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Letter 2-1
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
July 3, 2007

2-1-1 Although the proposed project would result in a less than 1 percent reduction in future riders
(2,400 fewer boardings on an average weekday; see Section 3.1.3.7) in BART systemwide
boardings in the year 2035, the proposed project is not expected to disrupt BART service.
Similarly, the DOSL alternative would result in only 100 fewer boardings of future riders on an
average weekday (Section 3.1.4.6).

As discussed in Section 1.2.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, the purpose of the proposed project includes
improvement of transit service for current bus ridership and increasing transit ridership by
providing a viable alternative to the automobile mode of travel.  Existing corridor conditions,
including land use types and employment densities, suggest that there is additional demand for
transit service in the corridor, as discussed in Section 1.2.2.  Duplication of the existing BART
alignment was considered among the criteria used in the Major Investment Study to eliminate
route segments from further consideration.  Please refer to Sections 2.3, 6.4.1 and 7.9.1 of the
Final EIS/EIR for discussion of the alternatives considered.  Section 2.3.2 defines the Preferred
Alternative.

The air quality implications of the proposed project are analyzed in Section 4.12.2 of the Final
EIS/EIR.  The analysis found that the proposed project would not cause any significant air
quality impacts during operation.

2-1-2 As discussed in Section 2.1.1, a Major Investment Study (MIS) was conducted over a three-
year period, from 1999-2002, to examine alternatives to improve transit service.  Two BART
representatives were members of the Technical Advisory Committee for the Major Investment
Study (Section 7.1.3).

As discussed in the previous response, duplication of BART service was among the
considerations used in the MIS to screen out alternative alignment segments.  Criteria used to
select the preferred transit mode and route alignment are described in the project purpose and
need (See Section 1.2). While the BRT alignment and BART alignment are indeed parallel to
each other, a key difference is BART stations are roughly two miles apart in the BRT corridor
while BRT stations are roughly 0.3 miles apart.  BRT is designed primarily to serve the main
local trips up and down the BRT corridor - the average BRT trips is estimated to be 3.5 miles,
and most trips are likely between two and five miles in length.  In addition, the proposed BRT
alternative operates along the very center of residential and commercial in the corridor it serves
- Telegraph Avenue, International Boulevard, and East 14th Street being the spine around
which urban development in the corridor historically built up around.  BART runs parallel to
this central spine, but far enough away that the added access distance would be an impediment
for the short walk access trips BRT is intended to serve.  As shown in Figures 4.1-2 and 4.1-3,
there is high population and employment density spread throughout the BRT corridor.  Much of
this population and employment is beyond walking distance to a BART station.  In contrast, a
feeder bus to BART alternative would provide good transit service for longer regional trips to
major regional destinations served by BART such as downtown San Francisco, Downtown
Oakland and Downtown Berkeley.  In the MIS, AC Transit conducted an extensive analysis of
trip patterns in the BRT corridor and found a significant market that would benefit from BRT
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(roughly 115,000 per day).  This analysis removed trips better served by BART from
consideration.

Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires the discussion of “a range of reasonable
alternatives to a project or to the location of a project, which would feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects.”  The proposed project would have unavoidable significant traffic impacts on some
intersections under the LPA (one intersection in Berkeley and five in Oakland out of 129
project intersections); implementation of proposed mitigation measures would reduce all other
impacts to a less-than-significant level.

2-1-3 The proposed BRT project does not directly impede access to BART stations - that is, it does
not cutoff any access roadways into BART stations.  BRT will reduce roadway capacity on
Telegraph, International and East 14th, which leads to increased congestion on these roadways,
which in turn might affect access to BART stations.  This effect was taken into account in the
development of ridership forecasts.

2-1-4 Since the DEIS, coordination meetings have been held regarding transit oriented development
(TOD). Strategies for synchronizing BRT and BART station area plans are discussed in the
Final EIS/EIR (Section 7.9.15). BRT stations will have real time message signs (e.g.; bus
arrival and departure information) as well as information kiosks.  This is in addition to the
wayfinding measures already integrated into other regional transit programs.

2-1-5 AC Transit does not propose to reduce levels of service in its system, including on feeder bus
routes to BART, in order to operate East Bay BRT service. The exception is that existing
Routes  1  and  1R  in  the  corridor  will  be  eliminated,  as  BRT  offers  a  superior  replacement
service. Parallel or redundant services that experience a significant diversion of riders to BRT
will be streamlined so service levels better match demand. AC Transit has expressed its
commitment to maintain post BRT the same level of service in the corridor, measured in terms
of vehicle hours of revenue operations, as are operated pre-BRT. East Bay BRT will be a high
frequency arterial service that connects to 6 BART stations (i.e., BRT stops at or within a block
of the rail station). It will serve as a feeder in many respects by connecting BART to a number
of local commercial neighborhoods and residential communities along the BRT alignment in
between BART stations.

2-1-6 Please see response to comment 2-1-5 above.

2-1-7 Please refer to Sections 3.1.3.7 and 3.1.4.6 of the Final EIS/EIR for data about the BART
ridership changes attributed to the proposed project.

2-1-8 Based on an updated forecasting analysis, estimates of potential BART ridership losses from
direct raw model outputs demonstrate a BART ridership loss of -4,900 trips in 2035.  However,
the final resulting model outputs for BART ridership amount to -2,400 trips once the model is
adjusted to account for differences between the baseline modeled and observed ridership under
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existing conditions, and compensated for the large shift in ridership to BRT from parallel transit
services estimated by the Alameda Model.  Detailed information about ridership results and
model adjustments can be found in Section 3-4 of the Transit Patronage and Forecasting
Methodology Report, prepared November 4, 2010.

2-1-9 We are unable to provide ridership impacts to BART at the station and route-level.  The model
used for the AC Transit East Bay BRT project has been validated based on systemwide
observed ridership for BART as a system and not at the station and route-level.  Further work
would have to be conducted in order to develop data at that level.  With regards to the
University of California bus pass program, the effects of the program are incorporated in the
existing conditions of the analysis, as the program has already been in place for several years.
We did not isolate the effects of the bus pass program on BRT and BART ridership for this
forecast.  Finally, to illustrate the projected mode shifts at various screenlines between BART
and AC Transit along the corridor, please refer to Section 3.2.6.

2-1-10 AC Transit has not measured the percentage of BART riders shifting to AC Transit that are
BART park-and-riders.  The model was validated on a systemwide level with total BART
ridership numbers and does not have the ability to identify BART riders by access mode.  In the
same vein, the AC BRT is expected to reduce BART ridership by -2,400 trips systemwide, but
the analysis has not been validated at a station level and thus is unable to measure the number
of BART riders shifting to downtown stations with no parking.  With regards to new transit
trips generated by the BRT, AC Transit categorizes new transit trips as passengers who shifted
from auto trips, not from BART.  Finally, with regards to the questions regarding the
assumptions on latent demand for park-and-ride spaces, AC Transit has developed a revised
methodology which does not make assumptions about demand at park-and-ride lots.  This
revised methodology can be found in Section 3-4 of the Transit Patronage and Forecasting
Methodology Report, prepared November 4, 2010.

2-1-11 See response 2-1-5 above with respect to planned changes in BART feeder routes post BRT.
As BRT would operate on five-minute service frequencies throughout the day (a.m.peak,
midday, p.m. peak), connections between crossings or other bus routes and BRT will be
convenient. Timing meets at transfer points will actually not be critical as wait times are
minimal, for example no more than 5 minutes if connecting to BRT. Therefore, AC Transit
does not anticipate rescheduling BART feeder routes to match the BRT schedule, instead
maintaining the timed transfers when practicable between buses and rail.

2-1-12 Coordination with cities has been frequent on the East Bay BRT project. TOD opportunities
have been discussed at a number of meetings although the focus of coordination meetings to
date has generally been on features (and potential impacts) of the East Bay BRT project. BRT
stations are being located in existing major activity centers and in areas with promise for future
TOD development. It is hoped BRT service, like BART, will be a catalyst to TOD although by
itself BRT cannot change the urban landscape substantially. It takes zoning and other land use
initiatives to bring this about. Therefore joint initiatives with other public agencies, including
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cities and BART, will be essential to ensure BRT supports the land use and access objectives
cited by the commenter.

BRT  stations  adjacent  the  MacArthur  BART  and  Fruitvale  BART  stations  are  intended  to
enhance planned TOD development (at the former) and expansion (at the later). AC Transit is
open to working with TOD project sponsors to ensure BRT complements planned
improvements.

2-1-13 Section 3.2.9.2 of the Final EIS/EIR describes criteria used to assess the feasibility of potential
measures to mitigate traffic impacts at intersections.  Specifically, mitigation measures that
result in unsafe or undesirable conditions for other modes of travel were not considered
feasible. Pedestrian conditions and impacts are discussed in Section 3.3.1 of the FINAL
EIS/EIR.

2-1-14 As discussed in Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, the proposed project would include
wayfinding signage to direct transit riders to other routes and modes of travel.

2-1-15 On May 17, 2010, the City of San Leandro adopted its Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA).
The LPA provides for the southern terminus of the BRT line at the San Leandro BART station
and no longer extends to the Bayfair BART station.

2-1-16 These cumulative development proposals, and their environmental consequences taken in
combination with the proposed project, are discussed in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS/EIR.  As
discussed in Section 3.0 of the Final EIS/EIR, AC Transit used a modified version of the
Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTC)  model to develop ridership and traffic
forecasts.  The modified version of the ACTC model used land use data based on ABAG
Projections 2009, but modified by Hausrath Economics Group (HEG) to more accurately
reflect existing and projected future conditions in each of the three corridor cities of Berkeley,
Oakland, and San Leandro.  The adjustments made by HEG were done in conjunction with
each of the three cities and increased the levels of population and employment in the city of
Oakland.  Land use data were provided by HEG for the years 2000, 2005, 2010 and 2025. AC
Transit worked with the cities of Berkeley, Oakland, and San Leandro to make sure appropriate
land use data in the model were used.

The traffic impacts of the proposed project and feasible mitigation measures are addressed in
Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.  The traffic analysis reflects future roadway or other planned
improvement projects (e.g. bike lane projects) under Year 2015 or 2035. Existing signal timings
at the study intersections were obtained from city staff and used as inputs into the traffic
analysis. Special conditions such as railroad pre-emption or transit signal priority were coded
into the traffic analysis. This section also includes analyses of potential queue impacts.

Potential bulb-outs are evaluated in Section 3.2.  At signalized intersections where the BRT
project proposes stations or provides for left-turn pockets (for vehicles turning from the along-
BRT arterial), bulb-outs are generally not feasible due to street cross section width and other
geometric constraints.  However, elsewhere the project may be able to incorporate bulb-outs
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and similar pedestrian improvements.  In fact, AC Transit has indicated where bulb-outs along
Telegraph Avenue might be feasible and is committed to working with the city to determine
where bulb-outs could be provided.

Curb modifications to improve (i.e., increase) turn radii for cross street traffic turning onto the
along-BRT arterial or vice versa are anticipated to be minor, shifting the curbline back two to
three feet, perhaps.  Where this would narrow the sidewalk unacceptably, either the sidewalk
would be widened or turn prohibitions would be considered (large trucks are typically the
concern).

2-1-17 Section 3.1.1 of the Final EIS/EIR describes the proposed project's impacts on paratransit
services.

2-1-18 While the proposed project would result in the minor (0.7 percent) diversion of transit
passenger boardings from BART to the proposed BRT system, this diversion does not in itself
constitute a significant environmental impact under CEQA or NEPA because BRT results in an
increase in overall transit usage (See Sections 3.1.3 and 3.1.4).  Systemwide benefits to transit
users with the BRT project are substantial - in the year 2015, the BRT project is estimated to
reduce the total time spent traveling in the San Francisco Bay area by the equivalent of 3,600
hours of in-vehicle time per day.  Accordingly, mitigation measures are not necessary.

 2-1-19 Please see responses to comment 2-1-18.

2-1-20 The traffic impacts of the proposed project and feasible mitigation measures are addressed in
Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.  This section includes a discussion of potential traffic
diversion and resulting impacts. As discussed above in the response to comment 2-1-13, one of
the criteria used to screen out potential traffic mitigation measures was to avoid measures that
would adversely affect the movement and safety of pedestrians and other non-motorized travel,
and possibly diminish the pedestrian-, bicycle-, and transit-friendly features of the corridor or
that would limit the ability to enhance those features. Refer to Sections 3.2.9 and 3.3.3 for a
discussion of feasible mitigation measures to address impacts with respect to vehicular and
non-motorized modes of travel.

2-1-21 Coordination in the context of BART station access modifications with respect to planned TOD
improvements has been initiated between Ac Transit, BART and the cities in the project
corridor. In all cases, BRT Stations near or at BART stations are located and designed to
facilitate easy passenger transfers between the two systems.  In one instance, near the
MacArthur BART station, the BRT station would be located a short distance from the BART
station to permit the maximum developable land at a proposed TOD site on BART property.
At San Leandro BART, AC Transit, the city of San Leandro and BART are jointly working to
develop an intermodal transfer facility on BRT station property that supports adjacent TOD and
accommodates local buses and BRT and improves pedestrian access. General information
regarding station locations and design is provided in Section 7.9.15.



Comment Letter 2-2

2-2-1



2-2-2

2-2-3

2-2-4



2-2-5



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 2-2
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 2-2
East Bay Municipal Utility District
June 22, 2007

2-2-1 As discussed in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS/EIR, planning and ongoing coordination with
local utility providers during the preliminary engineering and final design will be conducted to
identify any potential conflicts and formulate strategies to overcome them.  This includes
submitting a set of plans for the BRT project to the utility providers for their use in preparing
their utility relocation plans.

2-2-2 As described in Sections 4.11 of the Final EIS/EIR, the following general avoidance and
prevention measures are proposed to reduce or eliminate hazardous wastes-related impacts:

Field surveys of identified environmental risk sites would be conducted prior to
construction to verify the physical locations of the sites with respect to the preferred
Build Alternative and observe the current conditions of the sites.

A regulatory file review would be conducted for each of the identified environmental
risk sites prior to construction to determine the current status of the sites and, if
possible, the extent of the contamination.

If construction of the project warrants, a subsurface exploration would be conducted of
the preferred Build Alternative next to or downgradient from any environmental risk
site.

If the pre-construction reviews of environmental risk sites identifies contaminated areas that
would be disturbed by construction activities, a remediation plan would be developed as
described in Section 4.17.8.

2-2-3 In accordance with the mitigation summarized in response 2-2-1, coordination with local utility
providers will be conducted during preliminary engineering and final design to identify and
overcome potential conflicts between the proposed project and utilities.

2-2-4 Section 4.5 has been modified accordingly.

2-2-5 AC Transit will incorporate elements of the Alameda Water Conservation District Resolution
30, Section 4.C.5, Landscape Guidelines, where practicable. As outlined in the ordinance, this
includes early irrigation to minimize evaporation, use of Evapotranspiration Rate to determine
plant water needs, utilization of best known practices for efficient water use, evaluation of
existing systems to maximize efficiency, use of reclaimed water, and use of drought tolerant
plant species where possible.
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Letter 2-3
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency
July 3, 2007

2-3-1 As discussed in Section 2.1.3 of the Final EIS/EIR, AC Transit has made several refinements to
the definition of the East Bay BRT project, many specifically to address traffic and parking
impacts.  AC Transit conducted a revised traffic analysis to determine the effects on traffic of
the refined project, the results of which are presented in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.  As
indicated in Section 3.2, the intersection of San Leandro Street and High Street is not forecast
to have a significant project impact in any analysis year.  The intersection of International
Boulevard and High Street is forecast to have a significant project impact in the afternoon peak
hour with either Build Alternative in Year 2035.  The impact will be mitigated to a level of less
than significance with the proposed mitigation measures.  The revised traffic analysis does,
however, forecast a significant impact at the intersection of Ashby Avenue and Claremont
Avenue during the afternoon peak hour in Year 2035.  This impact cannot be mitigated to a less
than significant level with feasible mitigation measures.  This impact occurs with one of the
Build Alternatives (LPA) but not the other (DOSL Alternative).  Furthermore, this intersections
is not forecast to have a significant impact in the Year 2015 with either Build alternative.  No
other intersection on the Congestion Management Plan (CMP) roadway network is forecast to
have a significant impact in Year 2035 or 2015 that cannot be mitigated to a less than
significant level.

It is noted that should a roadway segment deficiency arise, which may or may not occur based
on the forecast Year 2035 intersection level of service, a Deficiency Plan will be needed.

2-3-2 Please see Section 3.3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the safety implications for
pedestrian crossings of the BRT transitway.

2-3-3 Although CEQA section 15126.4 identifies that mitigation measures must be fully enforceable
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments, there is no
requirement to identify specific funding sources for proposed mitigation. Refer to Chapter 8 of
the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of project costs.

2-3-4 Please see Sections 3.1 and 7.9.5 of the Final EIS/EIR for updated information regarding new
transit ridership.

2-3-5 AC Transit is considering the use of hybrid diesel-electric buses to provide BRT service.
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Letter 2-5
City of Berkeley Transportation Division (Peter Hillier)
June 18, 2007

2-5-1 Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR presents a detailed analysis of potential traffic diversion
associated with the Build Alternative. Diversion routes were evaluated (screenline analysis)
where alternate routes may be expected throughout the corridor due to large intersection delays
arising from implementation of the Build Alternatives or where required due to turn restrictions
associated with a median-running transitway.  The likelihood and potential frequency of the
diversion is indicated.  The resulting impacts and potential mitigation measures are also
discussed in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.

It should be noted that the adopted LPA within the City of Berkeley no longer proposes BRT
service on exclusive lanes.  Accordingly, existing mixed flow lanes within Berkeley would not
be redesignated for exclusive BRT use.  Given this change, the extent of traffic redistribution in
this area due to the proposed project is expected to be negligible.

2-5-2 See response 2-5-1.

2-5-3 The assumed transportation network for the No-Build Alternative assumes the existing one-way
configuration of these roadways.

2-5-4 Refer to Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR for street cross-sections showing the Build
Alternative at selected locations along the project alignment. These diagrams indicate which
lanes are mixed flow (buses and vehicles) and restricted to buses only. The exhibits also
indicate location of BRT stations, location of future bike facilities, and changes to the curb
frontage parking (removal or addition).

2-5-5 In accordance with the adopted LPA for the proposed project in the City of Berkeley, dedicated
BRT lanes are no longer proposed within the City of Berkeley.  The interaction between buses
and other traffic will be the same as that for the existing Route 1R.

2-5-6 Please see the response to comments 2-5-4 and 2-5-5, above.

2-5-7 See Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of intersection operations and mitigation
measures for the Build Alternative.  As discussed above, the proposed project has been altered
from that evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR to reflect the adopted LPA in the City of Berkeley.
One of the most significant changes is the elimination of the dedicated BRT lanes within the
City of Berkeley.  The intersections of Fulton Street at Bancroft Way, College Avenue at
Ashby Avenue, and Bancroft Way at Oxford Street no longer have physical modifications
proposed either as part of the project improvements or as traffic mitigation.

2-5-8 Section 7.9.16 of the Final EIS/EIR, provides a summary of the traffic study in response to
common comments on the DEIS/EIR. For a detailed discussion on the revised traffic study see
Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.  For this study, AC Transit used a modified version of the
ACCMA model to develop ridership and traffic forecasts.  The modified version of the
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ACCMA model used land use data based on ABAG Projections 2009 and was validated with
existing (2009) traffic and transit usage counts.

It should be noted that the adopted LPA within the City of Berkeley no longer proposes BRT
service on exclusive lanes.  Accordingly, existing mixed flow lanes within Berkeley would not
be redesignated for exclusive BRT use.  Given this change, the extent of traffic redistribution in
this area due to the proposed project is expected to be negligible.

2-5-9 See response to 2-5-8.

2-5-10 See Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for discussion of traffic impacts. The impact of each of the
analysis alternatives on traffic is documented in the form of level of service and vehicular delay
at signalized and unsignalized intersections.  The vehicular delay at all intersections for all
analysis scenarios is provided in Appendix D.

2-5-11 Please refer to Section 4.14 of the Final EIS/EIR for an analysis of the proposed project's
impacts with respect to greenhouse gas emissions and global climate change.

2-5-12 See Appendix A the Final EIS/EIR for drawings of the Build Alternative. The plan sheets
provide existing and future (with Build) layouts along the entire project corridor along with
representative cross-sections.

2-5-13 As discussed above, the adopted LPA in the City of Berkeley has removed dedicated transit
lanes within the City of Berkeley.  Accordingly, the configuration of existing mixed flow lanes
within the City will remain the same as under existing conditions (See Appendix A for
diagrams).

2-5-14 As discussed above, the adopted LPA in the City of Berkeley has removed dedicated transit
lanes within the City of Berkeley.  Accordingly, the configuration of existing mixed flow lanes
within the City will remain the same as under existing conditions (See Appendix A for
diagrams), and there would be no effect on emergency access and response within the City of
Berkeley.

2-5-15 The average weekday ridership is provided in Figure 3.1-5 for the existing (2009), no build
(2015 and 2035) and build (2015 and 2035) scenarios.   For the Final EIS/EIR, there is no
longer the “Base BRT option”.  Detail at the sub-area level are currently being generated based
on modeled results.

2-5-16 There are currently about 3,000 boardings per day on the 1/1R route in Berkeley (AC Transit
Winter Signup 2008-2009).

Because local buses are replaced by the proposed East Bay BRT, some existing local bus stops
will lose bus service.  However, even with these existing local bus stops removed, 80 percent of
riders will be unaffected, as they will walk to the same station as today.  Twenty percent of
riders would need to go to a different station, with some passengers having no increase in walk
distance, and some needing to walk further to reach a BRT station.  Depending on the stop, the
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walk distance for this small subset of passengers would have an average of one additional block
increase in walk distance (Cambridge Systematics, 2009).

2-5-17 As discussed above, the adopted LPA in the City of Berkeley has removed dedicated transit
lanes within the City of Berkeley.  Accordingly, the proposed project's impacts on local bus
service will be limited to the station consolidation described above in the response to comment
2-5-16.  The interaction between the proposed project and UCB and LBNL shuttles would be
the same as under existing conditions.

2-5-18 Layover facilities will essentially be at on-street locations. The specific locations of layover
areas will be further refined/defined in agreements set forth between the respective cities and
AC Transit.

2-5-19 Synchro 7.0 was utilized for all intersections analyzed and discussed in Section 3.2.  Queuing
results were incorporated into the design of turn pocket lengths along the alignment with
implementation of the Build Alternatives (see Appendix A).  Please refer to the AC Transit East
Bay Bus Rapid Transit, Final Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact
Statement, Traffic Analysis Report (February 2011) for documentation of anticipated queue
lengths at all study intersections.

2-5-20 As discussed in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, the traffic analysis was based on updated
traffic data, which was collected in the fall of 2009.  The traffic implications of this facility,
which was opened in 2008, are therefore included in the Final EIS/EIR.

2-5-21 A detailed parking analysis was conducted for the Final EIS/EIR and included measurements of
supply and demand on a block-by-block basis on the alignment and on side streets. The results
are presented in Section 3.4 of the Final EIS/EIR. However, the adopted LPA in the City of
Berkeley has removed dedicated transit lanes within the City of Berkeley.  Given this change,
no alterations or reductions of existing parking are proposed in the City of Berkeley, except
where needed for traffic mitigations.  The secondary parking impacts associated with these
mitigations are identified in Section 3.4.

2-5-22 The adopted LPA in the City of Berkeley has removed dedicated transit lanes within the City of
Berkeley.  Given this change, no alterations or reductions of existing parking are proposed in
the City of Berkeley.

2-5-23 AC Transit will fund the cost of all adopted mitigation measures directly related to the project
as set forth in the Record of Decision at the close of the Final EIS/EIR process. There is no
parking impact in Berkeley, except where noted as secondary impacts resulting from traffic
impact mitigation.

2-5-24 The City of Berkeley voted to reject the dedicated lanes. As a result, BRT will be operating in
mixed traffic, along with other buses and cars. No improvements or additions to bike lanes are
planned as part of the BRT project in Berkeley.
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2-5-25 There will be no continuous bike lane along Telegraph from Dwight Way to the City of
Oakland. See the design drawings in Appendix A or the bicycle maps in Section 3.3 Non-
Motorized Transportation.

2-5-26 Bike lanes and facilities may be added at a later date by the City of Berkeley but are not part of
the BRT project. The bike lane will begin in Oakland.

2-5-27 The City of Berkeley rejected dedicated bus lanes. As a result, the BRT buses will use many of
the same bus stops as the existing local buses, with no planned improvements to bus shelters,
platforms or sidewalks. Therefore, the pedestrian impacts mentioned are no longer applicable.
The City of Berkeley may make these improvements at a later date, but that is not proposed as
part of the project.

2-5-28 The City of Berkeley rejected dedicated bus lanes, so the project will not create demand for
new mid-block pedestrian crossings. BRT buses will be loading at existing bus stops.

2-5-29 Because Routes 1 and 1R are replaced by the proposed East Bay BRT, some existing local bus
routes will lose bus service in order to avoid duplication of service. The December 16th, 2009
AC Transit Board meeting identified service cuts system-wide that were implemented on
March 28th 2010 as part of overall cuts due to the economic turn-down and loss of revenue,
which is unrelated to the proposed BRT project in particular.
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Letter 2-6
City of Berkeley Downtown Area Plan Advisory Committee
June 20, 2007

2-6-1 Thank you for your comment.

2-6-2 Based on current existing conditions, the base year and No Build scenarios both refer to the
1/1R service, which has since superseded the 40/40L service on Telegraph Avenue and along
the BRT alignment.  Please refer to Table 3.1-5 for the average weekday boardings and
alignment for the existing service.  For more information on the Route 1R service, please refer
to Line 1R Service and Reliability Study DRAFT Report by AC Transit Service and Operations
Planning (January 15, 2010).  To compare Route 1R stops with BRT stations, please refer to
the complete list of BRT stations planned in Table 3.1-8.  Please also refer to Section 3.1 of the
Final EIS/EIR regarding existing and future transit service.

2-6-3 Many local bus lines intersect the BRT service, as can be seen in Table 3.1-4 in the Final
EIS/EIR.  The level of service on these intersecting local bus routes are not adjusted in the
ridership forecasts, although key routes are load-matched to ensure adequate service.  AC
Transit will not decrease service on feeder lines in order to implement BRT service.  AC
Transit may adjust service along intersecting local routes after reviewing the performance of
the BRT.  In Berkeley, there will be no effect to curb space from new stations as the city has
adopted their city LPA on April 29, 2010 without dedicated lanes.

Because local buses are replaced by the proposed East Bay BRT, some existing local bus stops
will lose bus service.  Of the 1,750 existing boardings, approximately 350 board at these local
bus stops and will need to walk further to reach a BRT station.  Depending on the stop, the
maximum increased walk distance for these riders is one to two blocks.  The average increase
in walk distance is ½ to one block (Cambridge Systematics, 2009).

The adopted LPA in the City of Berkeley has removed dedicated transit lanes within the City of
Berkeley.  Accordingly, the proposed project's impacts on local bus service will be limited to
the station consolidation described in the response to comment 2-5-16.  The interaction between
the proposed project and UCB and LBNL shuttles would be the same as under existing
conditions.

2-6-4 See Section 7.9.4 of the Final EIS/EIR for detailed discussion of fares.

2-6-5 The ridership tables show service time and ridership from Downtown Berkeley to San Leandro
BART because it is the adopted LPA.  The AC Transit Board adopted Resolution 10-033 on
June 23, 2010, which is the LPA studied in the Final EIS/EIR.  AC Transit BRT travel forecasts
have not calculated the percentage of riders who would ride BRT for the entire route, but the
information on average weekday ridership can be found in Table 3.1-13.  For more information
on the performance of Route 1R please refer to Line 1R Service and Reliability Study DRAFT
Report by AC Transit Service and Operations Planning (January 15, 2010).
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2-6-6 There will be travel time savings for riders traveling from Downtown Berkeley to San Leandro.
Please refer to Table 3.1-12.  With regards to travel time savings from specific origins to
Downtown Berkeley, this is an analysis that is currently being completed from the existing
Final EIS/EIR dataset.

2-6-7 Please see Chapter 8, of the Final EIS/EIR for a financial analysis summary of the project.
Table 8.1 provides cost detail for the various elements that comprise the proposed project.  The
travel time and ridership information presented in Section 3.1 reflect the benefits of the
proposed project incorporating the project components described in Section 2.2.  Alternative
transit service technologies were evaluated as part of the three-year MIS process, as described
in Sections 7.9.1 and 7.9.2.

2-6-8 Field surveys for existing parking supply and utilization were conducted between February and
July 2009.  Parking demand was measured between 10:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. on typical
weekdays (Tuesday to Thursday).  Please see the addendum to AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid
Transit Project Parking Conditions and Project Impacts Evaluation, Cambridge Systematics,
2010 , for the dates and times of the survey at each particular location.  As the City of Berkeley
rejected the use of dedicated lanes, there will be no parking impact in Berkeley. See Section 3.4
of the Final EIS/EIR for more information.

2-6-9 For the preferred alternative, the University crescent layover has been dropped from
consideration. AC Transit will determine the layover locations in the future. Mid-route layovers
are not technically feasible because of the result in passenger delays (passengers would have to
wait on the bus while the driver takes a break). Layover locations will be at on-street sites, and
final locations for each end of the route will be determined at a future date by agreement
between the cities and AC Transit.

2-6-10 Turnarounds are the return trip from the layover locations. The bus will go to the layover
location and return. The layover locations will be determined at a future date by agreement
between the cities and AC Transit.

2-6-11 The adopted LPA within the City of Berkeley no longer proposes BRT service on exclusive
lanes.  Accordingly, existing mixed flow lanes within Berkeley would not be redesignated for
exclusive BRT use.  Accordingly, the configuration of existing mixed flow lanes within the
City will remain the same as under existing conditions, and no turn prohibitions would be
necessary.

2-6-12 The LPA within Berkeley will now operate in mixed-flow lanes.  This service is consistent with
the No Build Alternative, whose impacts are evaluated in the Final EIS/EIR.

2-6-13 This concept is no longer under consideration, given that the adopted LPA provides for service
in mixed-flow lanes within the City of Berkeley.
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2-6-14 Refer to Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR for street cross-sections showing the Build
Alternative at selected locations along the project alignment. These diagrams indicate which
lanes are mixed flow (buses and vehicles) and restricted to buses only. The exhibits also
indicate location of BRT stations, location of future bike facilities, and changes to the curb
frontage parking (removal or addition).  The schematic diagrams present the Build Alternative
configuration for this section of Shattuck Avenue.

2-6-15 See response to Comment 2-6-14. The schematic diagrams present the Build Alternative
configuration for this section of Shattuck Avenue. The northbound right-turns account for 20-
33 percent of the total northbound Shattuck traffic at University Avenue during the weekday
AM & PM peak hours. The intersection of Shattuck/Addison was not counted nor analyzed in
the Final EIS/EIR, therefore the percentage of northbound right-turns at this location is not
known.

2-6-16 This process was completed on May 17, 2010 with the adoption of the LPA in Berkeley.

2-6-17 See Section 7.9.7 for operations information, and Section 7.9.5 regarding ridership forecasting
and modeling.

2-6-18 Please see Section 4.6 of the Final EIS/EIR for a description of the design elements of stations.
There are certain design and safety elements which must be the same at each BRT station, such
as raised and lighted platforms and ADA-compliant points of ingress and egress. However, AC
Transit will work with the community on the final design and look of the stations. See also
Section 7.9.2 for responses to common comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to current
and future systems design.

2-6-19 No landscaping has been proposed for Berkeley.

2-6-20 Prior to the implementation of BRT, AC Transit will procure an internal system that allows for
the greatest reliability and information regarding the travel conditions. The system will reflect
current state of the art technology.

2-6-21 See Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for information regarding the type and size of the typical
bus that will be providing BRT service. The width of the BRT bus is generally 102 inches and
the minimum recommended lane width to accommodate these vehicles (in mixed flow or
dedicated lanes) is 10 feet. See Section 4.15 for details on the gas mileage.

2-6-22 Please refer to Section 4.44 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the proposed project's
impacts on the business and economic environment.

2-6-23 As shown in Appendix C for greenhouse gas emissions, the proposed project is consistent with
the current or proposed climate action plans for each of the three cities on the route alignment,
including Berkeley. See also Sections 4.12 for the air quality analysis results and Section 4.14
for additional discussion on green house gas emissions.
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2-6-24 The design of the proposed project along Shattuck and Telegraph avenues has been modified
since the Draft EIS/EIR (See Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS/EIR). As discussed in Section 4.6,
the modified design would result in minimal or no change to the visual character of these areas.
Also see Section 7.9.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for a detailed discussion of this issue.

2-6-25 As discussed in Sections 4.6 and 7.9.3, trees would be removed in several locations but overall,
the project proposes to add more landscaping/greenspace than currently exists and will replace
all removed trees on a one-for-one or higher ratio.

2-6-26 No potential service extensions are currently being considered within Berkeley.

2-6-27 Refer to Section 3.4 for a discussion regarding parking analysis and mitigation approach.
Although the proposed project would be expected to induce a shift from the automobile to
transit, possibly resulting in reducing parking demand, this mode shift has not been
incorporated into the parking analyses in the interests of providing a conservative analysis of
project impacts. As the Locally Preferred Alternative adopted by the City of Berkeley and AC
Transit does not include dedicated bus lanes through the city of Berkeley, there will be no loss
of parking in Berkeley.
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Letter 2-7
City of Berkeley Public Works, Transportation Division
June 21, 2007

2-7-1 The City of Berkeley voted for the proposed project but without the dedicated lanes. As a
result, BRT will be operating in mixed traffic, along with other buses and cars. Also, because of
Berkeley's decision, there will be no improvements to stations or bicycle/pedestrian access that
are proposed as part of the project.

2-7-2 Thank you for your suggestions. AC Transit has contracted with a marketing company to
develop a brand for the BRT and other marketing approaches to stimulate ridership.  Fares and
pricing will be consistent with other AC Transit bus lines. See Section 7.9.4 of the Final
EIS/EIR for further discussion on fares. Ecopass programs could be pursued independently of
the BRT project.

2-7-3 Refer to Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR for schematic diagrams showing the Build
alternative for the entire alignment. These diagrams indicate which lanes are mixed flow (buses
and vehicles) and restricted to buses only. These exhibits reflect the design of the BRT system
that were adopted by the Cities of Berkeley, Oakland, and San Leandro as the preferred Build
Alternative.

2-7-4 Thank you for your comment.  As the result of the City of Berkeley’s decision in April 2010,
the proposed project would provide transit service within mixed flow lanes within the City of
Berkeley.

2-7-5 Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.3.2 for a detailed discussion of the
identification and analysis of route alignment alternatives and the selection of the preferred
route.

2-7-6 Pedestrian improvements and impacts are described in Section 3.3 of the Final EIS/EIR.  There
is no plan to change posted speed limits for vehicles along the project corridor.  See Section
7.9.10 for information regarding bicyclists and pedestrian movements. Mitigations for traffic
impacts require minimal additional pavement and do not reduce the pedestrian environment.
No reduction in sidewalk width or increase in crosswalk length is proposed as part of any traffic
mitigation measures within the City of Berkeley.  Please refer to Section 3.2 for further
description of proposed traffic mitigations.  The City of Berkeley voted for the proposed project
but without the dedicated lanes. As a result, BRT will be operating in mixed traffic, along with
other buses and cars.  Therefore, negligible traffic diversion to Bicycle Boulevards and change
in automobile speed is anticipated within the City of Berkeley as the result of this project.
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Letter 2-8
City of Berkeley Planning Commission
June 26, 2007

2-8-1 Please refer to travel time savings data presented in Table 3.1-12.  This information is provided
for the entire route alignment, including San Leandro, Oakland and Berkeley.  The data
presented in this table takes into account all elements of the proposed project, including shorter
headways, fare pre-payment, dedicated lanes, and other project features.

2-8-2 Table 8.1 provides cost detail for the various elements that comprise the proposed project.  The
travel time and ridership information presented in Section 3.1 reflect the benefits of the
proposed project incorporating the project components described in Section 2.2.  Alternative
transit service technologies were evaluated as part of the three-year MIS process, as described
in Sections 7.9.1 and 7.9.2.

2-8-3 The ridership tables show service time and ridership from Downtown Berkeley to San Leandro
BART because it is the adopted LPA.  The AC Transit Board adopted Resolution 10-033 on
June 23, 2010, which is the LPA studied in the FEIS/R.  AC Transit BRT travel forecasts have
not calculated the percentage of riders who would ride BRT for the entire route, but the
information on average weekday ridership can be found in Table 3.1-13.  2-8-4 AC Transit
BRT travel forecasts have thus far generated information on average weekday ridership for the
BRT alignment from Berkeley to San Leandro BART, which can be found in Table 3.1-13.
More detailed segment level boardings are currently being generated as additional supplemental
analysis.

2-8-5 Ridership forecasts were produced from an updated travel demand model which is a modified
version of the Alameda Countywide Travel Demand Model that was used for the project’s
Draft EIS/EIR and Small Starts application.  The base year (2009) model was validated based
on systemwide AC Transit boardings, systemwide BART boardings, route-level boardings for
AC Transit bus routes operating along the alignment of the proposed BRT, route-level
boardings for nearby parallel AC transit bus routes, route segment-level boardings for AC
Transit bus routes operating along the alignment of the proposed BRT, and maximum load
factors for AC Transit bus route operating along the alignment of the proposed BRT.

2-8-6 BRT service will replace the 1 and 1R local bus routes operating in the corridor with higher
frequency and faster service. However, in Berkeley, the LPA does not include dedicated lanes
(Berkeley City Council adoption of Berkeley LPA on Aprils 29, 2010). See Section 3.1 of the
Final EIS/EIR for details on the changes in transit service as a result of the BRT project.

2-8-7 There are currently about 1,750 boardings per day on buses serving the BRT route in Berkeley.
This is expected to increase to 3,250 by the year 2025.  Even though BRT causes some local
bus stops to be dropped, boardings are forecast to more than double with implementation of
BRT, to 7,700 per day.  This increase in boardings is spread throughout the city:  from 1,100 to
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2,450 in Downtown; from 1,550 to 3,500 in the Southside; and from 650 to 1,800 south of
Dwight.

Because local buses are replaced by the proposed East Bay BRT, some existing local bus stops
will lose bus service.  Of the 1,750 existing boardings, approximately 350 board at these local
bus stops and will need to walk further to reach a BRT station.  Depending on the stop, the
maximum increased walk distance for these riders is one to two blocks.  The average increase
in walk distance is ½ to one block. (Cambridge Systematics, 2009).

As discussed above, the adopted LPA in the City of Berkeley has removed dedicated transit
lanes within the City of Berkeley.  Accordingly, the proposed project's impacts on local bus
service will be limited to the station consolidation described above.  The interaction between
the proposed project and UCB and LBNL shuttles would be the same as under existing
conditions.

2-8-8 See Sections 2.3.3 and 7.9.2 for information on station amenities.

2-8-9 Wherever there is more than one bus that stops at a certain location, extra length has been
added to the platform to accommodate two articulated buses (120 feet total). Higher frequency
service means people will be picked up more often so fewer people will be waiting at the
platform.

2-8-10 The Preferred Alternative includes combined BRT and local service. See response 2-8-7,
above.

2-8-11 There are currently no plans for route extension in Berkeley.

2-8-12 Please refer to Section 7.9.7 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the proposed project's
funding and its implications with respect to other transit services provided by AC Transit.
Information on fares can be found in Section 7.9.4.

2-8-13 Prior to the implementation of BRT, AC Transit will procure an internal system that allows for
the greatest reliability and information regarding the travel conditions. The system will reflect
current state of the art technology.

2-8-14 The West Crescent will not be used for bus layovers. Dedicated lanes are not being envisioned
to access bus layover locations.

2-8-15 Field surveys for existing parking supply and utilization were conducted between February and
July 2009.  Parking demand was measured between 10:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. on typical
weekdays (Tuesday to Thursday).  Please see the addendum to AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid
Transit Project Parking Conditions and Project Impacts Evaluation,  Cambridge Systematics,
2010  for the dates and times of the survey at each particular location.  As the City of Berkeley
rejected the use of dedicated lanes, there will be no parking impact in Berkeley. See Section 3.4
of the Final EIS/EIR for more information on parking.
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2-8-16 The preferred design of the proposed East Bay BRT project through Berkeley has been adjusted
since the release of the Draft EIS/EIR.  The current Build Alternative now proposes no
improvements along Shattuck Avenue as part of the BRT project. There will be no parking
impact in Berkeley and no mitigation required.

2-8-17 A detailed parking analysis was conducted for the Final EIS/EIR and included measurements of
supply and demand on a block-by-block basis on the alignment and on side streets. The results
are presented in Section 3.4 of the Final EIS/EIR.

2-8-18 See response to comment 2-8-16.

2-8-19 Section 4.4.4 addresses potential impacts to the economic and business environment.

2-8-20 The City of Berkeley adopted its LPA in April 2010.

2-8-21 As described previously, the LPA within Berkeley will now operate in mixed-flow lanes.  This
service is consistent with the No Build Alternative, whose impacts are evaluated in the Final
EIS/EIR.

2-8-22 Adverse visual effects were identified for some viewpoints (Section 4.6.3 of the Draft
EIS/EIR), and mitigation is proposed to reduce adverse effects (Section 4.6.4 of the Draft
EIS/EIR). Additional details regarding the steps of the visual impact analysis have been added
to discussions in Section 4.6 of the Final EIS/EIR. Also see Section 7.9.2 of the Final EIS/EIR
for a response to this issue.

2-8-23 See Sections 2.3.2 and 7.9.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of station design.

2-8-24 The lists of approved trees for planting in the public rights of way would be determined by the
arborists in each city. No new trees or landscaping are proposed for Berkeley.

2-8-25 The tree size would vary based on the space available in a given location, and the minimum
clear zone requirements. No new trees or landscaping are proposed for Berkeley.

2-8-26 The amount of landscaping depends on the location of the particular station and the amount of
available space at that location. Overall, the amount of landscaping and tree plantings planned
will exceed the current amount of landscaping in the corridor.

2-8-27 No trees are planned to be removed in this location in the preferred alternative.

2-8-28 For detailed information regarding CO2 emissions, refer to Tables 4.14-3 and 4.14-4 in Section
4.14.

2-8-29 Please see response 2-8-28, above.

2-8-30 This reduction in parking demand was not used, refer to Section 3.4 for details.

2-8-31 Please see Table 4.14-1 for information about fuel economy.
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2-8-32 As shown in Appendix C for greenhouse gas emissions, the proposed project is consistent with
the current or proposed climate action plans for each of the three cities on the route alignment,
including Berkeley. See also Sections 4.12 for the air quality analysis results and Section 4.14
for additional discussion on green house gas emissions.
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Letter 2-9
City of Oakland (Claudia Cappio)
July 3, 2007

2-9-1 The Alameda County Travel Demand Model (Alameda Model) was refined in a number of
ways to allow for a more detailed analysis of the impacts of the proposed project on the
roadway  network.   See  Section  3.2  or  the  AC Transit  East  Bay  Bus  Rapid  Transit  Patronage
and Forecasting Methodology Report (Cambridge Systematics, November 2010), available
from AC Transit, for a discussion of the modifications made to the model.  In addition, the
study area was expanded to include both morning and afternoon peak hour analysis of 129
study intersections, located both on the alignment corridor and along parallel and adjacent
routes.  This expanded intersection analysis indicates the project impacts to the roadway
network in the vicinity of the project, including many collector streets.

In addition to the model enhancements, an analysis of the project effects on neighborhood
streets  is  contained  in  Section  3.2  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR.   This  analysis  considers  the  traffic
diversion that may result both due to additional delay on the corridor resulting from the
conversion of mixed flow travel lanes to dedicated transitway and due to restrictions on turns
across the transitway.  The diversion analysis identifies the likelihood of the diversion, the
potential alternate routes as well as the potential frequency of the diversion.

2-9-2 A queuing analysis was performed to ensure that the project design and mitigation measures
maintained sufficient storage length where feasible.  Since the significance thresholds for traffic
impacts were determined by intersection level of service and delay, queuing results were not
reported in the Final EIS/EIR.  Please obtain the AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid Transit, Final
Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement, Traffic Analysis Report
(Cambridge Systematics, 2011) from AC Transit for the results of the queuing analysis.

2-9-3 Please obtain the AC Transit East Bay BRT FEIS/R Neighborhood Diversion and Change in
Local Circulation Patterns Analyses (Cambridge Systematics, 2010) from AC Transit for
identification of turn restrictions and resulting traffic diversions to/from the project alignment.
It also identifies the likelihood of traffic diversion onto neighborhood streets.  Detailed traffic
analysis for both the alignment corridor and parallel corridors, including turning movement
volumes, is contained in the supporting AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid Transit, Final
Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement, Traffic Analysis Report
(Cambridge Systematics, 2011) , available from AC Transit.  The general shift in volumes
between the BRT corridor and parallel corridors is indicated by the screenline analysis
contained in Section 3.2.  That section also analyzes intersection operations along parallel
corridors at key locations.

2-9-4 Based on public and agency comments, AC Transit has developed more detailed parking
displacement information, as discussed in Section 3.4 of the Final EIS/EIR.  Proposed solutions
include metering of non-residential cross-street curb parking to increase parking availability
and assisting with the development of parking facilities.  For locations where the parking loss
associated with the project would result in average demand exceeding 85 percent of supply,
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additional spaces were provided for commercial uses by implementing time-restrictions or
placing meters on currently un-restricted spaces fronting non-residential uses or by identifying
lots for potential conversion to shared or public off-street parking.  The economic impacts on
places with low parking demand and places that are not oriented toward on-street parking such
as downtown Oakland are likely to be minimal, as discussed in Section 3.4 of the Final
EIS/EIR.  For neighborhood commercial districts, there are both positive and negative
economic effects.  The types of potential effects are described in Section II.4 of the AC Transit
East Bay BRT Project Land Use Report, September 2005.  However, because AC Transit plans
to mitigate parking removal to maintain an adequate supply of parking, it is anticipated that the
long-term economic impact on businesses due to parking displacement will at worst be
minimally negative and at best be positive.   See Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for further
discussion.  As discussed in Section 3.3.3.2, the planned provide Class II bike lanes in
directions of travel on Telegraph Avenue from the Berkeley city limits to 20th Street would be
accommodated by the proposed project.

2-9-5 With the implementation of a BRT transitway in the median of arterials such as Telegraph
Avenue and International Boulevard, the number of mixed-flow through traffic lanes will be
reduced from two in each direction to one.  That is expected to both reduce the level of traffic
on these arterials as compared to the No-Build condition and reduce auto travel speeds.  This
also reduces the “double threat” pedestrians face when crossing streets with multiple traffic
lanes in each direction.  Vehicles in lanes farther from the curb (i.e., closer to the median) often
cannot see or simply ignore pedestrians who may be crossing and blocked from view by a
stopped vehicle in the traffic lane closest to the curb.  The pedestrian also has a difficult time
gauging traffic movements in these lanes if his or her view is obstructed by a stopped vehicle in
the curb lane.

Buses using the BRT transitway would not move at speeds greater than the posted speed limit.
Because the buses would no longer operate in the mixed-flow traffic lane, their average speeds
would improve significantly compared to what they are today (often under 12 mph; see Section
3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR).  That is one key objective of proposed project improvements—
improving average bus speeds and schedule reliability (see Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR).
Buses are operated by professional drivers who will take necessary precautions to give
pedestrians the right-of-way where appropriate.  At signalized intersections, both autos and
buses must stop and yield to pedestrians when they are given the walk phase. Elsewhere, AC
Transit intends to work with the cities to ensure safe pedestrian crossings are provided where
volumes warrant and crossing safety can be maintained.  Added protections, such as active
crosswalk signage (embedded warning indicators, enhanced lighting, etc.) will be evaluated
along with other special signage to ensure crossings are well demarcated and safe.

2-9-6 Lane widths and typical street cross sections are provided in Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR.
Refer to Sections 3.1 and 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for information on transit ridership and
traffic conditions.  Section 3.3 of the Final EIS/EIR provides information on the pedestrian
volumes caused by BRT boardings and alightings.
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Pedestrian bulbs are one element of Oakland’s “Complete Streets” approach. The number of
locations where existing pedestrian bulbouts would be modified, removed or relocated are
relatively few. For example, along International Boulevard and East 12th Street between 1st and
14th Avenues, four existing bulbs would be removed, two expanded to accommodate the BRT
platform, and six new bulbs added.  The project also proposes 38 new curb bulbs to improve
the pedestrian environment if funding permits. At signalized intersections where the BRT
project proposes stations or provides for left-turn pockets (for vehicles turning from the along-
BRT arterial), bulb-outs are generally not feasible due to street cross section width and other
geometric constraints.

The project design would provide lane widths adequate for both autos and bicycles.  In various
segments, bicycles would share the traffic lane, which would be a minimum of 12 feet wide and
when close to the curb at least 14 feet where practicable.  In many other urban and suburban
settings bicycles and autos share a standard traffic lane, with autos still having sufficient space
to pass bicyclists without having to encroach into other travel lanes.  Recognizing the concern
bicyclists would have in a narrower street with truck as well as auto traffic, the BRT design
would add bike lanes (e.g., along Telegraph Avenue), and would identify alternative bike
accommodation in consultation with the city where the street cross section does not allow
striping of a full bike lane.

2-9-7 Construction impacts are discussed in Section 4.17 of the East Bay BRT Final EIS/EIR.  At this
phase of project implementation, the details for constructing BRT improvements are general.
As the project is further defined, including its physical limits and detailed design features, the
construction program will be refined.  A detailed traffic control plan will be developed for each
major area of construction to handle traffic flow.  The objective is to keep streets open for
traffic at least in one direction even during the height of transitway and station construction.
However, it should be recognized that partial street closures may be advantageous to shorten
the duration of construction.  In no instance would AC Transit propose that closures occur
where no other reasonable access to businesses and residences is available.  Alternate clearly
signed access would be required.  AC Transit and its contractors would be responsible for
adequately signing traffic, pedestrian and bicycle routes; detours and alternative travelways;
and parking access.  The City of Oakland will approve traffic handling and construction staging
plans.

2-9-8 Please refer to Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for further details with respect to the study area
definition and intersections included in the traffic analysis.  As indicated in that section, study
intersections were identified based on criteria developed in conjunction with each of the
affected jurisdictions, including the City of Oakland.  See the AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid
Transit, Final Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement, Traffic
Analysis Report (Cambridge Systematics, 2011), available from AC Transit, for a more detailed
discussion of the intersection selection criteria.  A number of intersections were added to the
study area beyond those identified by the selection criteria based on input provided by the
affected jurisdictions, including the City of Oakland.  The study area now includes 129 study
intersections.
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2-9-9 See response to comment 2-9-1.

2-9-10 AC Transit used a modified version of the Alameda Model to develop ridership and traffic
forecasts.  Land use data was based on ABAG Projections 2009, with adjustments based on
ABAG Projections 2007 to account for the recent economic downtown. Land uses were further
refined based on projected future growth along TAZs in the vicinity of the East Bay BRT
corridor and in close coordination with the City of Oakland.  All adjustments to land use data
are consistent with the citywide and countywide totals for population and employment.  See the
Transit Patronage and Forecasting Methodology Report for a further description of the land
uses used in the modeling process.

2-9-11 The intersection analysis contained in the Final EIS/EIR was prepared using the Synchro
software package.

2-9-12 The study area and analysis methodology were developed in close coordination with each of the
three cities along the alignment, Caltrans and the Alameda County Congestion Management
Agency (now the Alameda County Transportation Commission).  The project is not anticipated
to result in a significant change in freeway volumes, as indicated by the screenline analysis
contained in Section 3.2; therefore, freeway segments were not included in the study area.

2-9-13 The proposed alternative is infeasible from an environmental perspective because the closure of
the Telegraph and International corridors to vehicular traffic would cause the redistribution of
traffic volumes (in excess of 2,000 vehicles per hour) to parallel roadways (including some
roadways that are residential in character) and would also remove existing parking facilities,
shifting parking demand from Telegraph and International into surrounding areas.

2-9-14 Thank you for your comment.

2-9-15 Thank you for the correction, this has been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR.  As described
in Section 3.3.3.1 and shown in Figures 3.3-3 and 3.3-11, existing local buses on the Telegraph-
International corridor stop on average every 1/6th of a mile.  The existing Route 1R Rapid Bus
service on the Telegraph-International corridor stops on average every ½ of a mile.

2-9-16 Please refer to Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of volume adjustments to
reflect u-turns and traffic diversions. Traffic associated with u-turn diversions are incorporated
in the intersection analysis in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.  See the AC Transit East Bay
Bus Rapid Transit, Final Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement,
Traffic Analysis Report (Cambridge Systematics, 2011) for turning movement volumes and
intersection geometry at all study intersections.  Additionally, an analysis of the project effects
on neighborhood streets is contained in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.  This analysis
considers the traffic diversion that may result both due to additional delay on the corridor
resulting from the conversion of mixed flow travel lanes to dedicated transitway and due to
restrictions on turns across the transitway.  The diversion analysis identifies the likelihood of
the diversion, the potential alternate routes as well as the potential frequency of the diversion.
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2-9-17 Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, the traffic
analysis for the proposed project has been completely revised, including new existing traffic
data, an expanded study area, and different future year analysis scenarios.

2-9-18 Roadway volumes are presented in the Final EIS/EIR for informational purposes.  Based on
discussions with jurisdictional agencies and the Alameda County Congestion Management
Agency (now the Alameda County Transportation Commission), the level of service and
impact analysis was only performed for the intersections within the study area, which was
expanded in the Final EIS/EIR, compared to the Draft EIS/EIR.

2-9-19 See response to comment 2-9-18.

2-9-20 See response to comment 2-9-18.

2-9-21 See response to comment 2-9-18.

2-9-22 See response to comment 2-9-18.

2-9-23 See response to comment 2-9-18.

2-9-24 See response to comment 2-9-17.

2-9-25 The study area was developed in conjunction with the affected jurisdictions, including the City
of Oakland.  Intersections along parallel corridors reasonably expected to carry substantial
diverted traffic were included in the analysis.

2-9-26 Comment is noted.  As discussed in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, the traffic analysis for the
proposed project has been completely revised, including new existing traffic data, an expanded
study area, and different future year analysis scenarios.  Please see the updated AC Transit East
Bay Bus Rapid Transit, Final Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact
Statement, Traffic Analysis Report (Cambridge Systematics, 2011), available from AC Transit.

2-9-27 A queuing analysis was performed to ensure that the project design and mitigation measures
maintained sufficient storage length where feasible. Concurrence was reached in scoping
meetings with City staff that changes in queue lengths would not be used as a significance
threshold in the preparation of this environmental document, therefore queuing results are not
reported in the Final EIS/EIR.   Please review the AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid Transit,
Final Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement, Traffic Analysis
Report (Cambridge Systematics, 2011), available from AC Transit, for the results of the
queuing analysis.

2-9-28 See response to comment 2-9-17.

2-9-29 See response to comment 2-9-17.

2-9-30 See response to comment 2-9-17.
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2-9-31 See response to comment 2-9-17.  See the AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid Transit, Final
Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement, Traffic Analysis Report
(Cambridge Systematics, 2011), available from AC Transit, for further information on volumes
and intersection geometrics at each impacted intersection.

2-9-32 See response to comment 2-9-17.  Proposed mitigation has been revised subsequent to the Draft
EIS/EIR.

2-9-33 See response to comment 2-9-17.  Proposed mitigation has been revised subsequent to the Draft
EIS/EIR.

2-9-34 AC Transit would consider using a different set of assumptions regarding traffic signal timing
under future No-Build conditions, but would need a documented policy from the City of
Oakland regarding signal timing adjustments and evidence that this policy is carried out.

The practice followed in the Draft EIS/EIR of maintaining existing signal timing parameters at
intersections off of the BRT alignment is consistent with the City of Berkeley’s Guidelines for
Development of Traffic Impact Reports which states:  “[i]n general, existing timing and
phasing should be retained for scenarios with and without the project.  In this way, the only
variable is the traffic volume, which ensures a valid comparison of project impacts.”

Furthermore, it appears that the procedures followed for the East Bay BRT traffic analysis are
consistent with procedures followed by the City of Oakland on their own EIRs.  For example,
Page IV.B-24 of the Draft EIR for the Kaiser Medical Center Rebuilding states:  “[t]he changes
at Telegraph Avenue/40th Street and Piedmont Avenue/MacArthur Boulevard intersections
(described on page IV.B-13) were assumed to be in place for the 2010 or 2025 No Project
Scenarios, and existing traffic signal timings were maintained” .  Further, Mitigation Measure
B.1.a in the Kaiser EIR proposes to:  “[c]hange signal cycle length to 120 seconds and optimize
traffic signal timing at the Broadway/51st Street/Pleasant Valley Avenue intersection during the
PM peak hour.”  Similar procedures were followed on the Mandela Grand Mixed Use Project
(see Page IV.B-25 of the Draft EIR), the Gateway Community Development Project (see Page
IV.C-3 of the Draft EIR), and the Uptown Mixed Use Project (see Page 118 of the Draft EIR).

2-9-35 See response to comment 2-9-17.  The improvement identified in the comment is now included
as project mitigation.

2-9-36 See response to comment 2-9-17.  An impact is no longer experienced at this intersection.

2-9-37 See response to comment 2-9-17.  The previously identified mitigation measure is no longer
proposed.

2-9-38 See response to comment 2-9-17.  The previously identified mitigation measure is no longer
proposed.  The methodology used to develop peak-hour factor (PHF) assumptions was
modified following the Draft EIS/EIR.  A PHF of 1.00 was only used for intersections
operating at LOS F.
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2-9-39 See response to comment 2-9-17.  The additional westbound lane (proposed to be a shared
through/right-turn lane in the Final EIS/EIR) would preclude the construction of the planned
pedestrian bulb in the northeast corner of the intersection, but would not result in any parking
loss.

2-9-40 The NB right-turn lane was considered as mitigation, but it was determined that it could not be
physically accommodated with the proposed curbline of the LPA, even with lane reductions.
Therefore, this mitigation was characterized as "not feasible" per guidance from the City of
Oakland.

2-9-41 See response to comment 2-9-17.  An impact is no longer experienced at this intersection.

2-9-42 See response to comment 2-9-17.  The improvement identified in the comment is now included
as project mitigation.

2-9-43 See response to comment 2-9-17.  The cycle length at this intersection was not modified in the
currently proposed mitigation measure.  Peak-hour factors have been modified in the Final
EIS/EIR.

2-9-44 See response to comment 2-9-17.  An impact is no longer experienced at this intersection.

2-9-45 See response to comment 2-9-17.  An impact is no longer experienced at this intersection.

2-9-46 See response to comment 2-9-17.  An impact is no longer experienced at this intersection.

2-9-47 Thank you for your comment.  The intersection geometry has been revised.  Please see Section
3.2 for the results of the traffic impact analysis.

2-9-48 See response to comment 2-9-34.

2-9-49 This change has been incorporated.

2-9-50 Table 3.3-1 has been modified as requested.

2-9-51 Table 3.3-1 has been modified as requested.

2-9-52 Table 3.3-1 has been modified as requested.

2-9-53 For the Draft EIS/EIR pedestrian counts were also conducted at Telegraph/51st,
Broadway/20th, and International/2nd.  Documentation of these was inadvertently left out of
the Draft EIS/EIR.  The effects of the East Bay BRT project on traffic and pedestrian
conditions were re-analyzed in this Final EIS/EIR. Over 120 intersections were evaluated for
traffic operations—existing, future no-build, and future build conditions. In most locations
where substantial pedestrian volumes had been previously observed or were anticipated, the
information gathered included pedestrian movements through crosswalks. The intersection
level of service analysis took account of these volumes. The intersections evaluated were
established with input from corridor cities and included all major congested intersections along
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the BRT alignment and many off alignment, including most of the signalized locations along
the route alignment.  Given these considerations, the data collected at these locations is
considered adequate for the purposes of describing existing pedestrian activity.

2-9-53 For the Draft EIS/EIR pedestrian counts were also conducted at Telegraph/51st,
Broadway/20th, and International/2nd.  Documentation of these was inadvertently left out of
the Draft EIS/EIR.  The effects of the East Bay BRT project on traffic and pedestrian
conditions were re-analyzed in this Final EIS/EIR. Over 120 intersections were evaluated for
traffic operations—existing, future no-build, and future build conditions. In most locations
where substantial pedestrian volumes had been previously observed or were anticipated, the
information gathered included pedestrian movements through crosswalks. The intersection
level of service analysis took account of these volumes. The intersections evaluated were
established with input from corridor cities and included all major congested intersections along
the BRT alignment and many off alignment, including most of the signalized locations along
the route alignment.  Given these considerations, the data collected at these locations is
considered adequate for the purposes of describing existing pedestrian activity.

2-9-54 This information is provided in the conceptual improvement plans contained in Appendix A of
this document.

2-9-55 Because the route alignment has now been set with the adoption of the LPA, these figures are
no longer included in the Final EIS/EIR.

2-9-56 The sentence has been rephrased, with punctuation added to clarify the discussion.

2-9-57 Generally, jaywalking across the along-BRT arterials would be prohibited.  The BRT
transitway would be set off from adjacent traffic lanes by distinct pavement color and/or
physical features, such as a mountable curb or rumble strip.  Other than that, no physical
barriers are proposed to prohibit jaywalking.  At intersections, both signalized and stop-sign
controlled, where pedestrians can cross the roadway today they will be allowed to cross in the
future, with crosswalks indicated where necessary to ensure safety and adequate pedestrian
awareness.  Special crosswalks would be provided between intersections where pedestrian
crossing demand is high (e.g., near schools/universities and other major pedestrian generators)
although such locations would be limited.

2-9-58 Where feasible, the BRT project design would attempt to provide more than the minimum
standard lane width (12 feet is standard for through lanes in most instances) when there are
potential pedestrian safety issues or obstacles next to the travel lane.  Otherwise, the situation
will not be much different from many urban intersections where, on intersection approaches,
the parking lane is dropped to provide a right turn lane or, on intersection approaches and exits,
a curbside traffic lane is provided for additional capacity or to allow room for the striping of a
left turn lane.

2-9-59 Please see response 2-9-5, above.
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2-9-60 Please refer to Appendix A for plans depicting the proposed project improvements, including
pedestrian safety facilities (such as high-visibility cross-walks and curb bulbs/sidewalk
extensions) along the route alignment.

2-9-61 No special features are anticipated as this is no different in many respects from the current
situation.  Drivers turning from cross streets now must look for oncoming traffic, both left and
right, and also be aware of pedestrians.  At right-turn-only intersections, drivers will only need
to worry about traffic from one direction, possibly simplifying the turn movement and affording
more time to watch for pedestrians.

2-9-62 Please see Appendix A for plans showing the proposed project’s improvements, including
bicycle lanes.

2-9-63 Please see response to comment 2-9-5, above.

2-9-64 Signalized intersections will have pedestrian signals and well demarcated crosswalks.  As
appropriate for pedestrian safety, signage and other measures to coordinate the movements of
both pedestrians and buses (and autos) will be implemented, as noted in Sections 3.1 and 3.3.

2-9-65 Please see response 2-9-5, above.

2-9-66 Please see response 2-9-4, above.

2-9-67 Please see response 2-9-5, above.

2-9-68 The raised platform will be approximately 13 inches above the top of the roadway pavement or
about double the standard curb height.  With steps this should not be a major obstacle if
bicyclists need to step up and down from the platform to place bicycles on a front-mounted
rack.  Stations will have an emergency exit stairs/ramp at the end of the station which is at the
front of the bus. AC Transit is investigating the possibility of carrying bicycles inside the bus,
obviating the need for racks on the front of the bus.

2-9-69 Class II bicycle lanes have been included as part of the project for the Oakland portion of
Telegraph Avenue. In addition, pedestrian improvements were identified by the City of
Oakland as part of the city’s LPA. The “complete streets” approach considers all users of the
road: motorists, commercial traffic, transit riders, pedestrians and bicyclists. The parking
impact reported is the cumulative effect of the BRT, bike lanes and pedestrian improvements.

2-9-70 Parking usage achieves optimal efficiency when occupancy is between 85 and 95 percent
(Urban Land Institute, 2000).  When the number of spaces removed results in parking
occupancy of the remaining spaces consistently above 85 percent (that is, less than 15 percent
of spaces are vacant), AC Transit considers the displacements substantial.  Mitigation measures
to increase parking availability will then be proposed.
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2-9-71 In the segment along Telegraph Avenue from Woolsey to Highway 24, at the time when
parking surveys were undertaken, curb parking occupancy tended to be moderate—just over 50
percent—and after accounting for displacements, sufficient parking was found to be available.

In and near Chinatown there is considerable on- and off-street parking supply.  The estimated
displacements from BRT stations, which are curb extensions along 11th and 12th Streets
between Broadway and Oak Street, are relatively few (only 18 out of over 250 spaces along
these two streets). All 18 spaces would be mitigated, through the relocation of existing meters,
or the conversion of an un-restricted space to time-restricted.  Therefore, there would be little to
no impact on parking along streets in Chinatown.

2-9-72 Based on established practice, AC Transit assumed a desirable maximum parking occupancy
level is 85 percent (see Section 3.4.3 of the Final EIS/EIR).  According to The Dimensions of
Parking, 4th edition, Urban Land Institute and National Parking Association, 2000, parking
usage achieves optimal efficiency when occupancy is between 85 and 95 percent.

2-9-73 Some cross streets along the alignment have time-restrictions on use by non-residents.  No
locations along the proposed alignment for the BRT transitway were identified as having
existing residential permit parking.  The locations of potential permit parking are discussed in
Section 3.4 of the Final EIS/EIR.

2-9-74 This information was collected in the form cited but has been updated.  Indicating spaces by
type, occupancy and possibly the candidate spaces for mitigations in the Draft EIS/EIR or
similar public documents could prematurely raise concerns among local residents and
businesses.  As the project design advances, this level of detail and discussions with affected
parties are appropriate.

Streets surveyed for parking in downtown Oakland and Chinatown/Lake Merritt were those
along which BRT service would be provided: Broadway between 20th and 11th Streets, and
11th and 12th Streets between Broadway and 1st Avenue.

2-9-75 Field surveys for existing parking supply and utilization were conducted between February and
July 2009.  Parking demand was measured between 10:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. on typical
weekdays (Tuesday to Thursday).  Please see AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid Transit Parking
Impacts Methodology and Results Report (Kimley-Horn and Associates, 2011) from AC
Transit, for the dates and times of the survey at each particular location.

2-9-76 100 of 3,500 curb spaces were estimated to be affected by the implementation of Rapid Bus 1R
service on Telegraph Avenue and International Boulevard.  Because the Rapid Bus service is
now in place (operation started in 2007), the Final EIS/EIR does not include discussions on the
impacts of implementing Rapid Bus.  Rather, the 1R Rapid Bus was considered part of existing
conditions in the revised analysis (see Section 3.4).

2-9-77 The main modes of access to BRT are expected to be walking and transferring from other
transit lines.  No park and ride facilities are proposed as part of the project and park and ride
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access will not be encouraged. AC Transit proposes to both monitor the parking demand of the
project post-implementation and, in coordination with cities, develop necessary additional
parking prior to beginning revenue service.

2-9-78 As part of the East Bay BRT Project and to qualify for Federal Transit Administration funding,
AC Transit will fund and conduct studies of “before” and “after” BRT conditions in the study
corridor.  Part of the study will be an assessment of traffic and parking conditions at key
locations several months before BRT construction begins and up to 24 months after BRT
revenue service begins.  AC Transit will use qualified staff and consultants to perform the
“before and after” studies.
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Letter 2-10
City of Oakland (Pat Kernigham)
July 3, 2007

2-10-1 BRT buses will operate primarily in the mixed-flow traffic lanes, along with autos and other
buses, in this new segment of 12th Street (from approximately the 11th/12th Street intersection to
1st Avenue).  BRT speeds will be the same as for other traffic, which will be posted at 25 mph.
The one exception, where BRT and other buses will be given preferential treatment, is in the
segment of 12th Street  between  the  Lake  Merritt  Channel  and  the  new  11th/12th Street
intersection, where a “bus-only” left turn lane will be constructed for northbound buses
proceeding to downtown Oakland.  The lane will extend about 275 feet back (towards the
channel) from 11th/12th Street and allow buses to turn onto the segment of 12th Street between
11th/12th Street  and  Broadway,  which  is  to  include  a  BRT-only  lane  next  to  the  right
curb/parking lane.  The bus-only left turn at 11th/12th Street will be located between two mixed-
flow left turn lanes and two through lanes serving traffic proceeding towards 14th Street.

Signalized intersections are proposed at the 11th/12th Street intersection; the Kaiser Convention
Center access road and pedestrian crossing, which will be demand actuated by pedestrians (the
Kaiser access is right turn in and right turn out only); East 12th Street; and International
Boulevard/1st Avenue.  BRT buses will stop at these intersections along with other traffic,
although the signals are to be interconnected to facilitate the main traffic movements and
minimize stopped delays.  BRT stops are proposed at Madison Street and at 2nd Avenue, with
no stops in between.  A local bus stop will be provided at the pedestrian crossing of 12th Street
next to the Lake Merritt Channel but would not be a BRT stop.

As discussed in Section 2.3.2, upon opening year for the East Bay BRT Project, possibly 2016,
AC Transit expects 12 BRT buses per direction will use this segment of 12th Street along with
approximately 18 local buses per direction during the peak commute hour.  Bus service
frequencies during other periods will typically be lower.  Thus, during the peak commute hour,
30 buses per hour, or one bus every two minutes, will proceed southbound or northbound on
this segment.

2-10-2 Buses would be subject to the posted speed limit.  As discussed in Section 2.3.2, professional
bus drivers will receive targeted training so they will be aware of local conditions.  As noted
elsewhere, as appropriate for pedestrian safety, signage and other measures to coordinate the
movements of both pedestrians and buses (and autos) will be implemented.  AC Transit will
work with local communities to identify these locations and to develop proper pedestrian
crossings of the BRT transitway.

2-10-3 The information to address this comment can be found in the schematic diagrams contained in
Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR.  BRT bus lanes in District 2 are shown in orange and BRT
station platforms are shown in blue.

To maintain fast, reliable transit service, a critical component of the East Bay BRT project is
the conversion of many local cross street intersections with International Boulevard and East
12th Street to right-in and right-out only (RIRO).  Only local cross streets would be affected.
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To minimize the amount of out-of-direction travel by motorists wishing to make left turns at
these intersections, the proposed project provides new traffic signals and left/U-turn pockets at
key intersections along the BRT alignment.  With rare exceptions, the maximum out-of-
direction travel is three blocks (see Section 3.2).  RIRO conversions lead to increased U-turn
volumes at nearby intersections.  The added U-turn volumes have been accounted for in the
Final EIS/EIR.  Because RIRO conversions are limited to local cross streets only, the amount of
additional U-turn volume is relatively low.  Note that several local cross streets on International
Boulevard are currently RIRO.  These are found between 83rd and 97th Avenues.

2-10-4 Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR summarizes the traffic-related implications of neighborhood
diversion expected to result from the proposed project.  The project will monitor the
neighborhood diversion effects at identified locations and work with local communities and the
City of Oakland to implement a neighborhood traffic protection program where warranted.
Section 3.3 describes the impacts of this traffic diversion on pedestrians and bicyclists on likely
diversion routes.  Mitigations are proposed for all impacted intersections in the Eastlake area.
All but one location, East 12th Street & 5th Avenue, are mitigated to a level such that the project
impact is less than significant.  See Section 3.2 for a further discussion of proposed mitigations
and resulting intersection operations.

2-10-5 As discussed in Section 3.4 of the Final EIS/EIR, mitigation in most locations would involve
the metering of non-residential cross-street curb parking along commercial frontages to
increase parking availability.  The target is to provide sufficient spaces so that on average no
more than 85 percent of the spaces are occupied.  In the Eastlake area (between 1st Avenue and
14th Avenue along International Boulevard and East 12th Street), a net total of 9 spaces will be
displaced.  Four of these spaces will be recovered through the provision of time-restricted
parking, primarily along non-residential frontage on cross-streets to the corridor.
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Letter 2-11
City of Oakland (Ignacio De La Fuente)
June 28, 2007

2-11-1 As discussed in Section 7.9.4 of the Final EIS/EIR, AC Transit does not plan any increase in
the fare for local service as part of the East Bay BRT project.  In addition, AC Transit does not
plan to charge a premium fare for BRT service.  That is, BRT fares will be set identical to the
fare for local service, although the quality of service provided by the BRT system will surpass
typical local service.

2-11-2 Service on the Telegraph-International corridor will increase for almost all hours of the day
with the implementation of the East Bay BRT project.  For example, AC Transit currently
operates 9 buses per hour during peak periods in the corridor.  This is proposed to increase to
12 per hour with implementation of the East Bay BRT.  Because feeder lines are necessary to
bring riders to the BRT, AC Transit will not decrease service on feeder lines in order to
implement BRT service.

2-11-3 AC Transit will work with the City of Oakland to identify a suitable and mutually acceptable
site for the Fruitvale BRT station.  One of the keys to successfully attracting new riders to
transit is to make it as convenient and as easy to use as possible.  To achieve this, AC Transit
would like the Fruitvale BRT station as convenient to as many of the activity centers in the
Fruitvale area as possible.  This could mean locating stations in areas with congestion.  If this is
the case, AC Transit will identify ways to mitigate any further congestion potentially caused by
implementation of the East Bay BRT project.

2-11-4 The proposed project would not result any net reduction in public space and greenery, as
discussed in Section 4.6 of the Final EIS/EIR.

2-11-5 The actions cited are reasonable and will be undertaken jointly with the city and the Fruitvale
community.

2-11-6 The intersection of International Boulevard & High Street is impacted in both peak hours.  The
morning peak hour impact is mitigated to a less than significant impact through signal
coordination, modification and u-turn restrictions.  The afternoon peak hour remains a
significant project impact.  Please refer to Section 3.2 for a detailed discussion of traffic
impacts and proposed mitigation measures.
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Letter 2-12
City of San Leandro (Anthony B. Santos)
July 3, 2007

2-12-1 The dedicated transitway in the Preferred Alternative is proposed to terminate just north of
Georgia Way in the City of San Leandro.  Therefore, there are only five intersections in the
City of San Leandro that have turn restrictions with the proposed project (two in the
southbound direction and three in the northbound direction).  The quantity of vehicles impacted
and  their  likely  route  are  identified  in AC Transit East Bay BRT FEIS/R Neighborhood
Diversion and Change in Local Circulation Patterns Analyses (Cambridge Systematics, 2011).

2-12-2 In the Preferred Alternative, a dedicated transitway is not proposed along East 14th Street south
of Georgia Way.  Therefore, the geometrics at the intersection of East 14th Street and Dutton
Avenue would not be modified and congestion would not be exacerbated.  With mitigation, the
project is not forecast to result in any significant impacts on City of San Leandro intersections.
Please refer to Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for further discussion of traffic impacts at
intersections in the City of San Leandro.

2-12-3 The currently proposed project does not propose a dedicated transitway south of Georgia Way.
Therefore, no street modifications are proposed as part of the project that would preclude either
the East 14th North Area Improvement Project or the East 14th South Area Median Project.  As
indicated in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, no significant intersection impacts would occur in
San Leandro with implementation of proposed mitigation.

2-12-4 Please refer to Section 3.2 for a discussion of traffic impacts.

2-12-5 At any signalized intersection with existing crosswalks, most of these would be retained. In
some instances crosswalks are moved a block or two.  At several locations, new signalized
intersections with crosswalks are added. At minor unsignalized crossings these will also be
retained. Please see the schematic drawings contained in Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR.

2-12-6 The City of San Leandro voted to approve BRT but ending at San Leandro BART instead of
Bayfair BART and without dedicated lanes in order to preserve parking on the street.  These
questions have been resolved by the City's decision to not put dedicated lanes for BRT in the
City of San Leandro.

2-12-7 San Leandro's Locally Preferred Alternative does not have dedicated bus lanes to the south of
Georgia Way. Buses will operate in mixed flow lanes through the remainder of San Leandro
and will terminate at the San Leandro BART station, not the Bay Fair BART station. The
impacts in San Leandro will be the same as the No-Build Alternative.  An analysis was
conducted of neighborhood traffic diversions and circulation patterns and is included in Section
3.2.

2-12-8 Potential impacts to minority and/or low income populations are addressed in Section 4.18 of
the Final EIS/EIR. Specific construction-related impacts are discussed in Section 4.17.
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2-12-9 As discussed in Section 4.13, the noise evaluation considered noise impacts on sensitive
receptors both on the route alignment and off the route alignment (i.e., due to traffic diversion).
As shown in Table 4.13-6, the proposed project would have no impact on sensitive receptors on
or off the proposed route alignment.

2-12-10 The Preferred Alternative reflects the Locally Preferred Alternative alignment adopted by the
City of San Leandro, which reflects dedicated BRT lanes from Durant to Georgia Way, and
mixed flow lanes along Davis to San Leandro BART. See Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR for
location of dedicated and mixed flow lanes.
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Letter 2-13
City of San Leandro (Luke Sims)
July 3, 2007

2-13-1 The Preferred Alternative analyzed in the Final EIS/EIR reflects the Locally Preferred
Alternative alignment adopted by the City of San Leandro, which includes dedicated BRT lanes
from the city line to just north of Georgia Way on East 14th Street, and mixed flow lanes over
the remainder of the alignment to San Leandro BART. See Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR.
Also note that due to the updated project description and revised traffic impact analysis, the
number of significant project impacts in the City of San Leandro has been greatly reduced.

2-13-2 The dedicated transitway in the Preferred Alternative is proposed to terminate just north of
Georgia Way in the City of San Leandro.  Therefore, there are limited intersections in the City
of San Leandro that have turn restrictions with the proposed project.  Only three intersections in
the city will have turn restrictions associated with the proposed project.  The quantity of
vehicles that currently use movements impacted at those three intersections and their likely
diversion route are identified in AC Transit East Bay BRT FEIS/R Neighborhood Diversion and
Change in Local Circulation Patterns Analyses (Cambridge Systematics, 2011), available from
AC Transit.

2-13-3 In the Preferred Alternative, a dedicated transitway is not proposed along East 14th Street south
of Georgia Way.  Therefore, the geometrics at the intersection of East 14th Street and Dutton
Avenue would not be modified and congestion would not be exacerbated.  As discussed in
Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, the traffic analysis for the proposed project has been
completely revised, including new existing traffic data, an expanded study area, and different
future year analysis scenarios. With mitigation, the project is not forecast to result in any
significant impacts on City of San Leandro intersections.  Please refer to Section 3.2 of the
Final EIS/EIR for further discussion of traffic impacts at intersections in the City of San
Leandro.

2-13-4 The currently proposed project does not propose a dedicated transitway south of Georgia Way.
Therefore, no street modifications are proposed as part of the project that would preclude either
the East 14th North Area Improvement Project or the East 14th South Area Median Project.  As
indicated in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, no significant intersection impacts would occur in
San Leandro with implementation of proposed mitigation.

2-13-5 The southern project terminus in the Locally Preferred Alternative analyzed by the Final
EIS/EIR is at the San Leandro BART Station.  Therefore, circulation south of Davis Street,
including at 143rd Avenue, would not be affected by the proposed project.

2-13-6 Many of the proposed BRT stops along the alignment are within dedicated transitway, where
stopped buses would not affected autos.  For those BRT stops along the mixed-flow portion of
the alignment, including two on East 14th Street and one on Davis Street in the City of San
Leandro, either two lanes or a wide single-lane of mixed flow traffic are provided, allowing
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vehicles to navigate around the buses.  Furthermore, various amenities included in the project,
specifically level-boarding and off-vehicle fare collection, will reduce dwell time for buses at
stops compared to existing conditions.

2-13-7 At any signalized intersection with existing crosswalks, most of these would be retained. In
some instances crosswalks are moved a block or two.  At several locations, new signalized
intersections with crosswalks are added. At minor unsignalized crossings, crosswalks will also
be retained. Please see the schematic drawings in Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR for specific
treatments by block in this 14.4 mile long corridor. The Senior housing complexes noted in the
comment have been added to Table 3.3-1.

2-13-8 The preferred alternative shows all of the bicycle facilities, both existing and proposed, as
adopted in the various cities' Bicycle Master Plans, have been integrated into the design of the
project. See the bicycle maps by city in Chapter 3.3, Non-Motorized Transportation, in the
Final EIS/EIR. Bike lanes are proposed to be between four and five feet wide, depending on
location.

2-13-9 Service cuts were implemented system-wide on March 28, 2010 as part of overall cuts due to
the economic turn-down and loss of revenue, which is unrelated to the proposed BRT project.
See Section 3.1for details on the service changes.

2-13-10 The Locally Preferred Alternative analyzed by the Final EIS/EIR includes BRT on San Leandro
Boulevard for only a very short segment to access the San Leandro BART station and would
not duplicate BART service. As discussed in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, the traffic
analysis for the proposed project has been completely revised, including new existing traffic
data, an expanded study area, and different future year analysis scenarios.

2-13-11 AC Transit used a modified version of the Alameda County Travel Demand Model to develop
ridership and traffic forecasts for both the Build and No-Build scenarios.  See Section 3.2 or the
AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid Transit Patronage and Forecasting Methodology Report
(Cambridge Systematics, November 2010), available from AC Transit, for a detailed discussion
of the modeling methodology.

2-13-12 The Preferred Alternative includes a dedicated transitway that terminates just north of Georgia
Way in the City of San Leandro.  Thus, parking impacts are much less severe than what was
identified in the Draft EIS/EIR.  Please see Section 3.4 for a discussion of the parking impacts
associated with the Preferred Alternative.

2-13-13 The Preferred Alternative for BRT in San Leandro now terminates at the San Leandro BART
Station.  As a result of the City's decision there will be no project impacts on the East 14th
Street Commercial Corridor.

2-13-14 This facility is located to the south of the San Leandro BART station.  Because the project is no
longer proposed to traverse the segment of East 14th Street adjacent to the school, there will be
no impact.
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2-13-15 Potential impacts to minority and/or low income populations are addressed in Section 4.18 of
the Final EIS/EIR. Specific construction-related impacts are discussed in Section 4.17.

2-13-16 Please refer to Section 4.13 for the revised noise and vibration analysis.

2-13-17 The Business Association of South San Leandro has been added to the list in Section 7.4.

2-13-18 The Preferred Alternative reflects this alignment. See Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR.

2-13-19 As discussed in Section 2.3, the proposed project is expected to be operational in 2016.

2-13-20 Thank you for your comment.



July 3, 2007, 4:23 PM
Anthony Iton, MD, JD, MPH
Alameda County Public Health Department Director and Health Officer
1000 Broadway, 5th Floor
Oakland, CA 94607

AC Transit East Bay BRT Project Office
1600 Franklin Street
Oakland, CA 94612

To Whom It May Concern:  The Alameda County Public Health Department (ACPHD) is the
agency within Alameda County Health Care Services that employs a broad range of prevention
strategies to protect and improve the health and safety of County residents and the
neighborhoods in which they live.  Our programs offer a diverse range of services to address
and prevent threats to residents' health, from immunizing against disease to building
community capacity to eliminate health inequities.   In addition to service provision, we work
to influence policy decision-making upstream, as the results of such policy and planning
decisions strongly determine the social and environmental conditions in the communities we
serve.    We are writing to express our support of AC Transit's proposal to build Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) service beginning in Downtown Berkeley, extending through Downtown
Oakland, and ending at the Bayfair BART.  We support transit developments that will increase
physical activity, as well as improve air quality and pedestrian and bicyclist safety.    More
importantly, however, we support the BRT plan because of its contribution to more equitable
development in Alameda County.  The proposed BRT route will serve some of Alameda
County's neighborhoods with the highest concentrations of poverty, whose residents are
predominately African Americans and Latinos.  These transit dependent low-income
communities and communities of color not only rely on AC Transit to access services and
cultural and commercial centers, but to transport them to much needed jobs as well.  We
strongly support the BRT plan because, by enhancing the reliability and capacity of public
transit along this corridor, as well as increasing the potential for corresponding transit-
oriented development, it will improve access to economic opportunities within the
communities that most need them.  As economic status is a strong determinant of health, we
assert that this plan will contribute to better health outcomes in the communities of color and
low income communities disproportionately served by this plan.  Overall, we assert that the
BRT plan promotes health in Alameda County because it addresses the areas highlighted
above.  However, there are some areas of concern (listed below) that must be adequately
addressed in the Final EIR in order to ensure that there are no unforeseen health
consequences due to the BRT plan's implementation.
 If alternatives 3 or 4 are chosen for implementation, the distance between bus stops
would increase from about .17 to between .25 and .35.  We are concerned about the impact of
this change on people with limited mobility, including seniors and those in wheelchairs.  The
DEIS/R does not adequately study the potential impacts of this change on this population.
Given the projected growth in the senior population in particular, we believe that the Final EIR
must specifically address whether increasing the distance between bus stops by up to 50%
will prohibit BRT use by transit dependent people with limited mobility.
 If alternatives 3 or 4 are chosen, we request that AC Transit consider the location of
existing services for seniors and those with limited mobility, such as health and community
centers and grocery stores, when choosing where to build the new BRT stations.  BRT
stations should be built close to such services and/or to the transfer points of lines providing
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access to such services, so that those with limited mobility are not forced to travel long
distances between stations, destinations, and transfer points.  For instance, there is a strong
need for locating a BRT station within walking distance of transfer points for passengers
coming or going to the Eastmont Town Center, which serves many transit dependent
populations, including those with limited mobility.  We request that this and similar points are
prioritized for BRT stations.
 We are concerned with the potential changes in traffic and pedestrian and bicyclist
safety, as well as air quality, on side streets parallel to the routes that will carry the BRT
service.  Cars may use side streets not intended to carry heavy loads of traffic in order to
avoid back-ups on the main corridors.  The DEIS/R does not study the potential impact of the
BRT plan on the parallel alternative routes.  We request that Final EIR adequately address how
the BRT could affect traffic, pedestrian and bicyclist safety, and air quality on side streets
parallel to the routes that will carry the BRT service, as well as suggest potential mitigations.
 By reducing car trips, the BRT has the potential to improve air quality.  However,
increased idling in mixed-traffic lanes due to back-ups at peak travel times could have a
negative impact on air quality.  The DEIS/R states that the impact on air quality doesn't exceed
allowable levels, but it does not sufficiently explain the extent of the potential change.  Any
change, within legal bounds or not, could aggravate respiratory problems among those
residing along the proposed BRT route, especially for vulnerable populations such as children
and seniors.  We request that the Final EIR both provide a more in-depth explanation of the
extent of the potential change in air quality, even if it is remains within legal limits, as well as
assess the potential impact of this change on the respiratory health of residents along the
proposed route.  Thank you for taking our comments into consideration and we look forward
to seeing our concerns addressed in the Final EIR.

Sincerely,

Anthony Iton, MD, JD, MPH Director & Health Officer Alameda County Public Health
Department
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Letter 2-14
Anthony Iton
July 3, 2007

2-14-1 Thank you for your comment.

2-14-2 Stations are spaced an average of 1/3 of a mile apart for the Locally Preferred Alternative for
BRT, which means the average walking distance to a station is about four to five blocks apart.
Improvements are planned for pedestrians and the handicapped in the project corridor. Persons
that are mobility impaired and are unable to use motorized chairs or scooters are a special case
and likely could find the extra distance to a BRT station relative to an existing stop an obstacle;
however, those with severe mobility impairments have the option of using door-to-door
paratransit services. AC Transit will need to identify these individuals and assist them in
understanding and then preparing travel options once the East Bay BRT Project is
implemented. Please see Section 3.3.3 of the Final EIS/EIR for additional information
regarding change in station spacing.

2-14-3 Stations are spaced an average of 1/3of a mile apart for the Locally Preferred Alternative for
BRT, which means the average walking distance to a station is about  1/6 of a mile (or 880
feet). Stations are spaced closer together in the northern end of the project and in city centers
where there are high densities of population.  Improvements are planned for pedestrians and the
disabled in the project corridor. Numerous local bus routes intersection with the proposed
project alignment, including route 23, which provides service to and from the Eastmont Mall.
Please see Sections 3.1 (Transit Impacts), 3.2 (Vehicular Traffic), and 3.3 (Pedestrian/Bicycle
Impacts) of the Final EIS/EIR for further discussion.

2-14-4 Both the DEIS and the Final EIS/EIR assess the impacts of the BRT project on side and parallel
streets in Section 3.2. Air quality analysis in the Final EIS/EIR is presented in Section 4.12. The
Final EIS/EIR has an enlarged study area, which includes both morning and afternoon peak
hour analysis of 128 study intersections, located both on the alignment corridor and along
parallel and adjacent routes.  This expanded intersection analysis indicates the project impacts
to the roadway network in the vicinity of the project, including both the BRT corridor as well as
along key cross-streets and parallel routes.  Mitigations are proposed where project impacts
occur, both on-alignment.

In addition to the intersection analysis of key intersections along parallel corridors, an analysis
of the project effects on neighborhood streets is contained in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.
This analysis considers the traffic diversion that may result both due to additional delay on the
corridor resulting from the conversion of mixed flow travel lanes to dedicated transitway and
due to restrictions on turns across the transitway.  The diversion analysis identifies the
likelihood of the diversion, the potential alternate routes as well as the potential frequency of
the diversion. The project now includes bike lanes along major sections of Telegraph and
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International (See Section 3.3). Air quality modeling showed no significant impacts on parallel
streets as a result of the project.

2-14-5 Please see Section 4.12 of the Final EIS/EIR for the revised air quality analysis.
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Letter 2-15
Jim Prola
June 12, 2007

2-15-1 Thank you for your comment.
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Letter 2-16
Michael Gregory
June 12, 2007

2-16-1 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 2-17

2-17-1





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 2-17
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 2-17
Kathleen Livermore
June 12, 2007

2-17-1 Thank you for your comments.  As the result of the City of San Leandro’s concerns, the
Locally Preferred Alternative now provides BRT service on East 14th Street in mixed flow lanes
to the south of Georgia Way.
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Letter 2-18
Kriss Worthington
June 12, 2007

2-18-1 Thank you for your comments.  As described in Section 1.2, AC Transit has identified a
number of transit needs in this project corridor that have defined the purpose of this project.  As
the  result  of  the  City  of  San  Leandro’s  Locally  Preferred  Alternative  decision  in  May  2010,
BRT service on East 14th Street would be provided in mixed flow lanes south of Georgia Way,
therefore no parking removal to the south of Georgia Way is proposed.  See Section 3.4 for the
revised parking evaluation.


	Section 1.0 01-23-2012
	Section 2.0 01-05-2012 
	Section 3.1 
	1-1_US EPA.pdf
	1-1 US EPA 01-23-2012

	Section 3.2
	Section 3.3
	3-1_La Clinica
	3-1_La Clinica de La Raza - Jane Garcia_01-05-2012
	3-2_The Unity Council
	3-2_The Unity Council 01-05-2012
	3-3_East Bay Bicycle Coalition_Robert Raburn
	3-3_Robert Raburn 01-05-2012
	3-4_Temescal Telegraph BID
	3-4_Rick Raffanti_01-05-2012
	3-6_Occur
	3-6_OCCUR - David Glover_01-05-2012
	3-7_SEIU
	3-7_SEIU_01-05-2012
	3-8_Urban Habitat
	3-8_Urban Habitat - Juliet Ellis_01-05-2012
	3-9_Rockridge Community Planning Council
	3-9_ Ronnie Spitzer 01-05-2012
	3-10_(Ossian E. Carr Branch)
	3-10_Fred Frazier_01-05-2012
	3-11_Carrie Olson
	3-11_ Carrie Olson_01-05-2012
	3-12_Citizen - Rebekah Stone
	3-12_ Rebekah Stone_01-05-2012
	3-13_Robert Piper
	3-13_ Robert Piper_01-05-2012
	3-14_East Bay Asian Youth Center
	3-14_East Bay Asian Youth Center_01-05-2012
	3-15_ Mark McLeod_01-05-2012
	3-15_Mark McCleod
	3-16_Claremont-Elmwood Nerighborhood Association
	3-16_Doris Willingham_01-05-2012
	3-17_Citizen - Al Geyer
	3-17_Al Geyer_01-05-2012
	3-18_Telegraph Avenue Merchants and street Vendors
	3-18_ Jonathan Fernandez_01-05-2012
	3-19_EBASE
	3-19_EBASE_01-05-2012
	3-20_Roland Peterson
	3-20_Roland Peterson 01-05-2012
	3-21_Linda Perry
	3-21_ Linda Perry_01-05-2012
	3-22_Friends of BRT
	3-22_Friends of BRT - Len Conly_01-05-2012
	3-23_Hank Resnik
	3-23_Citizen - Hank Resnik_01-05-2012
	3-24_Karl Reeh
	3-24_Karl Reeh_01-05-2012pdf
	3-25_Opposing Dedicated Bus Lanes 
	3-25_Opposing Dedicated Bus Lanes_01-05-2012
	3-27_Telegraph Avenue merchants
	3-27_ Telegraph Ave Merchants _01-05-2012
	3-28_Oakland Commission of Aging
	3-28_Oakland Commission of Aging _01-05-2012
	3-29_Citizen - Aileen Frankel
	3-29_Citizen - Aileen Frankel_01-05-2012
	3-30_Citizen - Bobbie Bond
	3-30_Citizen - Bobbie Bond 01-05-2012
	3-31_Citizens - Allen Temple Arms
	3-31_Allen Temple Arms - Multiple_01-05-2012
	3-32_Citizen - Jerome Taylor
	3-33_Citizen - Edward Dougherty
	3-32_Citizen - Jerome Taylor 01-05-2012
	3-33_Citizen - Edward Dougherty_01-05-2012
	3-34_Vincent Casalaina
	3-34_Citizen - Vincent Casalaina_01-05-2012
	3-35_Citizen - Arlene Girodano
	3-35_Citizen - Arlene Giordano_01-05-2012
	3-36_Citizen - Thomas Cooper
	3-36_Citizen - Thomas Cooper_01-05-2012
	3-37_Citizen - Rabbi Yehuda
	3-37_Citizen - Rabbi Ferris_01-05-2012
	3-38_Citizen - Paul Vojta
	3-38_Citizen - Paul Vojta_01-05-2012
	3-39_STAND
	3-39_STAND - Robert Brokl_01-05-2012
	3-40_Citizen - Doris Moskowitz
	3-40_Citizen - Doris Moskowitz_01-05-2012
	3-41_Sarah Syed
	3-41_Citizen - Sarah Syed_01-05-2012
	3-42_Citizen - Sharon Hudson
	3-42_Citizen - Sharon Hudson_01-05-2012
	3-43_Citizen - Doug Buckwald
	3-43_Citizen - Doug Buckwald_01-05-2012
	3-44_Citizen - John English
	3-44_Citizen - John English_01-05-2012pdf
	3-45_Citizen - George Akerlof
	3-45_Citizen - George Akerlof_01-05-2012
	3-46_Citizen - Karl Buehler
	3-46_Citizen - Karl Buhler_REV_01-05-2012
	3-47_Citizen - Lora Isherwood
	3-47_Citizen - Lora Isherwood_REV_01-05-2012
	3-48_Citizen - Barbara Hunt
	3-48_Citizen - Barbara Hunt_REV_01-05-2012
	3-49_Citizen - Johnny Williams
	3-49_Citizen - Johnny Williams_REV_01-05-2012
	3-50_Citizen - Hilah Zohar
	3-50_Citizen - Hilah Zohar_01-05-2012
	3-51_Citizen - George Oram
	3-51_Citizen - George Oram_REV_01-05-2012
	3-52_Barbara Schick
	3-52_Citizen - Barbara Schick_01-05-2012
	3-53_Citizen - Anne Flexer_01-05-2012
	3-53_Citizen - Anne Flexer
	3-54_Citizen - Laurent Malaquais
	3-54_Citizen - Laurent Malaquais_01-05-2012
	3-55_Citizen - Rocky Nevin
	3-55_Citizen - Rocky Nevin_01-05-2012pdf
	3-56_Citizen - Sheila Andres
	3-56_Citizen - Sheila Andres_01-05-2012pdf
	3-57_Citizen - Christina Armor
	3-57_Citizen - Christina Armor_01-05-2012
	3-58_Citizen - Mike Daley
	3-58_Citizen - Mike Daley_01-05-2012
	3-59_Citizen - T Ruben Fuentes
	3-59_Citizen - T Ruben Fuentes_01-05-2012
	3-60_Citizen - Susan Cochello
	3-60_Citizen - Susan Ciochello_01-05-2012
	3-61_Citizen - Bonnie Krause
	3-61_Citizen - Bonnie Krause_01-05-2012
	3-62_Citizen - George Beier_01-05-2012
	3-62_Citizen - George Beier
	3-63_Gale Garcia
	3-63_Citizen - Gale Garcia_01-05-2012_CLEANpdf
	3-64_Citizen - Orna Sasson
	3-64_Citizen - Orna Sasson_01-05-2012
	3-65_Citizen - Charlie Cameron
	3-65_Citizen - Charlie Cameron_01-05-2012pdf
	3-66_Citizen - Luc Poppe
	3-66_Citizen - Luc Poppe_01-05-2012
	3-67_Citizen - Chris Blount
	3-67_Citizen - Chris Blount_01-05-2012
	3-68_Citizen - Michael Sullivan
	3-68_Citizen - Michael Sullivan_01-05-2012
	3-69_Citizen - Patrick Haggarty
	3-69_Citizen - Patrick Haggarty_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-70_Citizen - Thelma Lawrence
	3-70_Citizen - Thelma Lawrence_01-05-2012
	3-71_Citizen - Don Gravenstock
	3-71_Citizen - Don Gravestock_REV_01-05-2012
	3-72_Citizen - Rosemary Rodd
	3-72_Citizen - Rosemary Rodd_01-05-2012
	3-73_Citizen - Sherri Buffa
	3-73_Citizen - Sherri Buffa_01-05-2012pdf
	3-74_Citizen - Anita Halpern
	3-74_Citizen - Anita Halpern_01-05-2012
	3-75_Citizen - Anna Wagner
	3-75_Citizen - Anna Wagner_01-05-2012
	3-76_Citizen - H.E Christian Peeples
	3-76_Citizen - H E Christian Peeples_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-77_Mary Jane Phillips
	3-77_Citizen - Mary Jane Phillips_01-05-2012
	3-78_Rachel Resnikoff
	3-78_Citizen - Rachel Resnikoff_01-05-2012
	3-79_Chet Shannon
	3-79_Citizen - Chet Shannon_01-05-2012
	3-80_Kathleen Eichmeier
	3-80_Citizen - Kathleen Eichmeier_01-05-2012
	3-81_Philip Rowntree
	3-81_Citizen - Philip Rowntree_01-05-2012
	3-82_Lawrence Cotter
	3-82_Citizen - Lawrence Cotter_01-05-2012
	3-83_Charles Aldred
	3-83_Citizen - Charles Aldred_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-84_John Whitehead
	3-84_Citizen - John Whitehead_01-05-2012
	3-85_Howard Matis
	3-85_Citizen - Howard Matis_01-05-2012
	3-86_Gordon Osmundson
	3-86_Citizen - Gordon Osmundson_REV_01-05-2012
	3-87_Chris Kattenburg
	3-87_Citizen - Chris Kattenburg_01-05-2012
	3-88_Marcy Greenhut
	3-88_Citizen - Marcy Greenhut_01-05-2012
	3-89_Paul Smith
	3-89_Citizen - Paul Smith_01-05-2012
	3-90_Nadia Khastagir
	3-90_Citizen - Nadia Khastagir_01-05-2012
	3-91_Lee Edwards
	3-91_Citizen - Lee Edwards_01-05-2012
	3-92_Thomas Garlick
	3-92_Citizen - Thomas Garlick_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-93_Steve Geller
	3-93_Citizen - Steve Geller_01-05-2012
	3-94_Mike Rosenthal
	3-94_Citizen - Mike Rosenthal_01-05-2012
	3-95_Jeff Wood
	3-95_Citizen - Jeff Wood_01-05-2012
	3-96_Lovisa Brown
	3-96_Citizen - Lovisa Brown_01-05-2012
	3-97_Bruce Kaplan
	3-97_Citizen - Bruce Kaplan_01-05-2012
	3-98_Jo-Ellen Spencer
	3-98_Citizen - Jo-Ellen Spencer_01-05-2012
	3-99_Judy Kriege
	3-99_Citizen - Judy Kriege_REV_01-05-2012
	3.3_100-214.pdf
	3-100_Daniel Farrell
	3-100_Citizen - Daniel Farrell_01-05-2012
	3-101_Redge Martin
	3-101_Citizen - Redge Martin_REV_01-05-2012
	3-102_Russ Tilleman
	3-102_Citizen - Russ Tilleman_01-05-2012
	3-103_Davida Pugh
	3-103_Citizen - Davida Pugh_01-05-2012
	3-104_Jason Gardner
	3-104_Citizen - Jason Gardner_01-05-2012
	3-105_Gloria Jones
	3-105_Citizen - Gloria Jones_01-05-2012pdf
	3-106_Kendra Karnes
	3-106_Citizen - Kendre Karnes_01-05-2012
	3-107_Robert Lauriston
	3-107_Citizen - Robert Lauriston_01-05-2012
	3-108_Hoang Banh
	3-108_Citizen - Hoang Banh_01-05-2012
	3-109_Robert Charlton
	3-109_Citizen - Robert Charlton_01-05-2012
	3-110_Ross Craig
	3-110_Citizen - Ross Craig_01-05-2012
	3-111_Rebecca Flaum
	3-111_Citizen - Rebecca Flaum_01-05-2012
	3-112_Will Lovitt
	3-112_Citizen - Will Lovitt_01-05-2012
	3-113_E.V. Tiglao
	3-113_Citizen - E V Tiglao_01-05-2012
	3-114_Barbara Feyerabend
	3-114_Citizen - Barbara Feyerabend_01-05-2012
	3-115_Citizen - Scott Lowry_01-05-2012
	3-115_Scott Lowry
	3-116_Jim Lutz
	3-116_Citizen - Jim Lutz_01-05-2012
	3-117_Max Dashu
	3-117_Citizen - Max Dashu_01-05-2012
	3-118_Virginia Fine
	3-118_Citizen - Virginia Fine_01-05-2012
	3-119_Janet Byron
	3-119_Citizen - Janet Byron_01-05-2012
	3-120_Lucienne Sanchez-Resnik
	3-120_Citizen - Lucienne Sanchez-Resnik_01-05-2012
	3-121_Elizabeth Johnson
	3-121_Citizen - Elizabeth Johnson_01-05-2012
	3-122_Roy Nakadegawa
	3-122_Citizen - Roy Nakadegawa_01-05-2012
	3-123_Xanthe Berry
	3-123_Citizen - Xanthe Berry_01-05-2012
	3-124_Mark Chekai-Bain
	3-124_Citizen - Mark Chekal-Bain_01-05-2012
	3-125_Julie Stevens
	3-125_Citizen - Julie Stevens_01-05-2012pdf
	3-126_Joanne Bussiere
	3-126_Citizen - Joanne Bussiere_01-05-2012
	3-127_Citizen - Michael Katz
	3-127_Citizen - Michael Katz_01-05-2012
	3-128_Sherwood Parker
	3-128_Citizen - Sherwood Parker_01-05-2012
	3-129_Citizen - Mike Daley
	3-129_Citizen - Mike Daley_01-05-2012
	3-130_Citizen - Joyce Roy
	3-130_Citizen - Joyce Roy_01-05-2012pdf
	3-131_Citizen - Peter Allen
	3-131_Citizen - Peter Allen_01-05-2012
	3-132_Darlene Evans
	3-132_Citizen - Darlene Evans_01-05-2012
	3-133_Wafaa Aborashed
	3-133_Citizen - Wafaa Aborashed_01-05-2012pdf
	3-134_Harold Perez
	3-134_Citizen - Harold Perez_01-05-2012_CLEANpdf
	3-135_Bill Smith
	3-135_Citizen - Bill Smith_01-05-2012
	3-136_Tiffany Crain
	3-136_Citizen - Tiffany Crain_01-05-2012
	3-137_Jacquee Castain
	3-137_Citizen - Jacquee Castain_01-05-2012
	3-138_Barbara Garcia
	3-138_Citizen - Barbara Garcia_01-05-2012
	3-139_Ruth Kaufman
	3-139_Citizen - Ruth Kauffman_01-05-2012
	3-140_Michael Greenslade
	3-140_Citizen - Michael Greenslade_01-05-2012
	3-141_Georgine Williams
	3-141_Citizen - Georgine Williams_01-05-2012
	3-142_David Cottle
	3-142_Citizen - David Cottle_01-05-2012
	3-143_M.P. Esmond
	3-143_Citizen - MP Desmond_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-144_Helen Burke
	3-144_Citizen - Helen Burke_01-05-2012
	3-145_Perlie M. Jacob
	3-145_Citizen - Perlie Jacob_01-05-2012
	3-146_Ellen Trabilsi
	3-146_Citizen - Ellen Trabilsi_01-05-2012
	3-147_Rarmiro Montoya
	3-147_Citizen - Ramiro Montoya_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-148_Stuart Cohen
	3-148_Citizen - Stuart Cohen_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-149_Wolfgang Homberger
	3-149_Citizen - Wolfgang Homberger_01-05-2012
	3-150_G. Basura
	3-150_Citizen - G Basura_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-151_Mary Oram
	3-151_Citizen - Mary Oram_01-05-2012
	3-152_Phyllis Malandra
	3-152_Citizen - Phyllis Malandra_01-05-2012
	3-153_Gianna Ranuzzi
	3-153_Citizen - Gianna Ranuzzi_01-05-2012
	3-154_Edith Monk Hallberg
	3-154_Citizen - Edith Monk-Hallberg_01-05-2012
	3-155_Karen Kunze
	3-155_Citizen - Karen Kunze_01-05-2012
	3-156_Charles Siegel
	3-156_Citizen - Charles Siegel_01-05-2012
	3-157_Betty Seto
	3-157_Citizen - Betty Seto_01-05-2012
	3-158_Kitty McLean
	3-158_Citizen - Kitty McLean_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-159_Scott Tolmie
	3-159_Citizen - Scott Tolmie_01-05-2012
	3-160_Chuck McParland
	3-160_Citizen - Chuck McParland_01-05-2012
	3-161_Jerry Grace
	3-161_Citizen - Jerry Grace_01-05-2012
	3-162_Marilla Arguelles
	3-162_Citizen - Marilla Arguelles_01-05-2012
	3-163_Allen Stross
	3-163_Citizen - Allen Stross_01-05-2012
	3-164_Ariana Milman
	3-164_Citizen - Ariana Milman_01-05-2012
	3-165_Robia Chang
	3-165_Citizen - Robia Chang_01-05-2012
	3-166_Martha Jones
	3-166_Citizen - Martha Jones_01-05-2012
	3-167_Frederick Sherman
	3-167_Citizen - Frederick Sherman_01-05-2012
	3-168_David Jaegor
	3-168_Citizen - David Jaegor_01-05-2012
	3-169_Carli Paine
	3-169_Citizen - Carli Paine_01-05-2012
	3-170_Carol Lipnick
	3-170_Citizen - Carol Lipnick_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-171_John Wagers
	3-171_Citizen - John Wagers_01-05-2012
	3-172_Scott Mace
	3-172_Citizen - Scott Mace_01-05-2012
	3-173_Kevin Siemens
	3-173_Citizen - Kevin Siemens_01-05-2012
	3-174_Celeste Ets-Hobin
	3-174_Citizen - Celeste Ets-Hubin_01-05-2012
	3-175_Andy Katz
	3-175_Citizen - Andy Katz_01-05-2012
	3-176_Dana Ellsworth
	3-176_Citizen - Dana Ellsworth_01-05-2012
	3-177_Anonymous
	3-177_Citizen - Anonymous_01-05-2012
	3-178_Merril Mitchell
	3-178_Citizen - Merril Mitchell_01-05-2012
	3-179_Trevor Laws
	3-179_Citizen - Trevor Laws_01-05-2012
	3-180_Emily Wilcox
	3-180_Citizen - Emily Wilcox_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-181_James Mathews
	3-181_Citizen - James Mathews_01-05-2012
	3-182_Alfredo Lopez
	3-182_Citizen - Alfredo Lopez_01-05-2012
	3-183_Gerald Cauthen
	3-183_Citizen - Gerald Cauthen_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-184_Thanh Ahlfenger
	3-184_Citizen - Thanh Ahlfenger_01-05-2012
	3-185_Betty Kreger
	3-185_Citizen - Betty Krueger_01-05-2012
	3-186_Connie Gardner
	3-186_Citizen - Connie_01-05-2012
	3-187_Maria Martinez
	3-187_Citizen - Maria Martinez_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-188_Joel Morales
	3-188_Citizen - Joel Morales_01-05-2012
	3-189_Ezeki Rodriguez
	3-189_Citizen - Ezeki Rodriguez_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-190_Gregorio Lion
	3-190_Citizen - Gregorio Lion_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-191_Maria L. Sanchez
	3-191_Citizen - Maria Sanchez_01-05-2012
	3-192_Sandra Beal
	3-192_Citizen - Sandra Beal_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-193_Betty Mulholland
	3-193_Citizen - Betty Mulholland_01-05-2012
	3-194_Francisco Daza
	3-194_Citizen - Francisco Daza_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-195_Temescal Merchants Association
	3-195_ Roy Alper_01-05-2012
	3-196_Jane Kramer
	3-196_Citizen - Jane Kramer_01-05-2012
	3-197_Ricardo Rodriguez
	3-197_Citizen - Ricardo Rodriguez_01-05-2012
	3-198_Agnes Ramirez Grace
	3-198_Agnes Ramirez-Grace_01-05-2012
	3-199_Michael Krueger
	3-199_ Michael Krueger_01-05-2012
	3-200_Susan Decker
	3-200_Susan Decker_01-05-2012
	3-201_Paul Wilcox Baker
	3-201_Citizen - Paul Baker_01-05-2012
	3-202_Earl Williams
	3-202_Citizen - Earl Williams_01-05-2012
	3-203_Virginia Browning
	3-203_Citizen - Virginia Browning_01-05-2012
	3-204_Clare Risley
	3-204_Citizen - Clare Risley_01-05-2012
	3-205_Reginald James
	3-205_Citizen - Reginald James_01-05-2012_CLEAN
	3-206_Kazisha Harris
	3-206_Citizen - Kazisha Harris_01-05-2012
	3-207_Ian Nicholson
	3-207_Citizen - Ian Nicholson_01-05-2012
	3-208_Larry H. Hinkstom
	3-208_Citizen - Larry Hinkstom_01-05-2012
	3-209_Janet Arnold
	3-209_Citizen - Janet Arnold_01-05-2012
	3-210_David Schonbrunn
	3-210_Citizen - David Schonbrunn_01-05-2012
	3-211_Verdia Anderson
	3-211_Citizen - Verdia Anderson_01-05-2012
	3-212_Howard Smith
	3-212_Citizen - Howard Smith_01-05-2012
	3-213_Citizen - Carolyn Ruth_01-05-2012
	3-213_Citizen - Carolyn Ruth
	3-214_Citizen - Nancy and Nicolas Epanchin
	3-214_Citizen -  Epanchin_01-05-2012





