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Letter 3-1
La Clinica de La Raza
date

3-1-1 Please refer to Section 7.9.15 of the Final EIS/EIR for response to common public review
comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to station location and logistics. Safety and security
is in Section 7.9.14. See also alignment exhibits in Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR to view
specific station locations.  BRT stops will serve 10th Avenue, Fruitvale Avenue, and 35th Avenue.

3-1-2 Please refer to Sections 7.9.4 and 7.9.15 of the Final EIS/EIR for responses to common public
review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to fares and station location, respectively.
As discussed in Section 7.9.4, no special or increased fares would be instituted for the proposed
project; fares for the BRT would be the same as for local service.  Changes to local service are
included in Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR.

3-1-3 Please refer to Section 7.9.15 of the Final EIS/EIR for discussion of station spacing.  Section
7.9.2 describes the design of the proposed system, including stations.  As discussed in this
section, bilingual messages (English and Spanish) would be provided.

3-1-4 As discussed in Section 1.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, the project purpose of providing faster, more
reliable service would not be achieved through the tight station spacing proposed in this
comment.  Increasing the number of stops to less than ¼ mile would result in longer travel times
as the buses pause at stations to allow passengers to board and/or alight.
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Letter 3-2
The Unity Council
July 2, 2007

3-2-1 As indicated in the mitigation measures described in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, AC Transit
will coordinate with the local cities to reroute service during special events or festivals. Please
refer to the schematic diagrams contained in Appendix A for the location and orientation of
stations in this area.  With respect to station design, detailed plans will be prepared during the
next phase of the study.  General information about stations is provided in Section 7.9.15 of the
Final EIS/EIR.

3-2-2 The median would be retained between 33rd and 34th Avenues.  In addition, AC Transit proposes
to implement new medians between 30th and 31st, 36th and 37th, and 39th and 41st.   Please  see
Exhibits OAK-24 through OAK-27 in Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR.

3-2-3 See Section 3.3 regarding pedestrian crosswalks and safety.

3-2-4 Section 3.2.9.3 (Mitigation of Intersection Impacts:  City of Oakland, International Boulevard &
29th Street) of the Final EIS/EIR for a description of the proposed improvement to San
Leandro/East 12th/Fruitvale with regard to potential diversions with the Preferred Alternative.
Also refer to exhibit OAK-41m of the plan set for a drawing of the proposed improvement.
Multiple diversion routes (screenline analysis) were evaluated along the entire alignment and
impacts to intersections operations were analyzed. The resulting impacts and potential mitigation
measures are discussed in Section 3.2.

3-2-5 The proposed project's parking impacts and mitigation measures are presented in Section 3.4 of
the Final EIS/EIR.





3-3-2



4

3-3-4

3-3-5







AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-3
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-3
East Bay Bicycle Coalition
July 3, 2007

3-3-1 Continuous dedication of traffic lanes to serve the BRT was not preferred by the three cities
through which the BRT passes, and not in all locations within each city (see Section 2.2 of the
Final EIS/EIR). Trade-offs had to be made for each section to determine which mode had
priority. In some sections, on-street parking in commercial areas was determined, in other
sections, preserving trees in the center median was of highest priority, and in other sections,
preserving a continuous bike lane had highest priority. As discussed in Section 2.3.2, San
Leandro elected not to have dedicated lanes for BRT south of Sunnyside or bicycle lanes along
East 14th Street in their jurisdiction.

3-3-2  As  discussed  in  Section  3.3.2  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR,  all  bicycle  facilities  proposed  by  the  three
cities as shown in their adopted Bicycle Master Plans, have been adopted and integrated into the
cross-section drawings of the project (see the bicycle maps in Section 3.3.2 Existing Bicycle
Conditions for each city for specific accommodation in each section). Bike lanes are shown as
either 4 feet or 5 feet wide in each cross section where bicycles are accommodated.

As discussed in Section 7.9.10 of the Final EIS/EIR, the addition of dedicated BRT lanes is
expected also to “calm” traffic through the reduction of traffic speeds in mixed flow lanes
adjacent to bicycle facilities, benefitting bicyclists and pedestrians. The proposed addition or
expansion of bicycle lanes to Telegraph Avenue, 12th and  14th Streets is a substantial
improvement for cyclists, creating dedicated facilities for uninterrupted bicycle travel over long
distances.

3-3-3  Please  see  Section  3.3  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR  for  a  discussion  of  bike  racks.  AC  transit  is
committed to transporting bicycles on its buses. Bicycle racks are currently installed on all buses
in AC Transit’s fleet. The agency is investigating the possibility of using interior racks for
carrying bikes on board BRT buses.

3-3-4 Berms are not proposed.

3-3-5 Please see response 3-3-3, above.
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Letter 3-4
Temescal Telegraph BID
July 2, 2007

3-4-1 Thank you for your comment.

3-4-2 As discussed in Sections 3.2 and 7.9.16 of the Final EIS/EIR, the traffic analysis has been
revised and expanded to address potential traffic diversion effects from the dedication of lanes
on Telegraph Avenue, International Boulevard and East 14th Street to exclusive BRT use.
Please  refer  to  Section  3.2  of  the  document  for  the  identification  of  feasible  measures  at  this
and other intersections to mitigate the proposed project’s traffic impacts.  As shown in Section
3.2, certain improvements are not feasible due to specific technical, environmental, financial or
other factors.

3-4-3 As discussed in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, the intersection of 51st/Telegraph was re-
evaluated with updated traffic counts (2009) and the results, as provided in Section 3.2, indicate
this intersection is operating at LOS D or better under Existing Conditions and will continue to
do so with proposed mitigation measures with the project. Section 3.2 includes a discussion of
feasible mitigations measures to address significant impacts.

The design of the BRT system was adopted by the Cities of Berkeley, Oakland, and San
Leandro as the Locally Preferred Alternative. Other alternatives considered but withdrawn are
discussed in Section 2.2 and 6.4.1 of the Final EIS/EIR.

3-4-4 Section 3.2.9 of the Final EIS/EIR describes the mitigation evaluated at the Telegraph and
Alcatraz Avenue intersection.

Proposed Mitigation: Restripe northbound approach to convert existing exclusive left-turn lane
to a shared left-turn/through lane.  Provide a second northbound receiving lane that extends
approximately 150 feet north of intersection.  Optimize signal cycle length and timing and
modify intersection phasing.  Remove southbound u-turn.  Restripe eastbound and westbound
approaches to add exclusive right-turn lanes.

Resulting LOS: Implementation of the proposed mitigation measure improves operations from
LOS F to LOS E in the morning peak hour and, while reducing delay, does not improve level of
service in the afternoon peak hour.  A significant impact remains at the intersection; no feasible
mitigation strategies are available to reduce the impact to less than significant for either peak
hour.

3-4-5 See comment 3-4-4, above for Telegraph and Alcatraz information.  The mitigation evaluated
for the Telegraph and 51st Street intersection is also found in Section 3.2.9, and noted below.

Proposed Mitigation: Optimize coordination zone cycle length, timing splits and timing offsets.
Add Telegraph Avenue & 55th Street and Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street to the coordination
zone.  Construct an additional southbound left-turn lane.  Eliminate the left-turn lane on the
northbound approach and re-direct this movement via Shattuck Avenue & 52nd Street.
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Restripe northbound approach to replace the left-turn lane with a through lane and provide a
second northbound receiving lane that extends approximately 80 feet north of Telegraph
Avenue & Claremont Avenue.

Resulting LOS: Implementation of the proposed mitigation measure improves operations from
LOS F to LOS E in the morning peak hour and with less delay than in the No-Build
Alternative.  In the afternoon peak hour, the proposed mitigation measure improves operations
from LOS F to LOS D.  Thus, with mitigation, the project impact is reduced to less than
significant.

3-4-6 See section 4.4.4 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the proposed project's impacts to the
business and economic environment. See Section 3.4 of the Final EIS/EIR for additional
measures related to mitigation of parking displacements.

3-4-7 Section 3.4 provides the evaluation of parking impacts with a discussion of proposed mitigation
measures.  The majority of parking spaces lost are mitigated.

3-4-8 Oakland’s bicycle master plan is described in Section 3.3 of the Final EIS/EIR and was
considered in the evaluation of impacts.  See also Section 7.9.10 (Pedestrian/Bicycle Impacts)
of the Final EIS/EIR for additional information on common comments.

3-4-9 Counts were taken at most intersections in the corridor, but not all counts were listed in the
Draft EIS/EIR, just representative counts. At Telegraph Avenue and Alcatraz, 102 pedestrians
were counted, at Telegraph and 51st, 140 pedestrians were counted, at Telegraph and 50th

Streets there were no counts taken, and at Telegraph and 45th Streets 135 pedestrians were
counted.  Mitigation measures are included in Section 3.3 of the Final EIS/EIR.

3-4-10  Section 7.4 of the Final EIS/EIR has been expanded to include the consultation described in this
comment.  Sections 7.9.1 and 7.9.2 have been prepared to address common public review
comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to the proposed project alignment, dedicated
transit lanes, and other proposed project alternatives.  The Preferred Alternative evaluated in
the Final EIS/EIR has been defined in consultation with elected city officials and in the context
of the proposed project’s need and purpose, as described in Section 1.3. Updated mitigation
measures are summarized in Appendix J.
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Letter 3-6
Occur
June 26, 2007

3-6-1 As is discussed in Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, numerous local bus routes intersect with
the proposed project alignment, including route 23, which provides service to and from the
Eastmont Mall.

3-6-2 As shown in the schematic diagrams contained in Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR, a BRT
station is proposed at 72nd Avenue which is one block away from 73rd Avenue.

3-6-3 Please refer to Section 7.9.8 of the Final EIS/EIR for a response to common public review
comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to public involvement.
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July 2, 2007, 7:39 PM 
Teresita Cruz 
2201 Broadway 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
June 30th, 2007  Dear Mr. Cunradi,   SEIU Local 24/7 represents over 5,000 private security 
officers in northern California, in saying that, approximately 4,000 of our members reside in 
the Bay Area. Our members work hard to keep property secure and people safe where they live 
and work.  I am writing to express my support of the BRT project, including dedicated lanes, 
proof-of-payment systems, and advanced traffic signal technologies. Our workers depend on 
public transit and will benefit from this system, making commuting more affordable, faster, 
and making transit more reliable. I understand that over 24,000 people per day ride the bus in 
this corridor, many of  whom are our members.   One of my greatest concerns is ensuring that 
this project meets the needs of Oakland residents, and does not simply facilitate the easy 
transport of outsiders through the Oakland community. Considering this, I feel that Alternative 
#3 would be the best Alternative, offering more stations that would be more accessible to more 
of our members and Oakland residents. I understand that AC Transit will be planning for more 
BRT stations in areas where job and residential density are higher, and I strongly support this 
concept as well, even if it means having stations closer than 1/3 of a mile apart. My feeling is 
that it would be worth slowing down the BRT a little bit to make it more accessible to our 
members from their workplaces and residences.   Thank you for taking My comments and I 
look forward to seeing my concerns addressed in the Final EIR.  Sincerely,   Teresita Cruz Vice 
President 
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Letter 3-7
Service Employees International Union (SEIU)
June 30, 2007

3-7-1 Please see section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the Preferred Alternative and
station spacing. The placement of stations is also discussed in Section 7.9.15.
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Letter 3-8
Urban Habitat
July 3, 2007

3-8-1 No special or higher fares are planned for proposed BRT service. The fare policy for the BRT is
expected  to  be  the  same  as  on  other  AC  Transit  buses  operating  in  AC  Transit’s  East  Bay
service area. Please see Chapter 8 of the Final EIS/EIR and Section 7.9.4 for more discussion
on common public review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with regard to fares.

As discussed in Section 8.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, transit expenditures are divided into two
sources: operating versus capital funds. The BRT study and potential construction are paid
through Federal matching grants for capital expenditures. Bus service on the streets is paid
through local sales taxes and some farebox revenue. Existing AC Transit Routes 1 and 1R will
be replaced by BRT in order  to  avoid duplication of  service in the corridor.  Service cuts  that
were  implemented  in  March  of  2010  were  related  to  a  decline  in  sales  tax  revenue  and  not
related to the BRT project, according to AC Transit.

3-8-2 Please see the response to comment 3-8-1.

3-8-3 Existing bus Routes 1 and 1R would be replaced by the BRT in order to avoid duplication of
service.  Service cuts and route restructuring was implemented system-wide 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. See Chapter 3.1: Transit Conditions for a
detailed description of the service changes.

3-8-4 Thank you for your comment.
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Letter 3-9
Rockridge Community Planning Council
July 2, 2007

3-9-1 Refer to Section 7.9.16 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion on traffic operations.  See Section
3.2  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR  for  a  discussion  of  traffic  and  circulation  impacts.  Section  7.9.9
contains a discussion of common public review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR relative to
parking.  See Section 3.4 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of parking impacts. Feasible
mitigation measures are presented to address significant impacts of both traffic and parking.

3-9-2  Refer  to  Response  to  Section  7.9.16  of  this  Final  EIS/EIR,  for  a  discussion  on  traffic
operations.  See Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of traffic and circulation
impacts. Analysis of all study intersections was conducted under both AM and PM peak hours
in the Final EIS/EIR.

As discussed in Section 3.2 of  the Final  EIS/EIR,  AC Transit  used a  modified version of  the
ACCMA model to develop ridership and traffic forecasts.  The modified version of the
ACCMA 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.

3-9-3 Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR contains an analysis of potential diversion of traffic onto
neighborhood streets.  Analysis will focus on those locations where significant congestion is
estimated to occur due to implementation of the BRT project.  For those locations identified to
have moderate to high probability of traffic diverting onto neighborhood streets, AC Transit
will either implement appropriate traffic calming measures to address diversion or will
implement a program to monitor changes in neighborhood traffic due to the project, and
subsequently implement traffic calming measures as needed.

3-9-4 As indicated on alignment exhibits in Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR, a traffic signal is
proposed on Telegraph Avenue at 61st Street.  Refer  to  Section  3.2  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR  for
discussion of mitigation measures required to mitigate the proposed project’s traffic impacts.

3-9-5 The Preferred Alternative includes combined BRT and local service, as discussed in Section
2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.
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Letter 3-10
Boys and Girls Club of Oakland
June 19, 2007

3-10-1 As discussed in Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, local bus Routes 1 and 1R would be replaced
by the proposed East Bay BRT in order to avoid duplication of service. System-wide cuts in
existing service were implemented 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 in
particular. As discussed in Section 7.9.7, the proposed project is not expected to result in any
disruption or discontinuation of local bus service provided by AC Transit.

3-10-2 As discussed in Section 7.9.4 of the Final EIS/EIR, the proposed project would not result in
fare increases.

3-10-3 Stations are proposed at 82nd Avenue (three blocks to the west) and Auseon Avenue (two
blocks to the east). For a discussion of station spacing, see Sections 2.3.2 and 7.9.15 of the
Final EIS/EIR.

3-10-4 The Preferred Alternative includes combined BRT and local service, as discussed in Section
2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.  As discussed above, the proposed project would not involve any
fare increase as compared to existing local bus service.
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Letter 3-11
The Berkeley Architectural Heritage Association
June 28, 2007

3-11-1 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected the use of dedicated
lanes for the BRT project, and buses will therefore operate as regular local buses in Berkeley.

3-11-2 The analysis for potential effects from the proposed project is found in the finding of effects
technical report, completed in 2005.  Per the Code of Federal Regulations “Protection of Histroic
Properties” [36 CFR 800.5 (a)(1)], an adverse effect occurs “when an undertaking may alter,
directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for
inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association…”  The indirect effect
of the construction of project amenities (platforms, medians, landscaping, and traffic signals) as
designed at the time of the DEIR/DEIS would not significantly alter the features that make any of
the 51 historic properties eligible for listing in the National Register when they were originally
evaluated. Furthermore, the urban setting for which the historic properties are located, is and has
been  subject to continual change including construction of new buildings, installation or
modification of traffic and street lights, landscaping, and curb changes.  The introduction of these
minor amenities would not alter the character of any of these historic property’s physical features
within the property’s setting that contribute to its historic significance.

AC Transit believes the determinations presented in both the DEIS/DEIR and FEIS/FEIR of
effects to historic properties are sound and defensible and State Historic Preservation Officer has
concurred with the findings of no effect to historic properties. Findings would not change if using
“their relationship to the historic streetscape…” or if the resource were in a “potential historic
district.” In fact, the surrounding environment, including streetscape, is an important
consideration in assessing potential impacts of a transportation improvement like the East Bay
BRT Project.

3-11-3 A visual impact assessment of the identified viewpoints in Berkeley is no longer applicable
because the LPA involves bus service within mixed flow lanes rather than dedicated BRT lanes
with minimal station improvements within the City of Berkeley. Station amenities would be
limited to curbside stations including a ticket vending machine and shelters similar to what are
implemented at existing bus stops. Berkeley stations would not have raised platforms or other
distinctive features identified for the stations in Oakland and San Leandro.  These changes have
greatly reduced any potential to affect historic resources, either individually or any potential
historic district.

3-11-4 The implementation of any new station structures would be coordinated with the City of Berkeley
and would follow a city-led approval process.

3-11-5 Specific project ratings are somewhat subjective and therefore open to interpretation. AC Transit
has attempted to be objective, following accepted guidance and employing the expertise of a
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consultant with considerable experience in evaluating historic resources. The consultant reviewed
previous surveys, city and county lists of designated historic resources, lists pertaining to the
National Register, California Register, California Historical Landmarks, and California Points of
Historic Interest; and consulted with interested parties (including Berkeley Architectural Heritage
Association, Berkeley Historical Society, University of California, Berkeley, and the City of
Berkeley Planning Commission and Landmark Preservation Commission) in the identification of
known or potential historic resources.  The consultant accurately reported the local, state, or
national status of architectural resources at the time of the survey and provided thorough analyses
in the National  Register  and California  Register  evaluation of  architectural  resource.   The State
Historic Preservation Officer has reviewed documentation prepared for both the project
DEIS/DEIS and FEIS/FEIR and concurred with the conclusions of the consultants on National
Register and California Register evaluations, as well the findings on impacts to historic resources
in the city of Berkeley and throughout the corridor in Oakland and San Leandro. The AC Transit
evaluations of historic resources, including landmark status, comply with federal and state
guidelines. Findings in no way obviate results of local agency surveys and landmarking of
buildings.
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Letter 3-12
Rebekah Stone
June 14, 2007

3-12-1 Please see Sections 7.9.1 and 7.9.6 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of common public
review  comments  relative  to  the  selection  of  the  preferred  route  and  an  assessment  of  project
alternatives.

3-12-2 Thank you for your comment.  As is discussed in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS/EIR, there has been
extensive public notification of meetings on this project over a ten year period. Please see Section
7.9.8 of this Final EIS/EIR for additional detail in response to common public review comments
on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to outreach and marketing.



June 27, 2007, 8:48 PM
Robert Piper
No street address
Berkeley, CA 94703

East Bay BRT Project Office AC Transit 1600 Franklin Street Oakland, CA 94611  The Sierra
Club is pleased to submit the following comments on the Draft Environmental
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/R) for the AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid
Transit Project.
1. Extensive and consistent research shows that passengers follow a distribution that
falls away with walking distance to a stop or station. By a quarter mile (five minutes), transit
modal share is minuscule. Alternatives 3 and 4 contemplate station separations that exceed a
quarter mile and are significantly greater than stop separations along the local services that
would be eliminated. Some current passengers will be unwilling or unable to walk the
additional distances required to the new BRT service. The new riders that BRT attracts will
come at the expense of some current riders. They may be elderly, infirm, or just impatient.
Please address the environmental justice of depriving these patrons of transit service.
2. On page 3-94, the DEIS/R reads that all buses will have bicycle racks and that stations
will be designed to allow level boarding and easy loading of bicycles. Does this mean that
bicycles will be taken inside the buses or on racks in front of the bus? If the latter, has the
bicycle community endorsed the necessity that riders carry bicycles up/down the 10-inch
curb/stairs (Fig. 2.2-13, in one direction or the other) of the platform to reach the bike rack?
3. The DEIR/S describes the new Rapid Bus Route 1R service as operating on 12- minute
peak headways. Similar Metro Rapid services in Los Angeles operate on much shorter
headways, close to 3 minutes on some routes. Figure 2.3-2 shows 36 peak hour buses in
combined 1R and local service. This contrasts with 46-50 buses in comparable BRT services.
What would be the ridership and cost consequences of upgrading the 1R service by adding
more buses so as to reduce the headways?
4. When buses break down in conventional, side running operations, passengers are
readily offloaded between parked cars or at the curb where they can safely await a rescue bus.
With median running, a breakdown between stations will be different. The doors would open
into active, traffic lanes. How will passengers, including those in wheelchairs, be offloaded
under these circumstances?
5. There are many pedestrian crossings without traffic signals at intersections along the
corridor. Is it correct to assume that bus operators will be expected to see pedestrians and
respect their right of way in these crosswalks, as other drivers are required to do?
6. What provisions are being made to lengthen station platforms to accommodate buses
longer than the 60 ft. vehicles currently planned? Historically, buses have grown longer in
order to improve operator productivity and reduce operating cost per seat-mile. Media reports
indicate that the Los Angeles MTA is already seeking legislation to allow 65 ft. buses on the
Orange line. Buses 80 feet long are in service in South America. In response to these cost
pressures, California legislation may soon permit buses longer than 60 feet. Does AC Transit
contemplate platform designs that will facilitate adoption of these predictable technological
changes? If not, why not?
7. Paragraph 2.1.4.1 reads, BRT was adopted with the understanding that light rail transit
(LRT) should be considered as a long-term goal and that design and construction of BRT
should not preclude conversion to LRT in the future." The casual reader might infer that
conversion would require only laying track stringing overhead and lengthening station
platforms. The reality is that station platforms would have to be much longer especially to
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accommodate two-car trains and turning radii at some intersections particularly in Berkeley
would have to be greater. Conversion would be very expensive. It is not clear that the stations
can be adequately lengthened and some corners are too sharp for LRT trains. Please elaborate
on the obstacles to lengthening station platforms and identify the locations and associated
estimated costs where LRT turning radius requirements could not readily be met.   The Sierra
Club supports the BRT project as an attractive alternative to driving. As the DEIS/R shows it
promises to divert many trips from automobile to transit. Such modal shifts bring
environmental and economic benefits that the Club has long championed.   Robert R. Piper
Ph.D. Co-Chair  San Francisco Bay Chapter Transportation and Compact Growth Committee"
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Letter 3-13
Robert Piper
June 27, 2007

3-13-1 Stations are spaced an average of 1/3 a mile apart for the Locally Preferred Alternative for
BRT. Substantial improvements are planned for pedestrians and the disabled in the project
corridor.  Please  see  Section  7.9.15  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR  for  a  further  response  to  common
public review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR relative to station spacing.

3-13-2 Please refer to Sections 7.9.2 and 7.9.10 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of bicycle racks.
AC transit is committed to transporting bicycles on its buses. Bicycle racks are currently
installed on all buses in AC Transit’s fleet. The agency is investigating the possibility of using
interior racks for carrying bikes on board BRT buses.

3-13-3 The Rapid Bus alternative is described in Section 7.9.6 of the Final EIS/EIR, and was not
selected as the Preferred Alternative for the project, for reasons stated in that section of the
Final EIS/EIR.

3-13-4 Please refer to Section 7.9.10 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of this and other common
public review comments with respect to pedestrian access.

3-13-5 LRT was screened from further analysis on this project as described in Section 7.9.1 of the
Final EIS/EIR.  Platforms longer than 60 feet are not proposed due to the length of the vehicles
planned to operate on the system.  60 foot buses at appropriate frequencies should meet travel
demand in corridor. Any future extensions of the BRT system or implementation of LRT
service would not be precluded by implementation of the Preferred Alternative. If and when
LRT becomes a feasible option for this corridor, modifications to accommodate LRT would
need to be designed and evaluated at that time. The impacts of these modifications would be
documented in a supplemental or separate environmental review process.
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Letter 3-14
East Bay Asian Youth Center
June 30, 2007

3-14-1 Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR contains an analysis of potential diversion of traffic onto
neighborhood streets.  The diversion analysis focuses on those locations where significant
congestion is estimated to occur due to implementation of the BRT project.  For those locations
identified to have moderate to high probability of traffic diverting onto neighborhood streets,
AC Transit will implement a program to monitor changes in neighborhood traffic due to the
project, and subsequently implement traffic calming measures as needed.

3-14-2 See response to comment 3-14-1.

3-14-3 Thank you for your comments.  The International and East 12th couplet routing option as been
selected as part of the Locally Preferred Alternative (see schematic diagrams contained in
Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR).  As described in Section 2.3.2, the combined BRT and local
service option has been selected as a component of the Locally Preferred Alternative.
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Letter 3-15
Downtown Berkeley Association – Mark McLeod
July 2, 2007

3-15-1 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected the use of dedicated
lanes for the BRT project, and buses will therefore operate as regular local buses in Berkeley.
Please  refer  to  Section  2.1  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR  for  a  discussion  of  the  Locally  Preferred
Alternative selection process.  Section 2.3.2 provides information on the route alignment,
station design, operating plan, and other project details.  Layover locations for the BRT will be
at on-street locations, although the specific locations will be defined in agreements between the
cities and AC Transit.

3-15-2 Thank you for your comments.

3-15-3 Tables contained Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR describe the proposed project’s performance
as compared to the No Build Alternative in terms of travel speed, trip travel times, and
ridership.  The improvements facilitate attainment of the proposed project’s purpose and need,
as described in Section 1.2.

3-15-4 Please refer  to  Sections 3.3,  4.4.4,  and 3.2 of  the Final  EIS/EIR with respect  to  the proposed
project’s impacts on pedestrians, businesses and traffic, respectively.  The adopted LPA in
Berkeley no longer provides for BRT service within dedicated lanes.  Instead, the buses would
operate in mixed flow lanes in Berkeley.

3-15-5 The City of Berkeley adopted Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) alignment for the Berkeley
in April 2010.  The LPA within Berkeley does not include BRT service within exclusive transit
lanes; instead, the transit vehicles will travel within mixed flow lanes.

3-15-6 Thank you for your comment.

3-15-7 We appreciate your comment.

3-15-8 Please see the Chapter 2 and Section 7.9.1 (responses to common comments regarding route
alignment and transit mode) of the Final EIS/EIR for a complete discussion on how the
preferred mode of BRT was chosen.  As noted above, BRT service in Berkeley would operate
in mixed flow, rather than dedicated, lanes.

3-15-9 Please see the Section 1.2, Purpose and Need of the Final EIS/EIR.  Also, refer to Section 7.9.1
for a discussion of the process used to identify and analyze alternative route alignments and
transit technologies.

3-15-10 Outside of Berkeley the Locally Preferred Alternative would alter pedestrian environments
along the alignment of the BRT transitway.  On a general level, the East Bay BRT Project has
the potential to improve the overall pedestrian environment. Removing a lane of traffic in each
direction on International Boulevard in Oakland would tend to slow traffic and, in many
locations, reduce traffic volumes, thus improving the pedestrian environment along and across
the corridor.  As discussed in Section 3.3., the concentration of bus passengers at BRT stations
would enhance the pedestrian presence in this area. Wherever BRT stops are built in the center
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medians, pedestrian “refuges” or safety islands will be provided. At least one refuge will be
provided at nearly every intersection. Passenger waiting areas would be part of the station and
either be separated from sidewalks and crosswalks (stations in the street median) or include
extensions  of  these  facilities  (stations  located  curbside)  so  as  not  to  adversely  affect  the  free
movement of pedestrians other than those intending to board or alight BRT vehicles. Overall,
the additional landscaping planned for the corridor will result in a net increase in landscaping
over the current situation. See Section 7.9.10 for a more detailed discussion of responses to
common public review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to this topic.

3-15-11 The City of Berkeley adopted Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) alignment for the Berkeley
in April 2010.  The LPA within Berkeley does not include BRT service within exclusive transit
lanes; instead, the transit vehicles will travel within mixed flow lanes.  The termini of the route
were determined as described in Section 7.9.1.

3-15-12 The preferred alternative for the City of Berkeley would have conventional curbside boarding
at these locations. See Section 3.1 for description of transit operations and Section 7.9.15
regarding general station placement. Appendix A also illustrates station locations.

3-15-13 Due to the reconfiguration of the LPA in Berkeley, a very limited number of parking spaces
would be removed in Berkeley, and none in Downtown Berkeley, as a result of the proposed
project. See Section 3.4 for a further discussion of parking impacts and mitigation criteria.

3-15-14 Within Berkeley, no turn restrictions, including on Shattuck Avenue, would be necessary given
the adopted LPA, as described above in the response to comment 3-15-5.  There would be little
to no impacts on traffic flow and loss of curbside parking in Downtown Oakland.

3-15-15 Thank you for your comment. Please see the Preferred Alternative (Appendix A), revised
traffic (Section 3.2) and pedestrian (Section 3.3) evaluation.
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Letter 3-16
Claremont-Elmwood Neighborhood Association
July 3, 2007

3-16-1 The City of Berkeley adopted Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) alignment for the Berkeley
in April 2010.  The LPA within Berkeley does not include BRT service within exclusive transit
lanes; instead, the transit vehicles will travel within mixed flow lanes.  Therefore, there is no
reduction in roadway capacity on Telegraph Avenue within the City of Berkeley associated
with the project.  This will limit the potential for trip diversion within the City of Berkeley.
The Final EIS/EIR has an enlarged study area, which includes 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 both the BRT corridor as well as
along key cross-streets and parallel routes.  Mitigations are proposed where project impacts
occur, both on- and off-alignment.

3-16-2 As described in Sections 4.12 and 4.14, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in
both criteria pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions within the air basin as a consequence of
reduced VMT due to a shift from passenger car to transit mode of travel.  See Tables 4.12-7,
4.14-3 thru 4.4-6 of the Final EIS/EIR for emissions data.

3-16-3 AC Transit has contracted with a marketing company to develop a brand for the BRT and other
marketing approaches to stimulate ridership. With respect to the shift of commuting and other
trips from private automobile to the proposed project, please see Section 3.1 of the Final
EIS/EIR.



Comment Letter 3-17

3-17-1

3-17-2

3-17-3

3-17-4



3-17-5

3-17-6

3-17-7

3-17-8

3-17-9



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-17
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-17
Al Geyer
July 3, 2007

3-17-1 Please refer to Sections 3.3, 4.4.4, and 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR with respect to the proposed
project’s impacts on pedestrians, businesses and traffic, respectively.  The adopted LPA in
Berkeley no longer provides for BRT service within dedicated lanes.  Instead, the buses would
operate in mixed flow lanes in Berkeley.

3-17-2 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, roadway capacity and geometrics with the
proposed project would be essentially the same as existing conditions.  A limited amount of
traffic diversion to parallel routes may still occur, which is identified and analyzed in Section
3.2. Parking impacts are also therefore very limited.  Up to 19 existing parking spaces would be
affected within the City of Berkeley, including both primary and secondary impacts.  Ten of
those spaces would be relocated to a nearby location and two new parking spaces would be
added.  No parking spaces would be re-located to any residential frontage.

3-17-3 Please see the responses to comments 3-17-1 and 3-17-2, above.

3-17-4 Please see Sections 4.18 and 4.4.4 of the Final EIS/EIR for discussion of environmental justice
and impacts to the business and economic environment.

3-17-5 As discussed in Section 4.4.4, the proposed project is expected to have adverse impacts on
certain free-standing businesses located within an area characterized by low-density
development, and reliant upon convenient, on-street parking.  For other types of businesses, the
proposed project would provide a beneficial impact by increasing potential clientele
(particularly in the vicinity of proposed stations) and by enhancing of the image and desirability
of through the area through implementation of pedestrian improvements.

3-17-6 As discussed above in the response to Section 3-17-2, as a result of the Berkeley LPA decision,
the proposed project within Berkeley would be essentially the same as the No-Build condition,
and therefore no change in market value attributable to the proposed project would occur for
businesses in the Telegraph district in Berkeley.  Locations where BRT service would be
provided in dedicated lanes (i.e., Telegraph Avenue in Oakland, International and the northern
portion of East 14th), are outlined in the description of the Preferred Alternative, which can be
found in Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, and also illustrated in the drawings found in
Appendix A

3-17-7 Please see the responses to comments 3-17-1 and 3-17-2, above.

3-17-8 Please see the response to comment 3-17-5, above.

3-17-9 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
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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.  The results of the “before and after” studies will be used to assess
the accuracy of the ridership projections contained in the Final EIS/EIR.
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Letter 3-18
Telegraph Avenue Merchants and Street Vendors
July 3, 2007

3-18-1 As discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within
dedicated lanes within the city limits in April 2010.  Because of this change, the proposed
project would be essentially the same as existing conditions including roadway capacity and
geometrics, and transit service.

3-18-2 As discussed above in the response to comment 3-18-1, BRT service within dedicated lanes has
been removed from the proposed project within Berkeley.  The selection of BRT was based on
long-term study of corridor needs, which was conducted with extensive public outreach over a
three-year period prior to the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR (see Chapter 7 for a discussion
of outreach). Please see Section 2.1 and Section 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for a complete
discussion on how the preferred mode of BRT was chosen.

3-18-3 As discussed above, no BRT service within dedicated lanes is proposed within Berkeley.  With
respect to street fairs and other special events, as noted in Appendix J, traffic control plans will
be developed during the design phase to re-route the BRT alignment during special events and
street festivals.

3-18-4 Please see the response to comment 3-18-1, above.

3-18-5 Please see the response to comment 3-18-1, above.

3-18-6 Please see the response to comment 3-18-1, above.

3-18-7 Please see the response to comment 3-18-1, above.

3-18-8 See the responses to common public review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to
fares in Section 7.9.4 of this Final EIS/EIR. As discussed in this section, a branding RFP has
been issued by AC Transit and a contract will be executed for marketing the project after
selection of the LPA.  There are currently no plans for a fare-free zone in Berkeley.
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Letter 3-19
East Bay Alliance for a Sustainable Economy
July 2, 2007

3-19-1 Thank you for your comment.  The Preferred Alternative includes combined BRT and local
service, as discussed in Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.  The Preferred Alternative will
terminate  at  the  San  Leandro  BART  station,  and  continued  service  to  BayFair  BART  will  be
provided via an extension of the current Route 99 bus. Please refer to Appendix A for schematic
drawings depicting the route alignment, including station locations.  As discussed in Section 7.9.4
of the Final EIS/EIR, no fare increases are proposed as part of the project; in fact, the proposed
BRT service would have the same fare as local service currently operated by AC Transit.

3-19-2 Thank you for your comment. Please see the response to comment 3-19-1, above.
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Letter 3-20
Roland Peterson
July 3, 2007

3-20-1 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, roadway capacity and geometrics with the
proposed project would be essentially the same as existing conditions.  A limited amount of
traffic diversion to parallel routes may still occur, which is identified and analyzed in Section
3.2. Refer to Section 3.3 for impacts to pedestrian facilities.  Refer to Section 3.4 for discussion
of parking impacts and mitigation measures. Access to the parking structures and other existing
facilities will not change. Parking impacts are limited.  Up to 19 existing parking spaces would
be affected within the City of Berkeley, including both primary and secondary impacts.  Ten of
those spaces would be relocated to a nearby location and two new parking spaces would be
added.  No parking spaces would be re-located to any residential frontage.

3-20-2 This EIR evaluates the effects of a specific development project and meets the definition of a
"project EIR" per Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines.  Provided that the proposed project
is implemented in accordance with the project description and environmental analysis disclosed
in the Final EIS/EIR, CEQA provides no expiration period that would necessitate the revision
or recirculation of the certified Final EIS/EIR.

3-20-3 As shown in the Preferred Alternative diagrams in Appendix A, Telegraph is not proposed to be
closed. Access to the existing parking structures and other existing facilities will not change.

3-20-4 Refer to Appendix A for schematic diagrams of the Preferred Alternative. Conceptual sketches
of the improvements to intersection curb radius to accommodate bus turn maneuvers are
included.

3-20-5 The Locally Preferred Alternative no longer plans for narrowed sidewalks in this location.

3-20-6 Refer to Section 3.4 for discussion of parking impacts and mitigation measures.  As discussed
in this section the proposed project would not result in any significant parking loss within the
City of Berkeley.
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Letter 3-21
Linda Perry
July 2, 2007

3-21-1 The City of San Leandro adopted the Locally Preferred Alternative for the proposed project
within the City in May 2010.  The LPA in San Leandro would provide dedicated lanes on East
14th Street from the northern city limits to Georgia Way.  To the south of this intersection, the
transit vehicles would operate in mixed flow lanes. Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR describes
the traffic-related impacts resulting from the diversion of trips due to the use of dedicated
transit lanes on International and a portion of East 14th. Section 3.3 addresses the implications
of traffic diversion on pedestrians where diversion is expected to occur.

As described in Sections 4.12 and 4.14, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in
both criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions within the air basin as a consequence of
reduced VMT due to a shift from passenger car to transit mode of travel.  See Tables 4.12-7,
4.14-3 thru 4.14-6 of the Final EIS/EIR for emissions data.

3-21-2 As discussed in Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, dedicated lanes are restricted for buses and
emergency vehicles only. Violators would be subject to ticketing by local law enforcement
agencies. The dedicated lanes will be clearly demarcated with signage, a rumble strip or small
curbs so they will not be confused with general travel lanes. As discussed in Section 3.2,
response times for emergency vehicles are not expected to be degraded in the corridor.

3-21-3 Please see the response to comment 3-21-1. The cumulative effect of the citizen center and 9th

grade campus projects are generally addressed in Sections 5.2 and 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.
The Preferred Alternative includes combined BRT and local service with termination at the San
Leandro BART station, as discussed in Sections 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.
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June 15, 2007,  8:04PM
Len Conly
1252 Gilman Street
Berkeley, CA 94706

Friends of BRT
1252 Gilman St
Berkeley, CA 94706
510-459-5841
www.friendsofbrt.org
Comments on Draft EIR for East Bay Bus Rapid Transit Project June 14, 2007

1.  Footnote 10 on Page 4-151 of the Draft EIR asserts that the fuel efficiency of buses to be
used on the BRT line varies from 4.0 to 4.5 mpg.  Are these numbers based on an average of
all buses used by AC Transit, or are they determined under the operating conditions that will
exist on the BRT line?  A bus operating in a dedicated lane with stops every 1/3 of a mile will
use less fuel per mile than a bus operating on a busy city street in traffic and stopping and
starting every few blocks.  What is the expected fuel efficiency of a bus operating in a
dedicated lane with limited stops?
2.  According to the Green Car Congress (
http://www.greencarcongress.com/2006/02/nyc_hybrid_buse.html) the Orion VII hybrid diesel-
electric buses  average fuel economy was 45% higher than the diesel baseline buses  (ranging
from 32% to 52% better than the diesel baseline during the evaluation period).   Since these
buses are in production at the present time, has AC Transit considered using hybrid diesel-
electric buses in order to achieve greater fuel economy for the East Bay BRT?
3.  According to Table 4.14-l on Page 4-152 of the Draft EIR, under Alternative 3 by 2025 there
will be a reduction in Annual Auto VMT of 6.2 million miles.  This amounts to a daily reduction
in auto VMT of approximately 17,000 miles per day.  What is the methodology used to obtain
this number?    According to the MTC (1), Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in the San Francisco
Bay Area will have  doubled to almost 203 million miles per weekday during the period from
1990 - 2030.   Given the high population density along the East Bay BRT Corridor such a small
daily drop in automobile use in 2025 when the BRT is operational along the corridor seems
questionable.   (1) See chart of San Francisco Bay Area, 1990-2030 Average Weekday Daily
Vehicle          Miles of Travel (VMT)           1990 Average Daily Weekday VMT -  107,707,600
2030 Average Daily Weekday VMT - 202,756,400
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/datamart/stats/vmt.htm
4. The Orange Line BRT in Los Angeles greatly exceeded official expectations of ridership in
the first few months of operation.  Has AC Transit considered the possibility of a much greater
ridership and a concomitant greater reduction in Annual Auto VMT than has been considered
in this document?  The Friends of BRT supports this project and looks forward to its operation
in the East Bay.

Len Conly Co-Chair Friends of BRT
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Letter 3-22
Friends of BRT
June 14, 2007

3-22-1 Although the comment presents a reasonable scenario suggesting that BRT service would
consume less fuel than local service, no empirical data has been obtained in literature review
that can provide a specific quantification of the fuel economy benefits of BRT operation in
dedicated lanes. See Section 4.15 for assumptions used in the energy usage analysis.

3-22-2 As discussed in Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, AC Transit will be required to procure a
fleet of 38 dual-sided door buses for peak-period service, plus seven spares, for the opening of
the East Bay BRT system. AC Transit is considering the use of hybrid diesel-electric buses.  no
However, for the purposes of the analysis contained in the Final EIS/EIR, it is assumed that the
BRT system will initially operate diesel-powered buses.

3-22-3 As discussed in Section 7.9.16 (response to common on the Draft EIS/EIR relating to traffic
conditions) and in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, AC Transit used a modified version of the
ACCMA model to develop ridership and traffic forecasts. This model provides an estimate of
the daily reduction in VMT with the proposed project.

3-22-4 Industry standard model validation procedures have been conducted to ensure that the model
outputs are reasonable (see Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR).  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 ridership up to 24 months after BRT revenue service begins.  AC
Transit will use qualified staff and consultants to perform the “before and after” studies.  The
results of the “before and after” studies will be used to assess the accuracy of the ridership
projections contained in the Final EIS/EIR.
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Letter 3-23
Hank Resnik
July 2, 2007

3-23-1 As discussed in Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, individuals will be required to show proof
of payment to random inspectors monitoring the system. Tickets will need to be validated in
order to show proof of payment to fare inspectors. Monthly passes and the Clipper card are also
valid payment methods. There will be ticket vending machines (TVM’s) located at most, if not
all, BRT station platforms in the corridor. All the capabilities (fare payment methods) have not
been established at this time. At a minimum, TVM’s will issue single-ride tickets for those
people who don’t have a monthly pass, Clipper card, or tickets purchased elsewhere.  Please see
Section 7.9.4 for further discussion of fare collection.

3-23-2 Alternative fuel buses, including hybrid diesel-electric buses are under consideration for BRT
and other district bus services. However, at this point these types of vehicles do not constitute a
substantial portion of the district's total bus fleet. AC Transit will be required to procure a fleet
of 38 dual-sided door buses for peak-period service, plus seven spares, for the opening of the
East Bay BRT system. AC Transit is considering the use of hybrid diesel-electric buses.
However, for the purposes of the analysis contained in the Final EIS/EIR, it is assumed that the
BRT system will initially operate diesel-powered buses.

3-23-3 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions. Please refer to Section 3.2 for a discussion of any traffic
impacts.

3-23-4 Thank you for your comment.

3-23-5 Thank you for your comment.

3-23-6 Thank you for your comment.

3-23-7 Please see Section 7.9.1 for a discussion of dedicated transit lanes.  As described in this section,
the proposed project would provide dedicated lanes where feasible, subject to geometric
constraints and the recent adoption of LPA within the Cities of Berkeley, Oakland, and San
Leandro.  Please refer to Section 2.3.2 for a discussion of the elements of the proposed project,
including next bus information, proof of purchase tickets, and other project components.

3-23-8 As a result of the City of Berkeley’s decision in April 2010 to reject BRT service within the
limits of the City, the proposed project would operate in mixed flow lanes on Berkeley streets;
no dedicated transitway would be implemented.  Accordingly, the proposed project within
Berkeley would be essentially the same as existing conditions.



July 2, 2007, 10:52 PM
Karl Reeh
2229 Stuart St.
Berkeley, CA 94705
A majority of the LeConte Neighborhood Association Board voted against implementing the
Rapid Bus Transit plan as it is currently proposed. Some of our objections are listed below.
1. Lack of a clear intention to have a RBT stop between Ashby and Dwight Way which would
serve the middle of our neighborhood.    2. A greatly reduced amount of parking along
Telegraph with the likelihood of more parking meters on our side streets.   3. More left turn
restrictions onto Telegraph.   4.  24/7 designated bus lanes on Telegraph.   5.  A probable
increase in cut through" traffic during rush hours.   Note: Most of the Board also agreed that
the current "Rapid Bus" be encouraged and improved with a more central stop in our district
(such as at Derby/Telegraph) and with improved "local" bus service. Plus the use of prepaid
fares would save significant time in boarding passengers. We believe that if the Rapid Bus
succeeds  then BRT or specific BRT features can be added at a later date."

Karl Reeh President LeConte Neighborhood Association (510 843-2602)

NEXT LNA MEETING: Thursday SEPTEMBER 20 2007 LeConte School 7:30 to 9 PM"
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Letter 3-24
Karl Reeh
July 2, 2007

3-24-1 As a result of the City of Berkeley’s decision in April 2010 to reject BRT service within the
limits of the City, the proposed project would operate in mixed flow lanes on Berkeley streets;
no dedicated transitway would be implemented.  Accordingly, the proposed project within
Berkeley would be essentially the same as existing conditions. Existing stops would be
identified, but stations would be similar to existing bus stops. The Preferred Alternative
includes stops at  Dwight  Way,  Ward Street,  and Webster  Avenue,  which would serve the Le
Conte Neighborhood. Please see Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR for details.

3-24-2 See response to 3-24-1 above.  Accordingly, the proposed project within Berkeley would be
essentially the same as existing conditions and therefore no reduction in parking would result
(see Section 3.4 of the Final EIS/EIR).

3-24-3 See response to 3-24-1 above.  As a result, no left turn restrictions would be required.

3-24-4 Please see the response to comment 3-24-2, above.
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Letter 3-25
Petition Opposing Dedicated Bus Lanes on Telegraph
June 2007

3-25-1 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions in Berkeley.



Comment Letter 3-27

3-27-1
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Letter 3-27
Petition of the Telegraph Avenue Merchants against Bus Rapid Transit Plan
June 14, 2007

3-27-1 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions in Berkeley.
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Letter 3-28
Oakland Commission of Aging
June 26, 2007

3-28-1 The City of San Leandro adopted the Locally Preferred Alternative for the proposed project
within the City in May 2010.  The Preferred Alternative includes combined BRT and local
service with termination at the San Leandro BART station, as discussed in Sections 2.3.2 of the
Final EIS/EIR.

As discussed in Section 3.3 of the Final EIS/EIR, all intersections that currently have a marked
crosswalk will retain at least one marked crosswalk at the intersection.  At intersections under
traffic signal control, high-visibility crosswalks would be signalized as part of the traffic signal
control system. At unsignalized intersections, crosswalks would be demarcated and pedestrian
signals provided, including indicators to oncoming traffic, where warranted for safety or to
control high volume pedestrian movements. In addition, center landscaped medians are being
added which will serve as pedestrian refuges with a place to rest and wait before crossing to the
opposite side. These safety features are expected to facilitate seniors crossing the street in this
area.  BRT stations would be located every four blocks and near senior housing, senior centers,
shopping, and other attractions, increasing efficiency while minimizing the walk distance for
seniors and others.   Please refer to Section 7.9.14 for a detailed response to common public
review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to safety and security.



Comment Letter 3-29

3-29-1

3-29-2

3-29-3

3-29-4



3-29-4
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Letter 3-29
Aileen Frankel
June 28, 2007

3-29-1 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions in Berkeley.  Please refer to Section 3.2 for a discussion of
traffic impacts related to the project anticipated in Berkeley and Oakland.

3-29-2 Free shuttle service was not considered part of this project.

3-29-3 Parking and traffic analyses are addressed in Section 3.2 and 3.4.  Access to existing
commercial driveways for delivery trucks will be maintained. Existing legal delivery zones will
either be retained or replaced.

3-29-4 See response to comment 3-29-2, above.



Comment Letter 3-30

3-30-1
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Letter 3-30
Bobbie Bond
June 17, 2007

3-30-1 As discussed in Section 3.3 of the Final EIS/EIR, where BRT buses would operate in a median
transitway, existing crosswalks would be retained, unless it was determined that a particular
crosswalk would present a safety hazard or an alternate crosswalk offered better pedestrian
access. .  At intersections under traffic signal control, high-visibility crosswalks would be
signalized as part of the traffic signal control system. At unsignalized intersections, crosswalks
would be demarcated and pedestrian signals provided, including indicators to oncoming traffic,
where warranted for safety or to control high volume pedestrian movements. In addition, center
landscaped medians are being added which will serve as pedestrian refuges with a place to rest
and wait before crossing to the opposite side. These safety features are expected to facilitate
seniors crossing the street in this area.  Please refer to Section 7.9.14 for a detailed response to
common public review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to safety and security.
BRT stations would be located every four blocks and near senior housing, senior centers,
shopping, and other attractions, increasing efficiency while minimizing the walk distance for
seniors and others.



Comment Letter 3-31

3-31-1

3-31-2

3-31-3
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Letter 3-31
Allen Temple Arms
June 26, 2007

3-31-1 This section of International Boulevard, between 80th and 90th Streets, has eleven signalized
high-visibility crossings planned (see schematic diagrams of the proposed project in Appendix
A). As discussed in Section 2.3.2, all intersections that currently have a marked crosswalk will
retain at least one marked crosswalk at the intersection. At intersections under traffic signal
control, high-visibility crosswalks would be signalized as part of the traffic signal control
system. At unsignalized intersections in this segment, crosswalks would be demarcated and
pedestrian signals provided, including indicators to oncoming traffic, where warranted for
safety or to control high volume pedestrian movements. In addition, center landscaped medians
are being added which will serve as pedestrian refuges with a place to rest and wait before
crossing to the opposite side. These are significant safety features for seniors crossing the street
in this area.

3-31-2 Please refer to Section 7.9.4 of the Final EIS/EIR for a response to common public review
comments on the Draft EIS/EIR relative fares.  As discussed in Section 3.1.3, there are no plans
for reduced fares at this time.  Station spacing is approximately 1/3 mile between each station
location.  Wait time at each station location would be reduced with either the LPA or DOSL
Alternative.

3-31-3  See response to comment 3-31-1, above.  Station spacing and time intervals are discussed in
Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.  There are a total of 47 stations proposed along the corridor.
Other than crossing Lake Merritt Dam and I-580, all stations are less than 0.45 miles apart, with
90 percent of stations less than 0.4 miles apart. Average station spacing is 0.31 miles. All
stations are seven or fewer blocks apart, with 85 percent of stations five or fewer blocks apart.
On average, stations are 4.4 blocks apart.

 Weekday BRT service will be provided at five-minute frequencies throughout the day, 10-
minute frequencies in the evening, and hourly service from midnight to 5:00 a.m. On weekends,
daytime service will be at 12-minute intervals and evening service will be at 15-minute
intervals. Over time, service could become more frequent as demand warrants.



Comment
Letter 3-32



3-32-1



July 3, 2007, 2:07 PM
Jerome Taylor
2435 McKinley
Berkeley, CA 94703

This plan is a waste and a hindrance to transportation.  A bad plan will make all transit look
bad.  AC Transit cannot run its current lines effectively; ripping out Telegraph Avenue is not
what needs to change.

61

3-32-2
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Letter 3-32
Jerome Taylor
June 14, 2007

3-32-1 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions, and no traffic diversion or parking impacts anticipated within
this area.  For areas where dedicated lanes would be proposed, a detailed evaluation of traffic
diversion impacts was included in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.  This analysis identifies
specific and feasible improvements to mitigate the proposed project’s impacts.  Similarly, as
discussed in Section 3.4, the proposed project’s parking impacts were evaluated in detail, and
mitigation measures were identified.

3-32-2 Please see the response to comment 3-32-1, above.
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Letter 3-33
Edward Doughtery
June 14, 2007

3-33-1 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, roadway capacity and geometrics with the
proposed project would be essentially the same as existing conditions.  Some traffic diversion
may still occur, resulting in traffic impacts at five intersections in the City of Berkeley in the
Year 2035 with LPA scenario.  Traffic mitigation is proposed at all locations, although one
impact is not reduced to a less than significant level.  See Section 3.2 for further discussion of
traffic diversion and intersection operations with the proposed project.

3-33-2 Please see the response to comment 3-33-1, above.

3-33-3 Please see the response to comment 3-33-1, above.  As shown in Appendix A, the Preferred
Alternative is not proposing restricted right turns for northbound Telegraph north of Dwight.

3-33-4 Please see the response to comment 3-33-1, above.

3-33-5 Please see the response to comment 3-33-1, above.

3-33-6 As discussed in Section 3.3 of the Final EIS/EIR, outside of Berkley where BRT buses would
operate in a median transitway, all intersections that currently have a marked crosswalk will
retain at least one marked crosswalk at the intersection.  At intersections under traffic signal
control, high-visibility crosswalks would be signalized as part of the traffic signal control
system. At unsignalized intersections, crosswalks would be demarcated and pedestrian signals
provided, including indicators to oncoming traffic, where warranted for safety or to control
high volume pedestrian movements. In addition, center landscaped medians are being added
which will serve as pedestrian refuges with a place to rest and wait before crossing to the
opposite side. These safety features are expected to facilitate seniors crossing the street in this
area.  Please refer to Section 7.9.14 for a detailed response to common public review comments
on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to safety and security.

3-33-7 Please see the response to comment 3-33-1, above. Parking impacts are limited.  Up to 19
existing parking spaces would be affected within the City of Berkeley, including both primary
and secondary impacts.  Ten of those spaces would be relocated to a nearby location and two
new parking spaces would be added.  No parking spaces would be re-located to any residential
frontage.

3-33-8 Please see the response to comment 3-33-1, above.

3-33-9 BRT was identified as the preferred mode choice for solving the needs identified in this transit
corridor, for which numerous alternatives were evaluated against nine service criteria as part of
a three-year MIS process, which preceded the Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 7.9.1 of the Final
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EIS/EIR for further detail on responses to common public review comments on the Draft
EIS/EIR with respect to route selection and transit mode.

3-33-10 Please refer to Chapter 8 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of funding sources and the
feasibility of fully funding the proposed project.

3-33-11 Thank you for your comment.  The development and refinement of alternatives, public
outreach, and evaluation and disclosure of impacts has been consistent with applicable sections
of both NEPA and CEQA, as implemented by the respective lead agencies (i.e., the FTA and
AC Transit).



Comment Letter 3-34

3-34-1



3-34-2

3-34-3

3-34-4



3-34-5

3-34-6



3-34-7

3-34-8



3-34-9



3-34-10

3-34-11



3-34-12

3-34-13
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Letter 3-34
Vincent Casalaina
July 3, 2007

3-34-1 As discussed in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS/EIR, over 230 individuals, groups, public agencies
and elected officials provided specific comments on both general areas of the project as well as
issues that are particular to their area of interest. All comments were thoroughly reviewed and
most commentors raised more than one issue.  Every written comment or question submitted
through the DEIS process has received a response in the Final EIS/EIR. Many of the comments
along with subsequent public outreach in each of the cities have resulted in a change in the
project planning approach or policies.

3-34-2 The analyses contained in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS/EIR have been updated to account
for reasonably foreseeable development proposals and other projects, including the UC
Berkeley LRDP, the LBL project and the others listed in this comment.

3-34-3 See Section 2.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of alternatives.  As discussed in this
section, these alternative transit modes were rejected because they did not achieve the purpose
and need described in Section 1.2.

3-34-4 This question focuses on the comparison between Rapid Bus Plus and the BRT.  A Rapid Bus
Plus Alternative is not being studied for the Final EIS/EIR; however a subset of elements are
incorporated in the No Build scenario as defined in Section 2.2.1.  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 specific destinations along
the corridor, this analysis was completed for the Final EIS/EIR dataset.  With regards to walk
distance, even with some existing local bus stops removed and some replaced with BRT station,
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 walk distance for this small subset of passengers would have an average of one
additional block increase in walk distance (Cambridge Systematics, 2009).

3-34-5 Thank you for your comment.  Please refer to Section 7.9.4 of the Final EIS/EIR for a
discussion of common public review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to fares.

3-34-6 A Rapid Bus Plus Alternative is not being studied for the Final EIS/EIR; however a subset of
elements are incorporated in the No Build scenario as defined in Section 2.2.1.  At the Berkeley
City Council meeting on April 29, 2010, the council voted unanimously to support a new
alternative with a mix of transit and non-transit elements, called “Alternative B.” As further
refinements to Alternative B, the city recommended that AC Transit evaluate, if “technically or
financially feasible” curb extension stations with platforms level with the bus floor and bus
queue jump lanes to bypass auto traffic at congested intersections.  The AC Transit Board of
Directors gave consideration to the recommendations of each city and made their LPA decision
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for the project on June 23, 2010. The LPA adopted by the AC Transit Board is consistent with
the recommended alternatives of each city, with the exception of the City of Berkeley. AC
Transit staff recommended against Berkeley’s recommended alternative because the conversion
of one-way streets to two-way operations, as included in Berkeley’s approved Alternative B
would not be eligible for Small Starts funding, for which AC Transit is seeking funds for BRT
implementation. In addition, the Berkeley LPA would not be positive or even neutral to transit
operations but rather would be detrimental to transit riders and efficient transit operations.

Conversion to two-way operations with an accompanying reduction in travel lanes could slow
down bus operation and expose transit vehicles to more conflicts with other motor vehicles.
The transit elements proposed by Berkeley for Telegraph Avenue would not improve
performance sufficiently to offset the slower speeds in the Southside and Downtown areas.
Thus, Berkeley’s proposal would likely lower the project’s cost-effectiveness rating and reduce
the funding available to the project overall. Therefore; instead of Alternative B, staff
recommended and AC Transit adopted as part of the project’s LPA a limited improvements
alternative, which included the minimum features required to allow consistent, although less
optimal, service with the rest of the corridor.

3-34-7 Thank you for your comment.  As discussed on page 3-1 of the FY 2003 - FY 2012 Short
Range Transit Plan (http://www2.actransit.org/planning_focus/details.wu?item_id=41, accessed
August 24, 2010), AC Transit’s Mission Statement is defined as follows: “The AC Transit
Mission is to provide Safe, Convenient, Courteous and Reliable Transit Service”.  Because AC
Transit’s mission is the provision of transit service, it is beyond the purview of this agency to
carry out non-transit infrastructure improvements.

3-34-8 Please refer to Section 7.9.4 of the Final EIS/EIR for a response to common comments with
respect to fares.  As discussed in this section, the proposed project would not increase fares.  In
fact, fares for BRT service would be the same as for local service operated by AC Transit.  The
proposed project would provide improved service reliability and amenities for the same fares as
local transit.

3-34-9 With respect to air quality, the proposed project would result in increased transit ridership,
which would result in decreased VMT.  As described in Sections 4.12 and 4.14 of the Final
EIS/EIR, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in both criteria pollutant and
greenhouse gas emissions as a consequence of this VMT reduction. Greenhouse gas impacts are
discussed in Section 4.14 of the Final EIS/EIR.

3-34-10 See response to comment 3-34-9, above.

3-34-11 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, roadway capacity and geometrics with the
proposed project would be essentially the same as existing conditions.  A limited amount of
traffic diversion to parallel routes may still occur, which is identified and analyzed in Section
3.2. Parking impacts are also limited.  Up to 19 existing parking spaces would be affected
within the City of Berkeley, including both primary and secondary impacts.  Ten of those
spaces would be relocated to a nearby location and two new parking spaces would be added.

http://www2.actransit.org/planning_focus/details.wu?item_id=41,
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No parking spaces would be re-located to any residential frontage. Refer to Section 3.4 for
discussion of parking impacts and mitigation measures.

3-34-12 As discussed in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, AC Transit used a modified version of the
ACCMA model to develop ridership and traffic forecasts. The model takes into account the
projected shift in travel modes. The results of the traffic analyses are discussed in Section 3.2.
As discussed in the response to 3-34-11, above, because the proposed project would not provide
dedicated BRT lanes on Telegraph in Berkeley, no traffic diversion or other impacts are
anticipated.

3-34-13 As discussed in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, AC Transit used a modified version of the
ACCMA model to develop ridership and traffic forecasts.  The modified version of the
ACCMA 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.

3-34-14 See response to comment 3-34-11. Refer to Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for a detailed
discussion of methodology and analysis conducted to evaluate neighborhood diversion.

3-34-15 Please see Section 3.2, and specifically Table 3.2-7 to understand the effects of the BRT on
ridership and reduction in auto trips along the corridor at key screenlines in the BRT alignment.
These screenlines were developed from the AC Transit travel demand model which does take
into account individual trip origins and destinations.  Additionally, for more information about
jobs and employment, please Section 4.1 of the Final EIS/EIR.

3-34-16 See Chapter 8 for the financial analysis and Section 7.9.5 for ridership information.

3-34-17 As described in Section 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, the selection of route alignment and transit
mode were studied in the Major Investment Study, which preceded the Draft EIS/EIR. As
discussed in Section 7.1.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, seven public meetings were held during the
MIS process, two in San Leandro, two in Berkeley and three in Oakland.  To publicize the
meetings, AC Transit mailed flyers to over 6,000 people and made more than 1,000 follow-up
calls.  In addition, stakeholder interviews were conducted, Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC) meetings were held, and a Community Advisory Committee was convened.  Following
the circulation of the Draft EIS/EIR, a detailed community process to select the Locally
Preferred Alternative (LPA) in each corridor city has been undertaken, as described in Section
2.1 of the Final EIS/EIR.  As a result of the City of Berkeley’s decision in April 2010 to reject
BRT service within the limits of the City, the proposed project would operate in mixed flow
lanes on Berkeley streets; no dedicated transitway would be implemented.

3-34-18 See Chapter 8 for a discussion regarding financial analysis.



3-35-4

3-35-5
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Letter 3-35
Arlene Giordano
July 1, 2007

3-35-1 As discussed in Section 3.4 of the Final EIS/EIR auto access to existing businesses will be
maintained. As noted in this section, parking supply and demand have been evaluated in detail,
and feasible mitigation measures have been identified to mitigate parking impacts.  With
respect to parking on Telegraph in Berkeley, in light of the April 2010 decision in Berkeley
(see Section 2.4) to reject BRT service in dedicated lanes on Telegraph, no parking loss on this
roadway is anticipated.

3-35-2 Please see Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of transit ridership.  As discussed
in this section, the proposed project is expected to increase ridership by 82% over the No-Build
scenario.  As discussed in Section 1.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, one objective of the BRT service is
to improve the reliability and convenience of bus service in the corridor which, as described in
Section 7.9.1, accommodates 20% of all ridership served by AC Transit. As described above in
the response to comment 3-35-1, dedicated transit lanes are not proposed within Berkeley.

3-35-3 Please see the response to comment 3-35-2, above.

3-35-4 Please see Sections 7.9.1 and 7.9.8 for a discussion of project features, amenities and branding
which, in combination to the improved reliability of the BRT system as compared to local
service, is anticipated to help increase ridership (see Section 3.1).

3-35-5 As discussed in Section 2.3.2, the proposed project is a planned transit improvement which
would be funded in accordance with the capital, operations and maintenance costs described in
Chapter 8.  The scope of this EIS/EIR is to evaluate, disclose and mitigate significant impacts
associated with the proposed project.  Future reconfigurations or other alterations to the project
are beyond the scope of this environmental document.
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Letter 3-36
Thomas Cooper
July 2, 2007

3-36-1 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions, and no parking or other impacts are anticipated.

3-36-2 Please see the response to comment 3-36-1 above.  As described in Section 7.9.1 of the Final
EIS/EIR, the selection of route alignment and transit mode were studied in the Major
Investment Study, a three-year public process which preceded the Draft EIS/EIR. As discussed
in Section 7.1.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, seven public meetings were held during the MIS process,
two in San Leandro, two in Berkeley and three in Oakland.  To publicize the meetings, AC
Transit mailed flyers to over 6,000 people and made more than 1,000 follow-up calls.  In
addition, stakeholder interviews were conducted, Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
meetings were held, and a Community Advisory Committee was convened.



Comment Letter 3-37

3-37-1

3-37-2

3-37-3
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Letter 3-37
Rabbi Ferris
June 26, 2007

3-37-1 Please see Section 7.9.1 for a discussion of the different service characteristics and transit
markets served by BART and the proposed project.  As discussed in this section, existing local
service that parallels the BART line accommodates 20% of the total ridership served by AC
Transit.

3-37-2 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, roadway capacity and geometrics with the
proposed project would be essentially the same as existing conditions.  A limited amount of
traffic diversion to parallel routes may still occur, which is identified and analyzed in Section
3.2.

3-37-3 Please see the response to comment 3-37-2, above.





3-38-1

3-38-2
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Letter 3-38
Paul Vojta
June 27, 2007

3-38-1 Please refer to Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for updated traffic volume and capacity
calculations.  Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT
within dedicated lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project
would be essentially the same as existing conditions, and no traffic impacts on Telegraph are
anticipated.

3-38-2 Please see the response to comment 3-38-1, above.



3-39-1

3-39-3
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Letter 3-39
Standing Together for Accountable Neighborhood Development (STAND)
July 3, 2007

3-39-1 See Section 7.9.8 of the Final EIS/EIR for responses to common public review comments on
the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to Outreach and Marketing.

3-39-2 As described in Section 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, the selection of route alignment and transit
mode were studied in the Major Investment Study, a public process which preceded the Draft
EIS/EIR. As discussed in Section 7.1.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, seven public meetings were held
during the MIS process, two in San Leandro, two in Berkeley and three in Oakland.  To
publicize the meetings, AC Transit mailed flyers to over 6,000 people and made more than
1,000 follow-up calls.  In addition, stakeholder interviews were conducted, Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) meetings were held, and a Community Advisory Committee was convened.
Following the circulation of the Draft EIS/EIR, a detailed community process to select the
Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) in each corridor city has been undertaken, as described in
Section 2.1 of the Final EIS/EIR.  As a result of the City of Berkeley’s decision in April 2010
to reject BRT service within the limits of the City, the proposed project would operate in mixed
flow lanes on Berkeley streets; no dedicated transitway would be implemented.  The
development and refinement of alternatives, public outreach, and evaluation and disclosure of
impacts has been consistent with applicable sections of both NEPA and CEQA, as implemented
by the respective lead agencies (i.e., the FTA and AC Transit).

As discussed in Section 3.2, traffic diversion resulting from dedicated transit lanes outside
Berkeley has been evaluated and mitigated.  As discussed in Section 7.9.1, the MIS determined
that BRT service in dedicated lanes provided substantial travel time benefits as compared to
Rapid Bus service (i.e., the No-Build Alternative).

3-39-3 The analyses contained in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS/EIR have been updated to account
for reasonably foreseeable development proposals and other projects, including the UC
Berkeley LRDP, the Kaiser Hospital Expansion and various housing developments.  Certain
developments identified in the comment, such as condominium projects, may have been
constructed and occupied since the circulation of the Draft EIS/EIR, and are therefore
considered in the Final EIS/EIR as elements of the existing environment.  The development and
refinement of alternatives, public outreach, and evaluation and disclosure of impacts has been
consistent with applicable sections of both NEPA and CEQA, as implemented by the respective
lead agencies (i.e., the FTA and AC Transit).



Comment Letter 3-40

3-40-1
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Letter 3-40
Doris Moskowitz
July 2, 2007

3-40-1 As a result of the City of Berkeley’s decision in April 2010 to reject BRT service within the limits
of the City, the proposed project would operate in mixed flow lanes on Berkeley streets; no
dedicated transitway would be implemented.  Therefore, no impacts to businesses or parking are
anticipated.



3-41-1

3-41-2



3-41-2
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Letter 3-41
Sarah Syed
July 1, 2007

3-41-1 The travel demand model used to support the AC Transit East Bay BRT Project Final EIS/EIR
is a modified version of the Alameda Countywide Travel Demand Model that was used for the
project’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), with updated land use allocations
based on ABAG Projections 2007 (P2007) and ABAG P2009 population and employment
control totals – the latest land use data set available for the region.  For home-based work trips,
the Alameda Model uses a nested logit mode choice model structure.  The highest nest includes
drive alone, 2-person high-occupancy vehicle (HOV), 3+ person HOV, and transit.  The transit
nest includes five transit modes:  1) walk to local bus, 2) walk to express bus, 3) walk to BART,
4) park-and-ride, and 5) kiss-and-ride.  As mentioned, the model does not specifically have
separate walk or bicycle trips, which is a shortcoming of many transportation demand models.
Pedestrian counts and bicycle counts were taken to understand these movements and discussed
further in Section 3.3 of the Final EIS/EIR.

The model was validated based on new observed data from transit data from Winter 2008/2009.
The validated model produces reasonable transit boarding results.  The validated model
estimates systemwide AC Transit boardings within 1.7 percent of observed and systemwide
BART ridership within 4.3 percent of observed.  Estimated average weekday boardings for the
AC Transit bus routes operating in the BRT alignment are all within 2.4 percent of observed.
For five of the seven route segments along the proposed BRT alignment, the validated model
estimates average weekday boardings within 14 percent of observed, and the total corridor
estimates within 4 percent of observed.  The modeled maximum load is within 15 percent of
observed.  Please see the AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid Transit Patronage and Forecasting
Methodology Report (Cambridge Systematics, November 2010 ) for more details.

3-41-2 The travel demand model used to support the AC Transit East Bay BRT Project Final EIS/EIR
does make improvements on the model that was used for the project’s Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS).  Specifically, to address the all-or-nothing transit assignment process
that is built into the model, this model splits several TAZs in the BRT corridor, increasing the
number of TAZs used to represent Alameda County from 791 during the Draft EIS/EIR to 836.
In addition, the Final EIS/EIR uses a model that adjusts TAZ centroid connectors in Downtown
Berkeley, Berkeley’s Southside, and Oakland’s Temescal neighborhood to better reflect the
locations of trip-generating activity and access paths to the transportation network, and added
new walk access and drive access connectors for the new TAZ splits.  This allows the model to
develop more accurate forecasts of the traffic and transit ridership impacts of the proposed BRT
system, as well as understand these impacts at a more detailed level.  This refinement was
originally suggested by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) following AC Transit’s
September 2008 Small Starts submittal for the East Bay BRT Project.  Please see the AC
Transit East Bay Bus Rapid Transit Patronage and Forecasting Methodology Report,
(Cambridge Systematics, November 2010 ) for more details.
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Letter 3-42
Sharon Hudson
June 14, 2007

3-42-1 The selection of route alignment and transit mode were studied in the Major Investment Study,
which preceded the Draft EIS/EIR. As discussed in Section 7.1.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, seven
public meetings were held during the MIS process, two in San Leandro, two in Berkeley and
three in Oakland.  To publicize the meetings, AC Transit mailed flyers to over 6,000 people and
made more than 1,000 follow-up calls.  In addition, stakeholder interviews were conducted,
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings were held, and a Community Advisory
Committee was convened.  Following the circulation of the Draft EIS/EIR, a detailed
community process to select the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) in each corridor city has
been undertaken, as described in Section 2.1.1 of the Final EIS/EIR.  As a result of the City of
Berkeley’s decision in April 2010 to reject BRT service within the limits of the City, the
proposed project would operate in mixed flow lanes on Berkeley streets; no dedicated
transitway would be implemented.  The development and refinement of alternatives, public
outreach, and evaluation and disclosure of impacts has been consistent with applicable sections
of both NEPA and CEQA, as implemented by the respective lead agencies (i.e., the FTA and
AC Transit).  See Volume 1of the Final EIS/EIR for more information on project revisions.

3-42-2 AC Transit’s Mission Statement is defined as follows: “The AC Transit Mission is to provide
Safe, Convenient, Courteous and Reliable Transit Service.”(emphasis added)(FY 2003 - FY
2012 Short Range Transit Plan
(http://www2.actransit.org/planning_focus/details.wu?item_id=41, accessed August 24, 2010).

3-42-3 Because AC Transit’s mission is the provision of transit service, it is beyond the purview of this
agency to introduce land use policies or other non-infrastructure measures to fulfill the purpose
and need of the proposed project.  It should be noted, however, that supporting transit-oriented
development within the corridor is among the purposes of the proposed project, as discussed in
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.

Please refer to the Public Involvement Chapter 7 of the DEIS for detailed records of the
hundreds of meetings held to discuss this project over the past 10 years. As discussed in Section
7.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, the proposed project involved public meetings and open houses that
were publicized in numerous media outlets, including English and Spanish-language
newspapers, and television and radio stations.

3-42-4 Thank you for your comment.

3-42-5 The selection of transit mode was studied in the Major Investment Study, which was conducted
in detail in concert with an extensive public participation plan between 1999 and 2001. See
Section 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for a response to this and other common public review
comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to the proposed project’s route alignment and
mode of transit service.

http://www2.actransit.org/planning_focus/details.wu?item_id=41,
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3-42-6 Please refer to Section 7.9.1 of this Final EIS/EIS for a discussion of the MIS process, which
was used to assess transit service demand, alignment and technology.

3-42-7 The proposed project is described in detail in Section 2.3.2 and in Appendix A, which contains
schematic diagrams depicting the route and associated improvements.  As discussed in Sections
3.2 and 3.4, updated year 2009 traffic and parking data has been collected within a substantially
expanded study area to support the analyses of the Preferred Alternative.  With respect to
CEQA compliance, please see the response to comment 3-42-1, above.

3-42-8 The EIS/EIR process for the East Bay BRT process complies with applicable federal and state
guidelines for environmental analysis, and has been subject to review by multiple federal, state,
and local agencies.  For example, as is discussed in Sections 3.2 and 3.4 of the Final EIS/EIR, a
detailed and comprehensive analysis of traffic and parking impacts has been included in the
Final EIS/EIR.

3-42-9 A detailed description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Section 2.3.2 of the Final
EIS/EIR, including a description of the alignment, by segment. Segments were determined
based largely on neighborhood boundaries, with consideration also given to city boundaries and
limits of certain project features, such as dedicated BRT lanes vs. mixed flow lanes.

3-42-10 Please see the response to comment 3-42-1, above for a discussion of the public process that led
to the formulation of the LPA and other alternatives.  As discussed in Chapter 9, all alternatives
were assessed relative to the extent to which they facilitated achievement of the purpose and
need, as defined in Section 1.2. It is standard practice in accordance with NEPA and CEQA for
mitigation measures to be identified in the Final EIS/EIR, when the preferred alternative is
better defined. Mitigation measures are noted within each impact section of Chapter 3.0, 4.0,
and 5.0. A summary of avoidance, minimization or mitigation measures is provided in
Appendix J of the Final EIS/EIR.

3-42-11 This EIR evaluates the effects of a specific development project and meets the definition of a
"project EIR" per Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines.

3-42-12 It is unclear what legal rights and privileges are being referenced in the comment.  However,
certification of the Final EIS/EIR will not affect the legal rights and privileges on any
individual or entity located along the project corridor.  With respect to TOD, please refer to
Sections 4.1 and 4.4.4 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the extent to which the proposed
project is supports regional land use policies and provides beneficial and adverse impacts
relative to economic and business development.  As noted in Section 4.1, the proposed project
would support objectives and policies promoting regional smart growth and TOD through the
provision of improved transit service along a major transportation corridor traversing three
major cities.  As discussed in Section 4.4.4, the proposed project is expected to have adverse
impacts on certain free-standing businesses located within an area characterized by low-density
development, and reliant upon convenient, on-street parking.  For other types of businesses, the
proposed project would provide a beneficial impact by increasing potential clientele
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(particularly in the vicinity of proposed stations) and by enhancing of the image and desirability
of through the area through implementation of pedestrian improvements.

3-42-13 A three-year MIS process, involving evaluation of alternative route alignments against nine
performance measures was carried out prior to the circulation of the Draft EIS/EIR.  The data
developed during this process, supplemented with additional detail in the Draft EIS/EIR helped
to provide the information noted in this comment. See Section 8.2 for explanation of project
costs and funding sources.

3-42-14 The December 16th, 2009 AC Transit Board meeting identified service cuts system-wide that
were implemented in mid-March 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.  As noted in
Section 7.9.7 of the Final EIS/EIR, the proposed project is not expected to result in either
disruption or cutbacks in existing local transit service.

3-42-15 As discussed in Chapter 8, transit expenditures are divided into two sources: operating versus
capital funds. The BRT study and potential construction are paid through federal matching
grants for capital expenditures. Bus service on the streets is paid through local sales taxes and
some farebox revenue. Because some local bus service will be replaced by the proposed East
Bay BRT, some existing local bus routes will lose bus service in order to avoid duplication of
service. The capital expenditure for BRT cannot pay for operating costs of buses on the street,
so therefore expenditure on BRT has no relationship to service cuts on the streets. See Chapter
3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for details on the service cuts and route changes.

3-42-16 Please refer to Chapter 8 for a discussion of the methods and assumptions of the capital and
O&M cost estimation.  Although the cost estimation was based on a comprehensive process
involving cross-checked unit costs, review of similar projects, and the allocation of
contingencies, there are uncertainties involved in the projection of future conditions that could
result in variations from the cost estimates presented in Chapter 8.

3-42-17 Please refer to Table 8.2 for a comparison of O&M project costs to the No Build alternative.

3-42-18 Salary, benefit and workload information related to publicizing the project is not related to the
environmental consequences of the proposed project, and is therefore not disclosed in the
environmental document.

3-42-19 As described in Sections 4.12 and 4.14, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in
both criteria pollutant (including particulate matter) and greenhouse gas emissions as a
consequence of reduced VMT due to a shift from passenger car to transit mode of travel.  As is
discussed in Section 4.12.3, the proposed project was determined by MTC not to be a project of
air quality concern.  This determination was based on the fact that the proposed project would
not increase the percentage of diesel vehicles on the roadway, does not involve a bus or rail
terminal that significantly increases diesel vehicles, and is not identified in the SIP as a possible
PM2.5 or PM10 violation site.



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-42
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

3-42-20 See response 3-42-19, above.

3-42-21 The conceptual improvement drawings contained in Appendix A show the entire alignment.
The income figures are reported by the US Census from the year 2000, which would include
reported incomes from college students.  However, the decennial census did not include
questions that would allow the segmentation of minority populations based on parental support
or UC Berkeley attendance (source: http://2010.census.gov).

3-42-22 A map of minority populations is shown in Chapter 4, Community Impacts, Figure 4.4.7.  As
discussed above, the current census information does not segment the minority population
information by UC Berkeley attendance.

3-42-23 Construction stages and schedule are discussed in Section 4.17.1 of the Final EIS/EIR.  As
noted in this section, construction would activities commence with utility relocation at station
locations, as described in Table 4.5-1.  Although the specific construction sequencing has not
yet been established, it is anticipated that several noncontiguous areas could be constructed
simultaneously to expedite construction.

3-42-24 As discussed in Section 2.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, there were BRT alternatives studied which
came into downtown on Bancroft, did a loop on Shattuck, University, into the UC West
Crescent, then to Oxford and to Durant heading east. There were also alternatives evaluated in
the MIS which terminated in the UC West Crescent, but these also used Bancroft-Durant
into/out of downtown. As discussed in the MIS, these alternatives were not carried forward
because it was not practical for BRT vehicles to go through the campus due to narrow turns,
high level of pedestrian activity, and load limits of the roadways.

3-42-25 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions, and minimal traffic diversion is anticipated.

3-42-26 Please see the response to 3-24-25, above.

3-42-27 Please see the response to 3-24-25, above.

3-42-28 The Locally Preferred Alternative adopted by the City of Berkeley and AC Transit does not
include dedicated bus lanes through the city. Buses would operate in mixed flow lanes
alongside regular traffic for the entire length of the Berkeley segment.

3-42-29 This description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.
The description contained in this section satisfies this requirement by providing detailed
information about the proposed project improvements.  This information is supplemented by
improvement drawings contained in Appendix A.

3-42-30 A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR,
including a description of the alignment, by segment.  Schematic diagrams of the proposed
project can be found in Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR.  Review of these diagrams provides

http://2010.census.gov).


AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-42
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

details about the experience for drivers, transit users and other modes of travel along the entire
route, including dedicated transit lanes, station locations, turn prohibitions, on-street parking,
median locations, signal installations/modifications, pedestrian crossings, and bicycle facilities.

3-42-31 The Final EIS/EIR provides a detailed description and evaluation of the Preferred Alternative.
A comparative analysis is not provided because in accordance with NEPA and CEQA, the Final
EIS/EIR evaluates and discloses the impacts resulting from the proposed project within the
affected environment; i.e., the context within which it will be implemented.

3-42-32 Thank you for your comment.

3-42-33 Please review Section 3.1 for information on ridership and travel speed.

3-42-34 Please refer to Section 7.9.1 of this Final EIS/EIS for a discussion of the MIS process, which
was used to assess transit service demand, alignment and technology.  Section 7.9.5 expands on
ridership forecasting.

3-42-35 Although it is conceivable that many of the BRT station amenities could be added to
conventional bus stops, as discussed in Section 7.9.1 of this Final EIS/EIR, the most important
service characteristic for the purposes of satisfying existing riders, and attracting new ones, is
travel time.  As discussed in Section 3.1, the proposed would reduce travel time as compared to
Rapid Bus service, which would use mixed-flow, rather than dedicated lanes.

3-42-36 Please refer to Section 7.9.1 for a qualitative discussion of the relative benefits of dedicated
lanes on travel time performance.

3-42-37 Please refer to the response to comment 3-42-1, above.

3-42-38 It is assumed that the reference to “Enhanced Bus service” in this comment is intended to be
synonymous with Rapid Bus service.  As discussed in Section 2.4, since the completion of the
Draft EIS/EIR, Rapid Bus service has been implemented along the proposed route alignment by
Route 1R.  This service forms the basis of the No Build Alternative evaluated in Chapters 3 and
4.  All data presented in Section 3.1 regarding the LPA’s performance as compared to the No
Build quantifies the improvements of the proposed BRT system versus Rapid Bus  (Table 3.1-
11).  Please see Figure 3.3-11 for a depiction of the location of proposed project stations
relative to existing Route 1R stops.

3-42-39 Detailed information about patronage projections can be found in the Addendum to AC Transit
East Bay Bus Rapid Transit, Transit Patronage and Forecasting Methodology Report
(Cambridge Systematics, 2011). Please refer to Section 7.9.5 of this Final EIS/EIR for
additional information on transit modeling.  Further information can be found in Section 3.1 of
the Final EIS/EIR.  Boarding maps for Route 1R are provided in Figure 3.3-12.  This data was
used to identify the proposed project stations.

3-42-40 Industry standard model validation procedures have been conducted to ensure that the model
outputs are reasonable (see Addendum to AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid Transit, Transit
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Patronage and Forecasting Methodology Report).  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 ridership to 24 months after BRT revenue service begins.  AC Transit will use
qualified staff and consultants to perform the “before and after” studies.  The results of the
“before and after” studies will be used to assess the accuracy of the ridership projections
contained in the Final EIS/EIR.

3-42-41 As discussed in Addendum to AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid Transit, Transit Patronage and
Forecasting Methodology Report, the travel demand model used for the proposed project
accounts for trip-making patterns based on survey data and travel diaries.  This information
includes trip origins, types of trips (e.g., shopping, work, school, etc.) and route selection.  This
information data was used to project the distribution of traffic under future conditions, and the
redistribution of traffic due to providing dedicated transit lanes.

3-42-42 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 downturn. 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
Addendum to AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid Transit, Transit Patronage and Forecasting
Methodology Report for a further description of the land uses used in the modeling process.

3-42-43 Please see the screenline analyses included in Section 3.2, which identifies the mode shift from
auto to transit and between the BRT corridor and parallel corridors at several locations along
the BRT alignment.

3-42-44 Please see the screenline analyses in Section 3.2 for documentation of No-Build transit trips
and auto trips both on the BRT corridor and parallel corridors.  The screenline analysis under
the Build section of the analysis for both 2015 and 2035 indicates the projected shift in mode
and corridor with the project.

3-42-45 Please see Section 3.2 for figures depicting roadway volumes on the BRT corridor in all
analysis scenarios.

3-42-46 See response to 3-42-45.  Section 3.1 provides transit modeling information.

3-42-47 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions, and minimal traffic diversion, parking, or possible adverse
economic impacts are anticipated within Berkeley.  Section 3.2 describes traffic impacts and
mitigation measures for the project. Further, as discussed in Sections 4.12 and 4.14, the
proposed project would result in VMT reductions, which would result in reduced emissions of
criteria pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions, as compared to the No Build alternative.
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3-42-48 Please review Section 3.1 regarding travel time and speed.

3-42-49 Please review Section 3.1 for travel time assumptions.

3-42-50 See response to comment 3-42-40.  Section 3.1 provides transit service information.

3-42-51 Please refer to Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for boarding data.  The boarding counts
(passengers on and off) are taken at each bus stop in the corridor on a quarterly basis by AC
Transit.  Also see following comment.

3-42-52 Detailed information about patronage projections can be found in the Addendum to AC Transit
East Bay Bus Rapid Transit, Transit Patronage and Forecasting Methodology Report
(Cambridge Systematics, 2011). Please refer to Section 7.9.5 of this Final EIS/EIR for
additional information on transit modeling.  Further information can be found in Section 3.1 of
the Final EIS/EIR.  Boarding maps for Route 1R are provided in Figure 3.3-12.  This data was
used to identify the proposed project stations.

 3-42-53 As discussed in Section 2.3.2, there would be a consolidation of stops under BRT, so certain
stop locations will show increases because passengers are walking to the next stop. More
importantly, BRT brings shorter travel times and more convenient service, so it would be
expected to attract more riders, as noted in Table 3.1-13 in Section 3.1.

3-42-54 Population forecasts are based on projections for the region considering a number of factors,
including land use policies and employment opportunities. However, as discussed in Section
4.2.3 of the Final EIS/EIR, the proposed project is not by itself expected to induce growth.
Accordingly, there would be no change to projected future growth for the Locally Preferred
Alternative versus the No-Build Alternative.  Please see Table 4.1-4 for updated year 2035
growth projections.

3-42-55 Please see the response to comment 3-42-54, above.

3-42-56 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions, and no potential growth inducement impacts with respect to the
student population at UC Berkeley would occur.  Growth projection estimates from the UC
Berkeley Long Range Development Plan are included in the analysis. Additionally, as
discussed in Section 7.9.7, new BRT service is not anticipated to cause a disruption or cutback
in other District services.

3-42-57 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions, and no potential economic impacts on existing businesses or
existing neighborhoods are anticipated.  For other areas where dedicated lanes are proposed, the
Final EIS/EIR discloses all significant impacts to traffic (Section 3.2), parking (Section 3.4),
and to the community (Section 4.4).  As discussed in these sections, feasible mitigation
measures have been proposed to reduce the proposed project’s impacts to a less-than-significant
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level.  In cases where impacts cannot be feasibly reduced to less than significant, AC Transit as
CEQA Lead Agency would adopt a Statement of Overriding Conditions.

3-42-58 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions, and no potential social or economic impacts on existing
businesses or existing neighborhoods are anticipated.

3-42-59 Please see the response to comment 3-42-58, above.

3-42-60 All significant impacts caused by the proposed project are disclosed in the Final EIS/EIR.  As
described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 (a) (1), substantial evidence, in light of the whole
record before AC Transit, is the basis of identifying significant impacts.

3-42-61 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions, and minimal traffic diversion or parking impacts are
anticipated in Berkeley. Sections 3.2 and 3.4 of the Final EIS/EIR describes the impacts
associated with traffic diversion and parking loss along other portions of the alignment having
dedicated transit lanes.  Please note that the transit mall described in this comment has been
dropped from the preferred alternative. For impartial comparative studies on the benefits of
transit please see numerous studies published at www.vtpi.org by Todd Litman, who is the
founder and executive director of the Victoria Transport Policy Institute, an independent
transportation research organization..

3-42-62 Section 3.3.3 discusses safety for pedestrians.  As discussed in this section, the proposed project
would incorporate numerous measures to minimize potential conflicts between pedestrians and
vehicles (including pedestrian refuge islands, curb extensions, in-roadway warning lights, and
other measures).

3-42-63 CEQA Guidelines (Section 15064.7) require that thresholds adopted by a CEQA Lead Agency
for "general use" must be developed through a public review process. AC Transit has not
adopted significance thresholds for general use. The thresholds applied to the analyses in this
EIR were adopted from other widely accepted sources such as Appendix G of the CEQA
guidelines, City of Oakland published thresholds, and regulatory agency standards.  The
significance thresholds are described in Chapter 6.

Refer to Section 3.2 for a discussion of the traffic analysis. The methodology and significance
thresholds used to identify impacts including cumulative are presented in this section. As stated
in the text, the criteria agreed to by all cities and Caltrans with intersections in the study area is
the City of Oakland significance criteria, which is identified in Section 3.2.

3-42-64  Please the response to comment 3-42-63, above.  The Year 2015 and Year 2035 analyses
include anticipated land use changes based on adopted ABAG land use projections.  Thus, the
analysis for these years reflects cumulative traffic conditions.

http://www.vtpi.org
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3-42-65 Refer to Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the traffic analysis. This section
contains roadway volume figures along the alignment corridor for each analysis scenario.
Section 2.3 includes a listing of new, modified, and removed traffic signals as part of the
project.  Because of the City of Berkeley’s rejection of dedicated transit lanes for the BRT
within city limits, there are no new traffic signals planned as part of the project in the City of
Berkeley.

See Section 3.3 for discussion of pedestrian safety.  Please see the response to comment 3-42-
62, above, for further discussion.

3-42-66 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions, and there would be little to no change from current conditions
in the City of Berkeley during special events. As discussed in Section 2.3.2.1, where the
dedicated lanes are proposed, emergency vehicles will be able to make use of these lanes when
responding to an emergency call.

3-42-67 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions within the City of Berkeley, and minimal traffic diversion to
nearby neighborhoods is anticipated.

3-42-68 The traffic analysis provided in Section 3.2 describes the level of service impacts. LOS
categories are based on time spent at intersections. The traffic model does not provide a
correlation to costs to drivers.   The analysis does show that the project maintains, through
mitigation measures, acceptable levels of service at most of the 129 intersections evaluated.

3-42-69 Section 4.13 of the Final EIS/EIR provides additional detail about the noise implications of the
proposed project.  As discussed in this Section, the analysis of project-related noise impacts
took into account noise emissions from the buses providing the proposed BRT service.  Also, as
discussed in Section 4.13.1, the noise impact criteria is a sliding scale that accounts for the
increased sensitivity to noise level increases of land uses having relatively low levels of
ambient noise.  In addition, the noise evaluation analyzes potential noise impacts for sensitive
receptors located along the route alignment, and off-alignment locations, where additional
traffic noise would occur due to traffic diversion.  As discussed in this section, the proposed
project would have no moderate or severe impacts on any of the land uses either on or off the
route alignment.

3-42-70 As discussed in Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, there are both center median stations and
side stations along the BRT corridor. There is no plan to narrow sidewalks in the Preferred
Alternative. The addition of high-visibility crosswalks and landscaping would be expected to
improve the pedestrian experience. With either center or side boarding stations, pedestrians
would not be precluded from window shopping activities. Outside of Berkeley, the project
would include pedestrian signals and pedestrian bulbs.
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3-42-71 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions within the City of Berkeley, and no bicycle or pedestrian
impacts are anticipated.

3-42-72 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions within the City of Berkeley, and no parking impacts are
anticipated.

3-42-73 Parking loss was mitigated where average peak occupancy would exceed 85 percent of
available supply.  This threshold was based on research on optimal parking efficiency to avoid
drivers from having excessive circling looking for parking, as specified in Section 3.4.

3-42-74 Please see response 3-42-72, above.

3-42-75 Please see response 3-42-72, above.

3-42-76 AC Transit will coordinate with the local cities to reroute service during special events or
festivals.

3-42-77 CEQA (Section 15126.4(a)) requires feasible measures to minimize effects that are found to be
significant. As discussed in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS/EIR, significant effects of the proposed
project under CEQA are limited to traffic, hazardous waste, and construction-related air quality,
noise, and vibration impacts. Feasible mitigation measures have been identified in Sections 3.2
(Vehicular Traffic), 4.11 (Hazardous Waste/Materials), and 4.17 (Construction-Related
Impacts) reduce the severity of these impacts.  The mitigation measures would reduce the
hazardous materials and noise and vibration construction impacts to a less-than-significant
level.  However, traffic and construction-related air quality impacts would remain significant
and unavoidable with mitigation incorporated.

3-42-78 Parking fronting residential uses would not be displaced by the proposed project.  Effects on
parking for commercial uses were analyzed to ensure that it would not result in a major shift of
parking to residential neighborhoods.  Anticipated parking occupancy was maintained at 85
percent or below to ensure that sufficient parking was provided for commercial uses.  Relocated
meters or parking spaces were only recommended for curb areas that were not fronting
residential property.  See Section 3.4 for further discussion of parking mitigation.

3-42-79 Please see response 3-42-78, above.

3-42-80 Non-monetary costs associated with signal timing improvements are not anticipated.  These
improvements are associated with future changes in travel patterns and trip generation, as well
as changes in capacity and travel patterns associated with the proposed project.  Signal timing
improvements require financial investment to fund traffic analyses and timing implementation.
They would be implemented with, and funded by, the project at the time of project
implementation.
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3-42-81 As discussed in Section 4.17, construction activities would commence with utility relocation at
selected station locations, as described in Table 4.5-1.  Construction activities are expected to
be completed within two years.  To minimize the impacts and shorten the duration of the BRT
transitway construction, several noncontiguous areas could be constructed at the same time.
Within each area, work would be sequenced so that no more than two or three contiguous
blocks are under construction at any time.

3-42-82 Encroachment permits would be granted to the proposed project by other agencies for no
monetary consideration.  The permits would allow project access for construction and related
activities within public rights-of-way controlled by other jurisdictions.
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Letter 3-43
Doug Buckwald
No Dates Provided

3-43-1 The development and refinement of alternatives, public outreach, and evaluation and disclosure
of impacts has been consistent with applicable sections of both NEPA and CEQA, as
implemented by the respective lead agencies (i.e., the FTA and AC Transit). As described in
Section 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, the selection of route alignment and transit mode were
studied in the Major Investment Study, which preceded the Draft EIS/EIR. As discussed in
Section 7.1.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, seven public meetings were held during the MIS process,
two in San Leandro, two in Berkeley and three in Oakland.  To publicize the meetings, AC
Transit mailed flyers to over 6,000 people and made more than 1,000 follow-up calls.  In
addition, stakeholder interviews were conducted, Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
meetings were held, and a Community Advisory Committee was convened.  Following the
circulation of the Draft EIS/EIR, a detailed community process to select the Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) in each corridor city has been undertaken, as described in Section 2.1.1 of
the Final EIS/EIR.  As a result of the City of Berkeley’s decision in April 2010 to reject BRT
service within the limits of the City, the proposed project would operate in mixed flow lanes on
Berkeley streets; no dedicated transitway would be implemented.

3-43-2 Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR provides a detailed description of the Preferred Alternative,
in terms of project components, route alignment, operating plan, and other project elements.
One potential variant to the Preferred Alternative, the South Corridor Lanes Alternative, is also
evaluated in the document.  The environmental consequences of both alternatives are
comprehensively evaluated in Chapters 3 through 5, with impacts disclosed and feasible
mitigation measures identified.  With respect to traffic circulation, Section 3.2 provides an
evaluation of the traffic implications of the proposed project, including potential traffic
diversion impacts on the surrounding street network.  As noted above in the response to
comment 3-43-1, BRT service on dedicated lanes is no longer proposed in Berkeley.

3-43-3 Please refer to Sections 7.9.1 and 7.9.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for a response to common public
review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to the route alignment, transit service, and
project alternatives.

3-43-4 As shown in the schematic diagrams contained in Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR, the
proposed project would co-exist with other modes of travel along the route alignment, including
passenger cars, trucks, pedestrians, bicycles, and other transit vehicles.  Please refer to Section
3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the traffic implications of the proposed project,
including the impacts of diverted traffic due to the implementation of dedicated transit lanes
within a portion of the proposed route alignment.  Note that within Berkeley, the Locally
Preferred Alternative would provide service within mixed-flow lanes; no dedicated lanes would
be provided within the boundaries of the City of Berkeley.
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3-43-5 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions, and no traffic diversion impacts are anticipated.

3-43-6 Please refer to the response to comment 3-43-5, above

3-43-7 Please refer to the response to comment 3-43-5, above

3-43-8 As discussed in Section 3.2, no potential diversion route has been identified for vehicles
traveling on Bancroft. The proposed Build Alternative is not proposing to restrict or block
access on Bancroft at Telegraph (see schematic diagrams contained in Appendix A).

3-43-9 Please refer to Section 7.9.1 for discussion of the MIS process, which identified the route
alignment for the proposed project.  As discussed in this section, the three-year MIS process
identified evaluated land use and demographic characteristics in determining the route
alignment.  As discussed in Section 3.1, the proposed project is expected to result in a ridership
increase of 82% over the no-build scenario.

3-43-10 The BRT route selection is a tradeoff between access and travel time. It cannot serve every
destination or the BRT would make too many stops and slow the route. Each of the activity
centers listed in the comment is within reasonable walking distance of a BRT station (see
schematic diagrams contained in Appendix A).

3-43-11 As noted in the comment, and as discussed in Section 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, a three-year
Major Investment Study was conducted to assess transit demand in the corridor and to evaluate
alternative routes and transit modes.  There has been extensive public notification of meetings
on this project over a ten year period, frequently advertised in English, Spanish, and Chinese.
Please see Section 7.9.8 of this Final EIS/EIR for additional detail in response to common
public review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to outreach and marketing. See also
the public outreach record of meetings in Chapter 7. Many of these opportunities included
multi-lingual communications.  As lead agencies for the proposed project, FTA and AC Transit
are responsible for the proposed project’s compliance with the public outreach requirements of
NEPA and CEQA, respectively.  Neither agency has estimated the number of people who have
knowledge of the proposed project and its impacts.  This is technically infeasible because the
lead agencies can neither determine an individual’s attention or recall of publically
disseminated information nor track the subsequent movements of those who may have retained
this information.

3-43-12 The vehicle mix and densities at these viewpoints presented in Section 4.6 would be expected at
any given point in time due to traffic conditions.  The simulations depict traffic conditions
within the general range of anticipated vehicle densities and mix.

3-43-13 The BRT stations, with few exceptions (e.g., stops in Berkeley are no longer to be major BRT
stations), are intended to be similar to light rail transit (LRT) stations, i.e. raised platforms for
level boarding of buses, canopies, and passenger amenities. At a number of stops, passenger
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volumes will be concentrated and will generate considerable pedestrian traffic, including
sidewalk activity. Therefore, like LRT stations, there will be opportunities to establish a sense
of place. As discussed in Section 4.1, along with BRT implementation, zoning and city
development initiatives will also be necessary to encourage this type of focal point for activity.
See also Section 7.9.2 regarding system designs.

3-43-14 Please see response to comment 3-43-13 above for a discussion of pedestrian activity at BRT
stations.  With respect to safety and security, please Section 7.9.14 for a response to common
public review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to security.

3-43-15 Please refer to Section 3.3 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the proposed project’s
impacts on pedestrian and bicycle access.

3-43-16 As discussed in Section 3.1.3 of the Final EIS/EIR, the proportion of the weekday boarding
increase along the proposed project alignment. Future transit patronage in the project corridor is
expected to increase from current levels primarily because of population and employment
growth in the project corridor. Current corridor boardings are are shown in Table 3.1-13.

3-43-17 Please refer to Chapter 8 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the financial evaluation of the
proposed project for pertinent data relative to the proposed project.  Salary, benefit and
workload information is not related to the environmental consequences of the proposed project,
and is therefore not disclosed in the environmental document.

3-43-18 See Section 3.1 for mode shift data.

3-43-19 A detailed list of agency permits and approvals, including those required by the City of
Berkeley, is provided in Table 1.4-2 of the Final EIS/EIR.

3-43-20 Please refer to Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS/EIR regarding need for additional property and the
process for acquiring it.

3-43-21 Greenhouse gases are addressed in Section 4.14 of the Final EIS/EIR. Alternative fuel buses,
including hybrid diesel-electric buses are under consideration for BRT and other district bus
services. However, at this point these types of vehicles do not constitute a substantial portion of
the district's total bus fleet. For the purposes of the analysis contained in the Final EIS/EIR, it is
assumed that the BRT system will initially operate diesel-powered buses.

3-43-22 Chapter 4 of the Final EIS/EIR fully discloses environmental impacts of the proposed project,
including community impacts (Section 4.4). As discussed in Section 3.2, forecasts of travel
time in the corridor to the year 2035 show that congestion will increase (and travel times
decrease) due to population growth. Implementation of the BRT in this corridor will improve
travel times for buses operating in the busways, making transit relatively more attractive to
commuters of the future with respect to travel time. See forecast transit travel times in Section
3.1.  The mitigation measures proposed to minimize the impact on traffic are described in
Section 3.2.
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3-43-23 As discussed in Section 1.2.1, providing a viable and competitive transit alternative to the
automobile is one of four elements of the proposed project’s purpose.  Although supporting
local and regional planning goals with respect to TOD is another one of other elements of the
project purpose, it is beyond the purview of AC Transit, and beyond the scope of the EIS/EIR,
to implement commercial land use and development proposals.

3-43-24 Please see Chapter 7 for a description of public outreach in connection with the proposed
project.

3-43-25 BRT offers distinct additional benefits over Enhanced Bus/Rapid Bus, as described in Section
3.1. Please also see Sections 7.9.1 and 7.9.6, which contain responses to this and other common
public review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to transit modes and project
alternatives. A more detailed discussion of this analysis can also be found in Section 1.2 of the
Final EIS/EIR. Section 2.6 also includes a discussion of other alternatives considered.

3-43-26 As discussed in Section 7.9.1, the connectivity situation and need differs between Hayward and
Berkeley. The BRT alignment will connect downtown Berkeley to the UC southside area and
serve the north segments of Telegraph Avenue that are not served or at least are not convenient
to BART. A major reason for not serving downtown Hayward with BRT from the north is that
upon initiating the MIS for the East Bay BRT project, the city of Hayward indicated it was not
supportive of a transit connection.  The City of Berkeley does support the BRT project.

3-43-27 At this time no decision has been made with respect to advertising.  With respect to mode shift,
please refer to Section 3.1 for a discussion of the implications of Transit oriented development
(TOD).

3-43-28 As discussed in Section 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, a three-year Major Investment Study was
conducted to assess transit demand in the corridor and to evaluate alternative routes and transit
modes.  As discussed in Section 1.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, analysis of existing land use patterns
and development trends indicates that there is additional demand for transit in the corridor.  AC
Transit does not have plans to conduct public survey at this time.  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.

 3-43-29 Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley rejected BRT within dedicated
lanes within the city limits.  Because of this change, the proposed project would be essentially
the same as existing conditions, and no parking impacts are anticipated.

3-43-30 Thank you for your comment.

3-43-31 Please see the responses to comments 3-43-1 and 3-43-28, above regarding mode shifts.

3-43-32 Please see the response to comment 3-43-5, above regarding redistribution of traffic.
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3-43-33 Please see the response to comment 3-43-12, above.

3-43-34 Thank you for your comment.
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