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11.2B.7A RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B7A

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-1 
This summary serves as an introduction to more detailed comments, below. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-2 
This comment presents the writer’s view of the correct level of analysis for each of three 
levels of planning, and characterizes the University’s purpose in developing the 2020 
LRDP. See Thematic Response 1 for an explanation of how the University views the 
role of the 2020 LRDP in project level review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7A-3 AND B7A-4
The comment describes the traffic analysis methodology and significance standards in 
the Berkeley General Plan EIR. UC Berkeley acknowledges both the different perform-
ance measure used (roadway or “link” capacity in the General Plan EIR, versus intersec-
tion level of service in the Draft EIR), and the different thresholds of significance 
applied to traffic impacts. The University and its traffic consultant chose intersection 
LOS as the traffic performance measure for the Draft EIR because (1) it is considered a 
more sensitive measure of traffic congestion in an urban environment such as Berkeley, 
and (2) intersection analysis allows the development of specific mitigation measures to 
relieve congestion impacts identified in the analysis, whereas roadway capacity analysis 
allows only the determination that an entire corridor or corridor segment is “over 
capacity” or “under capacity”, and does not enable formulation of meaningful solutions. 
This is particularly true in a City such as Berkeley, where wholesale roadway widening is 
not a feasible option.  

For an explanation of the reasoning for the difference in significance thresholds in the 
two EIRs, please see response B7a-5, below.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-5 
The Draft EIR does not state that it uses the Berkeley General Plan EIR LOS thresh-
olds of significance. Rather, the Draft EIR traffic impact thresholds were developed 
with the intention of being as consistent as possible with the General Plan EIR thresh-
olds, while accommodating the differing analysis methodologies used (intersection LOS 
analysis in the Draft EIR versus roadway capacity analysis in the Berkeley General Plan 
EIR).

Endnote 27 of chapter 4.12, which cites the “common standard … [in] the General Plan 
EIR…” refers to the selection of a 5% volume contribution threshold for part of the 
significance criteria. The Draft EIR’s 5% volume contribution threshold is quantitatively 
consistent with the threshold used in the Berkeley General Plan EIR; the modification 
that the Draft EIR makes is to consider cases in which the intersection LOS changes 
from D or better to E or worse significant even if the increase is less than 5%; if the 
existing intersection LOS is already E or F, then the LRDP EIR considers the further 
reduction in service significant if the volume contribution is 5% or greater. The Berkeley 
General Plan EIR applies the 5% requirement to cases where roadway capacity goes 
from E or better (e.g. under-capacity) to F or worse (e.g. over-capacity). The modifica-
tion responds to the fact that LOS D intersection operation is generally considered the 
lowest acceptable level of operation for intersections, both within the analysis method-
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ology, and as applied by most jurisdictions; thus LOS D to LOS E represents the 
transition from acceptable to unacceptable operation.  

With the roadway capacity-based analysis in the Berkeley General Plan EIR, the capacity 
of a roadway is defined as LOS E or better; thus LOS E to LOS F represents the 
transition from acceptable to unacceptable. In both EIRs, it is clear that the intention is 
to require the significance finding to be based on both (1) transition from acceptable to 
unacceptable operation and (2) a minimum project volume contribution, so that a single 
project trip would not cause a significance finding. In addition, the modification noted 
in the comment actually results in the identification of several impacts that would 
otherwise not be identified, and does not result in the omission of any impacts.  

While UC Berkeley believes the rationale for applying the 5% minimum volume in  the 
LOS E-to-F case is appropriate, a check of the LOS results was performed to see if any 
additional impacts would be identified using the writer’s requested approach: namely, 
that a much lower threshold, 1%, be used along with the LOS E-to-F case. As an 
examination of Table F.3-3 (Draft EIR Volume 2, page F.3-12) shows, there are no 
cases where the addition of project traffic changes a LOS from E to F. To be sure, the 
2020 LRDP creates several significant impacts where the LOS changes from D or better 
to E or F, as well as impacts where the LOS remains F and the 2020 LRDP traffic 
contributes 5% or more of the traffic. This demonstrates that the significance threshold 
is effective at capturing cases where the LOS changes from acceptable (LOS D or better) to 
unacceptable (LOS E or F).  

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7A-6 AND B7A-7
The writer correctly characterizes the non-linear relationship of volume increase to delay 
increase. The Draft EIR traffic analysis applies methodologies from the Transportation 
Research Board’s publication Highway-Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) to evaluate 
intersection operations. As indicated on page 16-24 of HCM 2000, “Delay becomes 
sensitive to signal control parameters only at demand levels of about 80 percent of 
capacity. Once demand exceeds 80 percent of capacity, modest increase in demand can 
cause significant increases in delay.”  These increases result from the complex equations 
used to derive delay. According to HCM 2000, a one percent change in volume-to-
capacity represents about an 11 percent change as delay approaches the calculated 
capacity and a 30 percent change when delay equals or exceeds capacity.  

These analytical results do not represent field conditions at congested intersections. 
Traffic volume levels can vary by as much as 5 to 10 percent throughout the year, while 
driver perception of delay and level of service remain the same. Both the Berkeley 
General Plan and the Draft EIR acknowledge the differences between analytical 
methods and driver perception by identifying a threshold that drivers can distinguish 
between traffic changes; thus, the use of the 5 percent volume threshold. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-8 
The comment presents the writer’s opinion; UC Berkeley concurs that individual 
projects will require individual consideration and analysis. See Thematic Response 1 
regarding tiered environmental review. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-9 
The Draft EIR has identified mitigation measures to alleviate traffic congestion impacts 
where feasible measures exist, and UC Berkeley is eager to work with the City of 
Berkeley in the development and implementation of solutions for impact locations 
where feasible mitigation measures were not identified. The City’s Transit First policies, 
which restrict roadway capacity expansion and support multi-modal solutions, are 
acknowledged in the Draft EIR at pages 4.12-6 to 4.12-8. The Berkeley General Plan 
EIR notes that these solutions may not reduce traffic congestion impacts to a less than 
significant level. The effects of these measures in mitigating traffic impacts therefore 
cannot currently be assumed and cannot be used as a rationale for identifying a potential 
impact as mitigated to a less than significant level. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-10 
The writer’s statement of the City of Berkeley’s intent to monitor traffic congestion and 
develop solutions based on a mix of capital, operating, and trip reduction measures is 
noted. Since the City of Berkeley currently has no capital improvements planned for the 
impact locations identified in 2020 LRDP Impact TRA-8 and TRA-10, the Draft EIR 
found those impacts to be significant and unavoidable. However, UC Berkeley is eager 
to work with the City in the development and implementation of solutions, as described 
in responses B7a-119, B7a-133, B7a-134 and B7a-135.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-11 
Please see response B7a-10 for an explanation of the significant and unavoidable 
findings. Other improvements, such as increased incentives for trip reduction, may help 
mitigate the traffic impacts of the 2020 LRDP, but the benefits of such alternatives 
cannot be quantified at this time: see Thematic Response 10 regarding transportation 
alternatives. The effects of these measures in mitigating traffic impacts therefore cannot 
currently be assumed and cannot be used as a rationale for identifying a potential impact 
as mitigated to a less than significant level. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-12 
See Thematic Response 1 regarding tiered environmental review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-13 
See Thematic Response 1 regarding tiered environmental review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-14 
The University agrees there are always margins of error in any model-based traffic 
forecasting effort for local streets and intersections. However, the writer implies that the 
Draft EIR unnecessarily adds inaccuracy to the forecasts by “not providing detailed 
descriptions of the size or location of residential and parking facilities”. Here, the 
University does not agree. These facilities were defined at the finest level possible, given 
the myriad future factors that will affect the ultimate selection of development sites. UC 
Berkeley will assess the need for project-level traffic and transportation evaluations 
when specific projects are proposed, as explained in Thematic Response 1. The 
assessment will consider the potential differences in traffic volumes in the Draft EIR 
analysis and those which could result from the project as proposed. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-15 
The writer states “...it appears that the proposed LBNL 2004 LRDP has been included 
in the baseline scenario, based on the statement in the Draft EIR that the baseline plus 
project scenario “include(s) all development foreseen under the general plans of each of 
the jurisdictions as well as the LBNL 2004 LRDP and the 2020 LRDP in the cumulative 
impact LRDP area...”  However, LBNL 2004 LRDP traffic volumes were not part of 
baseline conditions for the project-specific analysis in the Draft EIR. Rather, the LBNL 
2004 LRDP traffic volumes were included in the cumulative analysis. See Section 4.2.10 of 
the Draft EIR.  At page 4.12-59, the Draft EIR actually states “... these conditions 
already take account of future baseline conditions that include all development foreseen 
under the general plans (etc)...” (emphasis added).  The University has performed the 
analysis as described in the City of Berkeley NOP comments, as the Draft EIR cumula-
tive traffic projections do contain the LBNL traffic projections.  

The writer appears to expect the LBNL traffic volumes to be shown as a separate 
project within the cumulative case, but the LBNL traffic is one component of many 
contributing to the future cumulative traffic volume. Specifically, the Draft EIR 
cumulative traffic volumes consist of forecast growth throughout the City and region, as 
projected by the Alameda Countywide Travel Demand Model; LBNL growth; and the 
University Village project. The LBNL traffic volumes and impacts will be analyzed in 
the LBNL LRDP EIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-16 
The University respectfully disagrees with the writer’s opinion that the approach to 
cumulative volume accounting makes it impossible to assess the individual impacts of 
the 2020 LRDP. In fact, the 2020 LRDP traffic volumes are described in great detail in 
Appendix F.1. Intersection-specific traffic volumes with and without the 2020 LRDP 
may be found in Appendix F.5. In addition, the University has prepared table 11.2b-1, 
which summarizes the project volume contribution to each intersection. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7A-17 THRU B7A-19 
LBNL 2004 LRDP traffic volumes were not part of baseline conditions for the project-
specific analysis in the Draft EIR. See response to comment B7a-5, which further 
clarifies the sensitivity of the LOS analysis completed for the 2020 LRDP, and B7a-15 
regarding analysis of LBNL 2004 LRDP contributions in cumulative conditions. 

UC Berkeley concurs that a higher baseline (for example one that includes the LBNL 
traffic) would make the 2020 LRDP contribution lower. A higher baseline may push an 
intersection into a different LOS range (e.g. E-F), in which the threshold of significance 
requires a higher project traffic contribution to be found significant; and a baseline 
which includes the LBNL LRDP traffic does not allow that traffic to be identified as a 
separate cumulative project contributing to an impact. However, the LBNL 2004 LRDP 
and University Village are separate projects undergoing separate CEQA review, not 
components of the 2020 LRDP: the LBNL 2004 LRDP and the University Village 
project cannot be considered contributing projects within the Draft EIR. They are 
separately responsible for analyzing and mitigating project impacts.  Please see Thematic 
Response 6 regarding the relationship of the UC Berkeley 2020 LRDP to LBNL. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-20 
The Draft EIR includes the LBNL 2004 LRDP and the University Village proposals in 
its cumulative analyses. The writer’s contention that separate analyses with and without 
these projects are required is not supported by CEQA. See Thematic Response 6 
regarding the relationship of the UC Berkeley 2020 LRDP to LBNL. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-21 
The traffic analyses for all three EIRs have been coordinated to ensure traffic volumes 
from each of the three projects – the 2020 LRDP, the LBNL 2004 LRDP, and the 
University Village project – are included in the traffic projections prepared for the 
others.  Even though LBNL is autonomous from UC Berkeley, staff and consultants 
worked closely to ensure consistency in some data.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-22 
The Draft EIR, the University Village project, and the pending LBNL LRDP EIR use 
consistent technical data and assumptions for the future cumulative case. The Draft EIR 
does not call out University Village EIR impacts. While the University Village project 
generates less traffic than the 2020 LRDP, a higher proportion of project-related traffic 
is assigned to nearby intersections at University Village, resulting in project-specific 
effects uniquely examined in the University Village EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-23 
The writer’s assertion that LBNL development generates impacts at the three intersec-
tions is noted. LBNL LRDP-related traffic will certainly contribute to traffic growth at 
these intersections, and the LBNL EIR will identify the impacts at these and other 
intersections within its study area. See also response B7a-140. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-24 
The comment presents the writer’s opinion. See Thematic Response 3 regarding the 
2020 LRDP alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-25 
See Thematic Response 3 regarding the 2020 LRDP alternatives.  

The writer further states that new significant parking impacts would not occur “if 
transportation alternatives were able to transform travel behavior and reduce parking 
demand sufficiently.”  The University concurs. However, neither the Berkeley General 
Plan, the Berkeley General Plan EIR, the 2020 LRDP, the Draft EIR, nor the joint 
City/University Transportation Demand Management Study indicate what feasible 
program of transportation alternatives might accomplish this vision. The TDM study 
presents a full menu of strategies for shifting drivers to alternative transportation. In its 
Chapter 8, the TDM study also indicates the anticipated effectiveness of each potential 
strategy. The more effective strategies, such as Transit 3.4, Improve Frequency and 
Reliability on Core Transit Routes, or Transit 3.5, Implement Transit Preferential 
Measures on City Streets, are either the more costly, or outside the authority of the 
University to unilaterally implement. 

UC Berkeley is committed to improvement of its alternative transit programs. Given 
cost and authority constraints, however, improvements implemented by UC Berkeley 
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are unlikely to result in the scale of mode shift envisioned by the comment. Alternative 
L-2 appropriately presents the alternative of “no new parking and more transit incentives.” 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-26 
The writer suggests an alternative that combines lower enrollment and reduced em-
ployment growth with no construction of new parking, in order to minimize the effects 
of less new parking. However, the effects of less new parking are considered in Alterna-
tive L-1, which states “This alternative would therefore also include a lower number of 
new parking spaces, since the increment of new parking proposed in the 2020 LRDP is 
derived partly from the existing parking deficit and partly from projections of future 
demand based on growth in enrollment and employment”. Thus, without limiting 
growth, Alternative L-2 isolates the effects of less new parking, a controversial part of 
the 2020 LRDP program, for comparative analysis. See also response B7a-25, above.

Thematic Response 3 presents a comprehensive response to comments on the 2020 
LRDP alternatives, including the writer’s assertion the alternatives are “straw men”. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-27 
The writer requests consideration of satellite parking in alternative L-2, but does not 
explain what impacts satellite parking might address. A satellite parking program may 
displace traffic impacts to other locations, result in new land use impacts, and result in 
continuing congestion impacts as vehicles transfer people from a satellite site to campus. 
Further, satellite parking would not respond to convenience and travel time concerns of 
staff and faculty. The University’s experience with satellite parking in the 1980s was 
unsuccessful and unpopular as commuters found their travel time significantly in-
creased. UC Berkeley is eager to meet with City staff and others to discuss options for 
parking provision, parking regulations, and UC Berkeley collaboration with the City in 
implementing solutions that would best address parking concerns. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-28 
The joint City/University TDM Study analyzed the mode split required “to accommo-
date growth without building parking”. The writer is referred to the joint 
City/University TDM Study, pages ES-10 to ES-11.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-29 
The writer requests additional data regarding vehicle emissions in analysis of alternative 
L-2. See Thematic Response 3 regarding the level of detail required in alternatives 
analyses.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-30 
The writer requests additional data regarding stationary source emissions and reduced 
construction emissions in analysis of alternative L-2.  The writer is referred to Table 5.1-
4 at page 5.1-4 of the Draft EIR.  Alternative L-1 considered emission reductions, 
including construction emission reductions, from reduced growth, yet emissions 
remained significant and unavoidable.   With no parking construction, but program 
growth as anticipated in the 2020 LRDP, Alternative L-2 would have similar results.  See 
also Response to Comment B7-99, B7-102, and B7-105 above, and  Thematic Response 
3 regarding the level of detail required in alternatives analyses. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-31 
Table 4.2-9 of the Draft EIR presents emissions associated with vehicles and various 
categories of area and stationary sources, both for a year 2000 baseline and the 2020 
LRDP increment, for each criteria air pollutant. These can be summed within each 
emission category for each pollutant to calculate total emissions under the 2020 LRDP. 
Percent contributions of each category to total 2020 LRDP emissions can also be 
calculated from this information. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-32 
Qualitative, not quantitative, air quality analyses were completed for each alternative in 
chapter 5 of the Draft EIR. Thematic Response 3 presents a comprehensive response to 
comments on the 2020 LRDP alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-33 
Transit ridership and trip reduction assumptions for alternative L-2 were determined 
qualitatively, not quantitatively. CEQA provides that the analysis of alternatives need 
not be presented to the same level of detail as the assessment of the project, and more 
cursory analyses are common; see, for example, the alternatives analyses in the City of 
Berkeley General Plan EIR. Further, the Bear Pass program is a pilot program, and it 
would be speculative to model trip reduction calculations at this time. Thematic 
Response 3 presents a comprehensive response to comments on the 2020 LRDP alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-34 
See responses B7a-25, B7a-32 and B7a-33, as well as Thematic Response 3.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-35 
See Thematic Response 9 regarding parking demand. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-36 
The writer suggests additional measures to address parking demand. These and other 
measures remain part of the menu of demand management strategies available to the 
City and UC Berkeley to manage parking supply and demand. The effects of these 
strategies may help mitigate the traffic impacts of campus growth but such benefits 
cannot be quantified at this time. Accordingly, the effects of these measures in mitigat-
ing traffic impacts cannot be assumed and cannot be used as a rationale for identifying a 
potential impact as mitigated to a less than significant level. The effectiveness of UC 
Berkeley trip reduction measures will become evident in the mitigation monitoring 
process. See Thematic Response 2 on mitigation monitoring; see also Thematic 
Response 10 on trip reduction programs. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-37 
See Thematic Response 9 regarding parking demand. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-38 
Mitigation TRA-11 provides an ongoing review of the relationship of campus parking 
supply and demand, with the objective of avoiding a mode shift to drive-alone trips as a 
result of the increase in number of parking spaces. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7A-39 AND B7A-40 
See Thematic Response 9 regarding parking demand. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-41 
The Draft EIR text references a suburban “environment” which is the standard 
condition used in projecting parking demand. Thematic Response 9 compares the 
parking program in the 2020 LRDP with several other urban research universities, 
suggested by commentors as having exemplary programs of incentives for alternate 
transportation modes. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-42 
As noted in the joint City/University Southside/Downtown TDM Study,12 UC Berkeley 
has significantly increased its parking fees since 1998, and in academic year 2004-2005, 
fees will increase 4.5%. The TDM Study also noted that there may be up to 5,000 cars 
spilling outside the downtown/southside TDM study area and parking in neighbor-
hoods beyond the residential permit parking zone. 13  While parking permit fee increases 
may reduce the demand for permits, fee increases may not reduce parking demand. 

The writer does not present any facts that indicate the requested analysis is warranted. 
The City of Berkeley does not regulate the cost of employer-provided parking for 
private or non-city agencies in the City. Similar to other employers, the University 
considers parking pricing in the context of other employee costs and compensation. 
Resource pricing is not within the scope of the 2020 LRDP and, given that pricing does 
not directly impact the environment, it is not within the scope of CEQA. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7A-43 THRU B7A-45 
See Thematic Response 9 for a discussion of parking demand and the rationale for 
added parking.  

The parking space count at the end of 2001-2002 was 7,150 spaces (including 250 
motorcycle spaces), or 300 spaces less than the 7,450 existing spaces cited in the 1990-
2005 LRDP EIR for March, 1989. 14   Thus, none of the 1,000 spaces anticipated under 
the 1990 LRDP have been developed.  As explained in Thematic Response 9, the 
estimated total demand for 9,990 spaces in 2020 as a result of the 2020 LRDP takes into 
account the 790 completed and CEQA reviewed spaces cited in table 3.1-2 of the 2020 
LRDP.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-46 
The intent of the figures in table 3.1-3 is clearly explicated in the text, but the writer 
notes correctly the paragraph above the table should refer to both parking and program 
space. In the Final EIR the text at page 3.1-22 has been revised to read:  

In order to provide the campus some flexibility in locating new projects, the 
sums of the maxima for the individual land use zones are roughly 10% greater 
than the 2020 LRDP totals of 2,200,000 net new GSF of program space and 
2,300 net new parking spaces. However, the total net new program space and 
parking within the scope of the LRDP may not substantially exceed 2,200,000 
GSF or 2,300 spaces without amending the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7A-47 THRU B7A-52 
In Table 3 of the comment letter, the writer presents an analysis that omits considera-
tion of UC parking demand at non-UC parking lots and in residential neighborhoods.  



U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  C A L I F O R N I A ,  B E R K E L E Y  
2 0 2 0  L R D P  F I N A L  E I R  
1 1 . 2 B  R E G I O N A L  &  L O C A L  A G E N C Y  C O M M E N T S  

11.2B-196 

See Thematic Response 9 regarding parking demand and the rationale for the 2020 LRDP 
parking program. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-53 
The data on the downtown parking deficit identified in the Vista College FEIR is 
presented as contextual information to help the reader evaluate parking conditions in 
Berkeley. The purpose of the 2020 LRDP parking program is not, as the writer con-
tends, to “... help meet an estimated shortage of regular downtown parking ...” but 
rather to help accommodate “... University-related vehicle trips that currently park on-
street or at non-University facilities.” 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-54 
The number of commuter spaces is taken from table 4.12-3: the “total vehicle spaces” in 
the same table is consistent with the “actual 2001-2002” figure in table 3.1-2. While the 
exact number of commuter spaces in 2020 would reflect the actual need at the time, the 
writer’s general assumption that the vast majority of additional spaces beyond the 2001-
2002 inventory (790 + 2,300) would be allocated to commuters is correct.  

With respect to the relationship of the 1,300 space “current deficit” to the over 3,500 
space “unmet demand”, the former figure refers to the difference between what the 
University presently provides and what it should provide to adequately meet its mission. 
The latter number should more correctly be termed “latent demand”, and should not be 
the overly approximate “over 3,500” but 4,300, as explained on page 4.12-18. This 
figure is similar to the 4,100 space latent demand cited in the City/University South-
side/Downtown TDM Study. The Final EIR has been revised to make this correction. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-55 
See Thematic Response 9. If the 2020 LRDP were truly based on the suburban campus 
model, as the writer contends, the parking program for the 2020 LRDP would be much, 
much larger. Rather, the information on latent demand, which is consistent with the 
City/University TDM Study, is presented merely as evidence the number of drivers is 
likely far greater than those accommodated in University parking facilities.  

The 2020 LRDP program, however, as explained in Thematic Response 9, is based not 
on a suburban model, but on the real-world current behaviors of UC Berkeley students 
and workers, and on the objectives of the 2020 LRDP. As also shown in Thematic 
Response 9, the ratios of parking spaces to student headcount, even after full implemen-
tation of the 2020 LRDP, would be comparable to or lower than current ratios at several 
urban research universities with exemplary transit incentive programs. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-56 
The writer is mistaken: the University does not intend to “compete” with existing City 
and private facilities, but rather to accommodate the demand it generates through its 
own mission. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-57 
As the writer notes in comment B7a-138, below, section 3.1.9 states at page 3.1-28: “... 
to the extent we are able to reduce [drive-alone] ratios, through demand reduction 
initiatives and through construction of new student housing, the [parking] objective 
would be adjusted to reflect these changes.” Mitigation TRA-11 provides an ongoing 
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review of the relationship of campus parking supply and demand, with the objective of 
avoiding a mode shift to drive-alone trips as a result of the increase in number of 
parking spaces. Changes in demand due to the student housing program would be 
incorporated into this review.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-58 
The boundaries of the Adjacent Blocks are defined in the text of section 3.1.2. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-59 
The specific locations of future parking facilities are not yet known. However, as 
described in section 3.1.7, “... University-owned land will always be the first option 
explored for both program space and parking.” 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-60 
The proposed Underhill facility is located in the Southside, not in the Adjacent Blocks. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-61 
The traffic analysis includes consideration of the points raised by the writer. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-62
The writer’s comments are noted. It is not the intent of the University to consign any 
area to a “parking ghetto”. Apart from the fact the quality and vitality of City life are of 
the greatest importance to UC Berkeley, land on and around the campus is just too 
scarce and valuable to devote a large percentage of it to parking alone. Most of the new 
parking under the 2020 LRDP is anticipated to be constructed as part of larger, mixed-
use projects on the same or adjacent sites. In this context, it is worth noting the 
proposed ratio of new parking to new program space in the 2020 LRDP reflects a ratio 
of roughly 1.05 spaces per thousand gsf, compared to the ratio of 1.5 spaces per 
thousand gsf required by City zoning for the downtown.15

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-63
See response B7a-27, above, regarding consideration of satellite parking alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-64
See Thematic Response 5 regarding the use of qualifiers such as “substantially exceed”.  
Further, as noted in Thematic Response 9, UC Berkeley may defer some portion of the 
2020 LRDP parking program in recognition of AC Transit’s BRT/Telegraph project. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7A-65 AND B7A-66 
The writer’s opinion that the ratio of existing UC parking spaces to permits should be 
seen as “effective distribution” rather than “undersupply” is noted. To the extent this is 
a comment on the 2020 LRDP parking program, the University notes this program is 
intended to address the objectives of the 2020 LRDP and the principles of its underlying 
Academic Plan, as described in section 3.1.9. Also, a similar condition of “effective 
distribution” was in effect when the City implemented the Residential Permit Parking 
program in some City neighborhoods in 1989, indicating that the City is not itself 
insensitive to concerns of undersupply. The Berkeley Municipal Code findings related to 
the preferential parking program state in part:  “Since there is in Berkeley at any one 
time a large surplus of motor vehicles over available on- and off-street parking spaces, 
this condition detracts from a healthy and complete urban environment”.16
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UC Berkeley is considering the implementation of real time parking information 
technologies. A few existing lots are being retrofitted with control systems that could 
provide real time parking information. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-67
The University does not expect the 2020 LRDP programs to result in campus-wide 
changes that would create more peak hour travel. In fact, as part of the Bay Area region, 
UC Berkeley workers and students are influenced by the same factors that have 
generated an upward trend in off-peak travel, including traffic congestion, parking 
availability, and greater use of flexible work schedules. Please see Thematic Response 9 
regarding parking demand, and LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-11. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-68
See response B7a-42. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-69
The writer’s opinion that “customer grumbling is not the same thing as a real parking 
shortage problem” is noted. Please see response B7a-66.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7A-70 AND B7A-71 
The writer suggests a parking wayfinding system with dynamic signing to reduce the 
need for additional parking. These and other measures remain part of the menu of 
demand management strategies available to the City and UC Berkeley to manage parking 
supply and demand. The effects of these strategies may help mitigate the traffic impacts 
of campus growth but such benefits are not known at this time. Consequently, the 
effects of these measures in mitigating traffic impacts cannot be assumed and cannot be 
used as a rationale for identifying a potential impact as mitigated to a less than signifi-
cant level. The effectiveness of UC Berkeley trip reduction measures will become 
evident in the mitigation monitoring process. See Thematic Response 2 on mitigation 
monitoring; see also Thematic Response 10 on trip reduction programs.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-72 
As noted by the writer, the BRT/Telegraph project presents an opportunity to increase 
the use of alternative modes.  Thematic Response 9 presents a comprehensive response 
to comments on parking demand, including the writer’s assertion of “contradictory 
policies”.  Further, as noted in Thematic Response 9, UC Berkeley may defer some 
portion of the 2020 LRDP parking program in recognition of AC Transit’s 
BRT/Telegraph project. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-73 
The Draft EIR parking analysis is based on the most current and complete inventory of 
parking supply and demand within the study area at the time the NOP was prepared, 
which was the Southside/Downtown TDM study data. Please see also response B7a-74. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-74 
Table 4.12-5 shows a 100% afternoon parking occupancy for the Sather Gate Garage, 
based on data on page 7-5 of the Downtown/Southside TDM Study Existing Condi-
tions Report. Appendix D of the Library Gardens Draft EIR shows a 34% afternoon 
parking occupancy for the Sather Gate Garage. The Library Gardens parking occupancy 
survey was conducted in summer 2002, while the data presented in the TDM Study were 
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collected prior to 2000. Although the Library Gardens data are more recent, they were 
collected during the summer months when attendance at UC Berkeley is much lower 
than during the regular terms. Thus the Library Gardens report underestimates parking 
demand generated by UC Berkeley, and the TDM Study represents a more accurate 
parking demand.  

Table 4.12-5 is revised as requested. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-75 
The writer’s comment is noted. The sentence at page 4.12-22, second full paragraph, has 
been revised in the Final EIR to read: 

Parking is more available Lower demand occurs because UC Berkeley parking 
supplies are available to the public on nights and weekends and, on-street park-
ing time limit restrictions are not enforced, and commuters have largely de-
parted the area.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7A-76 AND B7A-77 
See Thematic Response 10 regarding trip reduction programs.  See also response to 
comment B7a-150. 

TABLE 4.12-5

PARKING SUPPLY AND DEMAND AT MAJOR NON-UNIVERSITY PARKING FACILITIES

Weekday Demand 

Parking Facility 
Parking 
Supply Afternoona Nightb

Saturday
Afternoon 
Demandc

Berkeley Way Lot 113 94% 76% 68% 
Center Street Garage 435 89% 31% 41% 
Allston Way Garage 630 95% 42% 24% 
Kittredge Street Garage 362 76% 51% 51% 
Oxford Street Lot 132 91% 93% 95% 
Sather Gate Garage 441 100% 17%d 38%d

a Based on data collected by Fehr & Peers Associates on November 6, 2001 between 2:00 p.m. and 3:00 p.m. for 
all parking facilities except Sather Gate Garage. Parking  for the Sather Gate Garage is from the Down-
town/Southside TDM Study, Existing Conditions Report, April 2000, page 7-5. 

b Based on data collected by Fehr & Peers Associates on April 10, 2002 between 7:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m.., except 
where noted. 

c Based on data collected by Fehr & Peers Associates on April 13, 2002 between 2:00 p.m. and 3:00 p.m., except 
where noted. 

d Source: Library Gardens DEIR, Appendix D, June 2003.  Capacity for the Sather Garage in the DEIR is listed as 
685, which contributes to low occupancy percentages.  The City of Berkeley Office of Transportation’s website, 
however, lists 436 as the capacity (http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/transportation/Parking/OffStreet.html,
10/15/04).  Comparable percentages based on a capacity of 441 would be approx. 26% for weekday night and 
59% for weekend mid-day.   

Source: Fehr & Peers Associates, January 2003.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-78 
See Thematic Response 10 regarding trip reduction programs. See also responses to 
comment letter B4. UC Berkeley is eager to work with the City of Berkeley to imple-
ment programs that would increase transit ridership and reduce congestion.  Creating 
effective systems includes reducing costs by eliminating duplicate services between 
agencies and creating pass programs that allow customers to use services interchangea-
bly.   These efficiencies may very well increase capacities for new users and provide 
quicker and more direct service to customers.  Most recent efforts include: 

 Employees with UC ID cards and UCOP employees can now ride the shuttles free 
without a separate pass. 
UC, the City and AC Transit have improved transit stop shelters throughout the 
campus.
P & T redesigned the Hill and S lines and created one line that will provide Hill 
employees with direct service from BART throughout the day. 
UCB has initiated discussions with LBNL to explore combining services to reduce 
costs and improve coverage. 
UCB has had discussions with the state Department of Health Services, Kaiser and 
others in Richmond on the possibility of combining shuttle service with the RFS 
shuttle.  These discussions have expanded to AC Transit - as part of AC's proposed 
improvements to West Contra Costa transit lines there is discussion about an AC 
Transit line operating between campus and RFS  more frequently than the current 
shuttle.
The Bear Pass for AC Transit will provide employees the ability to use both AC and 
the shuttles interchangeably for more frequent and direct service.  This will become 
more important with AC Transit's proposals for changes to West Contra Costa 
county service and the implementation of BRT. 
UCB has been participating in a regional shuttle provider group, BAYCAP, for 
several years to strategize on shuttle program improvements. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-79 
The noted sections are part of the “existing setting” information presented in the Draft 
EIR for contextual information. The writer’s opinion that there should be additional 
analysis of data presented is noted. The CEQA guidelines support “mentioning only 
briefly issues other than significant ones in EIRs” (CEQA Guidelines 15006, 15143).  
Safety improvements will be a study component in the pending bicycle access plan.  See 
Response to Comment C13-1. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-80 
UC Berkeley is eager to meet with City staff and others to discuss options for bicycle 
planning. UC, City and community representatives consistently participate in one-
another’s  bicycle committees and planning charettes. City and UC transportation 
planners confer frequently.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-81 
Following the introduction of the Class Pass in 1998, transit use by students increased 
from 14% in 1997 to 23% in 2000. However, a substantial percentage of this increase 
appears to have come at the expense of bike users and walkers and others: bike use 
declined from 14% to 9% while walkers and others declined from 58% to 56%. Drive-
alone commuters declined from 13% to 11%. In other words, increased transit use due 
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to the Class Pass may account for roughly 15% of student drive-alone trips. Other 
factors such as parking fee, parking availability, campus housing availability, rainy vs. dry 
winter, etc can all influence driving rates year to year.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7A-82 AND B7A-83 
The writer seems to suggest that, of factors including UC Berkeley’s trip reduction 
program, the urban context, existing conditions, and the City’s bicycle network, only UC 
Berkeley’s trip reduction program is not a causal factor in influencing travel behavior.  

Programs adopted at other universities may help mitigate the traffic impacts of campus 
growth but such benefits are not known at this time. Accordingly, the effects of these 
measures in mitigating traffic impacts cannot be assumed and cannot be used as a 
rationale for identifying a potential impact as mitigated to a less than significant level. 
The effectiveness of UC Berkeley trip reduction measures will become evident in the 
mitigation monitoring process. See Thematic Response 2 on mitigation monitoring; see 
also Thematic Responses 9 on parking demand and 10 on trip reduction programs. 

Thematic Response 9 presents data comparing the parking program in the 2020 LRDP 
with parking inventories at several other urban research universities, suggested by 
commentors as having exemplary programs of incentives for alternate transportation 
modes, including the two examples suggested by the writer. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-84 
The joint City/University TDM Study included a chapter on Commute Trends. See 
Chapter 5 of the Existing Conditions Report. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-85 
With the implementation of the Bear Pass this fall, transportation planners estimate that 
127 employees will give up parking permit/drive alone and use AC Transit. This would 
change the drive alone rate from 2001 faculty/staff Housing and Transportation survey 
from 51.3% to 50.1%. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-86 
See response B7a-81, above. Although UC Berkeley policies seek to minimize automo-
bile use by students, some students have life circumstances that require an automobile. 
A very limited number of residential permits are available to residents of University 
student housing with a demonstrated medical, employment, academic or other need: 
Best Practice TRA-2 at page 4.12-45 states this policy would continue under the 2020 
LRDP. Other students are only eligible for student commuter parking permits if they 
live beyond a two mile radius of campus.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-87 
The information requested is readily available in the joint City/University TDM Study. 
The CEQA Guidelines support “preparing analytic rather than encyclopedic environ-
mental impact reports” (CEQA Guidelines 15006). The requested information need not 
be reprinted as part of the Draft EIR. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-88 
The writer requests additional analysis of existing programs to reduce vehicle trips, and 
suggests additional programs. Please see responses B7a-25 and B7a-36, above. See also 
Thematic Response 10 on trip reduction programs. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-89 
The writer suggests UC Berkeley examine additional measures to reduce parking 
demand, including supporting increased alternative travel by the general public. Accord-
ingly, as noted in Thematic Response 9, UC Berkeley may defer some portion of the 
2020 LRDP parking program in favor of AC Transit’s BRT/Telegraph project, which 
could reduce parking demand by increasing alternative travel by students, staff, faculty, 
and the general public. 

Other measures remain part of the menu of demand management strategies available to 
the City and UC Berkeley to manage parking supply and demand. The effects of these 
strategies may help mitigate the traffic impacts of campus growth but such benefits are 
not known at this time. Therefore, the effects of these measures in mitigating traffic 
impacts cannot be assumed and cannot be used as a rationale for identifying a potential 
impact as mitigated to a less than significant level. The effectiveness of UC Berkeley trip 
reduction measures will be apparent in the mitigation monitoring process. See Thematic 
Response 2 on mitigation monitoring; see also Thematic Response 10 on trip reduction 
programs. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-90 
The writer’s opinion is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-91 
In FY 2002-03 the Carpool and New Directions programs grew by 515 employee 
participants. Of these 515 employees, 177 employees gave up their single user parking 
permits and over 75 were new employees.  See also Thematic Response 10, Transporta-
tion Alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-92 
Please see Draft EIR Volume 2, Appendix F, pages F.1-13 through F.1-17. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-93 
The Draft EIR clearly explained that the analysis of this impact presents a very conser-
vative interpretation of local and regional growth projections: namely, that all growth 
associated with 2020 LRDP implementation is in addition to, rather than a subset of, 
anticipated regional growth. Under this assumption, no matter how small the growth 
associated with the 2020 LRDP might become, the impact -- the possibility that the 
2020 LRDP presents a hindrance to attainment of the Clean Air Plan -- would remain 
the same.

Since campus growth may not be consistent with the most recent Clean Air Plan, 
operational emissions under the 2020 LRDP were found to result in a potentially 
significant and unavoidable impact, because “plan level” emissions pose a “significant 
and unavoidable impact” in terms of the 2020 LRDP’s potential interference with 
regional air quality management efforts. However, as stated in the text, operational 
emissions projections under the 2020 LRDP were provided in table 4.2-9 for informa-
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tional purposes. The applicable BAAQMD emission thresholds are 80 lb/day for 
nitrogen oxides (NOx), reactive organic gases (ROG), and particulate matter less than 
10 microns in diameter (PM10), and 550 lb/day for carbon monoxide (CO).17  See also 
Response to Comment B7-107, which describes CO emission thresholds for mobile 
sources, and revised page 4.2-18 of the Draft EIR. 

Although these thresholds are not appropriate for assessing “plan level” emissions, and 
therefore do not need to be included in table 4.2-9, the University believes it is relevant 
to point out that the projected operational emissions under the 2020 LRDP are 
relatively low compared to BAAQMD project-level thresholds: thus the magnitude of 
the overall 2020 LRDP impact on regional air quality may not be great. Yet, a significant 
and unavoidable impact was found. (This discussion also appears at B7-99.) Further, 
LRDP Impact AIR-5 mirrors a finding made in the Berkeley General Plan EIR, as noted 
in the Draft EIR at page 4.2-11. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-94 
UC Berkeley, under the leadership of the Environment, Health and Safety office, is 
convening a focus group to implement the use of biodiesel and other alternative fuels. 
UC Berkeley complies with the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPAct) which requires that 
75% of all new vehicles purchased weighing less than 8,500 lbs., except emergency 
vehicles, to be alternatively fueled vehicles. Campus strategies to comply with EPAct are 
the purchase of flex fuel vehicles that run on gasoline or ethanol and to begin operating 
campus vehicles on biodiesel. In addition, campus department use of electric vehicles 
and Segways is expanding and several electric vehicle-charging stations are provided for 
campus commuters.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-95 
Please see response B7a-93, above, for a discussion of findings regarding consistency of 
the 2020 LRDP with the Clean Air Plan. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-96 
Please see response B7-106 and B7a-94. The campus is also completely replacing its 
shuttle fleet with newer leased diesel buses provided by AC Transit. The gasoline buses 
leased by AC Transit to UCB meet current CARB standards. Complete conversion to 
leased vehicles should be accomplished this fiscal year. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-97 
While the program of new University housing within the Housing Zone may serve to 
reduce the percentage of students who drive alone, the purpose of the Housing Zone is 
primarily to support the principles of the UC Berkeley Strategic Academic Plan: namely, 
as explained in section 3.1.8, to provide students with the community of peers and 
mentors, and the access to campus resources, they need to excel. Since only around 11 
percent of students currently drive alone, it is not yet possible to assess the impact of 
this new housing on travel modes. However, as noted at page 3.1-28 of section 3.1.9, “... 
to the extent we are able to further reduce [drive-alone] ratios, through demand 
reduction and through construction of new student housing, the [parking program] 
would be adjusted to reflect these changes.” 

In estimating transit trip time for the purpose of defining the Housing Zone, a uniform 
ten minute walk to Doe Library from the closest AC Transit stop was assumed. The 
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downtown BART station should fall roughly within this estimate for most commuters, 
although it is slightly further from Doe Library than most downtown AC Transit stops. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-98 
See response B7-28. The twenty minute criterion includes time on the transit vehicle for 
trips with no required transfers, plus the aforementioned walking time. In fact, the 
original Housing Zone was larger, because it used the criterion of a 20 minute transit 
trip to the edge of campus. As the result of comments received from ASUC during the 
scoping process, however, the zone was reduced to its present dimensions. The 
objections of the ASUC had to do with both a more realistic measure of travel time, to 
include the walk from transit stop to destination, and the impact of physical dispersion 
on intellectual community. UC Berkeley finds the arguments of the ASUC to be 
persuasive, and the Housing Zone should remain as presently defined. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-99 
As noted in the caption, figure 3.1-5 is generalized, is based on AC Transit routes of July 
2003, and does not show “… suitable sites within one block of some BART stations 
[which] may also quality for inclusion in the zone.”  The writer is correct in anticipating 
the zone boundaries could change over time in response to service changes; however 
this would not change the definition of the zone itself, which is based on travel time. 
Future improvements in travel time due to BRT would be taken into consideration in 
adjusting the Housing Zone boundary. The caption to figure 3.1-5 has been revised in 
the Final EIR to clarify the distinction. 

The traffic analysis is based on the Housing Zone as defined based on AC Transit routes 
and service in place at the time of the Notice of Preparation (summer 2003). Based on the 
methodology used to account for trips generated by University housing within the 
Housing Zone, adjusting the boundaries to reflect the December 2003 service deploy-
ment plan would not affect the traffic volume projections at the study intersections. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-100 
The Alameda County Countywide Travel Demand Model used for the 2020 Without 
Project conditions analysis does not include any growth in enrollment or employment 
for the University and thus represents the Without Project condition. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-101 
The 2020 Without Project volumes were developed by adding the traffic growth 
between the 2005 and 2025 ACCMA models to 2002 intersection counts. Although the 
LRDP covers 18 years of growth (2002 to 2020), the future volumes developed for the 
2020 Without Project conditions represent 20 years of traffic growth (2005 to 2025). 
Thus, by including two years of additional growth in the background traffic, a more 
conservative 2020 Without Project condition is presented. This methodology has been 
reviewed and approved by CMA staff as a conservative approach to estimate 2020 
Without Project intersection volumes. Furthermore, since the 2020 LRDP only covers 
growth up to the year 2020, a 2025 analysis is not necessary.  See also Response to 
Comment B7a-16. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-102 
The 2020 Without Project analysis presented in the Draft EIR is based on the City of 
Berkeley land use data developed by HEG, in consultation with City staff, for the 
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Telegraph Avenue BRT project, and represents the latest available land use projections 
for the City of Berkeley. This methodology has been reviewed and approved by CMA 
staff. A table listing the land uses by traffic analysis zone is included in Appendix F.4. 
However, please note the table erroneously shows employment growth in four campus 
zones: 20, 22, 25 and 401. This growth was eliminated in the actual model runs, so that 
the traffic growth from the 2020 LRDP could be added separately, as described in 
Appendix F.1.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7A-103 AND B7A-104 
The 2020 Without Project analysis presented in the EIR was completed using the 
“Modified April 2003” model as described in the EIR. Upon receiving the updated 
CMA model in March 2004, the land use inputs and model results were compared. The 
major change in the updated model, within the LRDP study area, is the employment re-
allocation in Berkeley. In comparison to the “Modified April 2003” model, the March 
2004 CMA model has more jobs in West Berkeley and less in Southside, Downtown, 
and South Berkeley in both 2005 and 2025.  

The net land use growth in the updated model is similar to the model used in the EIR. 
With the exception of the Southside and Downtown areas, both land use data sets use 
identical residential land uses within the City of Berkeley. The “Modified April 2003” 
model shows a growth of about 2,700 residential units between 2005 and 2025. The 
March 2004 model shows a growth of 2,400 residential units for the same period.  

The March 2004 model land use includes a growth of about 6,900 jobs between 2005 
and 2025, while the “modified April 2003” model has a growth of about 4,900 jobs. 
However, the land use in the “modified April 2003” data set does not include any 
employment growth on the UC campus, while the updated CMA model includes about 
1,000 additional jobs on the Campus Park. Subtracting these out in order to compare to 
the Modified April 2003 model (since it was adjusted to include no campus growth), the 
difference is only 5,900 (March 2004) vs 4,900 (modified April 2003).  

The cumulative volumes developed for the 2020 LRDP analysis are based on the traffic 
growth between the 2005 and 2025 model results. Since the land use changes were made 
to both 2005 and 2025 land uses, the 2005 to 2025 net volume growth in the updated 
CMA model runs and “modified April 2003” model runs have similar patterns and 
magnitudes. Thus any potential changes to the furnessed and balanced intersection 
turning volumes would be very small and would not change the final analysis results.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-105 
The Existing Plus Project case is not a meaningful scenario to analyze when the project 
is a 15-year plan, because other development can be reasonably expected within the 15-
year implementation period of the plan. With such long-range plans, the other growth 
must be included within the analysis to ensure that realistic traffic volumes are analyzed 
and the full extent of future congestion is disclosed. Similarly, in its General Plan 
Update EIR the City of Berkeley used the Alameda Countywide Travel Demand Model 
forecasts, thus including regional growth outside Berkeley. Caltrans did not comment on 
this approach in its Draft EIR comment letter dated June 1, 2004.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-106 
In 2004-2005 UC Berkeley will begin developing the first campus bicycle access plan 
with a grant from the Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority. Under 
the 2020 LRDP, as stated in section 3.1.13, UC Berkeley would “... partner with the City 
and LBNL on an integrated program of access and landscape improvements at the 
campus park edge.” The goals of this policy are to improve safety, functionality, 
amenity, access and service on streets linking the campus to the adjacent blocks. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-107 
The Draft EIR analyzes the 2020 LRDP, which includes the policy outlined above. The 
writer’s assertion that an increase in bicyclists should be considered a significant impact 
is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-108 
The writer is referred to the aforementioned 2020 LRDP policy in section 3.1.13; see 
also response B7a-106, above. In April 2000 the joint City/University TDM Study 
Existing Conditions Report indicated anticipated growth at UC Berkeley (page ES-1); 
and the 2001 joint City/University TDM Study (page ES-6), noted the campus antici-
pated growth in students, faculty and staff. The Underhill Area Projects EIR published 
in April 2000 indicated UC Berkeley would be asked to grow by 4,000 students (page 
IV.G-2).

The Berkeley General Plan Final EIR assumed an increase of 5,635 new jobs on and in 
the vicinity of campus between 2000 and 2020 (page 418); and the fact UC anticipated 
enrollment growth of 4,000 students appears in UC Berkeley’s response to the General 
Plan EIR published in June 2001 (see, for example, letter A-7 in the Berkeley General 
Plan Final EIR). The University therefore assumes the writer does not mean to imply 
that UC growth is unforeseen by the City of Berkeley. Berkeley General Plan policies 
further indicate that bicycling is considered desirable by the City of Berkeley:  see for 
example General Plan Policy T-45, regarding bicycle promotion:  
(http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/planning/landuse/plans/generalPlan/ transportation.html  7.8.04).   

UC Berkeley is eager to continue its work with the City of Berkeley to improve condi-
tions for bicyclists in Berkeley. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-109 
The 2020 LRDP includes a policy to improve bicycle access in partnership with the City 
of Berkeley, as noted in response B7a-106, above. Campus programs have capacity to 
accommodate the estimated increase in bicycling. As noted above, the Berkeley General 
Plan EIR assumed growth for the area that included the campus; no significant bicycle 
capacity issues were noted in the Berkeley General Plan EIR. Therefore, the University 
believes the capacity conclusions in the Draft EIR are supported.  

The writer’s recommendations regarding UC Berkeley injury prevention programs for 
bicyclists, and the suggested scope of UC Berkeley bicycle planning, are noted, and will 
be considered in on-going bicycle planning activities for the Berkeley campus.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-110 
Continuing Best Practice TRA-2 defines the limited conditions under which residents of 
University-operated student housing would be eligible for UC Berkeley parking permits. 
However, the writer contends this is not itself adequate to minimize student vehicle use, 
since students could obtain residential parking permits and park their vehicles on City 
streets. The writer cites the present City of Berkeley practice of denying residential 
parking permits to residents of University-operated residence halls, and asks if the 
University agrees this should be continued in new housing. 

The University looks forward to working with the City of Berkeley on this issue, 
although the issue is not as clear cut for future housing built under the 2020 LRDP 
since, unlike existing residence halls, some of this new housing may be built much 
further from the campus, in less congested areas. While the University shares the desire 
of the City of Berkeley to limit student vehicle use, students should not be unreasonably 
denied the same privileges their neighbors enjoy simply because they are students. 
Specific conditions within the Housing Zone may create the potential for localized 
impacts, which future project-specific CEQA review would disclose. 

The writer’s comment that “It is naive in the extreme to assume that simply meeting the 
zoning requirements for off-street parking at residential developments will not increase 
the demand for on-street parking” is noted.  If the City were to develop parking criteria 
that applied equally to all new housing developments in the City, the University would 
consider applying the criteria in housing it develops under the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-111 
This comment incorrectly summarizes the conclusion of the Draft EIR. Construction 
period circulation impacts are considered less than significant, given that proposed 
development under the 2020 LRDP would not exceed existing conditions, and given the 
incorporation of continuing best practices. See pages 4.12-45 to 4.12-47. UC Berkeley 
anticipates continuing improvements in construction coordination with the City of 
Berkeley, to reduce impacts to neighbors as much as possible. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-112 
The writer’s support for UC Berkeley efforts to reduce parking-related construction 
impacts is appreciated. The Draft EIR found such impacts to be less than significant. 
See page 4.12-47. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-113 
Currently, ridership numbers are collected daily; user surveys are conducted annually. 
Service adjustments are continually implemented. See Thematic Response 10. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-114 
See Thematic Response 10 regarding alternative transit programs, including improve-
ments to the Bear Shuttle. See also response B7a-27 regarding satellite parking facilities. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-115 
Although not information required for CEQA, UC Berkeley notes that the projected 
2004/2005 RFS shuttle expense is expected to be $177,000 to carry 25,000 passengers a 
year. Cost per passenger $7.00 – Farebox Recovery per passenger $1.00. See also 
Thematic Response 10 regarding the campus shuttle program. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-116 
The writer’s opinion is noted. See Thematic Response 1 regarding the role of the 2020 
LRDP in project level review. See also Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-117 
Please see response B7a-9, above. The writer’s statement that “… the University states 
that it has no financial obligation to address the congestion …” is unsupported; this 
language does not appear in the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the University 
would participate in feasible mitigations that reduce substantial adverse significant 
effects of University development upon the environment to less than significant levels. 
Additionally, UC Berkeley is eager to work with the City of Berkeley to reduce conges-
tion and improve traffic conditions in Berkeley. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-118 
The writer’s opinion that $3.8 million in improvements could reduce traffic impacts 
identified at LRDP Impacts TRA-8 and TRA-10 to an acceptable level is noted. UC 
Berkeley is eager to work with the City of Berkeley to reduce congestion and improve 
traffic conditions in Berkeley. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-119 
Please see responses B7a-117 and B7a-118. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-120 
See Thematic Response 1 regarding the role of the 2020 LRDP in project level review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-121 
The writer misrepresents the University’s position in this comment. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-122 
Please see responses B7a-70 and B7a-71. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-123 
See response B7a-67, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-124 
UC Berkeley, under the leadership of the Environment, Health and Safety office, is 
convening a focus group to implement the use of biodiesel and other alternative fuels. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-125 
See Thematic Response 10 regarding current UC Berkeley programs for car sharing. 
Inclusion in future housing projects would certainly be encouraged if feasible. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-126 
See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts. The writer implies that adequate 
funds may not be available to pay for required improvements. The EIR authors know of 
no data that might support this negative prediction, nor is any such past example 
described by the writer. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-127 
The writer’s comment is noted. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-128 
See Thematic Response 4. Fiscal impacts are not within the scope of CEQA. However, 
the University recognizes they are a matter of concern to Berkeley and other cities and 
service agencies. They are also a matter of concern to the University, which depends on 
the adequacy and quality of public services those cities and agencies provide. In 
response to the publication of the recent City of Berkeley fiscal impact study, the 
University and the City of Berkeley have designated teams of staff representatives to 
meet, review and critique the study findings, and identify strategies that benefit both 
parties.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-129 
The writer’s opinion that the University should fund improvements based on baseline 
contributions as well as 2020 LRDP-related traffic is noted. See Thematic Response 4. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-130 
The writer’s opinion is noted. UC Berkeley is eager to work with City staff to implement 
solutions that would address congestion; however, an ongoing “fair share” commitment 
to unidentified measures of unknown effectiveness is not required by CEQA. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-131 
The writer opines that “fair share” should apply to capital improvements not yet 
identified. The effect of such improvements may help mitigate the traffic impacts of the 
2020 LRDP, but such benefits are not known at this time. Accordingly, the effects of 
these measures in mitigating traffic impacts cannot presently be assumed and cannot be 
used as a rationale for identifying a potential impact as mitigated to a less than signifi-
cant level. UC Berkeley is eager to work with City staff to implement solutions that 
would address congestion; however, an ongoing “fair share” commitment to unidenti-
fied measures of unknown effectiveness is not required by CEQA.  

If the City of Berkeley at its discretion proposes to implement measures that are 
feasible, that reduce significant unavoidable impacts identified in the Draft EIR to less 
than significant levels, and that have no new environmental impacts of their own, the 
University would contribute fair share funding as provided in Mitigation Measure TRA-6. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-132 
The University supports City of Berkeley goals to provide appropriate and balanced 
solutions to congestion. As summarized in the Draft EIR at page 4.12-7, however, the 
Berkeley General Plan EIR found that build-out under the General Plan could result in 
significant traffic impacts despite City policies. The City’s Transit First policies, which 
restrict roadway capacity expansion and support multi-modal solutions, are acknowl-
edged in the Draft EIR at pages 4.12-6 to 4.12-8. The Berkeley General Plan EIR notes 
that these solutions may not reduce traffic congestion impacts to a less than significant 
level. See also response B7a-25, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-133 
If the City of Berkeley at its discretion proposes to implement alternative mitigation 
measures that are feasible, that are the functional equivalent of those proposed in the 
Draft EIR, and that have no new environmental impacts of their own, alternative 
improvements would accord with CEQA and the University would participate in 
funding its fair share of the improvements as provided in the Draft EIR. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7A-134 AND B7A-135 
For the reasons outlined above, for example in responses B7a-9, B7a-25, B7a-36, B7a-
89, and B7a-131, the University declines to amend the EIR as requested. However, the 
University would participate in funding its fair share of alternative improvements that 
meet the criteria outlined in B7a-133 above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-136 
The writer’s comment is noted, although the University cannot commit to allocating 
funding in advance of a defined project. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-137 
UC Berkeley is eager to work with the City of Berkeley to appropriately monitor and 
address congestion. However, CEQA does not require the University to commit to on-
going monitoring of unknown scope and scale.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-138 
See response B7a-57.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-139 
See response B7a-131. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-140 
See table 11.2B-1.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-141 
The requested delay information is provided in table 11.2B-2.  The volume-to-capacity 
ratios, however, are not provided as this is inconsistent with the methodology used in 
the LOS evaluation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-142 
The referenced map is included in the appendix, in Figure F.1-2. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-143 
All analyses were completed by using the default values in Traffix. A hardcopy of the 
detailed computation reports will be provided to the City of Berkeley. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-144 
The cited typo has been corrected in the Final EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-145 
The cited typo has been corrected in the Final EIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-146 
See response B7a-46. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-147 
The writer’s comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-148 
The terms have been corrected in the Final EIR as suggested. See response B7a-74.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-149 
See response B7a-74.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7A-150 
UC provides an additional $2 subsidy beyond BART’s high value discount.   

The 2001 Student Housing and Transportation survey shows 1300 students use BART 
regularly to commute.   

The Bear Pass will cost employees $20 per month, or $240 annually.  A lower price 
would be expected to slightly increase the number of new regular transit users, and more 
significantly influence the number of new infrequent users. 

Carpool numbers are derived from parking management data. 

Vanpool improvements under discussion involve finding options for UCB employees to 
pay for their fare pre-tax. 
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TABLE 11.2B-1 ESTIMATED 2020 INTERSECTION VOLUMES

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Intersection Volume Intersection Volume 

Intersection Existing Cumulative 
Cumulative 
Plus Project Project 

Project % 
of Total Existing Cumulative 

Cumulative 
Plus Project Project 

Project % 
of Total
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#01 Marin Avenue / San Pablo Avenue 3486 4429 4580 151 3.4% 4055 5249 5389 140 2.7% 

#02 Marin Avenue / The Alameda      2015 2675 2711 36 1.3% 2280 3049 3083 34 1.1% 

#03 Gilman Street / Sixth Street    1334 1627 1636 9 0.6% 1861 2720 2732 12 0.4% 

#04 Gilman Street / San Pablo Avenue     2575 3313 3438 125 3.8% 3381 4288 4404 116 2.7% 

#05 Rose Street / Shattuck Avenue   1919 2390 2405 15 0.6% 2238 2880 2893 13 0.5% 

#06 Cedar Street / Martin Luther King Way          1735 2295 2323 28 1.2% 2118 2687 2716 29 1.1% 

#07 Cedar Street / Shattuck Avenue  2262 2797 2828 31 1.1% 2802 3586 3611 25 0.7% 

#08 Cedar Street / Oxford Street    1784 2078 2229 151 7.3% 1680 2181 2327 146 6.7%
#09 Cedar Street / Euclid Avenue    1158 1394 1400 6 0.4% 912 1285 1287 2 0.2% 

#10 Grizzly Peak Blvd / Centennial Drive          727 852 875 23 2.7% 913 1042 1063 21 2.0% 

#11 Hearst Avenue / Shattuck Avenue     2039 2602 2656 54 2.1% 2418 3274 3324 50 1.5% 

#12 Hearst Avenue / Oxford Avenue  2713 3187 3389 202 6.3% 2899 4573 4767 194 4.2% 

#13 Hearst Avenue / Spruce Street  1363 1712 1735 23 1.3% 1477 1906 1922 16 0.8% 

#14 Hearst Avenue / Arch Street / Le Conte Avenue 1285 1634 1656 22 1.3% 1400 1848 1865 17 0.9% 

#15 Hearst Avenue / Scenic Avenue  913 1149 1170 21 1.8% 1166 1543 1541 -2 -0.1% 

#16 Hearst Avenue / Euclid Avenue  1014 1318 1343 25 1.9% 1132 1525 1545 20 1.3% 

#17 Hearst Avenue / Le Roy Avenue  807 1058 1084 26 2.5% 1005 1358 1378 20 1.5% 

#18 Hearst Avenue / Gayley Road / La Loma Avenue   1440 1926 1951 25 1.3% 1555 2036 2052 16 0.8% 

#19 Berkeley Way / Oxford Street   2103 2413 2619 206 8.5% 2220 2666 2862 196 7.4%
#20 University Avenue / Sixth Street    3375 4041 4338 297 7.3% 4031 4936 5210 274 5.6%
#21 University Avenue / San Pablo Avenue          3604 4416 4793 377 8.5% 4457 5440 5788 348 6.4%
#22 University Avenue / Martin Luther King Way    3337 4167 4534 367 8.8% 3859 4635 4975 340 7.3%
#23 University Avenue / Milvia Street   1760 2296 2650 354 15.4% 2088 2547 2874 327 12.8%
#24 University Avenue / SB Shattuck Avenue        2295 2948 3346 398 13.5% 2892 3697 4071 374 10.1%
#25 University Avenue / NB Shattuck Avenue        1305 1719 1936 217 12.6% 2033 2364 2637 273 11.5%
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#26 University Avenue / Oxford Street   2453 2875 3168 293 10.2% 2799 3299 3565 266 8.1%
#27 University Drive (East Gate)  / Gayley Road   1289 1632 1645 13 0.8% 1290 1605 1607 2 0.1% 

#28 Addison Street / Oxford Street 1962 2264 2451 187 8.3% 2142 2531 2780 249 9.8%
#29 Center Street / SB Shattuck Avenue  1104 1410 1489 79 5.6% 1429 1894 1964 70 3.7% 

#30 Center Street / NB Shattuck Avenue  894 1325 1402 77 5.8% 1451 1820 1908 88 4.8% 

#31 Center Street / Oxford Street  2062 2414 2666 252 10.4% 2360 2809 3033 224 8.0%
#32 Stadium Rimway / Gayley Road 1172 1519 1573 54 3.6% 1293 1616 1658 42 2.6% 

#33 Allston Way / Oxford Street    2068 2370 2627 257 10.8% 2364 2773 3003 230 8.3%
#34 Kittredge Street / Oxford Street / Fulton Street 1983 2255 2567 312 13.8% 2364 2783 3063 280 10.1%
#35 Stadium Rimway / Centennial Drive 531 677 699 22 3.2% 748 902 924 22 2.4% 

#36 Bancroft Way / Shattuck Avenue 2042 2610 2804 194 7.4% 2693 3296 3579 283 8.6%
#37 Bancroft Way / Fulton Street   2216 2479 2732 253 10.2% 2610 3003 3244 241 8.0%
#38 Bancroft Way / Ellsworth Street     1025 1165 1389 224 19.2% 1342 1626 1791 165 10.1%
#39 Bancroft Way / Dana Street     866 1046 1178 132 12.6% 1155 1439 1624 185 12.9%
#40 Bancroft Way / Telegraph Avenue     887 1057 1224 167 15.8% 1170 1444 1599 155 10.7%
#41 Bancroft Way / Bowditch Street 784 874 1020 146 16.7% 784 948 1127 179 18.9%
#42 Bancroft Way / College Avenue  580 671 960 289 43.1% 680 819 879 60 7.3%
#43 Bancroft Way / Piedmont Avenue 1151 1425 1603 178 12.5% 1107 1344 1417 73 5.4%
#44 Durant Avenue / Shattuck Avenue     2209 2879 3166 287 10.0% 2779 3472 3692 220 6.3%
#45 Durant Avenue / Fulton Street  1527 1771 2038 267 15.1% 1676 2000 2131 131 6.6%
#46 Durant Avenue / Telegraph Avenue    908 1190 1376 186 15.6% 1373 1695 1801 106 6.3%
#47 Durant Avenue / College Avenue 694 997 1194 197 19.8% 920 1170 1306 136 11.6%
#48 Durant Avenue / Piedmont Avenue     1078 1361 1520 159 11.7% 1201 1469 1593 124 8.4%
#49 Channing Way / Shattuck Avenue 2356 2943 3163 220 7.5% 3135 3908 4113 205 5.2%
#50 Channing Way / Fulton Street   911 1163 1165 2 0.2% 1238 1628 1644 16 1.0% 

#51 Channing Way / Telegraph Avenue     860 1259 1290 31 2.5% 977 1308 1316 8 0.6% 
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#52 Channing Way / College Avenue  813 1334 1364 30 2.2% 968 1467 1491 24 1.6% 

#53 Haste Street / Shattuck Avenue 2668 3184 3404 220 6.9% 3433 4108 4320 212 5.2%
#54 Haste Street / Fulton Street   981 1202 1205 3 0.2% 1388 1727 1745 18 1.0% 

#55 Haste Street / Telegraph Avenue     1104 1373 1404 31 2.3% 1189 1527 1531 4 0.3% 

#56 Haste Street / College Avenue  910 1317 1346 29 2.2% 1080 1433 1457 24 1.7% 

#57 Dwight Way / Martin Luther King Way 2507 2983 3067 84 2.8% 2801 3309 3389 80 2.4% 

#58 Dwight Way / Shattuck Avenue   2928 3439 3657 218 6.3% 3622 4133 4311 178 4.3% 

#59 Dwight Way / Fulton Street     1087 1305 1306 1 0.1% 1372 1597 1616 19 1.2% 

#60 Dwight Way / Telegraph Avenue  1885 2143 2178 35 1.6% 2353 2669 2718 49 1.8% 

#61 Dwight Way / College Avenue    1081 1377 1408 31 2.3% 1415 1713 1753 40 2.3% 

#62 Dwight Way / Piedmont Avenue / Warring Street 1477 1755 1892 137 7.8% 1655 1975 2102 127 6.4%
#63 Dwight Avenue / Prospect Street     509 579 579 0 0.0% 616 706 706 0 0.0% 

#64 Adeline Street / Ward Avenue / Shattuck Avenue 2796 3128 3325 197 6.3% 3382 3804 3987 183 4.8% 

#65 Derby Street / Warring Street  1528 1805 1941 136 7.5% 1719 2029 2156 127 6.3%
#66 Derby Street / Claremont Blvd. 1611 1878 2014 136 7.2% 1884 2194 2321 127 5.8%
#67 Ashby Avenue / Seventh Street  3202 3835 3899 64 1.7% 3284 3878 3938 60 1.5% 

#68 Ashby Avenue / San Pablo Avenue     3354 4347 4525 178 4.1% 4034 5086 5253 167 3.3% 

#69 Ashby Avenue / Adeline Street  2695 3292 3400 108 3.3% 3089 3672 3772 100 2.7% 

#70 Ashby Avenue / Shattuck Avenue 2695 3145 3331 186 5.9% 2837 3248 3426 178 5.5%
#71 Ashby Avenue / Telegraph Avenue     3589 4039 4106 67 1.7% 3773 4265 4327 62 1.5% 

#72 Ashby Avenue / College Avenue  2332 2720 2783 63 2.3% 2344 2814 2871 57 2.0% 

#73 Ashby Avenue / Claremont Avenue     2844 3305 3505 200 6.1% 2819 3404 3590 186 5.5%
#74 Tunnel Road / SR 13  3335 3665 3865 200 5.5% 3298 3693 3879 186 5.0%
Note :  Bold = Project Contributions  5%          

Source : Fehr & Peers, 2004                     
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11.2B-215 

Bold – Indicates an intersection operated at unacceptable LOS E or F. [x] – Indicates number of project trips added to the impacted movement. 
a Signalized intersection level of service based on average control delay per vehicle, according to the Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, 2000. 
b All-way stop-controlled intersection level of service based on average control delay per vehicle, according to the Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, 2000. 
c Based on 2000 HCM methodology, the intersection operates at LOS D during the AM peak hour and LOS C during the PM peak hour under Existing Conditions and LOS D under both AM and PM peak 
hours under 2020 No Project Conditions. However, this does not take into account pedestrian volumes. Based on field observations, this intersection has a heavy pedestrian volume, resulting in major delays 
for vehicles under existing conditions. With the additional traffic at the intersection under 2020 no Project and 2020 with Project conditions, the intersection is estimated to continue operating at LOS F. Pro-
ject trips are more than 5% of total traffic; therefore, impact is significant.  

TABLE 11.2B-2
2020 WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS STUDY INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE – DELAY CONTRIBUTIONS

Existing 2020 Without Project 2020 With Project 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Intersection Delay LOSa Delay LOSa Delay LOSa Delay LOSa Delay LOSa Delay LOSa

Impact
Significant? 

Signalized Intersectionsa

1. Marin Avenue /  
San Pablo Avenue 79 E 50 D 89 F 85 F 94 F 96 F No

3. Gilman Street /  
Sixth Street 11 B 75 E 16 B >120 F 17 B >120 F No

18. Hearst Avenue /  
Gayley Road /  
La Loma Avenue 

23 C 25 C 57 E 67 E 60 E 69 E No

20. University Avenue /  
Sixth Street 84 F 91 F 96 F 99 F 100 F 107 F Yes

TRA-4b
21. University Avenue /  
San Pablo Avenue 115 F >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F Yes

TRA-4c
67. Ashby Avenue /  
Seventh Street 34 C 52 D 54 D 88 F 54 D 95 F No

All-Way Stop-Controlled Intersectionsb

32. Stadium Rimway /
Gayley Road 26 D 35 D 66 F 73 F 79 F 82 F No

43.Bancroft Way /  
Piedmont Avenuec >50 F >50 F >50 F >50 F >50 F >50 F Yes

TRA-3
48. Durant Avenue / 
Piedmont Avenue 17 C 18 C 26 D 27 D 53 F 34 D Yes

TRA-2b
65.Derby Street /  
Warring Street >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F Yes

TRA-2c
Side-Street Stop-Controlled Intersectionsd

27. East Gate /  
Gayley Road 22 (EB) C 20 (EB) C 35

 (EB) E 27
(EB) D 35 [-3] 

 (EB) E 22 (EB) C No 

28. Addison Street /  
Oxford Street 10 (EB) A 17 (EB) C 11 (EB) B 18 (EB) C 35 [4] 

 (EB) E 45 [34] 
 (EB) E Yes

TRA-2d

34. Kittredge Street /  
Oxford Street 20 (EB) C >120

(EB) F 23 (EB) C >120
 (EB) F

>120
[27]

 (EB) 
F >120 [3] 

(EB) F Yes
TRA-2f



.

.


