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This chapter assesses the effects of the 2020 LRDP and the Chang-Lin Tien Center for 
East Asian Studies on transportation and traffic in and around UC Berkeley and the 
2020 LRDP area. 
 
The assessment covers the full range of transportation modes, including vehicle traffic 
circulation, parking, public transit use, pedestrian circulation and bicycle circulation. The 
analysis also responds to a number of comments received in the scoping process, in-
cluding comments from the City of Albany, the State of California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans), AC Transit, and the Alameda County Congestion Manage-
ment Agency (ACCMA). These comments included the following key issues:  
 
City of Albany – Consider the impacts of University traffic on Marin Avenue / Bu-
chanan Street, including the effects of the planned lane reduction project from 4 to 3 
lanes on Marin; also determine what percentage of University traffic uses this route. 
 
City of Berkeley – Use current conditions as baselines for traffic analyses; make certain 
analyses extend a sufficient distance from campus to capture impacts; give special con-
sideration to Panoramic Hill access; assess the traffic impacts of satellite facilities; in-
clude consideration of enhanced residential parking permit enforcement; and analyze the 
potential effects of travel mode shifts induced by incentive programs on parking de-
mand. A number of potential mitigation measures for both construction-period and 
ongoing traffic impacts are also suggested for consideration. 
 
Caltrans – Review and consider the Department’s “Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact 
Studies” in scoping the transportation analysis; include “backfill” employment in the pro-
ject-specific analysis of the Tien Center; clearly describe the regional and local roadway 
network, trip generation, distribution and assignment assumptions; show average daily 
traffic (ADT), AM and PM peak hour volumes; use the LOS C/D threshold for impact 
evaluation on all state facilities; evaluate consistency with the City General Plan and 
Alameda County Congestion Management Plan; describe mitigation measures fully, in-
cluding fair share contributions, scheduling, and implementation responsibilities; note 
trip reduction measures related to mixed use development, transit measures and bicy-
cle/pedestrian measures; and, use the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual LOS methodology.   
  
AC Transit – Include information on the planned Bus Rapid Transit project for the 
Telegraph corridor and describe how the University can coordinate development in its 
housing zone with the BRT project; analyze the effect of University expansion on bus 
ridership; identify current and expected future travel mode splits for various University 
populations; consider the impact of increased congestion on bus travel times; consider a 
reduced parking alternative. 
 
Alameda County CMA – prepare traffic analysis using the CMA’s Countywide Trans-
portation Demand Model; address 2010 and 2025 conditions, on both the CMP desig-
nated system and the Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS); discuss funding of 
proposed mitigation measures; ensure consistency of mitigation measures with the CMP 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP); discuss adequacy of all mitigation measures rela-
tive to CMA criteria; analyze project’s impact on transit level of service using the CMP’s 
criteria; consider trip reduction strategies as mitigation for traffic impacts, including par-
ticipating in the CMA’s Financial Incentives Program and Guaranteed Ride Home Program.    
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4.12.1 ANALYTICAL METHODS 
 
2020 LRDP 

The analysis methodology for the traffic and circulation impact analysis in this EIR util-
izes the Alameda County Countywide Travel Demand Model along with trip generation 
and distribution data developed uniquely for the UC Berkeley campus, thereby incorpo-
rating both regional and campus-specific characteristics into the analysis. AM and PM 
peak hour traffic counts were conducted in November 2002 at 74 intersections in 
Berkeley and Albany. Appendix F.1 contains further explanation about count methodology. 
 
The traffic impact analysis was performed as follows: traffic volumes for the Year 
2020 Without Project condition were forecast using the Alameda County Countywide 
Travel Demand Model. Maintained by the Alameda County Congestion Management 
Agency, the Countywide Travel Demand Model is used to assess project impacts on the 
Congestion Management Program (CMP) Designated Roadway System and on the Met-
ropolitan Transportation System (MTS), which includes more roadways than the CMP 
system. In addition, the Countywide Travel Demand Model is the best tool available for 
forecasting regional traffic growth. Thus the Countywide Model was used to develop 
baseline intersection turning movements for the Year 2020 Without Project scenario.  
 
The current version of the model is based on the Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG) Projections 2002 land use database, and provides 2005 (to be used as existing 
conditions), 2010 and 2025 forecasts. In consultation with the CMA staff, it was deter-
mined that the 20-year time span between 2005 and 2025 was appropriate to assess 2020 
conditions, as it represents just two additional years of regional growth, relative to the 
2002 – 2020 time span covered by the 2020 LRDP analysis. (A sensitivity analysis was 
performed to confirm that the two additional years represents negligible differences at 
individual intersections).   
 
However, during the initial preparation of this traffic impact analysis in mid-2003, re-
vised Projections 2002 land use data were released by ABAG, causing the CMA and 
many member cities to reconsider the accuracy of the land use distributions within the 
cities (citywide totals did not change). The CMA began the process of revising the 
model to better reflect the revised Projections 2002 data, but the revised model was not 
ready in time for the analysis in this EIR. Therefore, for this EIR, the 2025 model is 
used to represent 2020 Without Project conditions, with the following modifications: 
 
The model land uses by zone were adjusted by Hausrath Economic Group (HEG), in 
consultation with the City of Berkeley, to provide a more accurate land use distribution 
in the southside and downtown areas. This resulted in citywide population and employ-
ment totals that slightly exceed the previous totals in the model. To reflect these totals, 
in consultation with the CMA, a modified April 2003 model incorporating the HEG 
land use adjustments was used to prepare the analysis for this document. 
 
Subsequent to the completion of the DEIR analysis, a new updated model was released 
by CMA in March 2004. The updated March 2004 model results were compared to the 
model results used for the DEIR analysis. The citywide population and employment 
totals used by CMA are about 3% less than the model used for analysis in this section. 
The major modification to the model is the redistribution of employment throughout 
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the City of Berkeley. The employment redistribution is applied to both 2005 and 2025 
models, thus the net 2005 to 2025 land use growth has not changed. Since the fore-
casted traffic volumes used for this analysis are based on the growth between 2005 and 
2025 models, the forecasted traffic volumes presented in the analysis would be consis-
tent with the latest updated CMA model. 
 
To obtain intersection turning movement forecasts, the existing volumes were adjusted 
using an iterative process that incorporates the Countywide Travel Demand Model fore-
casted 2005 to 2025 growth at each intersection approach and departure. This process is 
called “furnessing”. This process was used at the major (arterial/arterial) intersections, 
and then the growth at those intersections was distributed to the rest of the study inter-
sections, in a process called volume balancing. Note the year 2005 Travel Demand 
Model was used in this process as an approximation of existing conditions.  
 
The traffic generated by growth currently envisioned for the Lawrence Berkeley Na-
tional Laboratory 2004 LRDP was added to the model forecast volumes in a separate 
step, in order to ensure consistency with the traffic forecasts being prepared by Law-
rence Berkeley National Laboratory.  The volumes were added to each intersection, us-
ing a TRAFFIX software-based model prepared by the Lawrence Berkeley National 
Laboratory traffic consultant, Wilbur Smith Associates.  The Lawrence Berkeley Na-
tional Laboratory 2004 LRDP envisions a growth in the Average Daily Population (de-
fined as full-time equivalent staff plus 40% guests) of 1,200 from 2003 to 2025. 1  
 
Since the UC Berkeley LRDP EIR projects traffic only to 2020, LBNL’s projected 
growth of 1,200 by 2025 was reduced to 900, using straight-line interpolation.  The cor-
responding trip generation growth for Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, as calcu-
lated by Wilbur Smith Associates and reduced by Fehr & Peers to reflect 2003 - 2020 
growth only, is 131 AM peak hour trips and 140 PM peak hour trips.  These trips were 
assigned to the roadway network in the above-noted TRAFFIX model, and Fehr & 
Peers took the assigned volumes and added them to the UC Berkeley LRDP 2020 traffic 
projections, to produce final Cumulative Without Project 2020 traffic volumes.   
 
The University recently completed the Subsequent Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) for the University Village and Albany/NW Berkeley Properties Master Plan 
Amendments.  The project, which consists of 738 student residential units, 31 faculty 
residential units, and 73,000 square feet of retail, is estimated to generate 359 AM peak 
hour trips and 652 PM peak hour trips.  The University Village estimated trip generation 
and trip distribution was factored into the analysis in this section, to provide consistent 
analysis in the area common to both studies. 
 
Appendix F.4 contains the Countywide Travel Demand Model’s land use by zone for 
Berkeley, for 2005, 2010 and 2025, as modified (see above).  
 
The estimated person-trips and vehicle-trips generated by the growth in the 2020 
LRDP were defined using travel surveys conducted by the University along with traffic 
counts at UC Berkeley parking garage driveways. For purposes of analysis, parking pro-
posed under the 2020 LRDP was distributed into hypothetical parking clusters, illus-
trated in Appendix Figure F.1-2, and used to assign project trips in the vicinity of the 
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Campus Park.  Vehicle trips were assigned to each cluster proportional to the proposed 
number of parking spaces within the cluster. 
 
The parking impact analysis compared the proposed future parking supply to the 
projected demand, which was based on past studies by the University and additional 
analysis. The impacts of unserved parking demand on non-UC parking facilities and 
surrounding on-street parking supply, including in the Residential Permit Parking Zones 
surrounding campus, were identified. 
 
The pedestrian and bicycle impact analysis provided estimates of pedestrian and 
bicycle travel demand generated by both commuters (including walking trips between 
the university and the various parking facilities) and residents in new UC Berkeley hous-
ing. The analysis determined whether the demands of the increased trips on infrastruc-
ture (e.g. pedestrian paths and sidewalks, pedestrian activation at high-pedestrian volume 
signals, continuity of bike routes, provision of bike racks) and services (e.g. nighttime 
escort services, campus shuttle routes/stops) were significant, based on the potential to 
create unsafe conditions for bicyclists or pedestrians.  
 
The transit impact analysis projected the future demand for transit service, based on 
the person-trip generation estimate and the transit mode share identified in the Univer-
sity surveys of faculty, staff and students. The analysis compared the growth in transit 
demand to the adopted plans, policies and programs relating to transit service (both of 
the University and of the transit providers) to determine whether the growth in transit 
demand can be met by expected future transit service.  
 
TIEN CENTER  

The Tien Center transportation impact evaluation focuses on the local effects of the 
new construction, including on-campus pedestrian and bicycle circulation; local vehicu-
lar circulation for service vehicles and special needs parking; and the impact on adjacent 
transit routes. Construction period effects are also assessed. Quantitative vehicle and 
parking impacts are not assessed due to the very small number of net new staff and stu-
dents associated with the building.  
 
4.12.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 
 
This section assesses regulations of outside agencies that affect UC Berkeley’s transpor-
tation planning and programs. 
 
ALAMEDA COUNTY CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

The Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (CMA) prepares and maintains 
the Congestion Management Program (CMP), working cooperatively with the Metro-
politan Transportation Commission (MTC), transit agencies, local governments, Cal-
trans, and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. The CMP, updated in 2001, 
describes benchmarks and strategies to address congestion problems in the County. 
 
The two CMP elements that most directly affect the UC Berkeley LRDP update are the 
five-year Capital Improvement Program, which defines planned improvements in 
Berkeley and throughout Alameda County; and the Land Use Analysis Program, under 
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which the CMA reviews the transportation impacts of developments requiring general 
plan amendments and/or EIRs. The 2020 LRDP is a project requiring CMA review, 
since an EIR has been prepared for the LRDP.  The CMA has three primary criteria it 
uses to evaluate the adequacy of DEIR project mitigation measures:  
 

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

 Project mitigation measures must be fully funded to be considered adequate;  
 Project mitigation measures that rely on state or federal funds directed by or 

influenced by the CMA must be consistent with the project funding priorities 
established in the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) section of the CMP or 
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  

 
The following projects within the City of Berkeley are recommended for the 2002 State 
Transportation Improvement Program in the 2001 CMP:  
 

 AC Transit Major Investment Study (MIS), Phase 2, Berkeley – Oakland – San 
Leandro Corridor. This includes the Telegraph Avenue Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT) Study, currently underway. 

 Installation of Priority and Video Detection Equipment, San Pablo Avenue. 
 Interstate 80 Bike/Pedestrian Overcrossing: Access Improvements and En-

hancements. 
 Interstate 80 Sound Barrier near Berkeley Aquatic Park. 

 
In addition, the following projects are programmed in the 2000 State Transportation 
Improvement Program and the last three years of the Transportation Efficiency Act, or 
are otherwise identified in the CMP as needed to maintain or improve the performance 
of the CMP network:  
 

 San Pablo Bus Rapid Transit/MIS, Oakland – Berkeley 
 Adeline Corridor Pedestrian/Bicycle Improvements 
 Berkeley Rail Stop and Transit Plaza 
 Bicycle/Pedestrian Over-crossing, Interstate 80 at University (complete) 
 San Pablo Avenue Corridor Bicycle Path 
 Berkeley Bayshore Bikeway. 

 
CALTRANS 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is responsible for the mainte-
nance and operation of State routes and highways. In Berkeley, Cal-trans’ facilities in-
clude Highway 13 (Ashby Avenue/Tunnel Road), Highway 123 (San Pablo Avenue), 
and Interstate 80. Caltrans maintains a volume monitoring program and reviews local 
agencies’ planning documents (such as this EIR) to help forecast future volumes and 
congestion points. In its response to the Notice of Preparation for this EIR, Caltrans 
requested that its Guidelines for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies be reviewed and used 
in the analysis. The traffic analysis generally conforms to the guidelines, in the range of 
the study area, the level of detail presented,  and the travel forecasting and traffic opera-
tions methodologies used. However, three key elements of the guidelines are not in-
cluded, for the reasons noted below. They are: 
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 Use the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology for analysis on all state 
facilities: this method is used for the intersections along State Route 13 (Ashby 
Avenue) and State Route 123 (San Pablo Avenue), but not for the I-80, I-580 
and SR 24 freeways, because the freeways are assessed using the CMA-
required v/c methodology. This methodology is adequate for the assessment 
of these facilities, due to the high, in many cases over-capacity, volumes, which 
render the HCM methodology unable to produce a meaningful result.  

 Use the LOS C/D threshold for assessment of state facilities: This EIR uses 
the LOS standards established by the local jurisdictions: CMA LOS standards 
for the CMA designated system, calculated using the v/c method, along with 
the citywide intersection LOS significance criteria as calculated with the 2000 
HCM methodology (see Standards of Significance).   This is the more standard 
analytical method in this area. 

 Evaluate existing plus project conditions, along with cumulative conditions: 
the existing plus project case is not evaluated, because the project is a long-
range plan which will take 15 or more years to build out.  

 
4.12.3 LOCAL PLANS AND POLICIES  
 
Although the University is constitutionally exempt from local regulations when using its 
property in furtherance of its educational purposes, it is University policy to evaluate 
proposed projects for consistency with local plans and policies. Therefore, this section 
outlines the plans and policy goals of the cities of Berkeley and Oakland related to 
transportation and traffic. 
 
CITY OF BERKELEY  

BERKELEY GENERAL PLAN 
The Transportation Element of the City of Berkeley General Plan contains maps of the 
citywide transit network, vehicular circulation network, bicycle circulation network, and 
emergency access and evacuation network. It also contains 53 policies that together are 
intended to achieve the following six objectives: 
 

 Maintain and improve public transportation services throughout the City. 
 Reduce automobile use and vehicle miles traveled in Berkeley, and the related 

impacts by providing and advocating for transportation alternatives and subsi-
dies that facilitate voluntary decisions to drive less. 

 Improve the quality of life in Berkeley neighborhoods by calming and slowing 
traffic on all residential streets. 

 Maintain and improve the existing infrastructure and facilities for the move-
ment of people, goods, and vehicles within and through the City. 

 Improve the management of public parking to better serve the needs of resi-
dents, businesses and visitors. 

 Create a model bicycle and pedestrian-friendly city where bicycling and walk-
ing are safe, attractive, easy and convenient forms of transportation and recrea-
tion for people of all ages and abilities.  

 
Virtually all of the City’s transportation policies have a bearing on University faculty, 
staff, students and visitors, due to UC Berkeley’s central location within the City. How-
ever, five policies (see Table 4.12-1) directly address issues related to UC Berkeley trans-
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portation planning. In addition, Policy T-18 directs the City, when considering transpor-
tation impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act, to consider how a plan 
or project affects all modes of transportation, including transit riders, bicyclists, pedes-
trians and motorists to determine the transportation impacts of a plan or project. The 
policy includes an action to develop a multi-modal level of service to facilitate the above 
evaluations, but the City has not yet developed this tool.   
 
FINDINGS OF THE BERKELEY GENERAL PLAN EIR 
Over conditions current at the time of the General Plan (approximately year 2000), the 
City of Berkeley General Plan EIR assumed a net increase in Berkeley households of 
3,176 (approximately 3,340 housing units); an increase in population of 6,955 people 2; 
an increase of 10,895 jobs3 and a city-wide increase in automobile trips generated of 
approximately 5.1 percent.4  The City of Berkeley General Plan Final EIR assumed an 
increase of 3,284 new jobs in the period 2000 to 2020 for the immediate area of the 
Berkeley Campus Park and LBNL5 and an additional increase of 2,351 jobs in the larger 
area bounded by Hearst Avenue/Shattuck Avenue/Dwight Way/eastern City limits 
(3,284 plus 2,351 equals 5,635 in the larger area). 6  
 
Four impacts were identified in the City of Berkeley General Plan EIR related to traffic 
and transportation:  
 

 The EIR found that certain Draft General Plan policies could result in signifi-
cant traffic congestion, including:  promoting transit first; implementing traffic 
calming measures; and creation of a multi-modal transportation impact evalua-
tion methodology that allows traffic impacts to be deemed as mitigated where 
improvements occur in other travel modes. 

 The EIR noted the potential for transit demand to exceed planned transit ca-
pacity as a result of the Draft General Plan’s transit-related policies, to be miti-
gated by joint City/AC Transit monitoring of ridership and joint City/BART 
monitoring of ridership, and by City adoption of a Transportation Impact Fee (T-6). 

 The EIR noted the potential for parking demand to exceed supply and thus 
impact transit services and residential parking supplies. This was addressed by 
Policy T-39, which deemed projects with below-standard or no parking less 
than significant for CEQA purposes, “based on the elasticity concept and the 
overriding desire to reduce traffic growth.” 

 The EIR noted that significant traffic volume growth on certain streets in the 
City could occur with build out under the General Plan. Despite mitigation and 
policies encouraging alternative transit modes, this impact was anticipated to 
remain significant and unavoidable. 7 
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BERKELEY BICYCLE PLAN 
The City’s Bicycle Plan was adopted in January 1999 with the goal “to make Berkeley a 
model bicycle-friendly city where bicycling is a safe, attractive, easy, and convenient 
form of transportation and recreation for people of all ages and bicycling abilities.”8 The 
Bicycle Plan establishes bicycle-related policies covering five main areas of importance to 
bicycle transportation: Planning, Network and Facilities, Education and Safety, Promo-
tion and Implementation.9 The Bicycle Plan also identifies a bicycle network for the City, 
which includes planned and existing UC Berkeley bikeways.10 The Bicycle Plan is a policy 
document which has been incorporated into the updated General Plan.11 
 
CITY OF OAKLAND  

OAKLAND GENERAL PLAN 
The City of Oakland Land Use and Transportation Element begins with the identifica-
tion of transportation challenges and responses. The Element then identifies eight ob-
jectives for transportation and twelve objectives for neighborhoods, with specific poli-

TABLE 4.12-1 
BERKELEY GENERAL PLAN:  POLICIES RELATED TO UC BERKELEY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
T-13 Major Public Institutions. Work with other agencies and institutions, such as the 

University of California, the Berkeley Unified School District, Lawrence Berkeley 
Laboratory, Vista Community College, the Alameda County Court, and neighbor-
ing cities to promote Eco-Pass and to pursue other efforts to reduce automobile 
trips. (Also see Land Use Policy LU-39.) 

T-16 Access by Proximity. Improve access by increasing proximity of residents to 
services, goods, and employment centers. (Also see Land Use Policies LU-13 and LU-
23, Housing Policy H-16, and Environmental Management Policy EM-41 Action B.) 

T-17 Transportation Planning. Involve local residents, businesses and institutions in 
all stages of transportation planning. (Also see Citizen Participation Policies CP-1 through 
CP-5 and CP-8 through CP-10.) 

T-18 Level of Service. When considering transportation impacts under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, the City shall consider how a plan or project affects all 
modes of transportation, including transit riders, bicyclists, pedestrians, and motor-
ists, to determine the transportation impacts of a plan or project. Significant bene-
ficial impacts on air quality, noise, visual quality, or safety in residential areas, may 
offset or mitigate a significant adverse impact on vehicle Level of Service (LOS) to 
a level of insignificance. The number of transit riders, pedestrians, and bicyclists 
potentially affected will be considered when evaluating a degradation of LOS for 
motorists. 

T-37 University of California and Large Employer Parking. Encourage large em-
ployers, such as the University of California and Berkeley Unified School District, 
to allocate existing employee parking on the basis of a) need for a vehicle on the 
job, b) number of passengers carried, c) disability, and d) lack of alternative public 
transportation. (Also see Land Use Policy LU-39.) 

T-38 Inter-Jurisdictional Coordination. Establish partnerships with adjacent jurisdic-
tions and agencies, such as the University of California and the Berkeley Unified 
School District, to reduce parking demand and encourage alternative modes of 
transportation. 
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cies for each objective. The objectives address safety, alternative transportation modes 
and traffic circulation. The objectives also encourage transit-oriented development and 
higher density housing and sound land use planning in order to take advantage of the 
existing circulation system. The Element contains 43 transportation policies and 69 
neighborhood land-use policies that are intended to achieve these objectives. The Ele-
ment also contains maps of the citywide roadway and transit network. 
 
Some of Oakland’s transportation policies may affect planning efforts by UC Berkeley. 
Three policies under Neighborhood Objective N2 for civic and institutional uses (N2.4, 
N2.5, and N2.8) address issues related to UC Berkeley, including locating new uses out-
side of residential areas, and balancing City and local benefits.  
 
4.12.4 EXISTING SETTING 
 
This section describes existing conditions in the 2020 LRDP area for roadway and inter-
section operations; construction activity; commute travel modes; parking conditions; 
bicycle circulation; pedestrian circulation; and transit service. The 2020 LRDP area in-
cludes all of Berkeley and portions of North Oakland. Figure 4.12-1 illustrates the 
roadway and freeway network in this area and the intersections included in the intersec-
tion analysis. Appendix F.1 includes descriptions of the regional and local roadway net-
work serving the site. 
 
ROADWAY AND INTERSECTION OPERATIONS  

ANALYSIS LOCATIONS 
Existing traffic conditions were studied at 74 intersections within the 2020 LRDP area, 
as shown in Figure 4.12-1.12 These intersections were selected because they are either in 
the immediate vicinity of the Campus Park area, or along the main corridors providing 
access to the Campus Park. Table 4.12-1 contains a numbered list of these intersections, 
which corresponds to the numbered intersections in Figure 4.12-1. 
 
Peak period turning movement counts were conducted from 7:00 to 9:00 a.m. and from 
4:00 to 6:00 p.m. at the 74 study intersections. The counts were conducted during No-
vember and early December 2002, while UC Berkeley and local elementary, middle, and 
high schools were in session. Extensive field observations were also performed during 
the count periods to aid in understanding the existing area-wide traffic operations.  As 
no major development or major change in city traffic volumes and patterns have oc-
curred in the interim between the counts and publication of this EIR, the counts remain 
valid for this analysis.  
 
The turning movement counts revealed that the peak traffic hour during the morning 
peak period for the study intersections at locations near the Campus Park is from 7:45 
to 8:45 a.m. Intersections along most of the major streets within the LRDP area, includ-
ing Shattuck Avenue, Ashby Avenue, University Avenue, portions of Oxford Street, and 
Fulton Street were found to peak from 8:00 to 9:00 a.m.  
 
During the evening peak period, intersections along Oxford Street, Hearst Avenue, and 
Bancroft Way adjacent of the Campus Park were found to peak from 5:00 to 6:00 p.m., 
while Gayley Road and Piedmont Avenue peak between 4:00 and 5:00 p.m. Most inter-



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  D R A F T  E I R  
4 . 1 2  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  A N D  T R A F F I C   

4.12-10 

sections south of Bancroft Way and east of Shattuck Avenue peak from 4:45 to 5:45 p.m. 
Shattuck Avenue and intersections north of Bancroft Way peak from 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. 
 
Appendix F.2 includes figures illustrating the existing peak hour intersection volumes 
and intersection lane configurations and intersection controls used in this report. De-
tailed existing AM and PM peak hour intersection turning movement counts are also 
included in Appendix F.2. The collected count data near five locations noted in Appen-
dix F.1, section G.4, were adjusted to reflect previous count data and field observations.  
 
INTERSECTION ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 
To measure and describe the operation of a local roadway network, transportation engi-
neers and planners commonly use a grading system called Level of Service (LOS). The 
LOS grading system qualitatively characterizes traffic conditions associated with varying 
levels of traffic.13 
 
LOS varies from LOS A, indicating free flow traffic conditions with little or no delay; to 
LOS F, representing over-saturated conditions where traffic flows exceed design capac-
ity, resulting in long queues and delays. The LOS grading system is applied to the signal-
ized and unsignalized intersection analysis. Level of service grades are described in Table 
F.1-1 through F.1-3 in Appendix F.1. 
 
The City of Berkeley does not maintain a traffic LOS standard, but has adopted a policy 
in the General Plan that requires development of a multi-modal level-of-service meas-
urement that treats all travel modes equitably. The most commonly applied LOS stan-
dard in other Bay Area and California jurisdictions is LOS D; i.e. LOS A-D are accept-
able levels of operations and LOS E-F are not. Also common is the application of a 
standard that measures additional degradation in service if an intersection is already LOS 
E or F. The City of Oakland does not have LOS standards stated in its General Plan.  
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EXISTING INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 
Figures 4.12-2 and 4.12-3 summarize the existing intersection level of service analysis 
results. Detailed calculation work sheets are provided in Appendix F.5. Under existing 
conditions, all but five study intersections operate at LOS D or better during the morn-
ing peak hour. Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F during the morning peak 
hour include: 
 

 The signalized San Pablo Avenue/Marin Avenue intersection, which oper-
ates at LOS E. Field observations indicate that the major problem with this in-
tersection occurs on southbound San Pablo Avenue during the morning peak 
hour where the queue extends to the upstream intersection and does not clear 
at the end of each cycle.  

 University Avenue/Sixth Street is a signalized intersection operating at LOS 
F during the morning peak hour. The worst delay occurs on eastbound Uni-
versity Avenue as traffic travels from Interstate 80 to destinations in Berkeley.  

 University Avenue/San Pablo Avenue is a signalized intersection operating 
at LOS F during the morning peak hour. The worst delays are experienced by 
the heavy eastbound and southbound movements. 

 Bancroft Way/Piedmont Avenue, a stop-controlled intersection, operates at 
LOS F due to the combination of traffic volumes on Piedmont Avenue travel-
ing through the intersection and turning onto Bancroft Way, along with heavy 
pedestrian crossings of Piedmont Avenue and, to a lesser extent, Bancroft 
Way. 

 The Derby Street/Warring Street intersection is an all-way stop-controlled 
intersection that operates at LOS F. The delay is experienced by vehicles on 
westbound Derby Street turning right to Warring Street to reach destinations 
north or Downtown, and on southbound Warring Street turning left to Derby 
Street by vehicles from locations north and Downtown heading toward High-
way 13 and Highway 24. 

 
During the evening peak hour, all but six study intersections operate at LOS D or better. 
Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F during the evening peak hour include: 
 

 The signalized Gilman Street/Sixth Street intersection operates at LOS E 
due to the heavy northbound left turn.  

 The University Avenue/Sixth Street intersection operates at LOS F. Delay 
at the University/Sixth Street intersection is caused by the heavy southbound 
right, northbound left, and westbound through movements, which cause 
queues blocking upstream intersections.  

 The University Avenue/San Pablo Avenue intersection operates at LOS F. 
At the University Avenue/San Pablo Avenue intersections, delays are caused 
by heavy southbound through, northbound left, and eastbound through 
movements, which cause queues extending to upstream intersections.  

 The Bancroft Way/Piedmont Avenue intersection operates at LOS F due to 
the combination of traffic volumes on Piedmont Avenue traveling through the 
intersection and turning onto Bancroft Way, along with heavy pedestrian 
crossings of Piedmont Avenue and, to a lesser extent, Bancroft Way. 

 The Derby Street/Warring Street intersection operates at LOS F due to the 
high volume of traffic turning left from southbound Warring Street to east-
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bound Derby Street. These vehicle flows include commute traffic from Berke-
ley traveling to regional routes such as Highway 13 and Highway 24, as well as 
to local streets such as Claremont Avenue. 

 The Kittredge Street/Oxford Street intersection is stop-controlled at the 
eastbound Kittredge Street approach. Thus, delay occurs only on the Kittredge 
Street approach, since the Oxford Street approaches are not controlled. 

 
The 2000 HCM methodology for unsignalized intersections does not take pedestrian 
activity into account. When pedestrian activity is considered, the following changes to 
LOS would occur: 
 

 Bancroft Way/Piedmont Avenue. Traffic operations at this all-way stop-
controlled intersection are impeded by high pedestrian volumes crossing Pied-
mont Avenue. Based on observations, the intersection operates at LOS F dur-
ing both morning and evening peak periods. Queues on the northbound Pied-
mont Avenue approach can spill back to Derby Street during the peak 
morning and evening commute times. 

 Other Intersections. High pedestrian volumes at the stop-controlled Ban-
croft Way/College Avenue, Bancroft Way/Bowditch Street, and Hearst Ave-
nue/Le Roy Avenue intersections also interfere with traffic operations. How-
ever, all three intersections were observed to operate at acceptable service lev-
els during both morning and evening peak hours. 

 
Based on field observations, it appears that additional congestion also occurs on some 
roadway segments but is not reflected in the intersection service level analysis. This was 
observed at the following locations:  
 

 Northbound College Avenue south of Ashby Avenue during the morning 
peak hour. 

 Westbound Ashby Avenue between Claremont Avenue and Shattuck Ave-
nue during the evening peak hour. 

 Northbound Telegraph Avenue between Dwight Way and Bancroft Way 
during the evening peak hour. 

 Northbound Shattuck Avenue between Dwight Way and University Avenue 
during the evening peak hour. 

 Eastbound Gilman Street, west of San Pablo Avenue during the evening 
peak hour. 
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TABLE 4.12-2 
EXISTING (2002) LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY CMP DESIGNATED SYSTEM 

Route From To LOS Standard 
Standard 
Violated?a 

Year 2002 PM Peak Hour  
LOS F Locations 

Interstate 80 Contra Costa County line Interstate 80 / 580 Split E/Fb No 
Both directions, except for westbound  

east of University 

Interstate 580 Interstate 80 / 580 Split Harrison Street E/Fc No None 

Highway 24 Interstate 980 
Contra Costa County 
line 

E/Fd No 
Eastbound between Interstate 580  

and Fish Ranch Road 
Highway 123 (San 
Pablo Avenue) 

Contra Costa County line Emeryville City limit E No None 

University Avenue Interstate 80 Shattuck Avenue E No None 

Shattuck Avenue University Avenue Derby Street E No None 

Adeline Street Derby Street MLK Jr. Way E No None 

MLK Jr. Way Adeline Street Highway 24 E No None 

Highway 13  
(Ashby Avenue) 

Interstate 80 Tunnel Road E/Fe No None 

Highway 13  
(Tunnel Road) 

Ashby Avenue Highway 24 E No None 

a Based on the 2002 p.m. peak hour monitoring.  
b Standard is F for both directions, except for westbound east of University Avenue. 
c  Standard is F for eastbound between Interstate 80 and Harrison Street. 
d Standard is F for eastbound between Interstate 580 and Fish Ranch Road. 
e Standard is F for the following segments: westbound between Telegraph Avenue and Martin Luther King, Jr. Way, and eastbound between College Avenue and Domingo Street. 
Source: 2002 Level of Service Monitoring for the Alameda Congestion Management Agency, November 2002. 
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CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PLAN AND METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM ROUTES  
The Alameda County CMA monitors conditions on the CMP System, which in Berkeley 
includes the freeways, State routes, and several major arterials, shown in Figure 4.12-4. 
The CMA has determined that the acceptable LOS for all system routes is LOS E, ex-
cept for segments which operated at LOS F in 1991, the first year of the CMP. The ex-
empt segments with an LOS F standard within the LRDP area are as follows:  
 

 Interstate 80 westbound from University Avenue to the Interstate 80/580 split.  
 Interstate 80 eastbound from the Emeryville city limits to the Albany city limits. 
 Highway 24 eastbound from Interstate 580 to Fish Ranch Road  
 Ashby Avenue (Highway 13) westbound from Telegraph Avenue to Martin 

Luther King, Jr. Way. 
 Ashby Avenue (Highway 13) eastbound from College Avenue to Domingo Street.  

 
As shown in Table 4.12-2, the 2002 Level of Service Monitoring Report shows all CMP routes 
in the LRDP area as meeting the standards.    
 
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 

Baseline analysis for the 2020 LRDP EIR was conducted during a period of intensive 
building construction in Berkeley and at the UC Berkeley campus. Traffic counts and 
parking conditions analyses for this section were primarily conducted in the fall of 2002 
and spring of 2003. In the fall of 2002, UC Berkeley projects under construction in-
cluded the Jean Hargrove Music Library; 2195 Hearst Avenue; the central dining and 
office facility on the campus southside; LHS Forces that Shape the Bay exhibit; seismic 
retrofit projects at Wurster Hall, Barker Hall and the Archaeological Research Facility. 
Projects underway in the City of Berkeley included the housing project at 1370 Univer-
sity Avenue and building construction at Berkeley High School. In the spring of 2003, 
projects under construction also included infill housing at Units 1 and 2 on the south-
side of campus, and Channing-Bowditch housing. 
 
COMMUTE TRAVEL MODES 

A faculty/staff survey completed in 2001 indicates that 51% of faculty and staff drive 
alone to work at UC Berkeley. The percentage of campus commuters choosing transit 
increased slightly between 1996 and 2001, to approximately 18%.  As distances between 
home and work have increased since 1996, fewer faculty and staff are walking to work.  
Only 37% of individuals who live within 5 miles of campus drive alone to work. 
 
The primary commute mode for students, according to student survey completed in 
2000, was walking, with some 52% arriving at campus on foot.  More than 80% of stu-
dents live within 5 miles of campus; approximately 10% of students drive alone.  
 
PARKING CONDITIONS 

This section describes existing parking supply and capacity for off-street parking facili-
ties owned by the University and other entities, and for on-street parking. 
 
UNIVERSITY PARKING 
The University operated parking supply is scattered through the Campus Park and adja-
cent neighborhoods. The parking supply is controlled by permit regulations determined 
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by the Parking and Transportation Department, and are generally enforced by the Uni-
versity during weekday business hours (7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.). Most University-
operated parking facilities are open to the public for a fee during nights and weekends. 
 
Table 4.12-3 lists the University’s parking supply by permit category in the vicinity of the 
Campus Park. There are currently about 6,094 marked parking spaces and an additional 
1,057 stacked attendant spaces for a total of 7,151 University-operated parking spaces, 
of which 250 are motorcycle spaces. About 82 percent of vehicle parking spaces are 
allocated to commuters, while the remaining spaces are assigned to residence halls (3.5 
percent), visitors (5.5 percent), service/delivery (2.5 percent), department reserve (3.5 
percent) and other (3 percent). Most commuter parking spaces are concentrated in park-
ing garages adjacent to or within a five-minute walk to the Campus Park. Table 4.12-4 
summarizes the parking supply in the major garages for University use only. This is a 
subset of the parking supply indicated in Table 4.12-3. Figure 4.12-5 shows the major 
(50+ spaces) parking facility locations in the vicinity of the Campus Park.   
 
The University faculty/staff and student transportation surveys indicate that approxi-
mately 800 commuting faculty/staff and 3,000 commuting students currently drive and 
regularly park in non-University parking facilities. Most employees parking in non-
University facilities are part-time employees, and not all the parking occurs at the same 
time.14  
 
Despite the University’s efforts to promote alternative commute modes15 and control 
parking demand, the University’s current parking supply is insufficient to meet current 
parking demand. As a result, most commuter parking facilities operated by the Univer-
sity are at or near capacity during most of the day. In general, permit ratios are 1.2 per-
mits per space for faculty and staff, and 2.6 permits per space for students.16 Conse-
quently, parking permits do not guarantee a parking space. 
 
The University parking facility demands peak at about 11:30 a.m. when 94 percent of 
parking spaces (including attendant parked spaces) in the major commuter facilities are 
occupied.17 This level of parking occupancy is considered the “practical capacity” of the 
system because the remaining 6 percent of spaces (170 spaces) are dispersed throughout 
several parking areas and are therefore difficult for users to find.  
 
The total peak parking demand for parking at the University is estimated at about 
11,465 parking spaces during the weekday critical midday period.18 The calculated de-
mand assumes a suburban environment in which all users have access to adequate and 
strategically located parking spaces at current prices. The difference between the theo-
retical demand of 11,465 parking spaces and the existing parking supply of 7,151 spaces 
represents “latent demand,” which refers to those users who do not currently park at 
the University because of constrained parking supply and other factors, but would drive 
and park in University parking facilities if more parking spaces at current prices were 
provided on or in close proximity to the Campus Park. 
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TABLE 4.12-3 
EXISTING UC BERKELEY PARKING SUPPLY BY PERMIT TYPE 
Parking Facility Regular Spaces Attendant Parking 
Commuter   
   Campus Park 1,255   190 
   Faculty-Staff 1,467   365 
   General Fee Lot 1,066   205 
   Student Fee Lot    544   297 
   Disabled Person    192      0 
   Carpool      53      0 
Subtotal 4,577 1,057 
Visitor   
   Metered    78      0 
   Public Parking   317      0 
Subtotal   395      0 
Service/Delivery   
   Service/Maintenance     72      0 
   Plant Operations (PPCS)     47      0 
   Loading/Unloading     57      0 
Subtotal    176      0 
Department Reserve    245      0 
Residence Hall    238      0 
Special Area     16      0 
Other    197      0 
Total Vehicle Spaces 5,844 1,057 
Motorcycle spaces    250      0 
Total Parking Spaces 6,094 1,057 
Source: UC Berkeley, Parking and Transportation, Parking Space Inventory, July 2002. 
 

 

 
 

TABLE 4.12-4 
MAJOR COMMUTER PARKING FACILITIES IN THE UC BERKELEY PARKING SUPPLY 
Parking Facility Regular Spaces Attendant Parking 
Bancroft/Fulton Lot   231   75 
Ellsworth Structure   271 112 
Foothill Lot   218  90 
Genetics Garage   325    0 
Lower Hearst Garage   489 210 
RSF Garage   249   67 
Underhill   222   85 
University Hall Garage   311   83 
Upper Hearst Garage   357 120 
Total Parking Supply 2,673 842 
This is a partial list of all commuter parking facilities. Only facilities with more than 200 commuter spaces are listed. 
Source: UC Berkeley, Parking and Transportation, Parking Space Inventory, July 2002. 
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UC Berkeley Extension does not provide parking facilities for students at its Berkeley 
locations.  Public and private parking facilities are available near all of the facilities.  On-
street parking also accommodates some students at or near all Berkeley sites.  A Fall 
2003 UC Berkeley Extension student transportation survey, which returned over 1,000 
responses, indicates that just over half of the students (51.4%) drive or carpool to class.  
The remaining 43.5% use public transit, other personal transportation devices, or walk 
to class.  Just under 5% of the students use bicycles as their mode of transportation. 
 
NON-UNIVERSITY OFF-STREET PARKING 
In addition to the University’s parking facilities, about 3,000 City or privately-owned 
parking spaces are located in major commercial and non-University employment areas. 
These facilities, listed in Table 4.12-5, can be attractive to those students and visitors 
who need access to campus for short time periods. They are less attractive for employ-
ees and others who stay on campus for extended periods due to the higher fees charged 
for long-term parking. 
 
The parking supply and demand at the major non-University parking facilities are sum-
marized in Table 4.12-5. During the weekday afternoon peak period, the parking occu-
pancy at most non-University parking facilities is at or near capacity. With the exception 
of the City operated Oxford Street Lot, typical weekday night and weekend parking de-
mand is substantially lower than the weekday afternoon peak period. Lower demand 
occurs because University parking supplies are available to the public on nights and 
weekends and on-street parking time limit restrictions are not enforced. 
 
ON-STREET PARKING 
Most of the on-street parking in the vicinity of the Campus Park (except in the Hill 
Campus) is limited to two hours or less for visitors, either due to Residential Permit 
Program (RPP) zones or to meters or signs which limit parking duration. The City’s 
RPP program established zones surrounding Downtown, the University, Alta Bates 
Hospital and the North Berkeley and Ashby BART Stations. Residents of those zones 
buy permits to park on the streets, and non-resident parking is generally limited to two 
hours between 8:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekdays and in some locations on Saturdays.  
 
The RPP Program has generally been successful in improving parking availability for 
residents; however, based on the transportation consultant's observations of on-street 
parking occupancy levels at various times of day within the Adjacent Blocks and South-
side, on-street parking is typically used to capacity. Figure 4.12-6 shows the RPP zones 
in the vicinity of the Campus Park.  
 
Parking meters installed in the commercial districts generally limit parking for up to two 
hours between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on weekdays and Saturdays. Time limits and en-
forcements are intended to discourage all-day use of on-street parking by commuters 
and employees. As a result of the RPP and the parking meters, there are no all-day on-
street parking spaces available in the vicinity of Campus Park. Parking meters are not a 
viable option for most University faculty, staff, students and visitors because of the high 
on-street parking occupancy levels and the 30-minute, one-hour and two-hour time limi-
tations of the meters, which do not allow enough time for typical stays on campus.19 
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BICYCLE CIRCULATION 

In general, City of Berkeley has a high rate of bicycling compared to Alameda County as 
a whole, with about five percent of Berkeley’s employed residents regularly commuting 
to work by bicycle, compared to one percent for all of Alameda County.20 
 
Figure 4.12-7 shows the Berkeley Bicycle Plan’s recommended bikeway network in the 
vicinity of the Campus Park. Not all of the segments have been completed, and the loca-
tion of some proposed bikeways may change.  On City streets surrounding the Campus 
Park, bike boulevards were recently added to Channing Way, Virginia Street, Bowditch 
Street/Hillegass Avenue, and Milvia Street.  Bike lanes (Class II routes) near the campus 
are on Hearst Avenue (between California and Arch), Oxford/Fulton Streets (between 
Hearst and Dwight), Center Street (between Milvia and Shattuck), and Dana Street (be-
tween Bancroft and Dwight). The Bicycle Plan is further discussed in Section 4.12.5, 
Future 2020 Baseline Conditions.  
  
Although not explicitly designated, bicycle riding is permitted in most areas of the Cam-
pus Park, except at the specified “dismount area”. Figure 4.12-7 shows the recom-
mended campus bicycle routes. Bicycle parking is provided near most of the major 
buildings on campus.  
 
Figure 4.12-8 provides bicycle volumes at select intersections in the vicinity of the Cam-
pus Park. Aspects of the City’s layout, such as the grid street network and the neighbor-
hood automobile traffic diversion system, enhance bicycle mobility. However, high traf-
fic volumes/speeds on major streets, area topography, physical roadway conditions, and 
one-way streets detract from bicycling safety and convenience. 
 
In March 2000, the City of Berkeley Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Task Force prepared 
an extensive evaluation and made recommendations to improve intersection operations 
for pedestrians and bicyclists.   
 
 

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% N.A. N.A. 
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 occupancy for the Sather Gate Garage is from the Down-
town/Southside TDM Study. 
b Based on data collected by Fehr & Peers Associates on April 10, 2002 between 7:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m..  
c Based on data collected by Fehr & Peers Associates on April 13, 2002 between 2:00 p.m. and 3:00 p.m.  
Source: Fehr & Peers Associates, January 2003.
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PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION 

Figure 4.12-9 shows pedestrian volumes at intersections in the vicinity of the Campus 
Park, as reported in the 2001 Southside/Downtown TDM Study. As expected, pedestrian 
volumes are heaviest on Telegraph Avenue in the five blocks approaching the Campus 
Park, and on Shattuck Avenue in the vicinity of the Berkeley BART Station. 
 
The majority of reported pedestrian accidents take place within a one-quarter mile ra-
dius of elementary, middle, or high schools.21 In the Downtown area, a disproportionate 
number of pedestrian collisions involve victims in the 18-24 age group, indicative of the 
nearby University related activities. On Ashby Avenue, a disproportionate number of 
pedestrian collisions involve victims in the 5-9 age group. A disproportionate number of 
bicycle accidents include victims in the 18-24 age group.22 Table 4.12-6 presents the in-
tersections with the highest combined pedestrian and bicycle collisions.  
 
 
 

TABLE 4.12-6 
INTERSECTIONS WITH HIGHEST PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE COMBINED COLLISIONS (1994-1998) 

Intersection 
Combined Pedestrian and  

Bicycle Collisions 
Shattuck/University 29 
Durant/Telegraph 15 
Ashby/Sacramento; Oxford/University; and  
Gilman/San Pablo (tied). 

13 each 

Allston/Shattuck; Ashby/MLK; San Pablo/ University; 
and Bancroft/Bowditch (tied). 

12 each 

Ashby/San Pablo; Bancroft/Dana;  
College/Russell; Hearst/Oxford;  
Milvia/University; and MLK/University (tied).  

11 each 

Source: City of Berkeley Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Task Force Evaluation and Recommendations Final  

Report, March 2000. 
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TRANSIT SERVICE 

Transit service in the vicinity of the project site is provided by BART (Bay Area Rapid 
Transit), AC Transit (Alameda-Contra Costa Transit), and the UC Berkeley shuttle service.  
 
BART 
BART provides regional commuter rail transit in Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco, 
and San Mateo counties. Currently, BART trains operate on weekdays from 4:00 a.m. to 
midnight, on Saturdays from 6:00 a.m. to midnight, and on Sundays from 8:00 a.m. to 
midnight. The nearest BART station to the Campus Park is the Downtown Berkeley 
Station located one block west of the Campus Park at the Center Street/Shattuck Ave-
nue intersection. 
 
Approximately 23,000 weekday, 9,400 Saturday, and 7,600 Sunday entries and exits were 
recorded at the Downtown Berkeley BART Station in July 2001. About 8,700 weekday, 
3,800 Saturday, and 2,500 Sunday entries and exits were recorded at the Rockridge 
BART Station.23 
 
Table 4.12-7 provides average peak hour load factors for the BART lines serving the 
Campus Park. Load factor is defined as the ratio of passengers to seating capacity. Based 
on BART ridership data, the system’s peak load factors generally occur on BART trains 
in the Transbay Tube. However, none of the BART lines is operating at practical oper-
ating capacity. 
 
Effective January 1, 2004, the minimum BART fare increased by 10%, from $1.15 to 
$1.25. Ticket to Go vendors around the bay area will continue to sell BART’s blue high 
value tickets at a 6.25% discount. A 75% discount is still available to seniors, disabled 
persons, and children aged 5 to 12 while children up to the age of four ride free.  
 
AC TRANSIT 
Local bus service in Berkeley is provided by AC Transit. Within the City of Berkeley, at 
least one AC Transit route provides service within walking distance (1/4 miles) of nearly 
every resident in the City. Twelve bus routes provide service to the Campus Park. Figure 
4.12-10 illustrates the existing AC Transit routes throughout Berkeley, and Figure 4.12-
11 shows the routes in the vicinity of the Campus Park. All routes, except routes F/FS, 
provide service between downtown Berkeley, local Berkeley neighborhoods and other 
nearby cities. Routes F/FS provide service to and from the Transbay Terminal in San 
Francisco.24 
 
Table 4.12-8 summarizes morning and evening peak hour service frequency and rider-
ship levels for each route serving the Campus Park vicinity.  For several routes, the most 
recent data are from 1997-1998, while for other routes (15, 40, 43, 51, 64 and F/FS) 
data are available from both 1997-1998 and 2002-2003.  For the older data, the average 
AM and PM peak hour ridership along the entire route is given, by direction.  These 
data indicate peak hour load factors (ratio of occupied seats over total seats) ranging 
from 0.06 to 0.47.  (Seating capacity is generally 40).   
 
For the 2002-2003 data, average peak hour load factors are given for the single peak 
hour of the day, in some cases the morning commute hour, and in others the evening 
commute hour.  These load factors range from 0.37 (on route 64) to 0.77 (on route 43).  
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The 2002-2003 data is indicated with brackets in Table 4.12-8.  The stop-by-stop data 
indicate that routes 15, 51, and 40L have short periods (a few stops on one to three 
buses during the peak hour) of standing-room only operation in the Southside area.  
However, the maximum ridership recorded at any given stop is 47 occupants, well be-
low the 150% of seating capacity that is considered the maximum load by AC Transit. 25 
 
UC Berkeley student fees include an AC Transit Class Pass which provides unlimited 
ridership during the semester. A survey of University students regarding the use of the 
Class Pass was conducted in January 2001 and January 2002. The survey findings are 
summarized below: 
 

 About 85 percent of all students use the Class Pass to ride AC Transit buses at 
least once a week.  

 About 21 percent of all students use the Class Pass to ride AC Transit buses at 
least once a day. 

 The most popular bus routes are 51 (25 percent of all Class Pass users), 52 (11 
percent), 7 (10 percent), 40 (10 percent), and 52L (10 percent).  

 About 42 percent of all Class Pass users use AC Transit to commute between 
home and school and about 44 percent use AC Transit for shopping, recrea-
tion, or social purposes. 

 About 31 percent of Class Pass users are graduate students, 40 percent are up-
per division students, and 29 percent are lower division students. 

 
In conjunction with the City of Berkeley, AC Transit established the Eco Pass program. 
The City program provides a free AC Transit bus pass to benefited City employees. The 
annual cost to the City is not to exceed $100,000. According to a September 2003 sum-
mary update on the Eco Pass, in 2003 passes were distributed to all eligible employees 
with their paychecks. The Berkeley City Council also approved a two-year contract ex-
tension, allowing the program to run through the end of 2005. 
 
Effective June 29, 2003, AC Transit made the following service reductions to transit 
lines serving the UC Berkeley campus: 

 Line 8:  Discontinued. Some portions covered by Line 65. 
 Line 9: Less frequent service. Some portions discontinued. 
 Line 51: Service in City of Alameda discontinued. 
 Line 64:  Discontinued. 
 Line 65:  Less frequent service. 

 
Effective September 1, 2003, AC Transit made the following fare changes due to budget 
constraints: 

 BART Plus tickets no longer accepted on AC Transit buses  
 Price increase for 10-ride and 31-day tickets 
 Transfers good for 1 ½ hours and one use only 
 Day passes and transbay youth/senior/disabled passes eliminated 
 Price increase for senior/disabled monthly sticker 
 Annual Youth Pass program for middle and high school students discontinued 
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TABLE 4.12-7 
BART PEAK HOUR LOAD FACTORS FALL 2002 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Line 
Peak Load 

Factora 

Load Factor 
Near Campus 

Parkb 
Peak Load 

Factora 

Load Factor 
Near Campus 

Parkb 
Richmond – Fremont 1.09 0.92 0.93 0.83
Daly City / Colma – Richmond 1.12 0.92 1.07 0.83
Daly City / Colma – Concord 1.16 1.14 1.14 1.01
a Peak load factor on the entire line. 
b Peak hour load factor at the Downtown Berkeley Station for the Richmond - Fremont and Daly City / Colma – 
Richmond lines and at the Rockridge Station for the Daly City / Colma – Concord line. 
Source: Bay Area Rapid Transit District, January 2003 
 
 
TABLE 4.12-8 
AC TRANSIT AVERAGE PEAK HOUR LOAD FACTORS a 

AM Peak Houra PM Peak Houra 
Bus Line Riders Load Factor Riders Load Factor 
7 Northbound 
 Southbound 

  9 
10 

0.31 
0.33 

14 
12 

0.47 
0.40 

8 Northbound 
 Southbound 

  2 
  4 

0.13 
0.30 

  6 
  2 

0.46 
0.13 

9 Eastbound 
 Westbound 

  8 
  3 

0.66 
0.24 

  4 
  6 

0.30 
0.50 

15 Eastbound 
 Westbound 

11 
14 [19] 

0.24 
0.29 [0.48] 

  9 
  7 

0.19 
0.15 

40 Northbound 
 Southbound 

20 [29] 
  8 

0.49 [0.73] 
0.20 

11 
11 

0.27 
0.27 

43  Northbound 
 Southbound 

14 [31] 
12 

0.36 [0.77] 
0.29 

13 
13 

0.34 
0.32 

51 Southbound 
 Northbound 

14 
15 [26] 

0.35 
0.37 [0.65] 

10 
14 

0.26 
0.36 

52 Northbound 
 Southbound 

  1 
  5 

0.01 
0.42 

10 
  2 

0.85 
0.17 

52L Northbound 
 Southbound 

  1 
13 

0.03 
0.33 

  7 
  3 

0.17 
0.06 

65  Eastbound 
 Westbound 

  4 
  5 

0.14 
0.17 

  8 
  4 

0.26 
0.14 

67 Northbound 
 Southbound 

  2 
  1 

0.19 
0.08 

  1 
  3 

0.11 
0.24 

F/FS Eastbound 
 Westbound 

n.a. 
n.a. 

n.a. 
n.a. 

n.a. [16] 
n.a. 

n.a. [0.39] 
n.a. 

a Except for bracketed data, numbers reflects the average number of on-board passengers for the entire bus line 
for 1997-1998 conditions. AM peak hour is between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m., and p.m. peak hour is between 4:00 
p.m. and 6:00 p.m.  Bracketed numbers reflect peak hour peak direction load factors for selected routes in 2002-
2003. 
Source: AC Transit Research and Planning Department. 
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BEAR TRANSIT 
BEAR Transit, operated by UC Berkeley, primarily serves the UC Berkeley community, 
providing service between the Campus Park, surrounding neighborhoods, and select 
destinations, as shown in Figure 4.12-12. In general, the daytime shuttles operate on a 
fixed route and schedule between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. The night shuttles operate on 
a fixed schedule between 9:00 p.m. and 3:00 a.m., and provide door-to-door service 
throughout the service area between 3:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m.  
 
BEAR Transit operates at capacity during the AM and PM peak hours, with load factors 
of 1.39 and 1.25, respectively. This is based on service providing 8-minute headways 
with 45-seat vehicles during the peak periods.26 
 
The Class Pass allows students to ride all BEAR Transit shuttle buses, except the Rich-
mond Field Station shuttle line. The cost for the Richmond Field Station Shuttle for all 
riders is $1.00 and $0.50 per ride for day shuttles for non-affiliate riders. About 55 per-
cent of all students use their Class Pass to ride BEAR Transit shuttles at least once a 
week, and about seven percent of all students use their Class Pass to ride BEAR Transit 
shuttles at least once a day. 
 
4.12.5 FUTURE 2020 BASELINE CONDITIONS 
 
Future baseline conditions were modeled for the LRDP area intersections and 
CMP/MTS facilities in order to assess projected traffic growth without the projected 
2020 LRDP-generated traffic. Appendix F.1 contains a description of the modeling method-
ology, utilizing the Alameda County CMA Countywide Transportation Demand Model.  
 
BASELINE 2020 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 

The 2020 Without Project AM and PM peak hour intersection turning movement vol-
umes and level of service calculations are presented in Appendix F.5. Summaries of the 
intersection level of service analysis results are presented in Appendix F.3, Table F.3-1.  
In addition to those intersections discussed previously in this chapter, these additional 
intersections are projected to operate unacceptably in 2020 without the 2020 LRDP 
 

 The signalized Gilman Street/San Pablo Avenue intersection would operate at 
LOS E during the evening peak hour.  This service level is caused by high east-
bound volume. 

 The signalized Cedar Street / Oxford Street intersection would operate at 
LOS E during the morning peak hour. This service level is caused by high 
eastbound and westbound volumes. 

 The signalized Hearst Avenue / Gayley Road / La Loma Avenue intersec-
tion would operate at LOS E during both morning and evening peak hours. 
This service level is caused by high eastbound volume in the morning and high 
westbound volume in the evening. 

 The signalized Ashby Avenue / Seventh Street intersection would operate at 
LOS F during the evening peak hour. This service level is caused by high 
southbound right turn and eastbound right turn volumes. 

 The all-way stop controlled Stadium Rimway / Gayley Road intersection 
would operate at LOS F during both morning and evening peak hours. The 
volume increase is caused by the higher amount of traffic estimated to use 
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Grizzly Peak Boulevard-Centennial Drive corridor as an alternative to Calde-
cott Tunnel and Belrose-Derby-Warring-Piedmont Corridor. The intersection 
would satisfy Caltrans peak hour signal warrants. 

 The side-street stopped controlled East Gate/ Gayley Road intersections 
would operate at LOS E during the morning peak hour. The volume increase 
is caused by the higher amount of north-south through traffic on Gayley Road. 
The intersection would satisfy Caltrans peak hour signal warrants. 

 The side-street stopped controlled Allston Way / Oxford Street intersections 
would operate at LOS E during the evening peak hour. The volume increase is 
caused by the higher amount of north-south through traffic on Oxford Street. 
The intersection would satisfy Caltrans peak hour signal warrants. 

 
It should also be noted the Marin Avenue / San Pablo Avenue intersection would con-
tinue to operate at unacceptable conditions (LOS F during both morning and evening 
peak hours). The 2020 service levels for this intersection were calculated using the exist-
ing geometry at the intersection, with the assumption that the Marin Avenue narrowing 
project (from four lanes to two lanes with a center two-way left –turn lane), currently 
planned by the City of Albany,  would not reduce lane capacity at the intersection. The 
Alameda County CMA Countywide Transportation Demand Model, the source for the 
2020 No Project traffic forecasts, does not currently reflect the narrowing project; simi-
larly, the traffic distribution for 2020 LRDP traffic growth was not reduced to reflect the 
planned lower capacity of this roadway. Thus, the actual traffic volume growth on Marin 
may be lower than the growth assumed in this EIR.  
 
BASELINE 2010 & 2025 CMP AND MTS ROUTE OPERATIONS 

As required by CMA, the 2010 and 2025 Countywide Travel Demand Model results for 
the CMP and MTS Future Without Project conditions are reported directly, on a link 
basis, and compared to the model’s traffic capacity for each roadway or freeway segment 
during the PM peak hour. The resulting volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c ratio) corresponds 
to LOS A through F, with LOS A represented by a ratio of no greater than 0.59, LOS B 
represented by v/c of no greater than 0.69, etc., and LOS F being associated with a ratio 
of 1.0 or greater. 
 
Table F.3-2 in Appendix F.3 shows the 2010 and 2025 estimated volumes and v/c ratios 
for the CMP Designated System and the MTS routes. Relative to the current (2002) 
CMA monitoring results, the following CMP designated segments are projected to oper-
ate at LOS F under both 2010 and 2025 conditions: 
 

 I-80 westbound, east of University Avenue 
 I-580 eastbound, from Harrison Street to I-80 (Does not violate LOS standard) 
 I-580 westbound, west of SR 24 (2025 only) 
 SR 13 both directions, south of SR 24 
 Ashby Avenue eastbound, From Telegraph Avenue to Domingo Street 

(Does not violate LOS standard from College Avenue to Domingo Street) 
 Ashby Avenue eastbound, from San Pablo Avenue to Adeline Street 
 Ashby Avenue westbound, from Sacramento Street to San Pablo Avenue 

(2010 only) 
 Ashby Avenue westbound, from MLK Jr. Way to Adeline Street 
 Ashby Avenue westbound, east of Claremont Avenue 
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 University Avenue westbound, from I-80 to MLK Jr. Way (segment from 
Sixth Avenue to San Pablo Avenue, 2010 only) 

 San Pablo Avenue both directions from Gilman Street to Ashby Avenue  
 San Pablo Avenue both directions, south of Ashby Avenue (northbound, 

2025 only) 
 Shattuck Avenue both directions, from Dwight Way to Adeline Street 
 MLK Jr. Way southbound, south of Adeline Street 

 
The following MTS designated segments are also projected to operate at LOS F: 
 

 Solano Avenue both directions, from Colusa Avenue to Sutter Street 
 Sutter Street eastbound, from Solano Avenue to Henry Street 
 Henry Street both directions, from Sutter Street to Shattuck Place 
 Shattuck Avenue northbound, from University Avenue to Shattuck Place 
 Shattuck Avenue southbound, from Hearst Avenue to University Avenue 
 The Alameda northbound, from MLK Jr. Way to Marin Avenue 
 MLK Jr. Way northbound, from University Avenue to The Alameda 
 MLK Jr. Way northbound, from Ashby Avenue to Dwight Way 
 MLK Jr. Way southbound, from Cedar Street to Adeline Street (segments 

north of Hearst Avenue to south of Ashby Avenue, 2025 only) 
 Sacramento Street both directions, from Ashby Avenue to Cedar Street 

(southbound segment north of Hearst Avenue, 2025 only) 
 Sixth Street both directions, from Dwight Way to University Avenue 

(southbound segment, 2010 only) 
 Seventh Street both directions, from Ashby Avenue to Dwight Way  
 Telegraph Avenue southbound, south of Ashby Avenue, 2025 only  
 College Avenue both directions, from Ashby Avenue to Dwight Way 

(northbound segment, 2025 only) 
 College Avenue southbound, south of Ashby Avenue 
 Gilman Street both directions, from San Pablo Avenue to Sixth Street 
 Hopkins Street both directions, from Gilman Street to Sacramento Street 
 Dwight Way eastbound, from MLK Jr. Way to San Pablo Avenue 
 Dwight Way westbound, from Sacramento Street to Sixth Street (segment 

east of San Pablo Avenue, 2010 only) 
 
2020 PARKING CONDITIONS  

UNIVERSITY PARKING 
The University currently has authority to construct a net additional 790 parking spaces, 
all of which would be assigned to commuter uses, relative to current (2003) conditions. 
These spaces are part of the Underhill Area Projects (690 net new spaces in the re-built 
Underhill structure, which was demolished in 1991 due to seismic safety concerns – EIR 
certified but project not yet approved) and the Northeast Quadrant Science and Safety 
Projects (100 net new spaces at the Lower Hearst Structure – EIR certified and project 
approved). These spaces will bring the University’s total commuter vehicle parking supply 
to 5,367 marked spaces and 6,424 total spaces including attendant parking.  
 
NON-UNIVERSITY PARKING 
Several projects that could change the downtown parking supply are currently under 
consideration by the City of Berkeley, and one recent approval, the Vista College expan-
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sion, will reduce the supply while increasing parking demand. The Vista College expan-
sion will remove 54 spaces from the downtown supply and add demand for up to 390 
mid-day spaces to the downtown area, resulting in a downtown parking deficit. The city 
is currently investigating ways to mitigate the impacts of these changes, including physi-
cally adding capacity, adding capacity through increased attendant parking, and/or re-
ducing demand through more stringent travel demand management measures such as 
increasing the costs of long-term parking.  
 
Other projects under consideration include the Library Gardens development, which 
would displace the 362-space Kittredge Street Garage, and the Oxford Street develop-
ment, which would add commercial and public uses to that site and replace, but not 
increase, the parking on site. If these projects are implemented, the parking deficit ex-
pected to occur with the Vista College expansion may worsen. A proposed downtown 
hotel, conference and museum complex at Center Street and Shattuck Avenue could 
also alter the current configuration of parking, through reconfiguration and possible 
expansion of the current surface and structured private and University parking. 
 
ON-STREET PARKING 
No significant changes to the city’s management of on-street parking are expected; 
however, changes to the number and type of spaces block to block can occur due to 
changes in loading zone needs, driveway re-construction, provision of disabled parking 
near businesses or residences, etc. In addition, the expansion or addition of RPP zones 
may occur in response to changing conditions. 
 
BASELINE 2020 BICYCLE CIRCULATION 

The City of Berkeley is working to increase bicycle facilities in the city through imple-
mentation of the Berkeley Bicycle Plan. Adopted in April 2000, the Berkeley Bicycle Plan de-
tails recommended improvements to the bicycle circulation system and strategies to 
promote bicycling and provide a safe bicycling environment. The Plan includes an up-
dated network of Class II (striped and signed bicycle lanes) and Class III (signed road-
way shared with other vehicles) bikeways, as well as “Bicycle Boulevards” which are 
intended to provide enhanced on-street bicycling service, and Class 2.5 routes, which are 
intended to improve upon the lowest-level “bike route” classification, using strategic 
street improvements where feasible.   
 
Figure 4.12-7 shows the Berkeley Bicycle Plan’s recommended bikeway network and the 
campus’ recommended routes on the Campus Park. Several of the Class 2 and Class 2.5 
segments in the Campus Park vicinity have not yet been completed. However, all of the 
bicycle boulevards in the Campus Park vicinity have been signed, and the bike lanes on 
Oxford between Hearst Avenue and Bancroft Way have been constructed.   
 
BASELINE 2020 PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION 

Pedestrian volumes can be expected to grow in the vicinity of campus, due to new stu-
dent housing units under construction in the Southside, due to the approved expansion 
of the University’s Lower Hearst structure, the University’s proposed Underhill parking 
structure, and downtown development projects envisioned by the City of Berkeley Gen-
eral Plan. In addition, the Berkeley General Plan contains goals and policies promoting 
greater reliance on walking, bicycling and transit use for trips to, from and within Berke-
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ley, and these policies are linked with policies designed to improve pedestrian safety as 
travel by all modes grows. In particular, policies T-48 through T-54 address specific pe-
destrian needs, including T-48, which calls for the creation of a Pedestrian Plan for the 
purposes of developing additional strategies and policies to make Berkeley safer for pe-
destrians. Policy T-51 states that pedestrian needs have the highest priority when ad-
dressing competing demands for sidewalk space; and Policies T-52 and P-53 address 
specific ways to improve pedestrian safety at intersection and mid-block crossings. 
 
BASELINE 2020 TRANSIT SERVICE 

BART 
The BART Strategic Plan, adopted in 1999, lays out the strategy for future BART sys-
tem expansion and operations. While no route extensions are planned for the Richmond 
end of the line, other BART extensions will add ridership to trains running through 
Berkeley, including potential extensions to Warm Springs in Fremont and Antioch in 
Contra Costa County; a potential extension to San Jose on the Fremont line; and a con-
nection to the Oakland International Airport via an Automated Guideway Transit ser-
vice, scheduled to open in 2008. 
 
AC TRANSIT 
The AC Transit Short Range Transit Plan 2001-2010 does not identify major changes to 
transit service in the vicinity of the Campus Park. However, the plan does identify in-
creasing service frequency on major corridors such as Shattuck Avenue, Telegraph Ave-
nue, University Avenue, and College Avenue. 
 
AC Transit has been working with other agencies, including the Alameda County Con-
gestion Management Agency, the Contra Costa Transportation Authority, and 24 other 
agencies including the City of Berkeley, to plan and implement a multi-modal advanced 
transportation management system along the San Pablo Avenue corridor. The system is 
the first of several corridors that are part of the overall SMART Corridors project to 
improve transportation mobility. The SMART Corridors project goal is to allow partici-
pating agencies to better manage congestion and incidents along regional routes, and to 
improve transportation mobility, efficiency and safety, while providing timely and multi-
modal transportation information to transportation managers and the general public.  
 
The first phase of the San Pablo Avenue Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project was opened 
in June 2003, providing service from San Pablo to Oakland. When complete, Route 72 
will include the 72 Rapid Bus Route and will extend 16 miles through seven cities and 
two counties.  
 
AC Transit has also committed to adding a BRT line along the Telegraph Ave-
nue/International Boulevard/14th Avenue corridor. This corridor connects Downtown 
Berkeley, the University of California, Downtown Oakland, Downtown San Leandro, 
and Bayfair Mall. The current local bus lines servicing the corridor carry 40,000 passen-
gers per day. The plan calls for BRT capital improvements that would reduce travel 
times by up to one third and improve service reliability. AC Transit has undertaken the 
environmental analysis needed for the BRT project and expects to release a Draft EIR 
in Fall 2004. The project will have the following features: 
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 Dedicated bus lanes along arterial streets 
 Light-rail-like stations and boarding platforms 
 Proof-of-Payment fare verification 
 Transit priority signal treatments 
 Sleek European-designed low-floor buses 

 
4.12.6 STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 
The significance of the potential impacts of the 2020 LRDP and Tien Center on traffic 
and circulation was determined based on the following standards: 
 
Standard: Would the project cause an increase in traffic, which is substantial in 

relation to the existing 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? For the 
purposes of this EIR, the threshold of significance is measured as follows:  

 A reduction in an intersection LOS from D or better to E or worse, 
based on total intersection delay (2000 HCM methodology); or  

 At intersections that operate at LOS E or worse without the pro-
ject, an increase in total traffic volume of 5 percent27 or more, rela-
tive to the No Project volume; 

 
Standard: Would the project exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 

service standard established by the Alameda County Congestion Man-
agement Agency (CMA) for the CMP designated system? For the pur-
poses of this EIR, the threshold of significance is measured as follows: 

 On CMP designated roadway segments that are projected to meet 
the CMP standard in the future without the project (2025), the 
impact is significant if the project causes the segment to exceed 
the standard and adds at least 5 percent to the future peak hour 
traffic volume;  

 On CMP designated roadway segments that are projected to ex-
ceed the CMP standard in the future without the project (2025), 
the impact is significant if the project adds at least 5 percent to 
the future peak hour traffic volume.  

 
Standard: Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or 

incompatible uses, or create unsafe conditions for pedestrians or bicyclists?  
 
Standard: Would the project result in inadequate parking capacity?  
 
Standard: Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs 

supporting alternative transportation? For the purposes of this EIR, the 
threshold of significance is measured as follows:  
 The impact is significant if implementation of the 2020 LRDP would con-

flict with applicable LRDP policies supporting alternative transportation.  
 The impact is significant if the project generates new transit de-

mand that cannot be served by the expected future transit service, 
including improvements planned by UC and non-UC transit agen-
cies (BART, AC Transit, BEAR Transit).  

 



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  D R A F T  E I R  

4 . 1 2  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  A N D  T R A F F I C   

4.12-41 

4.12.7 POLICIES AND PROCEDURES GUIDING FUTURE PROJECTS 
 
This section describes existing policies and procedures that would help to minimize cir-
culation and parking impacts of development under the 2020 LRDP.  
 
2020 LRDP 

Review of individual projects under the 2020 LRDP would influence circulation and 
parking impacts by guiding the location, program, and design of new campus projects. 
While all the LRDP Objectives described in Chapter 3 bear directly or indirectly on cir-
culation and parking, the following are particularly relevant: 
 

 Provide the housing, access, and services we require to support a vital 
intellectual community and promote full engagement in campus life. 

 Plan every new project to respect and enhance the character, livability, 
and cultural vitality of our City Environs. 

 
The 2020 LRDP includes a number of specific policies in support of these Objectives 
that directly affect circulation and parking: 
 

 Ensure university housing and access strategies are integrated and synergetic. 
 Increase the supply of parking to accommodate existing unmet demand and 

future campus growth. 
 Replace and consolidate existing university parking displaced by new projects. 
 Reduce demand for parking through incentives for alternate travel modes. 
 Collaborate with cities and transit providers to improve service to campus. 

 
While the 2020 LRDP includes up to 2,300 net new parking spaces, to address current 
unmet demand as well as the need created by future growth, it also includes a number of 
measures to minimize parking demand. The proposed construction of up to 2,600 net 
new bed spaces of university housing is expected to have a significant impact on parking 
demand by enabling students to live close enough to campus to make alternate travel 
modes preferable to driving: all new university housing built under the 2020 LRDP 
would be located within a mile radius of Doe Library, or within one block of a transit 
line providing a trip to Doe Library in under 20 minutes. 
 
While the 1990-2005 LRDP proposed a net increase of over 1,000 parking spaces, in 
fact the campus parking inventory has declined by roughly 300 spaces since 1990, due to 
the displacement of parking by building projects. The 2020 LRDP would require the 
scope and budget of future building projects to include the replacement of displaced 
spaces, either on site or elsewhere. The replacement parking strategy would be designed 
not only to replace this parking but also to consolidate it on sites at the perimeter of or 
adjacent to the Campus Park. 
 
The 2020 LRDP also includes a broad array of incentive programs for alternatives to 
drive-alone trips, described below. However, the 2020 LRDP also recognizes that, over-
all, cost is a less important factor in mode choice than convenience and travel time, and 
significant further reductions in drive-alone trips require major capital investments in 
new transit systems. Therefore, as part of the policy to collaborate with cities and transit 
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providers to improve service to campus, the 2020 LRDP commits UC Berkeley to work 
with AC Transit toward implementation of the bus rapid transit system now under study. 
 
CAMPUS POLICIES AND PROGRAMS 

In March 2001, the City of Berkeley and UC Berkeley jointly completed the Southside / 
Downtown Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study.28 The document’s in-
tent is to guide future transportation planning by the City and University within the ar-
eas south and west of the Campus Park. 
 
The study considers facilities and programs for automobiles (e.g. parking structures), 
bicycles (e.g. bicycle parking), pedestrians (e.g. sidewalk improvements), and transit (e.g. 
expanded transit subsidy programs). The strategies and findings of the TDM Study are 
designed to inform other plans, including the city’s General Plan, the Southside Plan and 
UC Berkeley’s Long Range Development Plan.  
 
The study area for the TDM Study is bounded by Hearst Avenue, Martin Luther King 
Jr. Way, Dwight Way and Prospect Street. This area includes the Southside, the Down-
town, and UC Berkeley. The study area also includes residential areas adjacent to and 
enclosed within its boundaries. The TDM Study has two goals: 
 

 Improve the livability of Berkeley’s core, including the University, Downtown, 
Southside and surrounding neighborhoods. 

 Improve the vitality of Berkeley’s core, including its role as a place for living, 
business, research, teaching, study, worship, shopping, recreation and entertainment. 

 
For each goal, the Study contains objectives and proposed strategies addressing parking, 
housing, safety, job development, aesthetics, streetscape, traffic, transit, bicycling, walk-
ing, and ridesharing. 
 
UC Berkeley offers a comprehensive array of services designed to reduce single-
occupant automobile use by students, faculty, staff and visitors. The following services 
and incentives are provided through the Department of Parking and Transportation: 
 

 Class Pass – Allows registered University students to ride AC Transit (includ-
ing the Transbay lines to San Francisco) and BEAR Transit campus shuttle 
buses (except the Richmond Field Station shuttle line) all semester.  

 Marketing including a website with links to BART, AC Transit and other 
transit service websites and an array of campus transportation publications. 

 “New Directions” alternative commute program for faculty and staff, offer-
ing benefits such as discounted parking, free shuttle rides, emergency rides 
home, carpool and vanpool programs, transit subsidy program, and pre-tax 
transit program. Student program also includes subsidies for BART. 

 Bicycle programs and facilities including over 3000 bicycle parking spaces, 
secure bicycle parking facilities, campus bicycle routes, bicycle licensing, bike 
lock subsidies, and bicycle safety classes. 

 Parking pricing to encourage short-term parking in commercial areas and 
discourage all-day commuter parking. 
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In addition to these services, UC Berkeley has funded services to promote transporta-
tion alternatives to minimize traffic congestion in the Berkeley community. These ser-
vices were provided by the Berkeley TRiP commuter store until July 2003. In the 2001-
2002 fiscal year, Berkeley TRiP handled over 110,000 transit ticket sales and transac-
tions. Berkeley community members accounted for 80 percent of all Berkeley TRiP 
transactions, and City of Berkeley employees and University students, faculty and staff 
accounted for 20 percent of transactions.  
 
Since the closure of TRiP, the City of Berkeley employee commute programs are admin-
istered directly by the City, the University commute programs are provided by the cam-
pus at the Parking & Transportation Customer Services offices, and the general public 
has been directed to other transit ticket sales outlets in the area.  
 
4.12.8 2020 LRDP IMPACTS 
 
This section describes the potential transportation and traffic impacts of the 2020 
LRDP based on the Standards of Significance, whether they are significant or less than 
significant, and whether any significant impacts can be mitigated to less than significant 
levels. The transportation analysis for the 2020 LRDP is described in detail in Appendix F.1. 
 
EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

The Initial Study found that the 2020 LRDP would have no significant impacts in regard 
to the following threshold: 
 
 Would implementation of the 2020 LRDP result in a change in air traffic 

patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in lo-
cation that results in substantial safety risks? 

 
Development associated with the 2020 LRDP or the Tien Center is not anticipated to 
affect or contribute air traffic to existing patterns. No additional analysis is required.  
 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS  

BICYCLE IMPACTS 
 

LRDP Impact TRA-1: The 2020 LRDP would not increase hazards to bicyclists due to 
design features or incompatible uses, nor create unsafe conditions for bicyclists.  

For the purposes of this EIR, the impact on bicycle safety is significant if the project 
obstructs or otherwise conflicts with the existing or planned bicycle routes in the City of 
Berkeley Bicycle Plan. New bicycle trips for the 2020 LRDP were estimated as part of 
the project trip generation development described in Appendix F.1. Bicycle trip genera-
tion by population group and residence distance from campus was calculated, as shown 
in Table F.1-10. Note that only commute trips are shown in this table. 
 
Under 2020 LRDP development, approximately 483 additional people are expected to 
bicycle to the Campus Park on a typical weekday, with 186 AM peak hour trips and 141 
PM peak hour trips. Using the existing bicycle distribution characteristics at the major 
campus entry points, the increased bicycle volume was calculated, as shown in Table 
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F.1-11. The AM peak hour was used for this comparison, as bicycle volumes are higher 
in the AM peak hour. Based on this analysis, bicycle volumes are anticipated to increase 
between 8 and 10 percent on roadways adjacent to the Campus Park.  
 
The Campus Park gateway intersection anticipated to experience the highest increase in 
bicycle trips is the Oxford Street /University Avenue intersection. This intersection cur-
rently serves approximately 680 bicyclists during the AM peak hour. The 2020 LRDP 
would increase bicycle volumes by approximately 9 percent, or 60 bicycle trips during 
the AM peak hour. 
 
The policies and planned improvements in the Berkeley Bicycle Plan are designed to 
accommodate existing and future growth in bicycle volumes, and the General Plan en-
courages bicycling along with walking and transit as alternatives to auto use. Therefore, 
this increase in bicycling is foreseen in local plans, and is desirable. Moreover, bicycle 
volumes, while expected to increase, would not exceed the capacity of available bicycle 
facilities. Based on this analysis, this impact is less than significant. However, continuing 
best practices as outlined in best practices TRA-1-a and 1-b below, will help minimize 
the 2020 LRDP’s impact on bicycle circulation and safety.  
 
Bicycle impacts from 2020 LRDP construction are addressed in LRDP Impact TRA-3. 
 

Continuing Best Practice TRA-1-a: UC Berkeley will continue in part-
nership with the City of Berkeley to develop a City program to: (a) main-
tain the Southside area between College, Dana, Dwight and Bancroft in a 
clean and safe condition; and (b) provide needed public improvements to 
the area (e.g. traffic improvements, lighting, bicycle facilities, pedestrian 
amenities and landscaping).  
 
Continuing Best Practice TRA-1-b: UC Berkeley will continue to do 
strategic bicycle access planning.  Issues addressed include bicycle access, 
circulation and amenities with the goal of increasing bicycle commuting 
and safety.  Planning considers issues such as bicycle access to the campus 
from adjacent streets and public transit; bicycle, vehicle, and pedestrian in-
teraction; bicycle parking; bicycle safety; incentive programs; education and 
enforcement; campus bicycle routes; and amenities such as showers.  

 
PARKING IMPACTS 
 
LRDP Impact TRA-2: University housing development in the 2020 LRDP Housing 
Zone could increase residential density, but given the provisions of the 2020 LRDP and 
continuing best practices, is not anticipated to result in inadequate parking capacity.  

Development in the Housing Zone would occur in dispersed locations, so the impacts 
on local parking conditions cannot yet be known. Some increased parking demand may 
occur in neighborhoods within the LRDP Housing Zone as increased numbers of vehi-
cles compete for on-street parking.  Generally, students living in housing built by the 
University are expected to have relatively few cars, since the housing would be built 
within a mile of Doe Library or within a block of a transit line providing a 20 minute 
trip to the Doe Library, and since most residents would be ineligible for campus parking 
permits, as described in best practice TRA-2, below. 
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Continuing Best Practice TRA-2:  The following housing and transpor-
tation policies will be continued: 
 Except for disabled students, students living in UC Berkeley housing 

would only be eligible for a daytime student fee lot permit or residence 
hall parking based upon demonstrated need, which could include 
medical, employment, academic and other criteria. 

 An educational and informational program for students on commute 
alternatives would be expanded to include all new housing sites.  

 
LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-2: The planned parking supply for 
University housing projects under the 2020 LRDP would comply with the 
relevant municipal zoning ordinance as of July 2003. Where the planned 
parking supply included in a University housing project would make it in-
eligible for approval under the subject ordinance, UC Berkeley would con-
duct further review of parking demand and supply in accordance with CEQA.  

 
CONSTRUCTION-PERIOD CIRCULATION IMPACTS 
 
LRDP Impact TRA-3: Construction-related activity under the 2020 LRDP would not 
substantially increase traffic loads or substantially decrease roadway capacity over cur-
rent conditions. The best practices outlined below would continue to be implemented. 

As noted in Chapter 3 construction of 2020 LRDP projects is expected to continue 
throughout the life of the LRDP, at varying levels of intensity. Impacts related to con-
struction include the effects of construction truck trips to/from campus, construction 
worker commute trips, worker parking demand, heavy equipment movements, street 
blockages and closures, and material staging.  
 
The 2020 LRDP states that no more than one million gross square feet of construction 
will be underway at any one time within the Campus Park, Adjacent Blocks, Southside 
and Hill Campus areas, which is approximately equal to the level of construction un-
derway at the time the transportation setting data were collected in 2002 and 2003. 
Thus, the aggregate effects of the maximum level of construction foreseen under the 
2020 LRDP are already reflected in the existing setting. The following describes the 
types of impacts that will occur as projects are constructed over the life of the LRDP. 
 
TRUCK VOLUMES. Construction projects generate truck trips for a variety of purposes 
throughout the construction schedule, including excavation, material deliveries, concrete 
pours, etc. The excavation portion of a construction project typically generates the high-
est daily and peak hour truck volumes. The specific number of excavation truck trips 
per day is directly related to the amount of material to be removed from the site, the 
project schedule, and other site factors that may limit the frequency of truck trips. Based 
on the NEQSS EIR analysis, excavation-related truck trips for a given project are esti-
mated to range from 42 to 75 loads per day, with each load resulting in two trips (one 
inbound empty trip and one outbound loaded trip). Thus, the total daily excavation 
truck volume could range from 84 to 150 trips for a single project’s excavation phase. 
Peak hour volumes would range from 10 to 19 trips per hour.  
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The high end of these ranges is associated with the Stanley Hall Replacement Building, 
which is planned to provide 285,000 gross square feet. Thus, if 1 million square feet 
were under construction simultaneously in the 2020 LRDP, and if all were in the excava-
tion phase at once, the truck trips would be projected to reach a maximum of about 525 
daily trips and 67 peak hour trips. While all construction projects undergoing excavation 
simultaneously is extremely unlikely, there may be temporary peaks of excavation-related 
truck activity that would influence traffic loads and street system capacity around cam-
pus and on the truck routes to campus.  
 
CONSTRUCTION WORKER TRIPS AND PARKING. The construction workforce on 2020 
LRDP projects will generate primarily auto and transit commute trips. The number of 
trips will vary with the size and type of project under construction. Construction con-
tractors are required to arrange for workforce parking, and parking on the construction 
site is not allowed except for workers who require their trucks to access their tools or 
materials. Contractor parking is sometimes provided in downtown parking garages or in 
attendant-parked spaces in UC garages, paid for by the contractor. Based on the current 
level of construction on campus, construction-related commute trips and local parking 
demand are already reflected in the existing traffic counts and parking demand/supply 
counts. The local impacts of construction worker trips and parking will vary based on 
the location of the project. The Construction Management Plan prepared by the prime 
contractor on each construction project is required to define the amount of worker 
parking expected and the plan to provide for worker parking.  
 
TEMPORARY TRAFFIC DETOURS AND LANE CLOSURES. Construction projects may periodi-
cally require traffic detours to allow heavy equipment movements or to facilitate con-
struction activities directly adjacent to the street. The detours may affect traffic circula-
tion, as well as re-direct pedestrian and bicycle traffic. The Construction Traffic Man-
agement Plan prepared for each construction project is required to outline all planned 
detours and their expected duration, and the Plan requires the preparation of traffic con-
trol plans when needed to direct traffic. 

 
Continuing Best Practice TRA-3-a:  Early in construction period plan-
ning UC Berkeley shall meet with the contractor for each construction pro-
ject to describe and establish best practices for reducing construction-
period impacts on circulation and parking in the vicinity of the project site. 
 
Continuing Best Practice TRA-3-b: For each construction project, UC 
Berkeley will require the prime contractor to prepare a Construction Traf-
fic Management Plan which will include the following elements: 
 
 Proposed truck routes to be used, consistent with the City truck route map. 
 Construction hours, including limits on the number of truck trips dur-

ing the a.m. and p.m. peak traffic periods (7:00 – 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 – 
6:00 p.m.), if conditions demonstrate the need.  

 Proposed employee parking plan (number of spaces and planned locations). 
 Proposed construction equipment and materials staging areas, demon-

strating minimal conflicts with circulation patterns. 
 Expected traffic detours needed, planned duration of each, and traffic 

control plans for each. 
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Continuing Best Practice TRA-3-c: UC Berkeley will manage project 
schedules to minimize the overlap of excavation or other heavy truck activ-
ity periods that have the potential to combine impacts on traffic loads and 
street system capacity, to the extent feasible.  
 
Continuing Best Practice TRA-3-d: UC Berkeley will reimburse the City 
of Berkeley for its fair share of costs associated with damage to City streets 
from University construction activities, provided that the City adopts a 
policy for such reimbursements applicable to all development projects 
within Berkeley. 

 
CONSTRUCTION-PERIOD PARKING IMPACTS  
 
LRDP Impact TRA-4: Construction-related parking demand associated with imple-
mentation of the 2020 LRDP would not be anticipated to exceed baseline levels.  

During the 2020 LRDP planning horizon, construction of new structures could result in 
elimination of parking spaces in existing lots and/or structures to provide access to the 
construction site or space for staging of construction materials. In addition, construction 
employees would contribute to parking demand. Typically, very few on-site parking 
spaces are available for construction employees due to site constraints. As noted above, 
construction activity over the life of the 2020 LRDP is not expected to exceed the level 
of activity reflected in the baseline conditions. This would be a less than significant impact. 
 
TRANSIT SERVICE 
 
LRDP Impact TRA-5: The 2020 LRDP is expected to generate new transit demand, 
or alter locations where local transit demand occurs. Given the provisions of the 2020 
LRDP and campus best practices, however, significant service problems are not anticipated. 

For the purposes of this EIR, the impact is significant if the project generates new tran-
sit demand that cannot be served by the expected future transit service, including im-
provements planned by UC and non-UC transit agencies (BART, AC Transit, BEAR Transit).  
 
New transit ridership with development of the 2020 LRDP was developed as part of the 
trip generation development described in Appendix F.1. Daily, AM and PM peak hour 
new transit trips by population segment and transit provider are summarized in Table 
F.1-14. Note that only commute trips are represented in this table. 
 
Approximately 818 new transit trips would be generated per day with implementation of 
the 2020 LRDP, including 269 AM and 259 PM peak hour trips. The majority of new 
transit trips would occur on the BART and AC Transit systems. Graduate and under-
graduate students are projected to make the most new transit trips.  
 
AC TRANSIT. New AC Transit trips during the AM peak hour were estimated for each 
line that currently serves the UC Berkeley campus, as described in Appendix F.1 and 
shown in Table F.1-15.  Based on the analysis, Route 51 would experience the greatest 
increase in ridership with the LRDP, as approximately 35 new AM and 32 new PM peak 
hour trips would be added to this route. Headways for this route during peak hours are 
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approximately 10-minutes, resulting in approximately 5-6 new riders per bus during the 
AM and PM peak hours.  
 
The average peak hour load factors for Route 51 are well below 1.0, as indicated in Ta-
ble 4.12-8.  There are short periods during the peak hours when Route 51 ridership is 
higher than seating capacity in the Southside area, i.e. a peak of 47 riders with only 40 
seats.  However, for planning purposes AC Transit uses 150% of seating capacity, or 60 
riders, as the approximate maximum occupancy.  The additional 5 to 6 riders generated 
per peak hour bus by the project is thus not projected to cause any peak hour bus to 
exceed its practical capacity. 
 
BART. New BART trips with LRDP development were added to the routes that serve 
the Downtown Berkeley BART Station, as described in Appendix F.1. An aggregate 
load factor for this station area was calculated.  As shown in Table F.1-16, the AM and 
PM peak hour load factors would increase by 0.02, with the resulting load factor less 
than 1.0.  New BART riders could be accommodated on the system as a whole, al-
though some trains during peak hours could experience standing room only conditions. 
This is a less than significant impact. 
 
BEAR TRANSIT. Ridership on BEAR Transit, the campus shuttle, will increase with the 
growth in campus population. Ridership will grow due to an increase in commute trips 
(i.e., shuttle trips linked with BART, bus, or auto trips), as well as trips throughout the 
day for various purposes (i.e., to travel from one end of campus to the other, to travel 
between campus and downtown, or to commute to or from the campus outside the 
peak commute times). The peak hour commute trip growth on BEAR Transit is esti-
mated in Table F.1-14; however, many more mid-day trips will be generated as the 
population grows on campus. Actual trip growth will be monitored by the Department 
of Parking and Transportation, and service frequency may need to be increased, along 
with route adjustments, as ridership grows. The shuttle provides a critical link for many 
who use BART and AC Transit to commute to campus, or for other mid-day trip pur-
poses; therefore, meeting the demand for shuttle service is key to maximizing transit use. 
 

Continuing Best Practice TRA-5: The University shall continue to work 
to coordinate local transit services as new academic buildings, parking fa-
cilities, and campus housing are completed, in order to accommodate 
changing demand locations or added demand.29 

 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

INTERSECTION IMPACTS 
 

LRDP Impact TRA-6: The 2020 LRDP would increase vehicle trips and traffic con-
gestion at the intersections listed below, leading to substantial degradation in level of 
service. The mitigations described below, if implemented with review and approval of 
the City Traffic Engineer, would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. 
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LRDP Impact TRA-6-a: The signalized Cedar Street/Oxford Street intersection, 
which would operate at LOS E during the AM peak hour regardless of the project, 
and degrade from LOS D to LOS E during the PM peak hour. The project would 
increase the intersection volume by 7 percent during the AM peak hour, and 7 per-
cent during the PM peak hour. 

LRDP Impact TRA-6-b: The all-way stop-controlled Durant Avenue/Piedmont 
Avenue intersection, which would degrade from LOS D to LOS F during the AM 
peak hour. The project would increase the intersection volume by 10 percent during 
the AM peak hour. 

LRDP Impact TRA-6-c: The all-way stop-controlled Derby Street/Warring Street 
intersection, which operates at LOS F during both AM and PM peak hours regard-
less of the project. The project would increase the intersection volume by 7 percent 
during the AM peak hour, and 6 percent during the PM peak hour.  

LRDP Impact TRA-6-d: The eastbound approach of the side-street stop-
controlled Addison Street/Oxford Street intersection from LOS A to LOS E dur-
ing the AM peak hour and LOS C to LOS E during the PM peak hour. The project 
would increase the intersection volume by 12 percent during the AM peak hour, 
and 10 percent during the PM peak hour.  

LRDP Impact TRA-6-e: The eastbound approach of the side-street stop-
controlled Allston Way/Oxford Street intersection would degrade from LOS D to 
LOS E during the AM peak hour. The intersection would continue to operate at 
LOS E during the PM peak hour. The project would increase the intersection vol-
ume by 11 percent during the AM peak hour, and 8 percent during the PM peak hour. 

LRDP Impact TRA-6-f: The eastbound approach of the side-street stop-
controlled Kittredge Street/Oxford Street intersection from LOS C to LOS F dur-
ing the AM peak hour. The intersection would continue to operate at LOS F during 
the PM peak hour. The project would increase the intersection volume by 14 per-
cent during the AM peak hour, and 10 percent during the PM peak hour. 

LRDP Impact TRA-6-g: The northbound approach of the side-street stop-
controlled Bancroft Way/Ellsworth Street intersection would degrade from LOS D 
to LOS E during the PM peak hour. The project would increase the intersection vol-
ume by 19 percent during the AM peak hour, and 10 percent during the PM peak hour.  

 
For the purposes of this EIR, this standard of significance is measured as follows for 
permanent increases in traffic: 
 

 A reduction in an intersection LOS from D or better to E or worse, based on 
total intersection delay (2000 HCM methodology); or 

 At intersections that operate at LOS E or worse without the project, an in-
crease in total traffic volume of 5 percent or more, relative to the No Project volume. 
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Project trips are assigned to the study intersections based on the trip distribution pre-
sented in Table F.1-8 in Appendix F.1. The 2020 With Project AM and PM peak hour 
intersection turning movement volumes and LOS calculations are included in Appendix 
F.5. Table 4.12-9 summarizes the intersection level of service analysis results for inter-
sections projected to operate poorly (LOS E or F) under 2020 with Project Conditions.  
Table F.3-3 summarizes the intersection level of service analysis results for all study in-
tersections. Detailed calculation work sheets are provided in Appendix F.4. The LOS E 
and F results are bolded in Table F.3-3 to indicate intersections that are projected to 
operate at poor or failing service levels under 2020 with Project Conditions. Impact 
TRA-6, above, summarizes the significant LOS impacts.  

 
LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-6-a: The University will work with the 
City of Berkeley to redesign and, on a fair share basis, implement changes 
to either the westbound or northbound approach of the Cedar Street / 
Oxford Street intersection to provide a left-turn lane and a through lane. 
The University will contribute fair share funding for a periodic (annual or 
biennial) traffic count to allow the City to determine when an intersection 
redesign is needed. With the implementation of this mitigation measure, 
the intersection will operate at LOS B during the AM peak hour and LOS 
D during the PM peak hour. 
 
LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-6-b: The University will work with the 
City of Berkeley to design and, on a fair share basis, install a signal at the 
Durant Avenue /Piedmont Avenue intersection, when a signal warrant 
analysis shows the signal is needed. The University will contribute fair 
share funding for a periodic (annual or biennial) signal warrant check at 
this and other impact intersections, to allow the City to determine when a 
signal is warranted. With the implementation of this mitigation measure, 
the intersection will operate at LOS B during both AM and PM peak 
hours.  
 
LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-6-c: The University will work with the 
City of Berkeley to design and, on a fair share basis, install a signal at the 
Derby Street/Warring Street intersection, and provide an exclusive right-
turn lane and an exclusive through lane on the westbound approach. The 
University will contribute fair share funding for a periodic (annual or bien-
nial) signal warrant check at this and other impact intersections, to allow 
the City to determine when a signal and the associated capacity improve-
ments are warranted. With the implementation of this mitigation measure, 
the intersection will operate at LOS A during the AM peak hour and LOS 
C during the PM peak hours.  
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TABLE 4.12-9 
 2020 WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS STUDY INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICEa 
 Peak Existing 2020 Without Project 2020 With Project Impact 
Intersection Hour Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Significant? 

Signalized Intersectionsb 

1. Marin Avenue /  
San Pablo Avenue 

AM 
PM 

79 
50 

E 
D 

>80 
>80 

F 
F 

>80 
>80 

F 
F Noc 

3. Gilman Street /  
Sixth Street 

AM 
PM 

11 
75 

B 
E 

16 
>80 

B 
F 

17 
>80 

B 
F 

No 

4. Gilman Street /  
San Pablo Avenue 

AM 
PM 

41 
42 

D 
D 

43 
62 

D 
E 

46 
69 

D 
E 

No 

8. Cedar Street /  
Oxford Street 

AM 
PM 

49 
22 

D 
C 

58 
41 

E 
D 

58 
63 

E 
E 

Yes 
TRA-6-a 

18. Hearst Avenue /  
Gayley Road / La Loma Avenue 

AM 
PM 

23 
25 

C 
C 

57 
67 

E 
E 

60 
69 

E 
E 

No 

20. University Avenue /  
Sixth Street 

AM 
PM 

>80 
>80 

F 
F 

>80 
>80 

F 
F 

>80 
>80 

F 
F 

Yes 
TRA-8 

21. University Avenue /  
San Pablo Avenue 

AM 
PM 

>80 
>80 

F 
F 

>80 
>80 

F 
F 

>80 
>80 

F 
F 

Yes 
TRA-8 

67. Ashby Avenue /  
Seventh Street 

AM 
PM 

34 
52 

C 
D 

54 
>80 

D 
F 

54 
>80 

D 
F 

No 

All-Way Stop-Controlled Intersectionsd 
32. Stadium Rim Road /  
Gayley Road 

AM 
PM 

26 
35 

D 
D 

>50 
>50 

F 
F 

>50 
>50 

F 
F 

No 

43.Bancroft Way /  
Piedmont Avenuee 

AM 
PM 

>50 
>50 

F 
F 

>50 
>50 

F 
F 

>50 
>50 

F 
F 

Yes 
TRA-7 

48. Durant Avenue /  
Piedmont Avenue 

AM 
PM 

17 
18 

C 
C 

26 
27 

D 
D 

>50 
34 

F 
D 

Yes 
TRA-6-b 

65.Derby Street /  
Warring Street 

AM 
PM 

>50 
>50 

F 
F 

>50 
>50 

F 
F 

>50 
>50 

F 
F 

Yes 
TRA-6-c 

Side-Street Stop-Controlled Intersectionsf 
27. East Gate /  
Gayley Road 

AM 
PM 

22 (EB) 
20 (EB) 

C 
C 

35 (EB) 
27 (EB) 

E 
D 

35 (EB) 
22 (EB) 

E 
D No 

28. Addison Street /  
Oxford Street 

AM 
PM 

10 (EB) 
17 (EB) 

A 
C 

11 (EB) 
18 (EB) 

A 
C 

35 (EB) 
45 (EB) 

E 
E 

Yes 
TRA-6-d 

33. Allston Way /  
Oxford Street 

AM 
PM 

32 (EB) 
30 (EB) 

D 
D 

33 (EB) 
36 (EB) 

D 
E 

49 (EB) 
45 (EB) 

E 
E 

Yes 
TRA-6-e 

34. Kittredge Street /  
Oxford Street 

AM 
PM 

20 (EB) 
>50 (EB) 

C 
F 

23 (EB) 
>50 (EB) 

C 
F 

>50 (EB) 
>50 (EB) 

F 
F 

Yes 
TRA-6-f 

38. Bancroft Way /  
Ellsworth Street 

AM 
PM 

16 (NB) 
21 (NB) 

C 
C 

17 (NB) 
28 (NB) 

C 
D 

22 (NB) 
39 (NB) 

C 
E 

Yes 
TRA-6-g 

Notes: 
Bold – Indicates an intersection operated at unacceptable LOS E or F.   
a This table summarizes level of service analysis results for intersection operating at LOS E or F under 2020 with Project Condi-
tions. Please see Table F.3-3 for a summary of level of service analysis results for all study intersections. 
b Although the intersection will continue to operate at unacceptable LOS, the 2020 LRDP traffic does not increase total traffic 
volume at the intersection by 5 percent or more. 
c 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. 
d All-way stop-controlled intersection level of service based on average control delay per vehicle, according to the Highway Capac-
ity Manual, Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, 2000. 
e 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.  How-
ever, 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. 
f Side-street stop-controlled intersection level of service based on worst approach control delay, according to the Highway Capacity 
Manual, Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, 2000. 
Source: Fehr & Peers Associates, March 2004. 
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LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-6-d: The University will work with the 
City of Berkeley to design and, on a fair share basis, install a signal at the 
Addison Street/Oxford Street intersection, and provide the necessary pro-
visions for coordination with adjacent signals along Oxford Street. The 
University will contribute fair share funding for a periodic (annual or bien-
nial) signal warrant check at this and other impact intersections, to allow 
the City to determine when a signal and the associated coordination im-
provements are warranted. With the implementation of this mitigation 
measure, the intersection will operate at LOS A during both AM and PM 
peak hours.  

 
LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-6-e: The University will work with the 
City of Berkeley to design and, on a fair share basis, install a signal at Alls-
ton Way/Oxford Street intersection, and provide the necessary provisions 
for coordination with adjacent signals along Oxford Street. The University 
will contribute fair share funding for a periodic (annual or biennial) signal 
warrant check at this and other impact intersections, to allow the City to 
determine when a signal and the associated coordination improvements are 
warranted. With the implementation of this mitigation measure, the inter-
section will operate at LOS A during both AM and PM peak hours.  
 
LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-6-f: The University will work with the 
City of Berkeley to design and, on a fair share basis, install a signal at the 
Kittredge Street/Oxford Street intersection, and provide the necessary 
provisions for coordination with adjacent signals along Oxford Street. The 
University will contribute fair share funding for a periodic (annual or bien-
nial) signal warrant check at this and other impact intersections, to allow 
the City to determine when a signal and the associated coordination im-
provements are warranted. With the implementation of this mitigation 
measure, the intersection will operate at LOS A during both AM and PM 
peak hours. 
 
LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-6-g: The University will work with the 
City of Berkeley to design and, on a fair share basis, install a signal at the 
Bancroft Way/Ellsworth Street intersection, and provide the necessary 
provisions for coordination with adjacent signals along Bancroft Way. The 
University will contribute fair share funding for a periodic (annual or bien-
nial) signal warrant check at this and other impact intersections, to allow 
the City to determine when a signal and the associated coordination im-
provements are warranted. With the implementation of this mitigation 
measure, the intersection will operate at LOS B during both AM and PM 
peak hours.  

 
Because these mitigations are outside the jurisdiction of The Regents and could only be 
implemented at the discretion of the City of Berkeley, the impact remains potentially 
significant and unavoidable. 
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LRDP Impact TRA-7: Development under the 2020 LRDP would contribute to the 
projected unacceptable delay at the all-way stop-controlled Bancroft Way/Piedmont 
Avenue intersection, which is projected to operate at LOS F during both AM and PM 
peak hours regardless of the project. The project would increase the intersection volume 
by 11 percent during the AM peak hour, and 5 percent during the PM peak hour. The 
mitigation described below would if implemented with review and approval of the City 
Traffic Engineer, reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-7: The University will work with the 
City of Berkeley to design and, on a fair share basis, install a signal at the 
Bancroft Way/Piedmont Avenue intersection, and provide an exclusive 
left-turn lane and an exclusive through lane on the northbound approach. 
The University will contribute fair share funding for a periodic (annual or 
biennial) signal warrant check at this and other impact intersections, to al-
low the City to determine when a signal and the associated capacity im-
provements are warranted. With the implementation of this mitigation 
measure, the intersection would operate at LOS B during both AM and 
PM peak hours.  

 
Because the mitigation is outside the jurisdiction of the Regents and could only be im-
plemented at the discretion of the City of Berkeley, the impact remains potentially sig-
nificant and unavoidable. 
 
LRDP Impact TRA-8:  The 2020 LRDP would increase vehicle trips and traffic con-
gestion at the intersections listed below, leading to substantial degradation in level of 
service. These impacts are significant and unavoidable. 

 The signalized University Avenue / Sixth Street intersection, which is pro-
jected to operate at LOS F during both AM and PM peak hours regardless of 
the project. The project would increase the intersection volume by 7 percent 
during the AM peak hour, and 6 percent during the PM peak hour. 

 The signalized University Avenue / San Pablo Avenue intersection, which is 
projected to operate at LOS F during both AM and PM peak hours regardless 
of the project. The project would increase the intersection volume by 8 per-
cent during the AM peak hour, and 6 percent during the PM peak hour. 

 
The magnitude of the impact would be reduced through trip reduction policies imple-
mented through the 2020 LRDP. However, no feasible mitigation measures can cur-
rently be implemented at the University Avenue / Sixth Street, or University Ave-
nue / San Pablo Avenue intersections. While campus transportation programs and 
incentives would continue to reduce the number of auto commute trips, this impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
LRDP Impact TRA-9: Housing projects in the 2020 LRDP Housing Zone could in-
crease vehicle trips and traffic congestion in the vicinity of project sites, which could 
lead to substantial degradation in level of service. The mitigation described below would 
reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 
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Trip generation and traffic impacts associated with housing development that will occur 
under the 2020 LRDP in the LRDP Housing Zone are included in the overall traffic 
analysis in the preceding section. The impacts and mitigation measures for the regional 
traffic network in that section therefore include consideration of housing development 
in the LRDP Housing Zone. Moreover, localized trip impacts of any housing that will 
be constructed in the City Environs are also covered in the analysis above, since the 
above analysis assumes that all development under the 2020 LRDP would be focused 
on the City Environs. 
 
However, development in the LRDP Housing Zone could occur in a wide variety of 
locations, including locations outside the City Environs. Trip generation from this hous-
ing, particularly for trips to and from the Campus Park, is expected to be minimal, since 
the housing would be built in areas with good transit access to campus and since stu-
dents living in the housing would generally not be eligible for Campus parking permits. 
Still, new housing development in the LRDP Housing Zone could have localized effects 
on intersection level of service that are not covered above, particularly if student resi-
dents have cars and use them for trips to non-campus locations. The locations and 
magnitude of these effects cannot be known at this time, since the exact locations in 
which housing will be constructed have not been determined. 
 

LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-9: Prior to approving any development 
outside the City Environs, the University will conduct a traffic study to as-
sess the localized traffic impacts of this development. Mitigations required 
to ensure that the housing project does not cause LOS deterioration ex-
ceeding the stated impact levels would be implemented, if necessary. 

 
FREEWAY AND CMP/MTS ROUTE IMPACTS 
 

LRDP Impact TRA-10: Development under the 2020 LRDP would cause the follow-
ing Alameda County CMP Designated System and MTS roadways listed below to ex-
ceed the level of service standard established by the CMA (see text below for further 
definition of the standard of significance). This impact is significant and unavoidable. 

 Ashby Avenue westbound, between Adeline Street and San Pablo Avenue 
 Ashby Avenue eastbound, between College Avenue and Domingo Street 
 University Avenue westbound, between MLK Jr. Way and I-80 
 San Pablo Avenue northbound, between Gilman Street and Marin Avenue  
 Shattuck Avenue southbound, between Dwight Way and Adeline Street 
 Shattuck Avenue southbound, between Hearst Avenue and University Avenue 

(MTS only) 
 Dwight Way westbound, between MLK Jr. Way and Sixth Street (MTS only) 

 
For the purposes of this EIR, this standard of significance is measured as follows: 
 

 On CMP-designated roadway segments that are projected to meet the CMP 
standard in the future without the project (2025), the impact is significant if 
the project causes the segment to exceed the standard and adds at least 5 per-
cent to the future peak hour traffic volume; or 



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  D R A F T  E I R  

4 . 1 2  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  A N D  T R A F F I C   

4.12-55 

 On CMP-designated roadway segments that are projected to exceed the CMP 
standard in the future without the project (2025), the impact is significant if 
the project adds at least 5 percent to the future peak hour traffic volume. 

 
As required by the CMA, the estimated project trips were added to the CMP and MTS 
designated roadways for the baseline 2010 and 2025 volumes. Table F.3-4 in Appendix 
F.3 shows the computational results and identifies the level of project impacts on the 
2010 network and Table F.3-5 shows the impacts on the 2025 network. Based on the 
significance criteria, the project would not have a significant impact on most roadway 
segments. However, the seven impacts noted in Impact TRA-10 would occur. 
The magnitude of the impact would be reduced through trip reduction policies imple-
mented through the 2020 LRDP. However, no feasible mitigation measures are available 
to reduce the impact on these corridors to a less than significant level. This would, 
therefore, be a significant, unavoidable impact. 
 
As shown in the above analysis, the proposed project would increase freeway volumes 
in the immediate vicinity of the campus by less than 1 percent. Based on the significance 
criteria, an impact would be significant if the project would cause an increase in a facil-
ity’s total traffic volume by 5 percent or more, relative to the No Project volume. Thus, 
the project would not have any significant impacts on freeways within Alameda County. 
 
For freeways in Contra Costa County, the Contra Costa Transportation Authority 
(CCTA) has established traffic service objectives generally based on delay index for each 
individual facility. Delay index is defined as the ratio of forecasted travel time to free-
flow travel time. Since the proposed project would increase freeway volumes by less 
than 1 percent on Contra Costa freeways near the project (I-80, I-580 and SR24), the 
increase in delay index is estimated to be negligible. Thus, the project is not expected to 
have any significant impacts on freeways within Contra Costa County.  
 
PARKING IMPACTS 
 
LRDP Impact TRA-11: Implementation of the 2020 LRDP could induce a “mode 
shift” to driving by some commuters who currently take transit, bicycle or walk. This 
would be inconsistent with the intent of the 2020 LRDP. The mitigation described be-
low would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

The net increase of 2,300 spaces planned under the 2020 LRDP would increase the 
planned future commuter parking supply from 6,424 spaces without the 2020 LRDP30 
up to 8,724 spaces with the 2020 LRDP. This parking increase is designed to meet the 
needs of future growth in campus headcount, which would generate a parking demand 
of 1,745 spaces31 and to reduce an existing parking deficit, reducing University-
generated demand on non-University parking (primarily Downtown parking facilities or 
on-street parking) by 555 spaces.  Anticipated beneficial impacts of increased supply 
include a reduction in automobile traffic caused by cars circling in search of parking. 
 
Despite the fact that existing unmet demand for University parking is estimated at over 
3500 spaces, for purposes of conservative impact analysis, this EIR assumes that the 
increase in the University parking supply could induce a “mode shift” to driving by 
some commuters who currently take transit, bicycle or walk. The relative increase in 
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parking supply may make parking somewhat easier to find, resulting in the mode shift. 
Since the University is committed to maintaining and preferably improving the non-auto 
mode use among existing and future faculty, staff and students, the 2020 LRDP parking 
supply increase will be accompanied by policies, outlined in Mitigation Measure TRA-
11, which will minimize the incentives for such a mode shift.  
 

LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-11: The University will implement the 
following measures to limit the shift to driving by existing and potential fu-
ture non-auto commuters: 
 Review the number of sold parking permits in relation to the number 

of campus parking spaces and demographic trends on a yearly basis, 
and establish limits on the total number of parking permits sold pro-
portionate to the number of spaces, with the objective of reducing the 
ratio of permits to spaces over time as the number of spaces grows, 
thus ensuring that new supply improves the existing space-to-permit 
ratio without encouraging mode change to single occupant vehicles. 

 As new parking becomes operational, assign a portion of the new or 
existing parking supply to short-term or visitor parking, thus targeting 
parkers who choose on-street parking now, and also effectively reserv-
ing part of the added supply for non-commuters. 

 Expand the quantity of parking that is available only after 10:00 a.m., to 
avoid affecting the travel mode use patterns of the peak hour commuting 
population, as new parking inventory is added to the system. 

 Review and consider reductions in attended parking as new parking 
inventory is added to the system and other impacts do not reduce 
parking supply. 

 
PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION  
 
LRDP Impact TRA-12: The level of pedestrian growth associated with the LRDP may 
require physical and operational modifications to the intersections and roadways in the 
immediate campus vicinity and on major pedestrian routes serving UC Berkeley, to en-
sure adequate capacity for pedestrian movement and adequate design to protect pedes-
trian safety. The mitigation described below would reduce this impact to a less than signifi-
cant level. 

For the purposes of this EIR, the impact on pedestrian safety is significant if:  
 

 the primary routes to/from the Campus Park for pedestrian traffic cannot ac-
commodate the projected growth in pedestrian traffic volume, based on the 
sidewalk width, roadway crossing conditions, and availability of protected 
roadway crossings (i.e. traffic signals), or  

 the project obstructs accessible walking paths and sidewalks.  
 
New pedestrian trips for the 2020 LRDP were estimated as part of the trip generation 
development described in Appendix F.1. Commute period pedestrian trip generation by 
population group and residence distance from campus was calculated, as shown in Table 
F.1-12. A total of 917 new daily commuting pedestrian trips are anticipated with the 
2020 LRDP, with the majority (76 percent) occurring within a one-mile radius of cam-
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pus. The undergraduate population group is anticipated to generate the most new walk-
ing trips, as undergraduate students typically live in areas close to campus and have lim-
ited vehicle ownership. 
 
In addition to the new commute walking trips, all transit and vehicle trips begin and end 
with a pedestrian trip. Using the trip generation data along with the locations of transit 
stops and potential new parking lots/structures, pedestrian volumes at the primary pe-
destrian gateways to the Campus Park were estimated, and are presented in Table F.1-
13. Pedestrian volumes at the gateways, primarily along Oxford Street, are anticipated to 
increase substantially since much of the new parking supply is planned for the down-
town zone. The pedestrian increases at specific intersections are approximations only, as 
the actual volume increases will be directly related to the specific parking locations. 
 
The increased pedestrian volume at these campus gateways, and at intersections in the 
immediate vicinity of the Campus Park, will affect the way the City manages traffic op-
erations and intersection improvements in the future. For example, as the volume of 
pedestrians crossing at signalized intersections such as Center Street / Oxford Street, 
Bancroft Way / Telegraph Avenue, and Hearst Avenue / Oxford Street grows, the 
amount of green time allocated to certain signal phases may need to be increased. At 
stop-controlled intersections such as Bancroft Way / Piedmont Avenue / Gayley Road, 
additional signing or traffic calming measures would be needed to ensure pedestrian 
safety and appropriate yielding of right-of-way. Finally, at uncontrolled locations (such 
as the highly used crossing areas along Gayley Road, Hearst Street near LeRoy Avenue, 
and Bancroft Way near the athletic complex), measures such as mid-block crosswalks, 
in-pavement flashers, signalized pedestrian crossings, or crossing prohibitions, may be 
needed to ensure pedestrian safety.  
 
Along with continuing best practices such as TRA-1-a, above, Mitigation Measure TRA-
12 would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. 

  
LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-12: The University shall prepare a stra-
tegic pedestrian improvement plan that outlines the expected locations and 
types of pedestrian improvements that may be desirable to accommodate 
2020 LRDP growth. The plan shall be flexible to respond to changing 
conditions as the LRDP builds out, and shall contain optional strategies 
and improvements that can be applied to specific problems that arise as 
the LRDP builds out. The University shall develop the Plan in consultation 
with the City of Berkeley, and work with the City to implement plan ele-
ments as needed during the life of the 2020 LRDP on a fair share basis.  

 
4.12.9 TIEN CENTER IMPACTS 
 
This section describes the potential traffic and circulation impacts of the Chang-Lin 
Tien Center for East Asian Studies, based on the Standards of Significance, whether 
they are significant or less than significant, and whether any significant impacts can be 
mitigated to less than significant levels. 
 
The Tien Center will be located south of the North Gate, just east of Haviland Hall. 
Part of the Phase I building site is currently a surface parking lot, with striped spaces for 
approximately 34 vehicles.  The Phase I building will house 28 permanent staff and 18 
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workers, a net increase of 5 total staff over the current number of employees working in 
Durant, California Hall and CCSL. Net new employment for the Phase II building is not 
known. The potential number of visitors (e.g. non-UC affiliates) to the Center has not 
been estimated. The number of staff that could make use of the vacated space in Du-
rant, California Hall and CCSL has also not been estimated, but is likely to be minimal 
due to the over-subscribed space currently being used to house the East Asian Studies 
activities. Thus, for the purposes of the transportation impact analysis, the net new staff 
is assumed to be 5.  
 
The net new auto, bicycle, pedestrian and transit trips associated with the net new em-
ployment in the Phase I building are very small and would not generate significant im-
pacts. However, the project will generate impacts during the construction period, as well 
as impacts related to the design of the buildings and its integration with the local circula-
tion system.  
 
These impacts are summarized below, along with discussions of the impacts and the 
recommended mitigation measures.  
 
Tien Center Impact TRA-1: The construction of the Tien Center would not substan-
tially increase traffic loads or substantially decrease street system capacity over current 
conditions.  

The Phase I building will involve the removal of approximately 15,000 cubic yards of 
soil, most to all of which will be hauled off-site. The proposed truck routing is via Uni-
versity Avenue, with a loop consisting of Oxford-Hearst-Gayley-University Drive-West 
Crescent (trucks will use either counter-clockwise or clockwise routing depending on 
truck turning or other maneuvering constraints).  The construction period will include 
four discrete phases with different levels of truck activity, in addition to construction 
worker traffic. The first and most intensive phase is the soil off-hauling, which would 
involve 100 trucks per work day for 15-20 work days.  
 
The second phase is the concrete slab pour, which would involve 10 to 20 trucks per 
work day for 5 to 6 weeks. The third phase is the construction of the concrete vertical 
walls and floor structure, which would involve 10-15 trucks per work day for several 
days. The fourth and final phase is the remaining construction period, with delivery of 
materials, steel, and framing materials, which would involve 5 – 10 trucks per work day.  
Thus, approximately the first four weeks would have the highest truck traffic (100 trucks 
per day), followed by about seven weeks of 10 to 20 trucks a day. Thereafter, 5 to 10 
trucks per day would be the norm.  
 
The trucks, as well as construction workers requiring site access with their vehicles, 
would use the route described above.   The primary planned materials staging area is 
located near the east side of the new building, adjacent  to McCone Hall; the west and 
south sides of the construction site would be secondary staging/storage areas. The pri-
mary planned staging area could conflict with pedestrian and bicycle circulation between 
the North Gate and the central part of campus.  
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As described above, Continuing Best Practices outlined under TRA-3 designed to ad-
dress project-level construction impacts in the 2020 LRDP, would ensure Tien Center 
construction would not substantially impact street systems or traffic loading.  
 
Tien Center Impact TRA-2: The Tien Center would not adversely impact local pedes-
trian and bicycle circulation.  

The 2020 LRDP contains planning policies and guidelines to ensure that new buildings 
are well integrated with the campus circulation system. In addition, current best prac-
tices outlined under LRDP Impact TRA-1, and the mitigation measure developed under 
LRDP Impact TRA-12, above, would address the appropriate design of bicycle and pe-
destrian circulation and accessibility.  The proposed project would remove surface park-
ing at the site, further reducing potential pedestrian and bicycle conflicts resulting from 
the project.      
 
4.12.10  CUMULATIVE IMPACTS   
 
This analysis considers cumulative growth as represented by the implementation of mu-
nicipal general plans, implementation of the proposed Lawrence Berkeley National 
Laboratory 2004 LRDP, the proposed redevelopment of University Village Albany, the 
proposed AC Transit Bus Rapid Transit project, the draft Southside Plan, the AC Tran-
sit Major Investment Study, and implementation of the 2020 LRDP, as described in 
4.0.5.  The analysis also includes growth anticipated by previously certified UC Berkeley 
EIRs, including the Northeast Quadrant Science and Safety Projects (SCH 2001022038), 
Seismic Replacement Building 1 (SCH 99122065), and the Underhill Area Projects (SCH 
99042051). 
 
For vehicular traffic, cumulative conditions are the same as the future “with project” 
conditions described in Section 4.12.8. This is because these conditions already take 
account of future baseline conditions that include 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, as described in Section 4.12.5.  
 
Cumulative construction-related traffic and parking may exacerbate parking capacity 
concerns, congestion conditions, or create unsafe conditions for pedestrians or bicy-
clists.  As described 4.12.4 above, the existing setting analysis prepared for the 2020 
LRDP EIR occurred during a time of intensive cumulative construction conditions. In 
its Building 49 EIR, LBNL commits to limiting construction truck trips for that project 
to the hours between 9 am and 4 pm, to reduce construction contributions to peak pe-
riod congestion. 32 Best management practices employed by LBNL contractors are ex-
pected to reduce risks to pedestrians and bicyclists.  With these and similar practices, 
cumulative construction-related traffic impacts would not be significant. In general, con-
tinuing coordination of construction scheduling effecting area roadways, and continuing 
implementation of construction management best practices outlined in Section 4.12.8 
above, would serve to reduce potential traffic and parking impacts of construction. 
 
For other transportation issues, including parking, transit, and pedestrian and bicycle 
circulation, no significant increases in demand beyond those foreseen in Section 4.12.8 
are anticipated. This is because non-university cumulative development would be dis-
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persed, thereby minimizing impacts in the area around the Campus Park and City Envi-
rons. Moreover, non-vehicular modes have relatively large amounts of available capacity. 
Thus no cumulative impacts beyond those described above are expected to occur.  
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