTS)

Impact TRANS-2: The addition of project traffic would cause a significant impact at the

Market Street/MacArthur Boulevard intersection (#16) under Cumulative Year 2015
Baseline Plus Project conditions. The project would degrade intersection operations

from

LOS D to LOS E during the PM peak hour. (S)

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2: Change the signal cycle length to 90 seconds and
optimize signal timing (i.e., adjust the allocation of green time for each intersection
approach) at the Market Street/MacArthur Boulevard intersection. To implement this
measure, the project sponsor shall submit a signal optimization plan to City of
Oakland’s Transportation Services Division for review and approval. The plan shall
consist of signal timing parameters for the Market Street/MacArthur Boulevard
intersection. The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and implementing
the plan.

As shown in Table IV.C-15, after implementation of this measure, the intersection
would operate at LOS C during the PM peak hours. No significant effects would result
from implementation of this measure. (LTS)
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MACARTHUR TRANSIT VILLAGE PROJECT EIR JANUARY 2008
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, STANDARD COAS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
C. TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

(3) Cumulative Year 2030 Condition Intersection Level of Service Analysis.?' The
Cumulative 2030 intersection volumes were estimated using the methodology previously
described. An overview of the Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline No Project scenario is
provided, followed by an analysis of the Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Plus Project
scenario.

Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline No Project. Figure IV.C-19 shows the AM and PM
peak hour intersection volumes under the Cumulative 2030 Baseline No Project conditions.
No roadway modifications are assumed to occur except the modifications on 40™ Street and
at the Shattuck Avenue/52™ Street (#1) and Broadway/MacArthur Boulevard (#22)
intersection as described previously. Table IV.C-16 summarizes level of service at the study
intersections under the Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline No Project conditions. The level of
service calculation sheets are presented in Appendix F.

As shown in Table IV.C-16, the majority of the study intersections would continue to operate
at LOS D or better under Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline No Project conditions except the
following intersections;

#1  The signalized Shattuck Avenue/52" Street intersection would operate at LOS F during
the AM peak hour.

#2 The signalized Telegraph Avenue/52™ Street and Claremont Avenue intersection
would operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour and LOS E during the PM peak hour.

#3  The signalized Telegraph Avenue/51* Street intersection would operate at LOS F
during both AM and PM peak hours.

#7  The signalized Market Street/40™ Street intersection would operate at LOS E during the
AM peak hour.

#13 The signalized Telegraph Avenue/40™ Street intersection would operate at LOS E
during the AM peak hour and LOS F during the PM peak hour.

#14 The side-street stop-controlled eastbound approach of Telegraph Avenue/BART
Parking Access intersection would operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour and LOS
E during the PM peak hour.

#15 The side-street stop-controlled westbound approach of Telegraph Avenue/38" Street
intersection would operate at LOS F during the PM peak hour.

#16 The signalized Market Street/MacArthur Boulevard intersection would operate at LOS F
during both AM and PM peak hours.

#20 The signalized Telegraph Avenue/MacArthur Boulevard intersection would operate at
LOS F during the PM peak hour.

31 See page 123 for description of the scenario.
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Figure IV.C-19A

MacArthur Village Project EIR
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Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline No Project Conditions
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JANUARY 2008 MACARTHUR TRANSIT VILLAGE PROJECT EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, STANDARD COAS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
C. TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

#22 The signalized Broadway/MacArthur Boulevard intersection would operate at LOS F
during both AM and PM peak hours.

Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Plus Project. Traffic generated by the project was
added to the Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline No Project intersection volumes to estimate the
Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Plus Project intersection traffic volumes. Figure IV.C-20
shows the AM and PM peak hour intersection volumes under the Cumulative Year 2030
Baseline Plus Project conditions. No roadway modifications are assumed to occur except the
modifications made by the proposed project. Table IV.C-16 compares the intersection level
of service under Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Plus Project conditions to the Cumulative
Year 2030 Baseline No Project conditions. The level of service calculation sheets are
presented in Appendix F.

As shown in Table IV.C-16, most study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or
better during both AM and PM peak hours under Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Plus Project
conditions. Although the following intersections would operate at unacceptable LOS E or
LOS F under Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Plus Project conditions, the proposed project
would not cause a significant impact.

#1 The signalized Shattuck Avenue/52™ Street intersection would continue to operate at
LOS F with the addition of project traffic during the AM peak hour. However, the
project would not cause a significant impact because the addition of project traffic
would not increase total intersection average delay by more than the 2-second
threshold of significance or increase average delay for any of the critical movements
by more than the 4-second threshold of significance.

#7  The signalized Market Street/40™ Street intersection would continue to operate at LOS
E with the addition of project traffic during the AM peak hour. However, the project
would not cause a significant impact because the addition of project traffic would not
increase total intersection average delay by more than the 4-second threshold of
significance or increase average delay for any of the critical movements by more than
the 6-second threshold of significance.

#15 The side-street stop-controlled westbound approach of Telegraph Avenue/38™" Street
intersection would continue to operate at LOS F with the addition of project traffic
during the PM peak hour. However, the intersection would not satisfy the Caltrans
peak hour signal warrant after completion of the project.

The project would also eliminate the Telegraph Avenue/BART Parking Access intersection
(#14) which would operate at LOS E during the AM peak hour under Cumulative Year 2030
Baseline No Project conditions.
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Figure IV.C-20A

MacArthur Village Project EIR
Study Intersections (1-19)
Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Plus Project Conditions
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MACARTHUR TRANSIT VILLAGE PROJECT EIR JANUARY 2008
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, STANDARD COAS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
C. TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

Table IV.C-16 Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Intersection Level of Service
Summary

Cumulative Year Cumulative Year
203OBas.eIine No 2030 Basgline Plus Signifi-
Traffic | Time Project Project cance
No. Intersection Control | Period LOS Delay LOS Delay Yes/No
AM F 82.4 F 82.8 No
nd i
1 Shattuck Avenue/52" Street Signal PM D 48.7 D 49.6 No
> Telegraph Avenue/52™ Street/ Signal AM F >120 F >120* Yes
Claremont Avenue 9 PM E 70.1 E 72.9% Yes
. . AM F >120 F >120* Yes
3 Telegraph Avenue/51¢ Street Signal PM F 110.3 F 113.7+ Yes
Martin Luther Ki W
4 4;‘:tgr;re2:/vfl;stlgcg>:r:d 5%4 Signal AM D 393 D 46.7 No
9 PM C 31.6 D 35.4 No
On-Ramp
5 Martin Luther King Jr. Way/ Signal AM B 10.6 B 10.7 No
45" Street 9 PM B 11.1 B 11.2 No
AM B 16.8 B 17.2 No
th i
6 Telegraph Avenue/45™ Street Signal PM C 26.7 C 30.7 No
AM E 63.3 E 66.0 No
th H
7 Market Street/40" Street Signal PM D 35.9 D 36.7 No
AM B 18.1 B 18.3 No
th i
8 West Street/40" Street Signal PM D 52.8 E 58.2 Yes
9 Martin Luther King Jr. Way/ Signal AM B 17.3 C 20.3 No
40" Street 9 PM C 23.0 C 31.7 No
AM A 9.0 B 12.1 No
th i
10 Frontage Road/40" Street Signal PM B 13.0 A 96 No
BART parking access (west)/ AM B 13.5
1 40" Street 555C PM C 15.7 N/A N/A
BART parking access (east)/ AM B 14.6
12 40" Street 555C PM C 15.6 N/A N/A
AM E 74.9 F 82.8 Yes
th i
13 [Telegraph Avenue/40" Street Signal PM F 92.2 F 90,5 Yes
BART parking access/ AM F >90
14 Telegraph Avenue 5S5¢ PM E 47.0 N/A N/A
AM C 24.0 D 27.2 No
th
15 Telegraph Avenue/38" Street SSSC PM F >90 E ~90 No
16 Market Street/ Signal AM F >120 F >120* Yes
MacArthur Boulevard 9 PM F >120 F >120* Yes
17 West Street/ Signal AM D 36.7 D 36.2 No
MacArthur Boulevard 9 PM C 26.6 C 28.1 No
18 Martin Luther King Jr. Way/ Signal AM B 10.6 B 14.0 No
MacArthur Boulevard 9 PM B 17.7 C 25.0 No
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JANUARY 2008 MACARTHUR TRANSIT VILLAGE PROJECT EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, STANDARD COAS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
C. TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

Table IV.C-16 Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Intersection Level of Service
Summary

Cumulative Year Cumulative Year
2030Baseline No 2030 Baseline Plus Signifi-
Traffic | Time Project Project cance
No. Intersection Control | Period LOS Delay LOS Delay Yes/No
19 Frontage Road/ SSSC/ AM (@ 15.3 A 7.2 No
MacArthur Boulevard Signal * PM C 17.1 B 16.3 No
20 Telegraph Avenue/ Signal AM D 50.2 E 63.9 Yes
MacArthur Boulevard 9 PM F 106.5 F 102.3 No
21 Webster Street/ Signal AM B 12.7 B 12.8 No
MacArthur Boulevard 9 PM B 14.1 B 14.2 No
22 Broadway/ Signal AM F 82.5 F 85.0* Yes
MacArthur Boulevard PM F 119.7 F >120 No
AM B 11.8 B 11.9 No
th H
23 Telegraph Avenue/34™" Street Signal PM C 217 C 21.8 No
AM D 46.8 D 48.4 No
th H
24 | Telegraph Avenue/27" Street Signal PM D 40.2 D 44.0 No
Telegraph Avenue/Village . AM B 15.5 No
2> | Drive Signal PM N/A N/A B 16.8 No
Notes: N/A = Intersection does not exist under this scenario.

Bold indicates significant impacts.
The LOS/Delay for Side-Street Stop-Control (SSSC) intersections represents the worst movement or approach; for
Signalized intersections, the LOS/Delay represents overall intersection.

* The average delay of a critical movement would increase by more than 4 seconds.

* Intersection is currently side-street stop-controlled, but will be signalized as part of the project.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2007.

The project would result in the following impacts under Cumulative Year 2030 conditions.
Table IV.C-17 summarizes intersections LOS and delay after the implementation of the
mitigation measures.

Impact TRANS-3: The addition of project traffic would cause a significant impact at the
Telegraph Avenue/52™ Street and Claremont Avenue intersection (#2) under
Cumulative 2030 Baseline Plus Project conditions. The project would contribute to LOS
F operations and increase intersection average delay by more than 2 seconds during
the AM peak hour; would contribute to LOS E operations and increase critical
movement average delay by more than 6 seconds during the PM peak hour. (S)
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MACARTHUR TRANSIT VILLAGE PROJECT EIR JANUARY 2008
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, STANDARD COAS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
C. TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

Table IV.C-17 Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Plus Project Mitigated Intersection
Level of Service Summary

Cumulative Year Cumulative Year
2030 Baseline Plus | 2030 Baseline Plus
Traffic Time Project Project Mitigated
No. Intersection Control Period LOS Delay LOS Delay
? Telegraph Avenue/52™ Street/ Signal AM F >120 F >120
Claremont Avenue 9 PM E 729 C 31.6
. . AM F >120 F >120
3 Telegraph Avenue/51¢ Street Signal PM E 113.7 F 109.2
AM B 18.3 B 18.3
th i
8 West Street/40" Street Signal PM E 58.2 A 76
AM F 82.8 D 54.5
th i
13 Telegraph Avenue/40™ Street Signal PM E 90.5 D 535
. AM F >120 C 34.4
16 Market Street/MacArthur Boulevard Signal PM E 5120 C 336
Telegraph Avenue/ . AM E 63.9 D 53.8
20 Signal
MacArthur Boulevard PM F 102.3 E 68.5
. AM F 85.0 F 85.0
22 Broadway/MacArthur Boulevard Signal PM F 5120 F 5120
Notes: Bold indicates significant impacts.

The LOS/Delay for signalized intersections, the LOS/Delay represents overall intersection.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2007.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3: Implement the following measures:

Prohibit left-turns from northbound Telegraph Avenue into westbound 52™ Street
during the peak commute times (i.e., 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00
p.m.). Currently, a small volume of traffic uses this movement (about 10 peak
hour vehicles), which can be diverted to 51st Street. Thus, the peak hour
prohibition on left-turns would not result in excessive and circuitous diversions.

Change signal cycle length to 120 seconds and optimizing signal timing (i.e.,
adjust the allocation of green time for each intersection approach) at the
Telegraph Avenue/52™ Street and Claremont Avenue intersection; coordinate
signal timing and phasing with the adjacent Telegraph Avenue/51* Street
intersection and other intersections in the same coordination group.

To implement these measures, the project sponsor shall submit the following to
City of Oakland’s Transportation Services Division for review and approval:
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Signing plans to prohibit left-turns from northbound Telegraph Avenue into
westbound 52nd Street.

Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group.

The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and implementing these plans.

As shown in Table IV.C-17, after implementation of this measure, the intersection
would continue to operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour. However, the increase in
intersection average delay would be reduced to less than the two-second threshold of
significance. The intersection would operate at LOS C during the PM peak hour after
implementation of this measure. The increase in signal cycle length may result in
additional delay for pedestrians and bicycles. However, no significant effects would
result from implementation of this measure. (LTS)

Impact TRANS-4: The addition of project traffic would cause a significant impact at the

Telegraph Avenue/51* Street intersection (#3) under Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline
Plus Project conditions. The project would contribute to LOS F operations during both
AM and PM peak hours; would increase critical movement average delay by more than
4 seconds during the AM peak hour; and would increase intersection average delay by
more than 2 seconds during the PM peak hour. (S)

Mitigation Measure TRANS-4: Implement the following measures:

Change signal cycle length to 120 seconds and optimize signal timing (i.e., adjust
the allocation of green time for each intersection approach) at the Telegraph
Avenue/51¢ Street intersection and coordinate signal phasing and timing with the
adjacent Telegraph Avenue/52™ Street and Claremont Avenue intersection and
other intersections in the same coordination group. To implement this measure,
the project sponsor shall submit a signal optimization plan to City of Oakland’s
Transportation Services Division for review and approval. The plan shall consist of
signal timing parameters for the signals in the coordination group. The project
sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and implementing the plan.

As shown in Table IV.C-17, after changing the signal cycle and turns, the
intersection would continue to operate at LOS F during the PM peak hour, and the
increase in average delay for the critical movements would continue to be more
than the 4-second threshold of significance. Thus, this measure is not sufficient to
mitigate the impact to a less-than-significant level. In addition, the increase in
signal cycle length may result in additional delay for pedestrians and bicycles.
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e To help further minimize impacts at this intersection, a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) program shall be implemented at the project site to encourage
more residents and employees to shift from driving alone to other modes of
travel. Potential TDM measures may include, but are not limited to, transit ticket
subsidies, awareness programs, direct transit sales, providing a guaranteed ride
home program, and parking management strategies. The effectiveness of the TDM
program shall be regularly monitored, and if necessary adjusted to meet its goals.
The project applicant shall submit the TDM program to the City for its review and
approval. The plan shall also be submitted to BART for review and comment. The
project applicant shall also be responsible for funding and implementing the TDM
program.

The components of the proposed TDM program have not been finalized.
Additionally, it is difficult to accurately predict a TDM program’s effectiveness and
to quantify the effects on reducing project trip generation. To present a
conservative analysis, this study assumes that the intersection would continue to
operate at LOS F with the implementation of this mitigation measure. Thus, these
measures will partially mitigate the impact, but are not sufficient to mitigate the
impact to a less-than-significant level. (SU)

The following measure was also evaluated for Impact TRANS-4, but was found to be
infeasible:

e Intersection operations at this intersection could be improved by providing a second
left-turn lane or a third through lane on southbound Telegraph Avenue. Although these
improvements would increase the intersection capacity, they are not feasible because
they would require elimination of a great number of heavily used metered on-street
parking spaces or additional right-of-way that is not available.

The total project trip generation must be reduced by 26 percent (by about 94 trips from 358
nhew trips to 264 new trips) during the PM peak hour to reduce the project impact to a less-
than-significant level. This corresponds to approximately 410 fewer residential units or
36,000 fewer square feet of commercial space (see analysis of the Reduced Build/Site
Alternative in Chapter V).

Impact TRANS-5: The addition of project traffic would cause a significant impact at the
West Street/40" Street intersection (#8) under Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Plus
Project conditions. The project would degrade intersection operations from LOS D to
LOS E in the PM peak hour. (S)

Mitigation Measure TRANS-5: Optimize signal timing (i.e., adjust the allocation of
green time for each intersection approach) at the West Street/40™ Street intersection.
To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit a signal optimization
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plan to City of Oakland’s Transportation Services Division for review and approval. The
plan shall consist of signal timing parameters for the West Street/40" Street
intersection. The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and implementing
the plan.

As shown in Table IV.C-17, after implementation of this measure, the intersection
would operate at LOS A during the PM peak hour. No significant effects would result
from implementation of this measure. (LTS)

Impact TRANS-6: The addition of project traffic would cause a significant impact at the
Telegraph Avenue/40™ Street intersection (#13) under Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline
Plus Project conditions. During both AM and PM peak hours, the project would degrade
intersection operations from LOS E to LOS F in the AM peak hour, and contribute to
LOS F operations and would increase critical movement average delay by more than 4
seconds during the PM peak hours. (S)

Mitigation Measure TRANS-6: Implement the following measures:

e Provide protected/permitted left-turn phasing on eastbound and westbound 40"
Street approaches.

e Change signal cycle length to 120 seconds during the AM peak hours and 105
seconds during the PM peak hour, and optimize signal timing (i.e., adjust the
allocation of green time for each intersection approach) at the Telegraph
Avenue/40™ Street intersection. The change in signal cycle length may also require
coordination with other intersections in the same coordination group.

To implement these measures, the project sponsor shall submit the following to City
of Oakland’s Transportation Services Division for review and approval:

e Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify intersection to provide left-
turn phasing on eastbound and westbound 40™ Street approaches.

« Signal timing plans for the signals in the coordination group.

The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and implementing these plans.

As shown in Table IV.C-17, after implementation of these measures, the intersection
would operate at LOS D during both AM and PM peak hours. The increase in signal
cycle length may result in additional delay for pedestrians and bicycles. However, no
significant effects would result from implementation of this measure. (LTS)

Impact TRANS-7: The addition of project traffic would cause a significant impact at the
Market Street/MacArthur Boulevard intersection (#16) under Cumulative Year 2030
Baseline Plus Project conditions. The project would contribute to LOS F operations, and

205
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would increase intersection average delay by more than 2 seconds, during both AM
and PM peak hours. (S)

Mitigation Measure TRANS-7: The impact shall be mitigated by the following:

e Stripe a left-turn lane on northbound Market Street at MacArthur Boulevard. The
left-turn lane can be accommodated within the existing right-of-way, but may
result in loss of a few on-street parking and relocation of an AC Transit bus stop
on northbound Market Street.

e Change signal cycle length to 110 seconds during the AM peak hour and 90
seconds during the PM peak hour, and optimize signal timing (i.e., adjust the
allocation of green time for each intersection approach) at the Market
Street/MacArthur Boulevard intersection.

To implement these measures, the project sponsor shall submit the following to City
of Oakland’s Transportation Services Division for review and approval:

e Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to stripe a left-turn lane on northbound
Market Street at MacArthur Boulevard.

e Signal timing plans for the Market Street/MacArthur Boulevard intersection.

The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and implementing these plans.

As shown in Table IV.C-17, after implementation of these measures, the intersection
would operate at LOS C during both AM and PM peak hours. The increase in signal
cycle length may result in additional delay for pedestrians and bicycles. However, no
significant effects would result from implementation of this measure. (LTS)

Impact TRANS-8: The addition of project traffic would cause a significant impact at the

Telegraph Avenue/MacArthur Boulevard intersection (#20) under Cumulative Year
2030 Baseline Plus Project conditions. The project would degrade intersection
operations from LOS D to LOS E in the AM peak hour. (S)

Mitigation Measure TRANS-8: Implement the following measures:

e Provide protected/permitted left-turn phasing on northbound and southbound
Telegraph Avenue approaches.

e Change signal cycle length to 120 seconds and optimize signal timing (i.e., adjust
the allocation of green time for each intersection approach) at the Telegraph
Avenue/MacArthur Boulevard intersection. Signal phasing and timing shall also be
coordinated with other intersections in the same coordination group.

To implement this measure, the project sponsor shall submit the following to City of
Oakland’s Transportation Services Division for review and approval:

206
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Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) to modify intersection to provide left-
turn phasing on northbound and southbound Telegraph Avenue approaches.

Signal timing parameters for the signals in the coordination group.

The project sponsor shall fund the cost of preparing and implementing the plan.

As shown in Table IV.C-17, after implementation of this measure, the intersection
would operate at LOS D during the AM peak hour and LOS E during the PM peak hour.
The increase in signal cycle length may result in additional delay for pedestrians and
bicycles. No significant effects would result from implementation of this measure.
(LTS)

Impact TRANS-9: The addition of project traffic would cause a significant impact at the

Broadway/MacArthur Boulevard intersection (#22) under Cumulative Year 2030
Baseline Plus Project conditions. The project would contribute to LOS F operations and
would increase intersection average delay by more than 2 seconds during the AM peak

hour. (S)

Mitigation Measure TRANS-9: Implement the following measures:

To help further minimize impacts at this intersection, a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) program shall be implemented at the project site to encourage
more residents and employees to shift from driving alone to other modes of travel.
Potential TDM measures may include, but are not limited to, transit ticket
subsidies, awareness programs, direct transit sales, providing a guaranteed ride
home program, and parking management strategies. The effectiveness of the TDM
program shall be regularly monitored, and if necessary adjusted to meet its goal.
The project applicant shall submit the TDM program to the City for its review and
approval. The plan shall also be submitted to BART for review and comment. The
project applicant shall also be responsible for funding and implementing the TDM
program.

The components of the proposed TDM program have not been finalized.
Additionally, it is difficult to accurately predict a TDM program’s effectiveness and
to quantify the effects on reducing project trip generation. To present a
conservative analysis, this study assumes that the intersection would continue to
operate at LOS F with the implementation of this mitigation measure. Thus, these
measures will partially mitigate the impact, but are not sufficient to mitigate the
impact to a less-than-significant level. (SU)

The following measures were evaluated as part of the Kaiser Permanente Oakland Medical
Center Master Plan Project Draft EIR (March 2006), but were found to be ineffective and
therefore they are not included as recommended mitigation measures for Impact TRANS-9:
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e The City evaluated whether intersection operations could be improved by providing a
second southbound left-turn lane on Broadway. Based on the proposed design of the
intersection, a second southbound left-turn lane could be accommodated in the median
on Broadway. However, the left-turn lane would only be 75 feet long, which would
accommodate few vehicles, and would often be blocked by traffic in the first left-turn
lane. The second left-turn lane would also result in the prohibition of U-turns on the
southbound Broadway approach. Because the second left-turn lane would not be very
effective in reducing congestion and improving intersection level of service, it is
recommended that the median on Broadway be preserved. Thus, this measure is not
effective.

e Alternatively, the City evaluated whether intersection operations could be improved by
converting the exclusive southbound right-turn lane into a shared through/right-turn
lane. This would require a third receiving lane on southbound Broadway south of
MacArthur Boulevard. Due to constrained right-of-way in this area, the additional lane
would result in loss of bicycle lanes, turn lanes, or parking. Furthermore, the three
southbound lanes would have to merge to two lanes, reducing the effectiveness of the
additional through lanes. Because the additional through lane would not be very
effective and may result in other impacts, it is recommended that the proposed
southbound right-turn lane be maintained. Thus, this measure is not feasible.

The total project trip generation must be reduced by 57 percent (by about 185 trips from
324 new trips to 139 new trips) during the AM peak hour to reduce project impact to a less
than significant level (see analysis of the Reduced Build/Site Alternative in Chapter V).

C. CMA Analysis. The Alameda County Congestion Management Program (CMP) requires
the assessment of development-driven impacts on regional roadways. Because the project
would generate more than 100 “net new” PM peak hour trips, the CMP requires the use of
the ACCMA Countywide Travel Demand Model to assess the impacts on regional roadways
in the project vicinity during the AM and PM peak hours. The CMP and Metropolitan
Transportation System (MTS) roadways in the project vicinity identified in NOP comments by
ACCMA?* include SR-24, I-80, I-880, I-580, MacArthur Boulevard, Telegraph Avenue, Adeline
Street, Martin Luther King Jr. Way, Shattuck Avenue, 51 Street and Claremont Avenue.*

The ACCMA Countywide Model is a regional travel demand model that uses socio-economic
data and roadway and transit network assumptions to forecast traffic volumes and transit
ridership using a four-step modeling process that includes trip generation, trip distribution,

32 July 6, 2007 letter.

33 Note that the roadway segments included in this evaluation are not based on an assessment
of the project trip distribution or application of screening criteria to determine if the project would
contribute vehicle trips to warrant analysis.
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mode split, and trip assignment. This process accounts for changes in travel patterns due to
future growth and balances trip productions and attractions.

For the purposes of the CMP Analysis, the land uses of the proposed project were added to
the assumptions in the Countywide Model; the land use assumptions in the Countywide
Model for the rest of the City of Oakland were not modified. At this time, these land uses
are different from the Oakland Cumulative Scenario that was used for the Cumulative 2015
and 2030 Year Baseline intersection operations analyses. This version of the Countywide
Model is based on Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Projections 2005 land uses
for 2015 and 2030.

The traffic baseline forecasts for 2015 and 2030 were extracted for the CMP and MTS
roadway segments from the Countywide Model. Due to fluctuations in the model forecasts
and the model’s limited number of Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) in the project area, the
“plus project” forecasts were not used directly for the CMP roadway analysis. Instead, vehicle
trip generation estimates were computed for the proposed project and manually added to
the 2015 and 2030 baseline volumes from the Countywide Model.

Operations of the MTS freeway and surface street segments were assessed using a volume-
to-capacity (v/c) ratio methodology. For freeway segments, a per-lane capacity of 2,000
vehicles per hour (vph) was used, consistent with the 2004 Congestion Management
Program documents. For surface streets, a per-lane capacity of 800 vehicles per hour was
used. Roadway segments with a v/c ratio greater than 1.00 signify LOS F.

The “plus project” results were compared to the baseline results for each horizon year.
Based on the analysis, the proposed project would not cause a significant impact on the
CMP and MTS roadways. The 2015 and 2030 peak hour volumes, v/c ratios and the
corresponding level of service for baseline and “plus project” conditions are provided in
Appendix F.

Due to differences in the land use assumptions and differences in analysis methodologies,
the forecasted traffic volumes on the roadway links can be different from the intersection
volumes, particularly at the local level. The first area of difference is the land use data sets
employed for the intersection forecasts and the MTS forecasts. The intersection forecasts,
which are used to assess project traffic impacts on City of Oakland intersections, are based
on land use data developed by HEG for the area surrounding the project site, which differs
from the data in the ACCMA model. The second area of difference is the use of the Furness
process. The intersection forecasts use the output of the ACCMA model as an input to
develop intersection volumes in conjunction with existing traffic counts. The MTS roadway
analysis is based on the outputs of the ACCMA model directly on a roadway segment level.
It is not unusual to have discrepancies given that the two analyses measure impacts at a
different scale. For local streets, intersections are typically a more accurate measure of
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operating conditions because the capacity of an urban street, defined as the number of
vehicles that can pass through its intersections, is controlled by the capacity at its
intersections.

The project would contribute to 2015 and 2030 increases in traffic congestion on MTS
roadways. However, the project would not cause a roadway segment on the MTS to degrade
from LOS E or better to LOS F. The project also would not increase the v/c ratio by more
than 3 percent for roadway segments that would operate at LOS F without the project. This
is a less-than-significant impact and as a result no mitigation measures are required.

d. Construction Period Impacts. During the construction period, temporary and
intermittent transportation impacts would result from truck movements as well as
construction worker vehicles traveling to and from the project site. The construction-related
traffic would result in a temporary reduction to the capacities of project area streets
because of the slower movements and larger turning radii of construction trucks compared
to passenger vehicles. Given the proximity of 1-880 freeway ramps, use of local roadways
would be limited. Truck traffic that occurs during the peak commute hours (7:00 a.m. to
9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) could result in worse levels of service and higher
delays at local intersections than during off-peak hours. Also, if parking of construction
workers’ vehicles cannot be accommodated within the project site, it would temporarily
increase parking occupancy levels in the area. Project construction could also impact the
operations of BART and AC Transit.

As part of the build-out of the proposed project, all sidewalks and pedestrian ramps
bordering the project site will be reconstructed. All ramps adjacent to the project site are to
be upgraded to Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance.

Implementation of COA TRANS-1 would ensure that construction period impacts are reduced
to a less-than-significant level and require consultation with BART and. AC Transit about
construction activity.

e. Vehicle, Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety. The proposed MacArthur Transit Village
Project would result in increased vehicular traffic and pedestrian and bicycle activity in and
around the project area. The streets surrounding the project site provide sidewalks on both
sides and the internal project roadways would provide sidewalks and pedestrians paths.
Approved and funded improvements in the study area benefiting pedestrians and bicyclist,
such as the 40" Street/MacArthur Transit Hub improvements, were previously discussed on
pages 164 to 166.

In addition, the proposed project would include improvements to vehicle, pedestrian and
bicycle access and circulation in and around the project area to improve safety and
encourage more pedestrian and bicycle activity. These improvements would include:
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e Signalization of the three intersections providing access to the site (Frontage Road/40™"
Street, Telegraph Avenue/Village Drive, and Frontage Road/MacArthur Boulevard). These
three intersections would provide marked crosswalks and pedestrian signal heads.

¢ Implementing flashing pedestrian warning lights at garage driveways.
e Providing enhanced crosswalks, such as raised crosswalks, within the project area.
e Restrict transit and vehicle circulation to reduce pedestrian and bicycle conflict zones.

e Implementing wayfinding strategies such as directional signs within the project area and
nearby neighborhoods.

e Providing bicycle access between the BART Station and West MacArthur Boulevard.

e Providing and enhancing bicycle parking for the Transit Village and BART Station.

In addition, as required by Mitigation Measures TRANS-6 and TRANS-8, protected left-turn
phasing will be implemented at the Telegraph Avenue/40" Street and Telegraph Avenue/
West MacArthur Boulevard intersections. This improvement would reduce potential conflicts
between left-turn vehicles and on-coming vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists.

The project site plan has not been finalized; the final project design will be reviewed to
ensure consistency with design standards. Considering the above listed improvements, the
final project design would minimize potential conflicts between various modes and provide
safe and efficient pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle connections between the BART Station,
Transit Village and the surrounding circulation systems.

The proposed project would not cause a significant impact by substantially increasing traffic
hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians due to a design feature. The following
improvements should be considered during review of the project’s merits to further
enhance safety for vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles in and around the project area and to
encourage more pedestrian and bicycle activity:

Recommendation TRANS-1: In consultation with City of Oakland staff and pending
feasibility studies, the following improvements should be considered in and around the
project area:

e Removal of the slip right-turns on northbound and southbound Telegraph Avenue at
West MacArthur Boulevard.

e Providing street furniture and widening sidewalks where feasible in and around the
project site.

e Providing pedestrian scale lighting on MacArthur Boulevard under the freeway
overpass.
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e Specific intersection improvements, such as advanced stop bars, median refuge
islands, reduced corner curb radii, raised crosswalks, curb bulb-outs, audible
pedestrian signals, and pedestrian and bicycle signal detection.

f. Consistency with Adopted Policies, Plans or Programs Supporting Alternative
Transportation. A summary of applicable policies and plans is provided on page 167 of
this EIR. In general, the proposed project is consistent with these policies, plans and
programs. A detailed discussion of these polices and plans is provided below.

The City of Oakland General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) states a
strong preference for encouraging the use of alternative transportation modes, such as
transit, bicycling, and walking. The proposed project would encourage use of alternative
modes because it is located adjacent to a transit hub served by BART, AC Transit and
various shuttle services that provide transit connectivity to the other City neighborhoods
and the rest of the region.

The proposed project would also implement a Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
program at the project site to encourage more residents, employees, and BART patrons to
shift from driving alone to other modes of travel. Potential TDM measures may include, but
are not limited to, transit ticket subsidies, awareness programs, direct transit sales,
providing a guaranteed ride home program, and parking management strategies. Although
the components of the proposed TDM program have not been finalized, it is expected that
the TDM will encourage increased use of alternatives transportation modes.

The proposed project is consistent with the City of Oakland Pedestrian Master Plan by
including features and improvements listed on page 168 of this EIR, such as pedestrian
facilities within the site, and pedestrian-scale lighting under freeway overpasses that
encourage pedestrian activity

The proposed project is consistent with the City of Oakland Bicycle Master Plan (BMP) by
including features listed on page 168 such as bicycle connections to the adjacent streets
and bicycle parking that encourage bicycle activity. The BMP also proposes installation of
Class Il bicycle facilities on 40™ Street, Telegraph Avenue, and West MacArthur Boulevard.
The proposed project would not alter these roadways to prevent the installation of these
facilities.

Thus, the proposed project would not cause a significant impact by conflicting with adopted
policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation.

g. Emergency Access. The proposed project would be accessible from three points on
different roadways, i.e., Frontage Road at 40" Street and West MacArthur Boulevard, and
Village Drive at Telegraph Avenue. Thus, if one site access were blocked, the other access
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point(s) could be used by emergency vehicles to reach any part of the development. Internal
Street in the project would not be a through street. It would provide a hammer-head
turnaround area, and would be less than 600 feet in length. Thus, the project would not
cause a significant impact on emergency access.

4. Informational Discussion of Transportation Issues

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

e Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
e Neighborhood traffic Intrusion
e Transit

e Parking Supply and Demand.

The purpose of this section is to provide information and context for transportation issues
that may be created/affected by the proposed project. Issues are evaluated and recommen-
dations are provided as appropriate.

a. BRT Conditions. In May of 2007, AC Transit published a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement / Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the implementation of Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) on Telegraph Avenue and International Boulevard connecting Berkeley,
Oakland, and San Leandro. The proposed system would dedicate one travel lane in each
direction to bus operations only, allowing buses to provide a quicker and more reliable
service than regular bus service today. In the vicinity of the project, the proposed BRT
project would generally eliminate one through lane in each direction and narrow Telegraph
Avenue to one through lane in each direction. Currently, there are no finalized design plans,
an assurance of full funding for the BRT project, or approvals from AC Transit, the City of
Oakland and other public agencies. Although proposed (but not approved) transit
improvements are not typically considered as part of the projected baseline conditions, this
EIR nevertheless (conservatively) provides a discussion of the potential effects on project
impacts caused by proposed modifications to the traffic circulation network by the
proposed BRT under Cumulative Year 2030 Baseline Plus Project conditions in Appendix F to
this EIR.

b. Neighborhood Traffic Intrusion. The traffic operations analysis presented in previous
sections assumed that vehicles would access the site using the arterials in the project
vicinity. The proposed mitigation measures would ensure that the major roadways would
have adequate capacity to serve the project site. However, the proposed project may result
in additional traffic on surrounding residential neighborhood streets. Additional traffic
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generated by the proposed project may use adjacent residential streets, such as 38th Street,
as cut-through routes to divert from potential congestion on Telegraph Avenue, 40th Street,
and West MacArthur Boulevard.

Currently, 37" Street intersects West MacArthur Boulevard opposite Frontage Road.
However, the median on West MacArthur Boulevard only allows right-turns to and from 37*
Street. The proposed signal at Frontage Road/West MacArthur Boulevard intersection would
provide a direct connection to 37" Street. This may result in additional traffic to and from
37th Street south of West MacArthur Boulevard to bypass potential congestion at the
Telegraph Avenue/West MacArthur Boulevard intersection.

The significance criteria established by City of Oakland and used in this EIR are based on
roadway capacities. Since neighborhood traffic intrusion would not exceed the capacity of
these residential streets, it would not result in a significant impact based on the identified
significant criteria. As a result, no mitigation measure is required; however, the following
recommended improvements should be considered during review of the project’s merits to
reduce potential cut-through traffic:

Recommendation TRANS-2: Project applicant should pay to monitor traffic volumes
and speeds on the following roadways before and after the completion of the proposed
project:

e 37" Street between West MacArthur Boulevard and Telegraph Avenue;
o 38" Street between Telegraph Avenue and Webster Street; and
o Clarke Street and Ruby Street between 38" Street and 40" Street.

In consultation with local residents, and in accordance with all legal requirements,
appropriate traffic calming measures, such as speed humps, or roadway closures,
should be considered if and when excessive traffic volumes or speeding are observed.
These potential improvements should be funded by the project applicant.

C. Transit Analysis. The proposed project would not result in any significant impacts on
transit facilities as described below.

(1) Transit Trip Generation. Transit trips generated by the proposed project were
estimated using the transit mode split for the project site estimated by the ACCMA Travel

Demand Model for AC Transit and using the
Wilson Methodology for BART. Table IV.C-18 Project Effects on AC

Transit Ridership

Table IV.C-18 presents the estimated increases AM Peak | PM Peak
in AM and PM peak hour and daily ridership Hour Hour | Daily
AC Transit* 100 112 420

for AC Transit. The estimated ridership
accounts for transit trips generated by the

2 Based on the results of the ACCMA Travel Demand Model.
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proposed Transit Village, and changes in ridership resulting from the loss of 300 BART
parking spaces. The proposed project is expected to increase AC Transit ridership by 100
AM peak hour riders, 112 PM peak hour riders, and 420 daily riders.

Table IV.C-19 summarizes project’s effects on BART ridership under various scenarios.
Appendix F provides a detailed explanation of assumptions and methodology used to
estimate project’s effects on BART ridership. The residential and commercial components of
the project are estimated to generate approximately 115 AM peak hour, 137 PM peak hour,
and 855 daily BART riders.

The number of on-site BART parking spaces would be reduced from 618 spaces to 300
spaces as part of the proposed project. The reduction in parking supply is expected to
reduce ridership at the MacArthur BART Station by 58 AM peak hour, 63 PM peak hour, and
525 daily BART trips. Thus, overall, the net BART ridership is estimated to increase by 57
AM peak hour trips, 74 PM peak hour trips and 330 daily trips.

Implementation of a residential parking permit (RPP) program within a Y-mile of the station,
which is being considered as part of the project, is expected to further reduce ridership at
the MacArthur BART Station by an additional 35 AM peak hour, 38 PM peak hour, and 320
daily BART trips. As shown in Table IV.C-19, overall BART ridership with the proposed
project and an RPP, would increase by approximately 22 AM peak hour riders, 36 PM peak
hour riders, and 11 daily riders based on a conservative analysis that assumes that 75
percent of the riders who currently park on streets within J4-mile radius of the BART station
would no longer use the MacArthur BART Station. If an RPP is implemented, it is anticipated
that about 25 percent of the BART riders that currently park on-street will be dropped off, or
utilize transit or other alternative modes to access the MacArthur BART station. Some
displaced BART riders may decide to utilize another BART station, in which case those riders
would not be lost to the BART system. Other displaced riders would be expected to shift to
other travel modes such as other transit services or driving to their ultimate destination.
Since BART provides regional transit service, the displaced BART riders would likely be
dispersed over a large geographic area. Additionally, the specific changes in travel mode or
destination of the displaced BART riders cannot be determined at this time. Thus, potential
secondary impacts are not capable of a valid assessment and are too speculative.

Given the number of available alternative travel options including use of other BART
stations, various bus transit services, walking, carpooling or driving alone it is likely that
dispersal of riders across these options would fall within the daily traffic and transit
fluctuations and would not be noticeable. Also to be conservative the project analysis for
traffic, air and noise analyses did not any take any credits for the reduction of BART parking
spaces. The dispersal of travel could also result in longer trips and incrementally increase
air emissions. However, being the dispersal would occur over a large geographic area and
the pattern of the dispersal is too speculative to predict, air emissions impacts are not
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Table IV.C-19Project Effects on BART Ridership?

Change Due To AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily
Transit Village® 115 137 855
On-Site Parking Reduction« --58 -63 -525
Subtotal 57 74 330
RPP Parking Reduction® -35 -38 -320
Total 22 36 11

2 See Appendix F for more detail.
® BART ridership generated by the residential and commercial components of the proposed project.
< Reduction in BART ridership due to removal of 318 on-site parking spaces.

4 Reduction in BART ridership due to implementation of a RPP program in the surrounding neighborhood.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2007.

capable of a valid quantitative assessment. Additionally, since the net change would only be
the potential increase in the length of a trip, as no net new cold start vehicle trips would
result, and the incremental increase in the trip lengths are not anticipated to be substantial
enough to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air emissions, these
potential secondary impacts are not anticipated to be significant. Also, no localized carbon
monoxide "hotspot” impacts would be expected, as the trips would be dispersed over a
large geographic area."

A description of RPP is provided in the parking section on beginning on page 219. As
previously discussed in this section, a TDM program will be implemented at the project site
to reduce driving alone trips and encourage the use of other travel modes. Although the
components of the project have not been finalized, it will include programs and strategies
that would encourage BART riders, project residents, and workers to use alternatives to
drive alone trips to access the BART station and the proposed project. Specific parking
management strategies are discussed in more detail on page 225.

Potential effects on transit are discussed below.

(2) AC Transit Ridership. The proposed project would increase ridership on AC
Transit by approximately 420 riders as detailed above in Table IV.C-18. The project-
generated PM peak hour AC Transit trips were distributed among the six AC Transit lines
that would serve the site in the future, in proportion to their existing ridership. As shown in
Table IV.C-20, the proposed project would not cause average ridership on any AC Transit
bus lines to exceed an acceptable load factor based on current capacity.*

** A load factor of 125 percent is generally considered acceptable as only a small percentage of
the riders would have to stand.
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Table IV.C-20 AC Transit Average Weekday Loads (With and Without Project)

Average Load Average
Average (Passengers)® Load Factor®
Bus Stop Capacity | Existing No |Existing Plus| Existing No |Existing Plus
Line Location Direction| (seats) Project Project Project Project
12 MacArthur BART EB 30 3.5 6.2 12% 21%
Station WB 0.2 0.4 1% 1%
14 MacArthur BART EB 30 3.4 6.0 11% 20%
Station WB 0.4 0.7 1% 2%
15 on MLK Jr. Way EB 30 13.2 23.5 44% 78%
at 40 Street WB 12.4 22.0 41% 73%
15 on MLK Jr. Way EB 30 10.2 18.1 34% 60%
at W. MacArthur Blvd. WB 9.0 16.0 30% 539
1-1R on Telegraph Ave. SB 55 16.9 30.0 31% 55%
at 40" Street NB 18.7 33.2 34% 60%
18 on Telegraph Ave. SB 30 12.3 21.9 41% 73%
at 40" Street NB 17.5 31.1 58% 104%
57 MacArthur BART EB 30 12.6 22.4 42% 75%
Station WB 10.1 17.9 34% 60%

*Number of passengers on the bus averaged on a typical weekday.
 Average load divided by average seated capacity.

Source: AC Transit and Fehr & Peers.

(3) AC Transit Bus Operations. The proposed project would affect bus operations if
traffic congestion caused by the additional trips generated by the proposed project and new
signals installed to serve the project site would result in increased travel times for buses.
Excessive increases in bus travel times may require additional buses to be used.

The intersections operations analysis completed for the project was used to estimate the
travel times of buses in the vicinity of the project. Table IV.C-21 summarizes the estimated
travel times on bus corridors with and without the proposed project. The Existing Plus
Project travel times reflect planned roadway improvements (e.g., improvements at the
Shattuck Avenue/52 Street intersection, and on 40" Street) in the surrounding areas. The
proposed project is expected to increase bus travel times by less than a minute within the
study area. Thus, it is not expected to cause excessive delays in bus travel times.

(4) Shuttle Operations. Currently, the Kaiser and Summit Medical Center shuttles
exiting the BART Station must turn right from the Frontage Road to westbound West
MacArthur Boulevard, resulting in circuitous routes to serve their respective sites. The signal
proposed to be installed at the Frontage Road/West MacArthur Boulevard intersection would
allow shuttles to turn left from the Frontage Road to eastbound West MacArthur Boulevard,
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Table IV.C-21 AC Transit Travel Times (With and Without Project)?

AM Peak Hour PM Peak hour
Travel Existing No [Existing Plus| Existing No [Existing Plus
Bus Distance Project Project Project Project
Line (Miles) | Direction| (Minutes) (Minutes) (Minutes) (Minutes)

12 (Grand Avenue) EB 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
Between MLK Jr. Way/45™" St. and 0.3

MLK Jr. Way /40 St. WB 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8

14 (East 18" Street) EB 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.3
Between Market St./40" St. and 0.3

MLK Jr. Way /40" St. WB 1.4 1.4 1.7 1.7

15 (Martin Luther King Jr. Way) EB 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Between MLK Jr. Way /45™ St. and 0.5

MLK Jr. Way /MacArthur Blvd. WB 3.0 3.1 3.1 3.2

1-1R (Telegraph Avenue) NB 7.2 5.9 6.3 56
Between Telegraph/52™. St. and 1.6

Telegraph/27% St. SB 6.3 5.8 6.3 5.9

18 (Shattuck Avenue) NB 4.7 4.8 4.7 4.9
Between Shattuck/52" St. and 1.0

MLK Jr. Way /MacArthur Blvd. SB 4.2 4.4 4.4 4.8

57 (40" Street) EB 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.6
Between 40™/Market St. and 1.2

Broadway/MacArthur Blvd. WB 4.2 4.3 4.6 4.7

2. Based on the results of the Synchro analysis completed for traffic operations.

Source: Fehr & Peers. 2007.

decreasing the travel time from the BART Station to Kaiser and Summit Medical Centers by
about 15 percent, resulting in a beneficial effect.

(5) BART Standing Capacity. A project’s effect on the BART system is assessed
based on ridership. The peak hour BART riders generated by the proposed project, without
any discounts for parking reduction to present a more conservative analysis, were
distributed among the six BART lines that serve the site, in proportion to their existing
ridership. As shown in Table IV.C-22, the proposed project would not increase the
maximum load factor on any BART line by more than 1 percent.

(6) BART Gate Capacity. There are approximately 6,740 total daily boardings (and
6,740 daily exits) at the MacArthur BART station. The current peak hour ridership at the
station is about 3,200 entries and exits during the morning peak hour (8:00 to 9:00 a.m.)
and 3,750 entries and exits during the evening peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.). Based on
field observations, the maximum delay at the fare gates was approximately 21 seconds in
the AM peak hour and 23 seconds in the PM peak hour; average delays were 13 seconds
during both AM and PM peak hours. There are a total of eight fare gates at the MacArthur
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Table IV.C-22 BART Average Weekday Loads (With and Without Project)

Maximum Load Maximum
Total (Passengers/Car)° Load Factor<

Capacity Maximum Existing Existing

(Passengers/ Load Existing Plus Existing Plus
Line Car)* Peak Hour | No Project | Project | No Project| Project
Pittsburg/Bay Point-Daly City 92 8:00 a.m. 114 114 123.9% 124.3%
Daly City-Pittsburg/Bay Point 92 4:00 p.m. 106 107 115.2% 115.8%
Daly City-Richmond 92 5:00 p.m. 99 100 107.6% 108.4%
Fremont-Richmond 92 5:00 p.m. 92 93 100.0% 101.0%
Richmond-Daly City 92 8:00 a.m. 101 102 109.8% 110.6%
Richmond-Fremont 92 5:00 p.m. 58 58 63.0% 63.5%

Note: Based on existing BART ridership as of Fall 2007.
2 Total capacity includes 67 seated and 25 standing passengers.
> Maximum load divided by total capacity.

Source: BART and Fehr & Peers.

BART station. In the morning, four of these are entrances and four are exits, and in the
evening, three are entrances and five are exits.

The project is estimated to generate about 115 BART trips during the AM peak hour and
137 BART trips during the PM peak hour (see Table IV.C-19). This represents less than

4 percent of the existing ridership at the Station. Average wait times are anticipated to
remain less than 1 minute. Thus, the project effects with respect to BART gate capacity
would not be substantial. Based on the station layout and the estimated fare gate queues,
there would be sufficient queuing space within the station to avoid passengers backing up
onto escalators or stairs.

d.  Parking Supply and Demand. Parking impacts are generally not considered
environmental impacts under CEQA. Parking is considered in this EIR to provide additional
information to reviewers of the EIR and the City’s decision makers, in accordance with the
following language developed by City of Oakland.

The California Court of Appeal has held that parking is not part of the permanent
physical environment, that parking conditions change over time as people change
their travel patterns, and that unmet parking demand created by a project need not be
considered a significant environmental impact under CEQA unless it would cause
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significant secondary effects.*® Parking supply/demand varies by time of day, day of
week, and seasonally. As parking demand increases faster than the supply, parking
prices rise to reach equilibrium between supply and demand. Decreased availability
and increased costs result in changes to people’s mode and pattern of travel.
However, the City of Oakland, in its review of the proposed project, wants to ensure
that the project’s provision of additional parking spaces along with measures to lessen
parking demand (by encouraging the use of non-auto travel modes) would result in
minimal adverse effects to project occupants and visitors, and that any secondary
effects (such as on air quality or traffic congestion due to drivers searching for parking
spaces) would be minimized. As such, although not required by CEQA, parking
conditions are discussed in this document for informational purposes (but they are not
considered environmental impacts under CEQA).

Parking deficits may be associated with secondary physical environmental impacts,
such as air quality and noise effects, caused by congestion resulting from drivers
circling as they look for a parking space. However, the absence of a ready supply of
parking spaces, combined with available alternatives to auto travel (e.g., transit
service, shuttles, taxis, bicycles or travel by foot), may induce drivers to shift to other
modes of travel, or change their overall travel habits. Any such resulting shifts to
transit service, in particular, would be in keeping with the City’s “Transit First” policy.

Additionally, regarding potential secondary effects, cars circling and looking for a
parking space in areas of limited parking supply is typically a temporary condition,
often offset by a reduction in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained
parking conditions in a given area. Hence, any secondary environmental impacts that
might result from a shortfall in parking in the vicinity of the proposed project are
considered less than significant.

This EIR evaluates whether the project’s estimated parking demand (both project-generated
and project-displaced) would be met by the project’s proposed parking supply or by the
existing parking supply within a reasonable walking distance of the project site. Project-
displaced parking results from the project's removal of standard on-street parking, City or
Agency owned/controlled parking and/or legally required off-street parking (non-open-to-
the-public parking which is legally required). Therefore, the analysis must compare the
proposed parking supply with both the estimated demand and the Oakland Planning Code
requirements.

The evaluation includes the following:

e Comparison of the proposed parking supply to the City’s parking requirements.

35 San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. the City and County of San Francisco (2002)
102 Cal.App.4th 656.
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e Comparison of the proposed parking supply to the estimated project demand, including
an evaluation of the potential for shared parking.

e Comparison of the available parking supply to the displaced BART parking spaces.

e Summary of strategies to reduce parking demand and/or increase supply.

(1) Proposed Parking Supply. The proposed project would include up to 745
parking spaces within the project site, in addition to the 300 spaces proposed in a BART
parking structure. These include the following:

e Residential (675 units): 675 spaces in various on-site parking structures.

e Non-Residential (44,000 square-feet of commercial and 5,000 square-feet of community
space): 25 spaces in the parking structure for building A.

e On-street spaces (on Village Drive and the Internal Street): 30 to 45 spaces.

e BART: 300 spaces in a dedicated structure.

(2) City Off-Street Parking Requirements. The zoning for the proposed project
would be S-15. Based on the City of Oakland Zoning Code requirements (Section 17.116),
the minimum number of parking spaces required for multi-family developments in an S-15
zone is one-half space per dwelling unit, and commercial developments in an S-15 zone are
not required to provide off-street parking spaces. Therefore, a total of 338 off-street
parking spaces would be required for the proposed project. Since the proposed project
would provide 675 off-street parking spaces (as well as 35 to 45 on-street spaces), it would
comply with the City’s zoning requirements.

(3) Transit Village Parking Demand. The parking demand for the transit village
includes demand from the residents, residents’ guests, commercial shoppers, commercial
employees, and community space employees. Demand from BART patrons is discussed in
the following section.

Parking demand for the project is estimated based on parking demand rates published by
Urban Land Institute (ULI) in Shared Parking with adjustments to account for the transit
proximity of the site, internal trips between the residential and commercial uses, and “pass-
by” commercial trips by BART patrons.

The assumptions made in this analysis include:
e 5 percent transit mode share for commercial shoppers
e 25 percent transit mode share for commercial employees

e 65 percent internal and BART pass-by share for commercial shoppers (equal to a 35
percent “non-captive” ratio)
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e 20 percent transit mode share for residential guests
e 1 reserved parking space for each residential unit

e Residential guests, and commercial shoppers and employees will share the parking
supply provided in the Building A parking Structure and on-street within the project.

As shown in Table IV-C-23, the peak demand would occur on weekday evenings around 7:00
p.m., and would be approximately 815 parking spaces. This incorporates some shared
parking between the residential guests, commercial shoppers, and employees. Note that
because the residents’ spaces are assumed to be reserved and not shared, they are listed
separately in the table.

Based on this analysis, the proposed project would provide adequate parking to satisfy the
demand from the project residents.

The estimated parking demand includes 59 spaces for commercial shoppers and
employees. It is likely that this is a high estimate, particularly if some of the commercial
stores close before the 7:00 p.m. parking demand peak. The estimated demand also
includes approximately 80 spaces for residential guests. There are approximately 25 off-
street and 30 to 45 on-street parking spaces within the project area that would be available
to residential guests and commercial shoppers and employees, indicating a peak deficit of
approximately 70 spaces.

Based on the results of the neighborhood parking survey, approximately 360 of the 1,080
existing non-metered on-street parking spaces within a quarter-mile of the site were
available at 6:30 p.m. Therefore, there would be sufficient on-street parking near the project
site to accommodate the 70 to 85 vehicles that may not be able to park on-site. In addition,
the BART parking lot is currently about half-full at 6:00 p.m., which indicates that additional
vehicles may be able to park in the BART garage, if it were available for public use after
typical commute hours.

(4) Residential Parking Permit. With a significant loss of on-site BART parking, a
RPP program is proposed to prevent further spillover onto residential streets. A RPP that
would cover residential streets approximately a quarter-mile radius around the project site
has been proposed to offset potential parking impacts in the surrounding neighborhood
associated with the reduction in BART parking. The RPP would restrict on-street parking on
residential streets by non-residents to fewer than two hours during the weekdays. If
approved, the RPP program would be considered for implementation prior to demolition of
the existing BART parking lot.
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