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Letter 3-44
John S. English
June 28, 2007

3-44-1 As shown in Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, BRT offers distinct additional benefits over
Enhanced Bus and Rapid Bus. Please refer to Section 7.9.6 of for responses to this and other
common public review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR in the context of new project
alternatives.  In addition, as described in Section 7.9.1, a three-year MIS process was conducted
by AC Transit, stakeholders, and the public to identify the preferred route alignment and transit
mode.  BRT was selected over Enhanced Bus and Rapid Bus for the reasons discussed in
Section 7.9.6.  Please 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.

3-44-2 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.

3-44-3 See response to comment 3-44-2, above.  No traffic diversion impacts are anticipated on
Hillegass Avenue or Benvenue Avenue.

3-44-4 Unrestricted parking is defined as parking spaces that are not metered and are not subject to
time limits (e.g., 1 hour, 2 hour parking) and are not classified as yellow, white, green, or blue
zones. The proposed metering would consist of converting unrestricted parking and/or
commercial spaces. The commercial spaces are supposed to be used by visitors or employees of
commercial businesses and are not reserved for residential use. See also Section 3.4 regarding
parking analysis.

3-44-5 This section of bus only lanes has been eliminated in the Locally Preferred Alternative,
following the rejection of BRT by the City of Berkeley in April 2010.  Bicycle traffic will be
allowed in any lane, as will emergency vehicles.  See Appendix A for lane configurations.

3-44-6 This section of bus only lanes has been eliminated in the Locally Preferred Alternative,
following the rejection of BRT by the City of Berkeley in April 2010.  Non BRT vehicles,
including bicycles, will have no time restrictions.

3-44-7 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 impacts to pedestrian or bicycle impacts are anticipated
in the northern portion of Telegraph.
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3-44-8 The Build Alternative is not proposing restricted access on Bancroft Way (see schematic
diagrams contained in Appendix A).

3-44-9 The Build Alternative is not proposing angled spaces along the project alignment (see
schematic diagrams contained in Appendix A).

3-44-10 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 changes to existing vehicular circulation on streets
within Berkeley city limits are proposed.

3-44-11 Refer to Appendix A for schematic diagrams of the Build Alternative. Conceptual sketches of
improvements to intersection curb radius to accommodate bus turn maneuvers are included.

3-44-12 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 changes to existing vehicular circulation on streets
within Berkeley city limits are proposed.

3-44-13 The Locally Preferred Alternative adopted by the City of Berkeley and AC Transit does not
include dedicated bus lanes through the city of Berkeley. Buses would operate in mixed flow
lanes alongside regular traffic for the entire length of the Berkeley segment.  With respect to
other portions of the proposed project, BRT service in dedicated lanes provides superior service
and reliability as compared to Rapid Bus, as described in Sections 7.9.1 and 7.9.6 of the Final
EIS/EIR.  The BRT mode of transit service would therefore better fulfill the proposed project’s
purpose of increasing transit ridership by providing a viable and competitive transit alternative
to the private automobile.

3-44-14 As discussed in Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, the Locally Preferred Alternative adopted
by the City of Berkeley and AC Transit does not include dedicated bus lanes through the city of
Berkeley. Buses would operate in mixed flow lanes along with regular traffic for the entire
length of the Berkeley segment.

3-44-15 Refer to Appendix A for schematic diagrams of the Build Alternative. Any restricted vehicular
movements at the cross streets are noted on these diagrams.  Mitigation measures presented in
Section 3.2 include improvements to extend left-turn pockets when warranted based on the
circulation results.

3-44-16 As discussed in Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, the Locally Preferred Alternative adopted
by the City of Berkeley and AC Transit does not include dedicated bus lanes through the city of
Berkeley. Buses would operate in mixed flow lanes alongside regular traffic for the entire
length of the Berkeley segment.  Refer to Appendix A for schematic diagrams of the Build
Alternative.
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3-44-17 Refer to Appendix A for schematic diagrams of the Build Alternative and the alignment route
and any proposed turn restrictions. The proposed Build Alternative will not run on Oxford
Street.

3-44-18 For the preferred alternative this layover has been dropped from consideration. Layover type
facilities for the BRT will essentially be on-street, with specific locations to be defined in
agreements set forth between the respective cities and AC Transit.

3-44-19 Buses would operate in mixed flow lanes along with regular traffic for the entire length of the
Berkeley segment (see Section 2.3.2). Refer to Appendix A for schematic diagrams of the Build
Alternative. 3-44-20 Descriptions of changes in bus service have been updated or clarified in
Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR.
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Letter 3-45
George Akerlof
July 2, 2007

3-45-1 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.

3-45-2 Please refer to Section 3.1 for a discussion of ridership sources, including mode shift.  As
shown in this section, approximately 9,000 new riders new to the transit system are anticipated
by 2035, drawing primarily from private automobile trips.  The LPA is expected to
substantially improve bus travel time and speed in the project corridor, compared to the No-
Build Alternative, by incorporating the dedicated transitway, rail-like stations, and advanced
transit signal priority.  Possibly more important is that the average speed of BRT buses is
expected to be very consistent, the same for each trip during the referenced time period. This is
possible because of operations in dedicated transit lanes and advance transit signal priority.
Travel speeds, and therefore schedule adherence, of Routes 1 and 1R are highly variable and
uncertain due to operation in mixed traffic and limited transit signal priority.  It is this
“reliability” factor that is also very important for passengers waiting for the bus on the BRT
alignment.  With respect to traffic congestion impacts due to BRT Berkeley, please see the
discussion on traffic impacts described in Section 3.2.
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Letter 3-46
Karl Buhler
June 14, 2007

3-46-1 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 is anticipated.

3-46-2 Please see the response to comment 3-46-1, above.

3-46-3 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
2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.  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).
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Letter 3-47
Lora Isherwood
June 14, 2007

3-47-1 Because the proposed project is a transit project, provision of parking structures would not
fulfill the need and purpose, as described in Section 1.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.  With respect to
parking loss, 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 loss is anticipated.
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Letter 3-48
Barbara Hunt
June 14, 2007

3-48-1 As discussed in Section 3.4 of the Final EIS/EIR, between 65th and 69th Avenues along
International Boulevard in Oakland a total of 4 parking spaces will be eliminated to make room
for a BRT station and pedestrian improvements. There will be no impact to parking at 65th
Street and Telegraph in Berkeley.  Please refer to Section 4.4.4 of the Final EIS/EIR for a
discussion of the proposed project's impacts on the business and economic environment.



3-49-1

Comment Letter 3-49



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-49
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-49
Johnny Williams
June 14, 2007

3-49-1 Please refer to Section 7.9.1 for a discussion of the three-year MIS process, which preceded the
circulation of the Draft EIS/EIR and involved analysis of multiple route and transit mode
alternatives against nine service criteria.
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Letter 3-50
Hilah Zohar
June 27, 2007

3-50-1 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 impacts are anticipated, as discussed in
Section 3.2.

3-50-2 BRT service in dedicated lanes provides superior service and reliability as compared to Rapid
Bus, as described in Sections 7.9.1 and 7.9.6 of the Final EIS/EIR.  The BRT mode of transit
service would therefore better fulfill the proposed project’s purpose of increasing transit
ridership by providing a viable and competitive transit alternative to the private automobile, as
is shown in Section 3.1.  However, as noted above, dedicated lanes are not feasible or not
selected for some segments of the project.

3-50-3 As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS/EIR, the proposed project would incorporate proof
of purchase fare collection.  This would reduce boarding time because it would no longer be
necessary for users enter at a single door and interact with the driver and/or fare box to enter the
bus.  Instead, boarding may be done at any of the bus’s doors. In addition, station platforms
would be at or slightly lower than the floor level of the buses, facilitating entry and exit of the
vehicles. However, as described in Section 7.9.6, the provision of BRT service in dedicated
lanes would have substantial benefits in terms of travel time and reliability as compared to
Rapid Bus service.
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Letter 3-51
George Oram
June 30, 2007

3-51-1 As discussed in Section 2.3.2, there are 47 stations proposed along the corridor including six
stations in Berkeley, 36 stations in Oakland, and five stations in San Leandro. Other than
crossing Lake Merritt Dam and I-580, all stations are less than 0.45 mile apart, with 90 percent
of stations less than 0.4 mile apart. Average station spacing is 0.31 mile. 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. 3-51-2 Thank you for your comment.

3-51-3 Refer to Appendix A for schematic diagrams of the Build Alternative. Conceptual sketches of
improvements to intersection curb radius to accommodate bus turn maneuvers are included.

3-51-4 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 impacts with respect to emergency vehicle access,
parking, traffic diversion, pedestrian and bicycle access, or businesses are anticipated.

3-51-5 Please see response to comment 3-51-4, above.

3-51-6 Please see response to comment 3-51-4, above.

3-51-7 Please see response to comment 3-51-4, above.

3-51-8 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 this and other
common public review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to outreach and marketing.

3-51-9 Please see response to comment 3-51-4, above.
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Letter 3-52
Barbara Schick
June 26, 2007

3-52-1 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 minimal traffic, parking, emergency vehicle, or economic
impacts are anticipated.

3-52-2 Please see the response to comment 3-52-1, above.  Also see Section 3.2 of the FEIS/EIR
regarding the revised traffic analysis.

3-52-3 Please see the response to comment 3-52-1, above.  Also see Section 3.4 of the FEIS/EIR
regarding the revised parking analysis.

3-52-4 Please refer to Section 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the travel time benefits of
dedicated lanes.  In addition, Section 3.1 quantifies these improvements as compared to Rapid
Bus service.

3-52-5 Please see the response to comment 3-52-1, above.

3-52-6 Please see the response to comment 3-52-1, above.

3-52-7 Please see the response to comment 3-52-1, above.

3-52-8 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 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 aid 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.
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Letter 3-53
Anne Flexer
June 26, 2007

3-53-1 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 impacts are anticipated.

3-53-2 BRT service in dedicated lanes provides superior service and reliability as compared to Rapid
Bus, as described in Sections 7.9.1 and 7.9.6 of the Final EIS/EIR.  The BRT mode of transit
service would therefore better fulfill the proposed project’s purpose of increasing transit
ridership by providing a viable and competitive transit alternative to the private automobile, as
is shown in Section 3.1.  However, as noted above, dedicated lanes are not feasible or not
selected for some segments of the project.

3-53-3 As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS/EIR, the proposed project would incorporate proof
of purchase fare collection.  This would reduce boarding time because it would no longer be
necessary for users enter at a single door and interact with the driver and/or fare box to enter the
bus.  Instead, boarding may be done at any of the bus’s doors. In addition, station platforms
would be at or slightly lower than the floor level of the buses, facilitating entry and exit of the
vehicles. However, as described in Section 7.9.6, the provision of BRT service in dedicated
lanes would have substantial benefits in terms of travel time and reliability as compared to
Rapid Bus service.
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Letter 3-54
Laurent Malaquais
June 26, 2007

3-54-1 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 impacts are anticipated.

3-54-2 BRT service in dedicated lanes provides superior service and reliability as compared to Rapid
Bus, as described in Sections 7.9.1 and 7.9.6 of the Final EIS/EIR.  The BRT mode of transit
service would therefore better fulfill the proposed project’s purpose of increasing transit
ridership by providing a viable and competitive transit alternative to the private automobile, as
is shown in Section 3.1.  However, as noted above, dedicated lanes are not feasible or not
selected for some segments of the project.

3-54-3 As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS/EIR, the proposed project would incorporate proof
of purchase fare collection.  This would reduce boarding time because it would no longer be
necessary for users enter at a single door and interact with the driver and/or fare box to enter the
bus.  Instead, boarding may be done at any of the bus’s doors. In addition, station platforms
would be at or slightly lower than the floor level of the buses, facilitating entry and exit of the
vehicles. However, as described in Section 7.9.6, the provision of BRT service in dedicated
lanes would have substantial benefits in terms of travel time and reliability as compared to
Rapid Bus service.
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Letter 3-55
Rocky Nevin
June 14, 2007

3-55-1 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.  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).
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Letter 3-56
Sheila Andres
June 30, 2007

3-56-1 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 impacts are anticipated.

3-56-2 Please see the response to comment 3-56-1, above.

3-56-3 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.  In addition, as discussed in
Section 7.9.4, the proposed project would not result in an increase in fares, and fares charged on
the BRT route would be the same as those charged on local bus service operated by AC Transit.

3-56-4 As discussed in Section 3.1, BRT offers distinct additional benefits over Enhanced Bus and
Rapid Bus.  Please refer to Section 7.9.6 of the Final EIS/EIR for responses to this and other
common public review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR in the context of new project
alternatives.  Please note that within Berkeley, the Locally Preferred Alternative would provide
service within mixed-flow lanes; no dedicated lanes would be provided on Telegraph within the
boundaries of the City of Berkeley.
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Letter 3-57
Christina Armor
June 22, 2007

3-57-1 Thank you for your comment.
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Letter 3-58
Mike Daley
June 28, 2007

3-58-1 Thank you for your comment.







3-59-1

3-59-2



3-59-2

3-59-3



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-59
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-59
T. Ruben Fuentes
June 25, 2007

3-59-1 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 impacts to pedestrians, merchants, street vendors, traffic
circulation or delivery trucks are anticipated.

3-59-2 Thank you for your comment.  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 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.

3-59-3 Thank you for your comment.

3-59-4 As discussed in Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, the Locally Preferred Alternative adopted
by the City of Berkeley and AC Transit does not include dedicated bus lanes through the city of
Berkeley. Buses would operate in mixed flow lanes alongside regular traffic for the entire
length of the Berkeley segment. The Berkeley alignment is discussed in Section 2.3.2 of the
Final EIS/EIR.
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Letter 3-60
Susan Ciochello
June 14, 2007

3-60-1 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.
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Letter 3-61
Bonnie Krause
June 22, 2007

3-61-1 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.
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Letter 3-62
George Beier
July 03, 2007

3-62-1 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 is anticipated.

3-62-2 Please see the response to comment 3-62-1, above.

3-62-3 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.  As further described
in Section 4.12, the proposed project would not result in any impacts with respect to localized
CO or PM emissions.

3-62-4 See response to comment 3-62-3, above.

3-62-5 Please refer to Section 7.9.4 of the FEIS/EIR.  Also, as discussed in Chapter 8 of the Final
EIS/EIR, farebox revenue is an important funding source for funding the necessary operational
and maintenance costs of the route and others operated by AC Transit.  It is economically and
technically infeasible for AC Transit to lower fares without a compensating source of revenue
to make good the loss of farebox revenue.  As discussed in Chapter 8, no such funding source
has been identified.

3-62-6 The analysis performed in the Final EIS/EIR provides substantial evidence with respect to the
proposed project's impacts with respect to the economic and business environment; see Section
4.4.

3-62-7 See Section 7.9.8 of the Final EIS/EIR for a response to common comments on the Draft
EIS/EIR with respect to outreach and marketing. There have been hundreds of meetings held to
discuss the BRT project over 10 years. Comment summaries, when provided by the local
governments at their meetings, are attached in Appendix G of the Final EIS/EIR.

3-62-8 As discussed in Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, the Locally Preferred Alternative adopted
by the City of Berkeley and AC Transit does not include dedicated bus lanes through the city of
Berkeley. Buses would operate in mixed flow lanes alongside regular traffic for the entire
length of the Berkeley segment. The Berkeley alignment is discussed in Section 2.3.2 of the
Final EIS/EIR.

3-62-9 The signal timing improvements are assumed to be implemented in the future to accommodate
the traffic growth projections. Furthermore, implementation of the proposed Build Alternative
will require specific changes in the signal timing to accommodate the project.
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3-62-10 Comment noted. Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR evaluates diverting traffic and provides
corresponding mitigation for significant impacts.

3-62-11 Thank you for your comment.

3-62-12: Thank you for your comment.

3-62-13 Please refer to Section 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of three-year public MIS
process, which evaluated numerous route and transit system alternatives against nine service
objectives.  Section 3.1 describes the ridership analysis.
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July 3, 2007, 5:45 PM
Georgw Beier
2617 Derby St
Berkeley, CA 94705

Comments to the DEIR for the Bus Rapid Transit Proposal George Beier 2617 Derby St
Berkeley, CA  94705  Comment #1:  Impact on College/Adeline The DEIR states that traffic on
Telegraph Avenue will be re-routed to College Avenue and the Adeline/Shattuck Corridor.  The
College Ave corridor is frequently snarled in traffic, often solid for 5 or 6 blocks.  It stretches
credulity to think that this street can contain more traffic.  A thorough analysis of the delays
on the alternate routes must be performed.  Comment #2:  Impact on Neighborhood Traffic In
Berkeley, traffic will flow off of Telegraph and on to the neighborhood streets.  We need a
thorough analysis of the impact on the Colby/Benvenue/Hillegass alternate to Telegraph.  This
is currently a neigborhood short cut" and I can only conceive of this traffic getting worse.  We
also need to see an analysis of the impact on the alternatives for getting from Telegraph to
Downtown Berkeley, since it will no longer be possible to proceed north to Bancroft or Haste
(and turn left).  This means increased traffic for Derby, Carleton, Blake, and Parker.  We need a
thorough analysis of this increased traffic.  I have lived in the neighborhood for 25 years.  If
Telegraph becomes one lane, like College, I have a hard time seeing how gridlock wouldn't
result.  Comment #3:  Impact on Pollution It's unclear in the EIR whether pollution goes up or
down as a result of the BRT.  The table in Section 4 lists pollution "along the corridor".  It's
unclear whether this corridor is the actual route itself (Telegraph/International Blvd), the 10
intersections mentioned at the beginning of the section, or the entire route plus the existing
neighborhood streets.  The following question needs to be answered:  Given the project
increased ridership of the bus, plus the switch from cars to the bus, plus the slowed-down
traffic, plus the neighborhood cut-through traffic -- what is the overall effect on pollution?
This is an "Environment Impact Report" -- we need to know the effect of the solution on the
environment.    Comment #4:  Impact on Greenhouse Gases Part of the analysis requested in
#3 must include an analysis of CO2.  We need to know the effect on global warming -- does it
get worse or better and how much worse or better.  I would be inclined to favor this project if it
can be proven that it would have a significant beneficial effect on the environment.  If this
cannot be proven, I think many neighbors would feel that the cost and increased traffic snarl is
not worth a modest gain to the environment.  Comment #5:  Effect of Lowering the Price
Almost all of the goals stated in the EIR could be reached by simply lowering the price of the
bus ticket and transfers.  What would the increase in ridership / switch from cars be if the price
were lowered 25 percent, 50 percent, 100 percent?  What would it cost?  Its quite conceivable
that the reduction in price required to encourage more ridership would be far cheaper than
increasing ridershp by building the BRT.  Comment #6:  No analysis on the Business Climate
The effect on the businesses on Telegraph in Berkeley was not measured adequately.
Comment #7:  Survey of Public Opinion The report lists the community meetings,
opportunities for public input, etc. that have been conducted.  It's clear that the intent of this is
to indicate that AC Transit has worked hard to solicit broad public input.  What is not
mentioned is the actual reaction of the public.  Do they want the BRT or not?  I am the former
president of the Willard Neighborhood Association.  We held a public forum and solicited
cards from the audience for submitting questions to AC Transit.  Of the 100 cards I had in my
hand, not one was in favor of building the BRT.  I know that some neighbors are for the BRT,
but the overwhelming majority seem to be against it.  In other words, AC Transit is trying to
build a system that the people by and large do not want.  It would be simple for AC Transit to
conduct this survey...perhaps they already have.  We need to see this analysis.  Comment #8:
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Alternatives to the Proposed Route I would be interested in seeing an alternative to proposed
"Transit Mall" on Telegraph north of Dwight Way explored.  Specifically, I would like the option
of turning right on Dwight (off of Telegraph, heading north) and left on Bowditch.  This would
allow Telegraph to continue to allow cars.  Dwight is wide enough for a dedicated bus lane and
perhaps cars could be eliminated in one direction on Bowditch.  Comment #9:  Effect of Timed
Signal Lights The DEIR explains that much of the slow down on Telegraph could be mitigated
by improved signal timing.  Let's put this in place RIGHT NOW to see if this statement is
actually true.  (And if true, we should have done it a long time ago!)  Comment #10:  Let's test it
It would be a simple matter to "cone off" one lane of traffic and study the traffic impact.  This
test should be performed to back up the claims made in the EIR of the expected delays at
intersections, effect on cut-through traffic, etc."
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Letter 3-63
Gale Garcia
July 03, 2007

3-63-1 Please refer to Sections 3.1 and 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for information about the basis of
ridership, operating costs, and other projections relevant to the proposed project.

3-63-2 As discussed in Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, one of the needs that the proposed project is
intended to respond to is to better serve low-income and transit-dependent populations in the
project corridor.  As discussed in this section, the proposed project would provide mobility
benefits to these transit users

3-63-3 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.  Please see Chapter 7
for a detailed discussion of the public outreach process for the proposed project.

3-63-4 Chapter 8 provides a description of the project costs and funding sources for this project.
Details on fares are described in Section 7.9.4.

3-63-5 As discussed in Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, AC Transit used a modified version of the
ACCMA model to develop ridership and traffic forecasts.  Section 3.3 and 3.4 include a
discussion of the cumulative traffic impacts and the impacts from displacing on-street parking,
along with corresponding mitigation measures to alleviate impacts.

3-63-6 Please refer to Sections 1.2 and Chapter 8 of the Final EIS/EIR for updated information and
assumptions. Operation and maintenance cost information was derived from the Operations
and Maintenance Cost Estimating Methodology and Results Report, (Kimley-Horn and
Associates, September 2010).

3-63-7 Please see Section 4.1.1.  The setting conditions and projections for the analysis are based on
land use, development, employment, and population data from the U.S. Census Bureau; the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG); Alameda County; the Cities of Berkeley,
Oakland, and San Leandro; and the AC Transit East Bay BRT Project Land Use Report
(Hausrath Economics Group, 2005).
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3-63-8 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 1.2.2 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.

3-63-9 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.

3-63-10 Please refer to Section 3.1 for a discussion of the proposed project's affect on ridership within
the AC Transit and regional transit systems.

3-63-11 Section 3.2 includes a discussion of the cumulative traffic impacts. Impacts due to turn
restrictions are evaluated and discussed in this section.

3-63-12 As discussed in Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, TOD is addressed in official planning
documents published by the cities of Oakland and San Leandro.  As shown in Appendix A, no
significant ROW is needed for this project.

3-63-13 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 in Berkeley
would be essentially the same as existing conditions, and no traffic or traffic impacts would
occur.

3-63-14 Thank you for your comment.

3-63-15 Please see the design drawings contained in Appendix A, which illustrate all proposed
crosswalk locations. At intersections, both signalized and stop-sign controlled, where
pedestrians can cross the roadway today they will be allowed to cross in the future, with
crosswalks indicated where necessary to ensure safety and adequate pedestrian awareness.
Special crosswalks would be provided between intersections where pedestrian crossing demand
is high (e.g., near schools/universities and other major pedestrian generators) although such
locations would be limited.
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Letter 3-64
Orna Sasson
July 09, 2007

3-64-1 Refer to Section 3.2 for a discussion of traffic impacts and mitigation measures.  The traffic
analysis reflects the capacity reductions proposed with the Build Alternative, and identifies
feasible mitigation measures to alleviate project traffic impacts.

As discussed in Section 2.3.2, dedicated lanes are restricted to buses and emergency vehicles
only. Emergency vehicles may use the dedicated lanes whenever needed, as discussed in
Section 3.1.3.

3-64-2 Thank you for your comment.

3-64-3 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.

3-64-4 See Section 7.9.14 of the Final EIS/EIR for responses to common comments on the Draft
EIS/EIR with respect to safety and security. The BRT stations will have lighting, shelter,
emergency phones and security surveillance to improve passenger safety.
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Letter 3-65
Charlie Cameron
June 25, 2007

3-65-1 Thank you for your comment.

3-65-2 Thank you for your comment.

3-65-3 The BRT project is being designed to comply with appropriate design criteria, including turn
radii for large vehicles, which currently traverse the route. Safety is important to AC Transit, as
described in their mission statement: “The AC Transit Mission is to provide Safe, Convenient,
Courteous and Reliable Transit Service.”( 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),

3-65-4 This was to comply with the formal comment period established by NEPA and CEQA
guidelines.

3-65-5 Thank you for your comment.

3-65-6 The map scales have been clarified in the Final EIS/EIR.

3-65-7 The 82/82L has been replaced by Route 1R which operates from downtown Oakland to Bayfair
BART.  Please contact AC Transit for the new bus route and travel time information to reach
your destination.

3-65-8 SR185 is the International Blvd/Telegraph Avenue BRT project corridor. The High Street and
42nd Avenue Improvement Project involves extending 42nd Avenue to improve circulation at
the on and off ramps and improves access to Alameda bound traffic. The first phase is a signal
timing project. The City of Oakland is the project sponsor for this project, scheduled for
construction in 2014.

3-65-9 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 deleted the segment of the route
extending from the San Leandro BART station to the Bayfair BART station.  Therefore, it is
not necessary to revise this figure.

3-65-10 These figures have been updated in the Final EIS/EIR.

3-65-11 Thank you for your comment.

3-65-12 Thank you for your comment.

3-65-13 Thank you for your comment.

http://www2.actransit.org/planning_focus/details.wu?item_id=41,
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3-65-14 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 deleted the segment of the route
extending from the San Leandro BART station to the Bayfair BART station.  Therefore, there
would be no project impacts at the Bayfair BART station.
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Letter 3-66
Luc Poppe
June 13, 2007

3-66-1 Thank you for your comment.
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Letter 3-67
Chris Blount
June 12, 2007

3-67-1 Please see Section 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for a response to this and other common
comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to dedicated transit lanes.

3-67-2 As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS/EIR, existing bus stops will be removed and new
BRT bus stations will be built with improved landscaping and lighting.

3-67-3 Thank you for your comment.

3-67-4 Emergency vehicles may utilize the dedicated bus lanes at any time, as discussed in Section
3.1.3.
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Letter 3-68
Michael Sullivan
June 13, 2007

3-68-1 As discussed in Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, one of the needs that the proposed project is
intended to respond to is to better serve low-income and transit-dependent populations in the
project corridor.  As discussed in this section, the proposed project would provide mobility
benefits to these transit users.

3-68-2 Thank you for your comments.

3-68-3 Stations are spaced an average of half a mile apart for the Locally Preferred Alternative for
BRT, which means the average walking distance to a station is about a quarter mile (or 1,320
feet). Significant improvements are planned for pedestrians and the handicapped in the project
corridor. Please see Section 7.9.10 of the Final EIS/EIR for further response to this and other
common public review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR. No feeder bust or crosstown service
would be eliminated as part of the project.

3-68-4 Experience throughout the country has shown that a prepaid fare system with roving inspectors
does work.  On May 1, 2010 the new Compass Card system was implemented (smart card
technology) in San Diego. Monthly paper passes and day passes have been discontinued. Riders
tap their cards on a fare validation box at the stations (similar to the system planned for BRT).
Cards are checked by roving inspectors. The smart card technology is also used in Atlanta, San
Francisco, Chicago, Los Angeles and Washington, D.C.

3-68-5 Please see Section 7.9.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of bus and station accessibility.

3-68-6 At certain stops in the corridor where there is insufficient width for the buses to completely pull
over, buses currently impede traffic. The proposed Build Alternative provides for wider loading
areas whenever possible to minimize the potential to impede traffic.

3-68-7 Please refer to Chapter 1 in the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the various demographic
considerations (including employment density, population density, households below poverty
level, etc.) taken into account in the selection of the Locally Preferred Alternative route
alignment.
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Letter 3-69
Patrick Haggarty
June 13, 2007

3-69-1 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 1.2.2 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.

3-69-2 Please see Sections 3.2 and 3.4 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the proposed project's
impacts to traffic and parking.

3-69-3 See Section 7.9.10 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of pedestrian safety and accessibility.

3-69-4 Thank you for your comment.
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Letter 3-70
Thelma Lawrence
June 12, 2007

3-70-1 According to the schematic diagrams of the Build Alternative (see Appendix A of the Final
EIS/EIR), existing left-turn pockets on International at 98th Street are retained. Left-turn access
to and from 98th Street will not be restricted.

3-70-2 Please see Section 7.9.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of bus and station accessibility.

3-70-3 Existing legal delivery zones will either be retained or replaced.

3-70-4 The dedicated bus lanes continue to Sunnyside in San Leandro.
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Letter 3-71
Don Gravestock
July 3, 2007

3-71-1 The impacts and proposed mitigation of lost parking is discussed in Section 3.4 of the Final
EIS/EIR. Impacts to the economic and business environment are addressed in Section 4.4.5. It
should be noted that 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 UC Berkeley is not served by BRT.
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Letter 3-72
Rosemary Rodd
June 14, 2007

3-72-1 The impacts and proposed mitigation of lost parking is discussed in Sections 3.4. of the Final
EIS/EIR. Impacts to the economic and business environment are addressed in Section 4.4.4.

3-72-2 Please see Sections 3.4 and 7.9.9 regarding parking evaluation and Sections 4.12, 4.14, and
4.15 regarding air quality and fuel consumption, respectively.

3-72-3 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 1.2.2 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.
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Letter 3-73
Sherri Buffa
June 14, 2007

3-73-1 The impacts and proposed mitigation of lost parking is discussed in Section 3.4 of the Final
EIS/EIR. Impacts to the economic and business environment are addressed in Section 4.4.4.
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Letter 3-74
Anita Halpern
June 28, 2007

3-74-1 The impacts and proposed mitigation of lost parking is discussed in Section 3.4 of the Final
EIS/EIR. Impacts to the economic and business environment are addressed in Section 4.4.4.

3-74-2 Thank you for your comment.
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Letter 3-75
Anna Wagner
June 26, 2007

3-75-1 Thank you for your comment.
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Letter 3-76
H. E. Christian Peeples
July 3, 2007

3-76-1 Thank you for your comment.

3-76-2 We appreciate your comment.  As discussed in Sections 2.1.1 and 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR,
the proposed project was defined in accordance with the 1999-2001 MIS process, and refined
with input from the Cities of Berkeley, Oakland, and San Leandro, leading to the adoption of
the Locally Preferred Alternative evaluated in the document.  The Final EIS/EIR contains an
evaluation of project alternatives specific to the purpose and need of the proposed project in
accordance with NEPA and CEQA requirements.  The resolution of policy, funding, and
implementation issues for other projects being considered by AC Transit is beyond the scope of
the Final EIS/EIR.

3-76-3 This section has been revised in the Final EIS/EIR to reflect this change. Route numbering,
routes and schedules have changed twice since the 2007 Draft EIS/EIR was circulated. Please
see Chapter 3.1 for details on the service changes implemented in March of 2010.

3-76-4 Please refer to Section 4.6 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the reclassification of the
transitway in San Leandro, and the visual implications on the City of San Leandro monument.

3-76-5 As described in Section 4.17.8 of the Draft EIS/EIR, potential hazardous construction materials
may include fuels, oils, lubricants and other hazardous substances. The Worker Health and
Safety Plan will include procedures for dealing with hazardous spills including stopping work,
cordoning off and containing spill areas, notification and reporting incidents, and investigation
and removal by qualified contractors.

3-76-6 As shown in Appendix A, bicycles are accommodated with bike lanes on long stretches of
Bancroft, Telegraph and International Boulevard. There would be no need to move the bike
lanes to parallel streets in the corridor, as corrected in Section 3.3 of the Final EIS/EIR.

3-76-7 Comment noted. Please see Chapter 8 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of these funding
sources, together with an assessment of their feasibility, and the potential reallocation of
flexible funds.  In addition, Chapter 8 provides information about the identification of resources
to build, operate and maintain the proposed project. AC Transit will continue to identify and
pursue potential funding sources.

3-76-8 Because the Route 1 local buses are replaced by the proposed East Bay BRT, this is the only
local bus route that will lose bus service in order to avoid duplication of service. The December
16th, 2009 AC Transit Board meeting identified service cuts system-wide that will be
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
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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.

3-76-9 Please see Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the proposed project’s
reliability.  This section has been expanded to clarify reliability in the context of both bus
operations and passenger convenience.

3-76-10 Station placement is described in Section 7.9.15, noting an average of 0.4 miles between
stations. Also see Figure 3.1-1.

3-76-11 An express bus is a bus service that is intended to run faster than normal bus services
between the same two commuter points. It typically has fewer stops and may travel on
faster routes than regular service.  The primary element that sets BRT apart is exclusive
right-of-way allowing buses to avoid traffic congestion. While express bus has
advantages over regular bus service, they are still more susceptible to traffic and are not
as efficient as BRT in ensuring speed and reliability.

3-76-12 Please see Section 4.1 for a discussion of the proposed project’s operating plan in the context of
TOD.

3-76-13 AC Transit is studying various other corridors and bus routes to determine what types of
improvements will be effective in reducing passenger trip times. Boarding delay due to
complicated or difficult fare payment is a concern. New fare instruments (e.g., regional Clipper
card), operational improvements, and new facilities are all being evaluated as ways to reduce
boarding and alighting delays.

In the corridor, proof of payment (off board, self-service fare collection) is proposed to speed
boarding and alighting of buses (alighting is improved when there is less congestion at the front
door due to riders paying fares). Ticket vending machines located on secure passenger station
platforms, new and simplified fare media (e.g., Clipper), and new operating procedures should
make proof of payment a viable option. Direct costs of fare collection and processing should be
reduced on the BRT system although there will be indirect new costs for fare payment
enforcement. Enforcement is important in ensuring all riders pay their way in use of the bus
system. Higher ridership on the East Bay BRT line is expected to generate additional fare
revenue that will largely if not entirely offset the costs of proof of payment fare collection.

3-76-14 The reference is to populations not well served with reasonably frequent and accessible transit
service as well as to populations that lack adequate service coverage. In some areas, there is
transit service but many would consider it substandard relative to need. For instance, in the
project corridor, especially through East Oakland, there are substantial transit dependent
populations. Demand for bus (and BART) service is high. However, bus service faces various
obstacles that limit AC Transit’s ability to provide high quality service that meets this demand.
There are operational problems with buses in mixed traffic on frequent headways. Buses have
difficulty meeting schedules and poor reliability can discourage ridership. BRT is designed to
address service deficiencies in the corridor. Dedicated lanes, reliable transit signal priority, and
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attractive, safe bus stations will allow AC Transit to operate buses at high frequencies without
the bunching of buses. The forecast ridership in 2015 and 2035 provides evidence that BRT
improvements will attract riders and improve mobility for corridor populations.

3-76-15 As discussed in Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, the project corridor contains over 260,000
residents and the transit lines that currently operate within the proposed project corridor are
among the most heavily used in the AC Transit system. As described in Sections 3.1 and 4.1,
increases in density are projected to bring more riders to the system.

3-76-16 Please see Chapter 8 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the status of the State
Infrastructure Bond Program, and its implications on project funding.

3-76-17 The tree removal ordinances of all three cities have been accounted for in preparation of the
tree mitigation plan.

3-76-18 Figure 6.6 of volume 3 of the MIS Study identifies a capital cost in 2001 dollars of $85 million
for Enhanced Bus, $340 million for BRT, and $890 million for LRT.

3-76-19 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 deleted the segment of the route
extending from the San Leandro BART station to the Bayfair BART station.  The San Leandro
BART station is therefore the southern terminus of the proposed project.  Given this change, it
is not necessary to evaluate transit and land use between these two BART stations.

3-76-20 Please see Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of emergency vehicle impacts on
bus operations in the transitway.

3-76-21 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 will
consider wheelchair accessibility.

3-76-22 The configuration depicted in the figure from the Draft EIS/EIR does apply to some of the
station locations in the project corridor; however, there are many other instances where station
platforms are separated by an intersection. Telegraph Avenue at 29th Street is one example (see
schematic diagrams contained in Appendix A). Further discussion of median-running BRT
lanes is included in Section 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR.

3-76-23 The fare collection system being proposed by AC Transit is a remote ticketing system (with
machines available on the platforms) so the delay on board the buses for fare collection will be
minimized. As discussed in Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, studies of time spent in fare
collection, have been referenced in the document.   See Section 7.9.4 of the Final EIS/EIR for a
response comment comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to fares.

3-76-24 AC Transit acknowledges some issues following implementation of real time information on
prior projects. However, the East Bay BRT will employ new or improved communications
systems (e.g., real time passenger information signs) that are proven and, it is expected, would
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not have the implementation problems of earlier systems. AC Transit is committed to ensuring
existing and proposed information systems perform satisfactorily.

3-76-25 As shown in Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR, the Build Alternative is not proposing angled
spaces along the project alignment.  As discussed in Section 3.4, this parking configuration has
not been proposed because of space restrictions.

3-76-26 Refer to Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the traffic analyses, which include
all approved and planned roadway improvements including the 12th Street project. The design
of the Build Alternative has taken this roadway improvement into account which will be
completed prior to construction of the Build Alternative.

3-76-27 Discussion of LRT costs and analysis of conditions between the San Leandro and Bay Fair
BART stations is included in the responses to comments 3-76-18 and 3-76-19, respectively.
See Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for a detailed description of the route changes in the
corridor.

3-76-28 We agree that the Policy Steering Committee advises the AC Transit Board; accordingly,
“adopting” in this context has been revised to “recommending.”

3-76-29 Bus route numbers and service destinations have changed since the Draft EIS/EIR was
published. Please check new routes detailed in Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR.

3-76-30 As discussed in Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, some boardings of the 82/82L Route are
within the BRT corridor, whose boundary in this area consists of West Oakland and Hayward.

3-76-31 Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR has been revised to provide additional detail with respect to
alightings at the 11 BART stations.  Differences in the BART and BRT travel market have been
described in Section 7.9.1 and Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR.

3-76-32 These changes have been incorporated in the Final EIS/EIR.

3-76-33 Please refer to Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for updated route numbers and alignments and
an assessment of the implications of planned BART service expansions on BRT ridership.

3-76-34 Bus route numbers in the corridor and service destinations have changed since the Draft
EIS/EIR was circulated. Please refer to new routes detailed in Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR.

3-76-35 Please see the response to comment 3-76-34, above.

3-76-36 Please see Section 3.1 for current ridership projections and assumptions.  Additional
information is also provided in Section 7.9.5.

3-76-37 Thank you for your comment.

3-76-38 Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR has been revised to address traffic diversion expected to result
from dedicated transit lanes proposed on International and a portion of East 14th.  This analysis
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identifies traffic-related impacts and feasible improvements to mitigate significant impacts.
However, due to the rejection of BRT in dedicated lanes within Berkeley, traffic diversion to
these roadways would not occur.  Accordingly, there would be no impacts to Route 51.
Currently there is no plan to restrict commercial loading zones.

3-76-39 As shown in the schematic diagrams contained in Appendix A, the Preferred Alternative does
not call for narrowing of sidewalks except for bulbout locations. As discussed in Chapter 7 of
the Final EIS/EIR, City Council members of each city have been involved in the BRT project
design.

3-76-40 As discussed in Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, there is a tradeoff between serving multiple
destinations and travel speed of the bus. As discussed in Section 7.9.1, extensive planning
efforts have been conducted to optimize the number of destinations that can be reached by the
BRT while keeping its travel time attractive.  However, as discussed in Section 3.3 of the Final
EIS/EIR, while the locations listed include major pedestrian centers, discussion has been added
to note that not all are within easy walking distance of BRT stations.

3-76-41 Discussion of Oakland activity centers has been revised to add AC Transit and other activity
centers.  Please see Section 3.3 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of bicycle friendliness in
the context of the proposed improvements.

3-76-42 The cost associated with parking replacement has not been developed at this time. See Section
3.4 for information related to parking replacement proposed.

3-76-43 Please the response to comment 3-76-41 with respect to the location of AC Transit offices.  As
indicated in the mitigation measures 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.

3-76-44 Please refer to the response to comment 3-76-19, above.

3-76-45 Please refer to Sections 4.4 and  4.18 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of community
impacts and environmental justice, respectively.

3-76-46 Please see the response to comment 3-76-43.

3-76-47 Section 4.14 of the Final EIS/EIR addresses greenhouse gas emissions.

3-76-48 See Section 4.13, specifically Table 4.13-1 for category descriptions.

3-76-49 See Sections 4.15 for updated discussion on energy use.

3-76-50 Thank you for your comment.

3-76-51 Diesel powered construction equipment is subject to rules and regulations of CARB.  These
regulations include the Off-Road Equipment (In-Use) Control Measure and New Off-Road
Compression-Ignition (Diesel) Engines and Equipment.
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3-76-52 The rejection of BRT in dedicated lanes in Berkeley since the circulation of the Draft EIS/EIR
is expected to result in no project impact to the bicycle route on Telegraph, because the
proposed project would be essentially the same as current conditions on this segment.  Please
refer to Section 3.3 of the Final EIS/EIR for further discussion of bicycle and pedestrian
impacts in Berkeley and other portions of the project alignment.

3-76-53 This has been clarified.

3-76-54 Thank you for your comment.

3-76-55 Chapter 8 describes the funding source options as we know them at this time. These can change
due to many factors.  However, changes in funding availability would not change the value this
project would provide to riders in the area.



June 6, 2007, 11:59PM
Mary Jane Phillips
635 Lexington Avenue
El Cerrito, CA 94530

I am fully in favor of all Rapid Bus Service on AC Transit IF it does not take away money from
other transit lines, or end up in cutting back on those lines! We also need the short-stop buses
on San Pablo Avenue and on the other feeder routes, up in the hills, etc., where no other
public transit exists!

June 6, 2007, 11:59PM
Mary Jane Phillips
635 Lexington Avenue
El Cerrito, CA 94530

I highly support the Combined BRT and Local Service options from a number of standpoints,
including simplicity.  Whichever option is selected, I strongly urge the development of a
station at Telegraph and 57th in particular. This is the longest absent stretch in the Separate
BRT and Local Service" options and I think it is too long a stretch. This area is heavily
populated."
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Letter 3-77
Mary Jane Phillips
June 6, 2007

3-77-1 Thank you for your comment.



June 6, 2007, 11:59 PM
Rachel Resnikoff
26 Tunnel Road
Berkeley, CA 94705
June 6 2007 11:59PM

I am a regular rider of the 72R Rapid Bus on San Pablo Avenue.  I find it to be fast, reliable,
able to move in and out of traffic easily and get me to where I need to go remarkably quickly.  It
does NOT have it's own lane of traffic, did NOT require major construction of center land
loading platforms, does NOT eliminate ANY lanes of traffic, and did NOT require outlay of
construction costs, traffic signal upgrades, or any of the other grand schemes" proposed for
the BRT on Telegraph Avenue.  If this is such a good idea then an interim plan of JUST a Rapid
Bus will demonstrate whether or not the ridership warrants to expenditure and the complete
disruption of this major thoroughfare.  I have seen "Rapid Bus" signs on Telegraph so I'm
hoping that means that someone in a position of responsibility actually thought of this.
However why is there not a stop at the Ashby transfer point rather than one block south?  I
think I speak for the people of Berkeley in and around Telegraph Avenue when I say that the
amount of disruption of our neighborhoods that this project would cause is very likely
unwarranted for the expected benefit.  Berkeley has worked very hard to maintain it's peaceful
streets with numerous traffic diverters that keep cars on major thoroughfares.  This project
would completely dismantle this carefully implemented diversion that has been in place for
years.  If you want to get cars off the street you'd just as well outlaw them or charge a
"congestion fee".  No need to spend all that money on an unproven fix for a problem that
hasn't been demonstrated to expect  in my opinion.  Thank you for your time.  Rachel
Resnikoff"
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Letter 3-78
Rachel Resnikoff
June 6, 2007

3-78-1 Thank you for your comment. Since the completion of the Draft EIS/EIR, the City of Berkeley
rejected BRT within dedicated lanes within the city limits.



June 6, 2007, 11:59PM
Chet Shannon
2321 Howe Street
Berkeley, CA 94705

I think that the idea that dedicated bus lanes will draw people out of their cars is totally invalid
and wrong.  I do not think many people will be drawn out of their cars.  I think this will simply
create major traffic slow downs by having dedicated lanes for buses.  Buses can and will work
for some people but not that many (as a percentage of all commuters) will utilize these buses
that are not already using buses.  This is an idealistic idea but it simply will not work and will
inconvenience many more people than it helps.  In my opinion this is a very bad misguided
idea.
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Letter 3-79
Chet Shannon
June 6, 2007

3-79-1 Thank you for your comment. Please see Sections 3.1 and 7.9.5 regarding ridership and vehicle
miles traveled.



June 6, 2007, 11:59PM
 Kathleen Eichmeier
1640-6th Avenue
Oakland, CA 94606

I urge AC Transit and the involved cities to complete BRT between the Oakland Lake Merritt
area and Bayfair shopping center.  The southwest corner of the Lake, where I live, is densely
populated with many transit riders.  We do not have good access to a shopping center.  Taking
AC Transit to downtown Oakland and BART to Bayfair often takes an hour, as does using AC
Transit Line 40L.  Bayfair is my favorite place to shop, however I only get down there every
month or two because of the transit problem.  If there were a 20 minute transit without
transfers, I would shop at Bayfair several times a month.  It would be a great advantage for
both Lake Merritt residents and Bayfair to have a good connection.  (Please note that while I
am an AC Transit employee, the opinion expressed herein is entirely my own.)
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Letter 3-80
Kathleen Eichmeier
June 6, 2007

3-80-1 Thank you for your comment. The City of San Leandro adopted a Locally Preferred Alternative
which terminates the BRT line at the San Leandro BART station. Service from San Leandro
BART to Bay Fair BART will be provided by an extension of the Route 99 bus.



June 6, 2007, 11:59PM
Philip Rowntree
2425 Channing Way #339
Berkeley, CA 94704

Hi I am a street vendor on Telegraph Avenue and have been for the last 15 years. I an writing to
request that you do something about the dust caused by your buses between Dwight and
Bancroft. This situation has got considerable worse since you introduced the buses with the
exhausts and ground level. Each time a bus passes us we have to wipe clean all our artwork - I
personally sell baby clothes and to have them covered in dust by your buses is agrovating to
say the least. This problem occurs when your buses are going too fast (which happens
three/four times per day) and also when they are accellerating fast. Please let me know if and
when you are going to instruct the drivers to slow down Thanks  Phil Rowntree
rowntree@earthlink.net
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Letter 3-81
Philip Rowntree
June 6, 2007

3-81-1 Thank you for your comment.



June 6, 2007, 11:59PM
Lawrence Cotter
2810 Kelsey Street
Berkeley, CA 94705-2302

I believe that dedication of bus lanes on Telegraph Avenue in Berkeley will exacerbate the
already difficult traffic conditions in Berkeley.    Some years ago, Berkeley deliberately
introduced stop signs on Warring Street for the explicit announced purpose of delaying
University traffic in order to encourage drivers to use Telegraph Avenue.  Because of the
Berkeley barricades, old routes south of the university campus on Piedmont Avenue and
Fulton Street are no longer available, leaving only Telegraph, Warring, and Shattuck as nearby
alternatives.  I believe that adding dedicated bus lanes on Telegraph Avenue will lead to an
unacceptable level of automobile congestion unless something is done to relieve the Warring
Street problem or to open Piedmont and Fulton.
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Letter 3-82
Lawrence Cotter
June 6, 2007

3-82-1 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 is anticipated on Telegraph.



June 6, 2007, 11:59PM
Charles Aldred
555-10th Street #212
Oakland, CA 94607

I strongly support the BRT investment in these routes which have the most riders.  This
project will improve travel between population centers and, let's hope, decrease car usage.
Please proceed with BRT implementation as quickly as possible.

June 6, 2007, 11:59PM
Charles Aldred
555-10th Street #212
Oakland, CA 94607

BRT represents a significant improvement in service for the users of the core routes and is
flexible and can be implemented incrementally.  This is in contrast with any rail project which
largely serve suburban residents and take years or decades before any track is built.  AC
Transit is to be commended for developing a BRT plan.  Please implement it as quickly as
practicably possible.

July 2, 2007, 12:02 PM
Charles Aldred
555-10th Street, #212
Oakland, CA 94607

The core AC Transit lines provide essential transportation for the poor, disabled and elderly
(and others).  Their needs should be paramount in evaluating BRT options.  I have used the
40L to get to medical appointments near Alta Bates (Berkeley) and Pill Hill (Oakland) and will
appreciate the added service to these areas that the 1R and BRT will bring to this corridor.
Thank you.
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Letter 3-83
Charles Aldred
June 6, 2007

3-83-1 Thank you for your comment.

3-83-2 Thank you for your comment.



June 6, 2007, 11:59PM
John Whitehead
3322 Biscayne Bay
Davis, CA 95616

Hello, I received a notice about BRT since I'm a landlord near Telegraph Ave. in North Oakland.
My priorities are that the buses should be as quiet as possible, and clean air friendly.  Rail
service on telegraph may be something to consider for the further future.  Thanks.
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Letter 3-84
John Whitehead
June 6, 2007

3-84-1 Thank you for your comment.



June 6, 2007, 11:59PM
Howard Matis
6824 Sherwick Drive
Berkeley, CA 94705

I object to the Rapid Transit project.  It should not be built.  AC Transit recently stopped bus
service to my area.  Because I live on a hill, it is too far to walk to the nearest bus stop.
Therefore, I need to use a car.  The rapid bus service will be useless to me as I need a car.
Furthermore, it will take over a lane of traffic causing problems for cars.  It will be harder to
bike on Telegraph because the cars will be forced to use a smaller area.    AC Transit should
spend the money first on serving all of Alameda County - including the Hills.  It is premature to
build an expensive project that does not serve the full county.
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Letter 3-85
Howard Matis
June 6, 2007

3-85-1 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 is anticipated on Telegraph.



June 6, 2007, 11:59PM
Gordon Osmundson
475 North Street
Oakland, CA 94609

I am a resident, homeowner, regular AC Transit rider and bicyclist on East 15th Street, in the
area now served by the 40/40L/43 and am very glad that you will be moving most of the
neighborhood buses to International, since International is a commercial street, whereas East
15th is a residential one.  The buses are convenient but cause a lot of noise, soot and
vibration, so running them on International will be better for most residents.  I would like to
see all of the buses on International, rather than East 15th.  That will also hopefully make it
safer for bicyclists, since East 15th Street is a designated bike route.  I am also hoping that
there will be bus shelters and next bus" indicators for the new 1R buses and therefore going
from International to East 15th Street?  That could be even more dangerous for residents
especially for bicyclists and families with young children both of which there are many in my
neighborhood.  Could you work with the City of Oakland to divert the non-neighborhood car
traffic to East 7th through East 10th Streets which have much less residential development on
them than East 15th does?  Thank you for your efforts in upgrading public transit.  Allyce
Kimerling"

11

Comment Letter 3-86

3-86-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-86
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-86
Gordon Osmundson
June 6, 2007

3-86-1 Thank you for your comments. AC Transit does plan to install LCD displays at each station
with a visual and audio message of the next bus arrival. Also, see the Neighborhood Diversion
and Change in Local Circulation Patterns Analyses in Section 3.2.8.



June 6, 2007, 11:59PM
Chris Kattenburg
PO Box 12723
Oakland, CA 94612

I've reviewed the proposed BRT plan and wholeheartedly support it as proposed.  I look
forward to enjoying this system and it's convenience.  Thanks for making it happen with all
due expediency.  Chris Kattenburg Vice President Downtown Lake Merritt Neighborhood
Group http://www.groups.yahoo.com/group/DowntownLakeMerritt
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June 6, 2007, 11:59PM
Chris Kattenburg (second comment)
PO Box 12723
Oakland, CA 94612

Ladies and Gentleman,  Please disregard my comment earlier this evening as apparently my
cut and paste" didn't fully work out.  Anyways here's my layman's  $.02: I prefer the "Build"
"Alternative 1" separate BRT and local plan as proposed to the Bay Fair Bart Station which
appears to be a longer 16.8 mile segment.  My second choice preference would be "Build-
Alternative 2."  In the Eastlake neighborhood not too far from my apartment  I prefer the
"International/12th St. Couplet" prosal with a BRT only lane.  Whenever and wherever possible
in the implementation of this BRT system in all of the East Bay cities involved  I endorse
separate  median running BRT only lanes  with median stations  and "simplified fare
collection."  It's high time we give lane priority to  and make infastructure improvements in  a
modern and cost effective mass transit system that we can have online in just a few years.
Chris Kattenburg Downtown Oakland resident  AC Transit rider"
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Letter 3-87
Chris Kattenburg
June 6, 2007

3-87-1 Thank you for your comment.



June 8, 2007, 11:41AM
Marcy Greenhut
3210 King St.
Berkeley, CA 94703

Building BRT is an important step in providing reliable attractive bus service that will
encourage more people to leave their cars at home.  In particular, I think it should travel in the
median wherever possible, including and especially in downtown Berkeley.  If design won't be
compromised by keeping the trees that have become a sticking point for some people, leave
the trees.   However, I wouldn't want to leave the trees and look back 20 years from now at a
BRT that is less than world-class because we couln't take down a couple trees. BRT will
outlive those trees.  Global warming will be mitigated more by a world-class transit system
that takes potentially 5 - 9,000 cars off the road than 2 trees that sink -X- amount of carbon.
Plant more trees.  On to the bus shelter. I couldn't tell from the drawing passed around at the
Berkeley DAPAC meeting if the open grill-work included clear plexiglas.  I understand and
support the concept of keeping visibility for safety and security.  However, I would still want
the shelter to offer shelter from rain and wind.  Can plexiglas be installed on the sides and
top?  Is the top too high to protect from the rain?  Dedicated lanes, wherever possible are a
must, in order to permit bus speeds that are competitive with car traffic.    Bus service must be
transformed into the hip way to travel.  Many green" practices are becoming "hip"  as Enrique
Penalosa told us about Bogota BRT can be renamed to reflect a more elegant sensitivity.
Translink success will help BRT success.    Shopping-Free bus zones will make the BRT and
bus service in general more popular.   Day passes seem like a great idea.    And last of all
MARKETING like McDonalds will be important to success.  Show young hip professionals
using the bus.  Emphasize the wi-fi (will BRT have wi-fi?) the speed the convenience over the
hassle of hunting for parking the time to kick-back and read or catch-up on e-mail.  Don't leave
the bus drivers feeling uninformed resulting in a newspaper column about delayed start-up in
service!"
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Letter 3-88
Marcy Greenhut
June 8, 2007

3-88-1 At the time of project implementation, each City would review and approve a landscaping plan
for their jurisdiction, including a recommendation of specific plantings from an approved list.
The net impact will be more landscaping planted than currently exists in the project corridor.
The  size  of  tree  that  can  coexist  adjacent  to  bus  lanes  or  stations  depends  on  the  amount  of
room for trees at any given location,  the amount of root disturbance that may happen during
construction and other needs for that space, including bus shelters, benches, light poles, ADA
ramps, etc. The final planting recommendations will be developed during the construction
phase.

3-88-2 The specifics of shelter design have not yet been determined. Shelters are designed relative to
each location as part of the Preliminary Engineering and Design phases of the project.

3-88-3 A marketing plan is currently being developed for the proposed project.



June 12, 2007,  3:17PM
Paul Smith
P.O. Box 861
Paradise, CA 95967

Certain critical developments have placed a premium on public transit in terms of both quality
and quantity that has not previously existed.  Those developments include the impact of
greenhouse gas emissions on global climate, the uncertainty of obtaining fuels, and the
relentless demand for more transportation due to population increase.   Therefore, AC Transit
should include in the final EIS/R a clear expression of willingness to collaborate with other
entities, such as the Federal Transit Administration, the UC Berkeley PATH project and
Caltrans, for the purpose of developing transit system innovations. Those innovations might
involve optical and magnetic steering controls, improved docking procedures, improved
means of propulsion and suspension, and improvements in the design, location and function
of running surfaces and boarding platforms.  That collaborative effort might include the
utilization of certain sections of the BRT system for test purposes during the very early
morning hours when transit use was minimal.   In order for this collaboration to take place,
grants or other means of funding would be necessary.  Improvements would benefit AC
Transit and possibly the transit industry as a whole.     The improved public transit would
result in more transit patronage leading to a reduction in automobile use and the amount of
greenhouse gas omissions.
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Letter 3-89
Paul Smith
June 12, 2007

3-89-1 Thank you for your comment. AC Transit is open to working with other agencies to
develop transit system innovations.



June 13, 2007,  6:56PM
Nadia Khastagir
Rosedale Avenue
Oakland, CA 94601

Thank you for working to improve transportation options in Oakland. However, I do not see
how eliminating the 40L and 43 lines on Foothill and not stepping up the times for the 40 will
help those people whose closest busline is on Foothill. What about elderly and disabled
people who would find it difficult to walk down to International? Are they doomed to waiting
forever for an overcrowded bus on Foothill?  Please consider making the Foothill buses a little
more frequent during commute times.  Thank you Nadia Khastagir Rosedale Avenue Oakland,
94601
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Letter 3-90
Nadia Khastagir
June 13, 2007

3-90-1 AC Transit implemented service cuts to existing routes on March 28, 2010.  Please see the
revised schedule and route numbers for bus service operating in the corridor as shown in
Section 3.1, Transit Conditions, of the Final EIS/EIR.



June 14, 2007,  2:46PM
Lee Edwards
375-50th Street
Oakland, CA 94609

The Bus Rapid Transit proposal for Telegraph Ave.  is ill-advised and not going to provide any
incremental improvement in people transport" in Oakland.  Reducing Telegraph Avenue to two
car lanes is a ridiculous proposition.  It takes me two signals today to cross Telegraph Ave at
51st Street during commute hours.  Think of the massive congestion you will create at this
intersection when you reduce it down to two lanes on Telegraph. How will commuters access
the freeway without a huge delay caused by the reduction of lanes?   The transportation
corridor you are proposing to a large extent replicates the existing BART line.  It directly
parallels the Berkeley-Rockridge to Hayward BART tracks.    What is needed is a non-tracked
bus line that flows with existing traffic.  With busses having the capability to control signals
this automotive approach to transportation on this corridor will be much more flexible and
more importantly MUCH MORE AFFORDABLE.  Do not increase congestion on Telegraph
Avenue by grabbing two lanes of the road for unneeded light rails.  Whether you like it or not
residences of our community prefer to drive automobiles for the simple reason that mass
transit doesn't go where they need to go in the amount of time they want to dedicate to
commuting.    I live in Temescal and I don't know anyone who takes the bus to work.  BART
yes, but AC Transit no.
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3-91-1 Please see Section 3.2 for a detailed discussion of traffic impacts and mitigation measures.

3-91-2 Please see Section 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the proposed project in the
context of BART service.  As discussed in this section, because of its tighter station spacing,
the proposed project would better serve activity centers in the corridor than BART.

3-91-3 As discussed in Sections 2.1.1 and 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 1.2.2 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.



June 14, 2007, 10:42PM
Thomas Garlick
480-42nd St. Apt #
Oakland, CA 94609

I would like to strongly oppose the proposal to make the center lanes of Telegraph Ave.
exclusively for the use of busses. While I strongly support public transit and would like to see
improvements to the system, this proposal is a bad idea with severe impact to the quality of
life of those who live along the Telegraphe corridor (my home is very close to Telegraph): the
proposal will cause greater delays for motorists, restrict access to businesses along
Telegraph Ave., make it difficult for pedestrians, particularly at 51st St., and, most importantly,
exacerbate an already difficult parking situation by driving motorists to park in the side streets
in greater numbers than at present, making on-street parking much more difficult for
residents. Please do not implement this proposal.
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Thomas Garlick
June 14, 2007

3-92-1 Thank you for your comment.

3-92-2 Refer to Section 3.2 for a discussion of traffic impacts and mitigation measures. As indicated in
Section 7.9.9 residential spaces will not be used to mitigate parking impacts. The proposed
mitigation is conversion of unmetered or unrestricted commercial spaces. See Section 3.4 of the
Final EIS/EIR for discussion of parking impacts and mitigation measures.



June 15, 2007, 12:59AM
Steve Geller
2342 Shattuck #501
Berkeley, CA 94704

My suggestion is to forget about the ticket machines in the BRT stations.  When I visited
Portland last year, I noticed that about half the ticket machines at the lite rail stations were out
of order.    Around here, I notice that the high tech boxes on AC Transit buses are frequently
out of order too, causing loss of fares for most of a day.  These are the machines which print
transfers, read tickets and validate some passes.  I'm told that all those fare boxes together
cost over a million dollars a year to maintain.  I suggest that our BRT be reserved for the
exclusive use of people carrying a low-tech printed bus pass.  Like me with my senior pass.
Like the Cal Students with their CLASS PASS.  Like the Cal staff with their BEAR PASS.  Like
the city employees with their ecoPass.  Like people who buy a 31-day pass.  Only people who
have a pass should be allowed to ride our fast BRT.  No cash fares.  No tickets.  No transfers.
If you don't have a pass, then ride the slow local bus and pay a cash fare.  There will be a huge
savings on the purchase and the maintenance of the ticket machines.   A low-tech pass will be
simple to inspect.  Just look at the date stamp with the human eyeball.  No magnetic strip, no
smart chip, no hassle about how many hours.  So I say we should make BRT POP-only and
forget the ticket machines.  Encourage all Berkeley employers to provide a low-tech bus pass
so their employees can zoom in to work on the BRT.
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Steve Geller
June 15, 2007

3-93-1 Thank you for your comment. See Section 7.9.4 of the Final EIS/EIR for a response to this and
other common comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to fares and fare collection.



June 15, 2007, 4:40PM
Mike Rosenthal
[No street address]
Oakland, CA

The Tem. Merchants and the BID, recommend sharing the middle bus lanes with cars (as done
in SF), requiring that off street parking lots be provided for, and that a study be made for the
effects of pedestrian safety at the 51st and Telegraph Ave intersection.
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Mike Rosenthal
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3-94-1 Please see the alignment drawings contained in Appendix A of the Final EIS/EIR. A
comprehensive study has been made of the competing needs for the available right-of-way, and
the BRT corridor has been designed to address the priorities in each section (bike lanes, BRT
lanes, parking, medians and trees, and sidewalks). See Sections 3.1 through 3.4 for impacts to
vehicular traffic, pedestrians, bicycles and parking.



June 19, 2007, 11:07 PM
Jeff Wood
233 Chattanooga Street
San Francisco, CA 94114

I believe that the project if built should be ready for an upgrade to LRT as soon as possible.
That means putting the rails in when the street is reconstructed.  If not, the corridor will never
be converted and people will get stuck with carbon buses and high operating costs for
eternity.  Because the agency isn't going to want to rip the road up again making neighbors
angry, you might as well do it right the first time and install the rails.  I think this bus project is
an awful idea based on third world projects that don't apply here but if you're going to do it, do
it right so people get what they want eventually.  The only reason this project is approved by
locals is because they think it's just like light rail for cheap.  The fact is its not and everyone
knows it.
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Jeff Wood
June 19, 2007

3-95-1 The BRT transitway and stations would be designed for potential future conversion to LRT
service.  Refer to Section 7.9.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for discussion on current and future system
designs.



June 20, 2007, 12:55 PM
Lovisa Brown
464-41st Street
Oakland, CA 94609-2520

As a resident of the Temescal neighborhood,  i am concerned about the  increased traffic on
side streets if Telegraph is develeped into a one  way street.  i am therefore requesting that ac
transit look into the  following suggestions made by the Temescal Merchants and BID.    The
Tem. Merchants and the BID, recommend sharing the middle bus lanes  with cars (as done in
SF), requiring that off street parking lots be  provided for, and that a study be made for the
effects of pedestrian  safety at the 51st and Telegraph Ave intersection.  thanks for listening-
Lovisa Brown 464 41st Street
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3-96-1 Telegraph will remain a two way street.  Refer to Sections 3.2 and 7.9.16 for traffic information
and Sections 3.4 and 7.9.9 for parking information.



June 21, 2007, 9:57 AM
Bruce Kaplan
2848 Telegraph Avenue
Berkeley, CA 94705

As a business owner (Looking Glass Photo, 2848 Telegraph Avenue, Berkeley), I am deeply
opposed to the BRT project on Telegraph Avenue. The loss of parking, and the congestion of
the non-bus lanes are sure to impact our business significantly, to the extent that I fear for its
viability if the program is implemented. Lost parking means lost revenues, lost jobs and the
continued demise of the commercial quality of life in Berkeley.  If this comes to pass, I will not
be surprised if local merchants will file suit against AC Transit to mitgate the damages.  As a
Berkeley resident, I feel the budgeted $400 million could be better spent. The Bart Line
currently provides effective public transportation from North to South just a short distance
away from the proposed route.
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3-97-1 The City of Berkeley approved the BRT project without the dedicated lanes so BRT buses will
operate just like regular local buses in Berkeley. Refer to Section 7.9.9 and 3.4 for a discussion
of parking impacts and mitigation measures.

3-97-2 Please refer to Section 7.9.1 for a discussion of the proposed project in the context of existing
BART service.



June 25, 2007, 6:07 PM
Jo-Ellen Spencer
5232 Claremont Avenue
Oakland, CA 94618

Encouraging the use of mass transit is great but new multi-multi units are being approved for
Temescal because of the growing business district. Taking away parking seriously impacts on
these same businesses. A parking lot is already needed if you want Temescal to grow. If you
want public support for mass transit you should try to reach compromises.
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Jo-Ellen Spencer
June 25, 2007

3-98-1 Please refer to Sections 3.4 and 7.9.9 in the Final EIS/EIR, for a discussion of parking impacts
and mitigation measures.



June 26, 2007; 11:12 AM
Judy Kriege
5232 Claremont Avenue
Oakland, CA 94618

I am concerned about the plans to limit Telegraph to one lane for through traffic and the loss
of parking. How do you determine to remedy the parking situation?
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Judy Kriege
June 26, 2007

3-99-1 Refer to Section 3.2, 3.4, 7.9.9, and 7.9.16 in the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of traffic and
parking impacts and mitigation measures.



June 26, 2007, 12:51 PM
Daniel Farrell
4868 Telegraph Avenue
Oakland, CA 94609

As the owner of Dollar Cleaners @ 4868 Telegraph Ave that has been in business for 19 years
it disturbs me that AC Transit is refusing to address the concerns of the Temescal business
owners. The loss of parking spaces and easy access that my customers now have will prove
to be extremely detrimental to my and other business's in the neighborhood. Maybe it's good
that the rapid bus will be in the middle of the street, that way riders won't have to look at the
boarded up and shuttered business's that your plan will eventually effect.
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Daniel Farrell
June 26, 2007

3-100-1 Please refer to Sections 3.4 and 7.9.9 in the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of parking impacts
and mitigation measures.



June 26, 2007, 12:53 PM
Redge Martin
5644 Telegraph Avenue
Oakland, CA 94609

Tuesday, June 26, 2007   East Bay Rapid Transit Project AC Transit 1600 Franklin St.  Oakland,
CA 94612  To Whom It May Concern:  I understand AC Transit is considering reducing traffic to
a single lane for the full length of Telegraph Ave. starting at 20th St. and removing many of the
parking places. Should this affect the traffic lanes or parking at or near our auction gallery, it
would be a disaster for us, and we strongly oppose it.  Clars Auction Gallery has been at this
location since the mid-1980's. We are the largest full service auction house in Northern
California, and perhaps the state. Every four or five weeks, Clars conducts a two day weekend
auction attended by 3000 to 5000 people. They're not all here at one time, but to give you an
idea, 500 to 800 will come on Friday afternoon for the previews.   Parking in the whole block in
front of our building is fairly consistently used through-out the month for loading and
unloading property for the auctions. Occasionally truck are double-parked in front of the
building, which is why there needs to be two lanes running northbound.   Clars employs 25
people, many of whom park under the freeway overpass near our building.   Since the
business does more than eight million dollars in auction sales annually, it generates fairly
significant tax revenues for the city.   I do not see how our business can continue to function if
there are restrictions on either parking or car lanes near our business.  Please feel free to call
me should you have any questions.  Sincerely,   Redge A. Martin  Cc: Mayor Ron Dellums.
Councilperson Jane Brunner, AC Transit General Manager Rick Fernandez, AC Transit
Directors Greg Harper, Elsa Ortiz, H.E. Christian Peeples, Rebecca Kaplan, Joe Haraburda
Oakland Chamber of Commerce,  Temescal Telegraph Business Improvement District
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Redge Martin
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3-101-1 Please refer to Sections 3.4 and 7.9.9 in the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of parking impacts
and mitigation measures. In the case of temporary lane blockages, such as those caused by
double-parked trucks, vehicles will be permitted to use to the bus lane as a passing lane.



June 27, 2007, 4:08 AM
Russ Tilleman
2670 Parker Street
Berkeley, CA 94704

I did not see any numbers in your report for the increase in car traffic on College Avenue as a
result of the partial closure of Telegraph Avenue. I live near the intersection of College
Avenue, and I feel that permanently closing 2 lanes on Telegraph Avenue will force cars onto
College Avenue, which is not acceptable.  Unless you can prove to me that there will be no
increase in car traffic on College Avenune, I intend to conduct my own experiments, possibly
by blocking off 2 lanes on Telelgraph Avenue during peak commute hours, using my car, and
maybe the cars of my neighbors, to block the lanes to approximate the effect of the BRT
changes. This would also provide an opportunity to publicize the upcoming changes by
putting up a sign saying This is what traffic will be like if AC Transit takes away your commute
lanes".  I think that if the lanes were blocked like this every day for a few months we could see
what the effect would really be without spending any money. I would not expect to be paid for
this public service so it wouldn't cost the taxpayers or AC Transit anything.  If you do not want
AC Transit named as a sponsor of this experiment please let me know or I will assume I have
your permission to use the AC Transit name.  Russ Tilleman 2670 Parker Street Berkeley CA
94704"
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3-102-1 Refer to Section 3.2 for a discussion of neighborhood diversion impacts. This section includes a
discussion of alternate routes that drivers are anticipated to take and presents feasible mitigation
measures to address impacts.



June 26, 2007, 11:40 AM
Davida Pugh
5232 Claremont Avenue
Oakland, CA 94618

i work in Oakland, in the Temescal Telegraph Business Improvement District. i feel that there
is little enough room for parking as it is, and if your new routes remove more parking spaces,
then it will be almost impossible for people to park in the area.  This affects not just our clients
at BANANAS, but clients at Children's Hopital as well.  Please consider putting in a parking lot
if you are going to change the current situation.
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Davida Pugh
June 26, 2007

3-103-1 Please refer to Section 3.4 for a discussion of parking impacts and mitigation measures.  The
Preferred Alternative will mitigate impacts due to displaced parking. As noted in the section,
location of replacement parking will be provided on-alignment or on cross streets.



June 28, 2007, 6:16 PM
Jason Gardner
545-43rd Street
Oakland, CA 94609

Dear AC Transit --  While I support the idea of AC Transit's Bus Rapid Transit, I am amazed at
the amount of disruption AC Transit will be inflicting on our neighborhood for a relatively
small benefit. Temescal is just getting off the ground as a commercial district. By removing
parking and turn lanes in the area along Telegraph, BRT would essentially cripple this growth.
I  am particularly concerned about what effect the system would have on pedestrians in
several already very pedestrian unfriendly intersections. I hope AC Transit will revise its plan
to allow traffic in the two center lanes, like other similar systems do in other cities, and
minimize loss of parking in our neighborhood.  Thank you.
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3-104-1 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.

3-104-2 The environment in the corridor overall for pedestrians is expected to be improved over the
current situation with the addition of high-visibility crosswalks, protected signal phasing for
pedestrians, and additional landscaping. See Section 3.3 for details on pedestrian enhancements
in the corridor.

3-104-3 Thank you for your comment.



June 28, 2007
Gloria Jones
2563-55th Avenue
Oakland, CA 94605

I live in Maxwell Park area and I think that it would be rather inconvenient for me to go to
International Blvd. to catch a bus although, it may be rapid because I would in about half of the
time be able to walk and catch a bus on MacArthur, Bancroft or Footill that would take me to
San Leandro, Berkeley, or San Francisco probably just as quickly.  Also, in the area
surrounding San Leandro Blvd. where they are building so very many homes I do not think
that this would help them at all because the feeder buses are slower because some of them
have circuitous routes and that could be extremely timely. Each time that I drive past this area
they are building more groups of apartments, condos, or other buildings that will hold several
families that will definitley need some type of dependable and relatively fast service.
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Gloria Jones
June 28, 2007

3-105-1 Thank you for your comment.



June 29, 2007, 1:15 PM
Kendra Karnes

I've been reading about the BRT for some time now.  I drive along San Pablo Avenue to and
from work and for other purposes as well.  When a bus is in the left lane and needs to get over
to let passengers off, this creates back up in both lanes.  With the new BRT scheduled for
Telegraph Avenue I see the same thing happening.  In fact, it will be worse.  Is there a plan to
construct bus stops in the middle lanes?  As a previous tenant off Telegraph Avenue, I see the
problems arising for businesses and residents alike.  I believe if you keep the buses in the
right lane this may prevent problems.
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June 29, 2007

3-106-1 Median (middle lanes) and side running BRT lanes are discussed in Section 2.3.2 and
7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR.



June 29, 2:23 PM
Robert Lauriston
1918 Woolsey St
Berkeley, CA 94703

The draft EISR drastically understates existing rush-hour congestion on Telegraph, College,
and Shattuck.  It grossly underestimates the impact reducing Telegraph from four to two lanes
would have on north Oakland and south Berkeley, particularly on the east-west through
streets people would have to use to get to and from Sacramento or Adeline, the only practical
north-south routes that would remain.  The benefits of the build" option over the "no-build"
option are not significant enough to justify the detriment to the community. There are far
better ways $400 million could be used to improve public transit."
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June 29, 2007

3-107-1 See Section 3.2.8 of the Final EIS/EIR for discussion of traffic impacts. The impact of each of
the alternatives on traffic is documented in the form of level of service and vehicular delay at
signalized and unsignalized intersections.  This analysis considers the traffic diversion that may
result both due to additional delay on the corridor resulting from the conversion of mixed flow
travel lanes to dedicated transitway and due to restrictions on turns across the transitway.  The
diversion analysis identifies the likelihood of the diversion, the potential alternate routes as well
as the potential frequency of the diversion.  See also Section 7.9.16.



July 1, 2007, 7:37 PM
Hoang Banh
555-10th Street, #212
Oakland, CA 94607

I am absolutely ecstatic about having full BRT in Oakland and neighboring cities.  I took part in
the MIS, have been pleased with the 72R (leading to more visits to San Pablo Ave.), and
eagerly awaited to ride the 1R.  I rode the 1R to Temescal, where I grew up, and next week will
try to ride to Fruitvale, where I lived for a year and worked for six years.  Thus, I am very
familiar with the most busy transit corridors in the AC Transit system. The trip to Temescal
took 20 minutes, which was fantastic, but it was not as smooth as I had hoped, as I sat in the
back of the artic". I hope that having dedicated lanes along Telegraph Ave. will help improve
the smoothness and comfort of the ride to help complement the punctuality and increased
frequency of service.  In terms of frequency 3.6 to 5 minute headways would be excellent!  I
favor the option that leads to the greatest increase in ridership in order to maximize farebox
recovery and promote more transit-oriented development.  I am indifferent as to whether the
line ends at San Leandro or Bayfair BART especially as I am not familiar with San Leandro.  I
am more focused on the Oakland and Berkeley sections."
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Hoang Banh
July 1, 2007

3-108-1 Thank you for your comment.



July 2, 2007, 6:01 PM
Robert Charlton
86 Entrada Avenue
Oakland, CA 94611

This is one of the most misguided bits of planning I've ever seen... to turn a street paralleling
BART into a high speed bus line.  This is the street that's also one of the auto arterials for
north-south traffic. The impact on residential side streets will be horrendous.  Making driving
impossible is not the way to solve transportation problems, or the business problems of the
Telegraph area.    Consider instead some additional parking at BART stations to increase
BART ridership, and some free shuttles to get passengers to where they need to go.    I'm
curious about the real estate interests involved in this major change.
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Robert Charlton
July 2, 2007

3-109-1 Thank you for your comment. The proposed project is not expected to disrupt BART service.
As discussed in Section 1.2.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, the purpose of the proposed project includes
improvement of transit service for current bus ridership and increasing transit ridership by
providing a viable alternative to the automobile mode of travel.  Existing corridor conditions,
including land use types and employment densities, suggest that there is additional demand for
transit service in the corridor, as discussed in Section 1.2.2. Additional information on traffic
impacts can be found in Section 3.2 and 7.9.16 of the Final EIS/EIR.

3-109-2 Thank you for your comment.



July 2, 2007, 6:02 PM
Ross Craig
2419 ½ Oregon St.
Berkeley, CA 94705

I live a half block from Telegraph on Oregon St. and I use Telegraph daily to commute and to
shop. I think that BRT plan is a bad idea. The elimination of parking spaces will force more
cars onto my street. Limiting car traffic to one lane will cause a huge traffic jam, especially at
intersections like Ashby and 51st. Cars moving at such a slow pace will increase pollution. I
believe a better approach is more smaller efficient buses running more frequently and more
routes.
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July 2, 2007

3-110-1 Thank you for your comment.

3-110-2 Refer to Section 3.2 for a discussion of traffic impacts. The traffic analysis reflects the capacity
reductions proposed with the Build Alternative.

3-110-3 As discussed in Section 7.9.13 of the Final EIS/EIR, adding more buses or routes would not
meet the purpose and need of the project, which includes providing faster and more reliable
transit service, and attracting new riders.



July 2, 2007, 6:17 PM
Rebecca Flaum
2407 Ward Street, Apt 4
Berkeley, CA 94705

NO NO NO NO! This is an ill-thought out idea at best! Yes, BRT is a great idea, but Telegraph
Avenue cannot handle it. Telegraph is my cross-street, and parking is already terrible on my
side-street, and others.  Getting rid of parking on Telegraph and moving it onto residential
streets? PLEASE NO. Yes, in a perfect world BRT would be great and we could all get rid of
our cars, but before we can do that the existing local transit needs to be remotely functional
and affordable (compared to other cities, AC Transit is archaic in pricing and convenience)
AND long distance transit needs to be accessible. I can't get rid of my car because attempting
to take public transit to Santa Cruz to visit family easily takes up to three times as long as
driving, with considerably more inconvenience. BRT just piles more stuff on top of a broken
system; it doesn't fix any of the existing problems with transit in the Bay Area. Let's see some
cooperation between the different transit systems, and some convenient frequent-use passes
that take us all over the Bay Area. Lets see friendlier bus drivers and useful and dependable
online schedulers. The key to reducing the use of cars is not to make driving a miserable
experience, because people will do it anyway and just get crankier and crankier. The key is to
make transit actually appealing and simple. The BRT plan provides too much inconvenience
with not enough benefit. It also ignores the plight of those of us who actually have to live in
the vicinity. Not to mention, it has few (if any) benefits over BART. Don't be redundant; just be
smarter.
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Rebecca Flaum
July 2, 2007

3-111-1 Thank you for your comment.



July 2, 2007, 8:27 PM
Will Lovitt
[No address provided]

Tele used to be a destination.  It's over.  When retail leases expire or owners declare
bankruptcy, you won't need the buses at all -- the street will be empty.
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Will Lovitt
July 2, 2007

3-112-1 Thank you for your comment.



July 2, 2007, 9:24 PM
E.V. Tiglao
2915 Regent Street
Berkeley, CA 94705

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the BRT project.  While I am supportive of public
transit, the DEIR leaves out some analyses that need to be considered, impacts that need to be
quantified, and mitigations that need to be proposed and funded.  Before I continue onto the
comments, I also need to point something out regarding notification.  The DEIR notice of
availability was dated April 24, 2007.
1. The notice was only issued to those within 300 feet of the project alignment.  Given the
magnitude of the project, and its potential off-alignment impacts, the noticing is insufficient.  It
should, at the very least, provide notice to those within a 10-minute walking distance from the
alignment, activity centers and all locations of off-alignment impacts and proposed mitigation
measures.  Perhaps ¬ mile is too much.  But 300 feet is inadequate.
2. According to the Reference and Desk Librarians, the DEIR was not available at the
Claremont Branch of the Berkeley Public Library until July 2.  Given that the public hearing on
the project was conducted in the south Berkeley area on June 14, potentially impacted
stakeholders were not given the full opportunity to review the project and provide comment.
Due to the inadequacy of noticing, and opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR, my
review of the project is on a very superficial level.  I apologize if these were addressed in the
DEIR - but again - there was inadequate time and noticing.

ALTERNATIVES. The purpose of any transit project is to increase readership.  This could be
done by in many ways without resorting to huge infrastructure projects.  The DEIR did not
consider enhancements to the no-build alternatives which could substantially improve
ridership, and reduce auto trips along the way.  The following should be considered
individually and collectively in future analysis.
1. Increased frequency.  Reducing headways could potentially increase ridership without
impacting parking and level of service along the corridor.
2. Lower fares.  In various letters authored by BRT proponents, it was mentioned that BRT
targets short distance travel and is not competing with BART.  However, the current fare of
$1.75 is unreasonable for shorter trips.  I would rather walk for a short trip rather than wait and
pay the fare.  Lowering fares for shorter trips would increase ridership and reduce auto use.
3. Farebox collection scheme.  In addition to fare restructuring, improving fare collection
method may also improve performance and readership.  In the short time I had to review the
document, I was unable to see a reference to TransLink or other fare collection system which
would make loading more efficient, minimize leakage, and improve connectivity with other
transit systems.
4. Improved bus shelters.  Many stops currently do not have bus shelters.  The analysis
should show what new shelters, similar to those which have been installed in some locations,
would do to improve ridership.
5. Information systems.  Many potential riders do not like taking the bus because they do
not know when it is coming.  NextBus, either as a smart display or through cell phone query
(similar to the Emery-Go-Round) may improve ridership.
6. Security.  Many riders do not take the bus because of safety concerns.  Lighting,
emergency phones and/or surveillance cameras may improve security.  I am not concerned
over the big brother" objection to cameras because subway stations have cameras - why not
bus stops? In summary I would most likely to take the bus more often if some or all of the
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above are incorporated into the system.  These would improve the performance and ridership
without significant environmental impact.  The DEIR ignores these alternatives and gives the
impression that BRT is fait accompli.

TRAFFIC
1. Once an intersection is at LOS F the analysis should also include stacking analysis.
The traffic impact discussion does not give lay persons sufficient description of the true
impact at the affected intersections.
2. The intersections of Shattuck Telegraph and College intersections at Ashby and
Alcatraz already operate at unacceptable levels in several directions during PM commute
times.  For instance it takes 2 to 3 cycles to turn left from College northbound to Ashby
westbound.  Retiming the signals will only lengthen trips of reverse commute direction.  The
analysis also fails to account for the impact on emergency vehicles ambulances and fire
trucks particularly since there is a hospital and fire station in the area.
3. It is not clear whether the analysis accounts for the opening of a 4th bore of the
Caldecott Tunnel which will have an off-peak direction traffic inducing impact.  It would only
worsen traffic at all major intersections on Telegraph Ashby Shattuck Alcatraz and College.

PARKING The current parking situation is inadequately characterized and the analysis is
flawed.
1. The parking survey only addressed the on-alignment spaces and immediate cross
streets.  However the parking impacts in several locations particularly near activity areas
spans several blocks into residential areas.  Without a proper survey of the residential permit
parking areas along the alignment many of which are at 75% occupancy or more the DEIR is
not fully characterizing the impact of the project.  In the North Oakland/South Berkeley area
the parallel streets of Colby Florence Regent Hillegass Ellsworth Irwin Halcyon and Benvenue
all which were not surveyed will be worsened due to the spill over impacts of the project and
the associated mitigation measures.
2. Some of the mitigation measures proposed involve installation parking meters.  Most cross
and parallel streets along the alignment are residential.  There are usually no parking meters
installed in the medium density residential areas in the proximity of the alignment.  If this is
what is being proposed where are residents and their visitors particularly those without
access to off-street parking so residents are left with no feasible alternatives to adjust to
proposed mitigations.
3. If parking meters are installed who pays for them and who benefits?  Any revenue
generated from mitigation parking should benefit the local area not AC Transit or the host city.
4. As Table 3.4.1 clearly demonstrates the occupancy of metered parking along the
alignment exceeds parking on the cross streets in all cases.  In addition to removing parking
spaces conversion to metered parking only drives spill over parking further into the residential
neighborhood.  In some cases there are not enough free spaces in the cross streets to offset
the loss of parking removed by the project.  This increases occupancy throughout the
residential areas and has not been considered in the DEIR.
5. The DEIR does not analyze the characteristics of those that park along the alignment
and in the impacted neighborhoods.  How many are visitors?  How many are employees?  How
many are residents?  How many residents and visitors need the on-street spaces during peak
hours?  Without an analysis of those parking in these streets a proper mitigation cannot be
developed.  Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.  Because of the inadequate
noticing and access to the document provided I reserve the right to comment further in the
event that the comment period is extended."
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AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-113
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-113
E. V. Tiglao
July 2, 2007

3-113-1 The Draft EIS/EIR was mailed to the Draft EIS/EIR distribution list that can be found in
Appendix F.  Claremont Branch of the Berkley Public Library was on the distribution list.

3-113-2 Thank you for your comments. The points have been considered and incorporated as
appropriate. See Section 3.1 Transit Conditions for a comprehensive transit analysis.

3-113-3 Dedicated lanes are restricted to buses and emergency vehicles only. Violators will be ticketed
by local law enforcement agencies. The dedicated lanes will be clearly demarcated with
signage,  stripes  and  rumble  strips  so  they  will  not  be  confused  with  general  travel  lanes.  AC
Transit  recognizes  that  removing  traffic  lanes  for  BRT  in  congested  corridors  may  create  a
bottleneck prohibiting access by emergency vehicles. Therefore, emergency vehicles may use
the dedicated lanes whenever needed. Response times for emergency vehicles will not be
degraded in the corridor.

Refer  to  Section  3.2  for  a  discussion  of  the  traffic  analysis  which  includes  all  approved  and
planned roadway improvements including the Caldecott Tunnel.

3-113-4 As indicated in Section 7.9.9, residential spaces will not be used to mitigate parking impacts.
The proposed mitigation is conversion of unmetered or unrestricted commercial spaces. Thus
existing residential spaces will remain unchanged and no further analysis is required.

Surveys of the origins of the parked vehicles were not conducted. Please refer to Section 3.4 for
a discussion of parking impacts and mitigation measures to address impacts.



July 2, 2007, 10:12 PM
Barbara Feyerabend
1301-61st St.
Emeryville, CA 94608

Dear AC Transit. This new Rapid Transit system sounds like it will possibly add access to our
cities for many people. As a landscape architect I want to stress how important it is that the
new system take into account the many small business which might be affected by this new
system, especially re: parking for their customers. I'm looking forward to hearing about the full
and final project. Thank you for listening, Barbara Feyerabend.
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AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-114
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-114
Barbara Feyerabend
July 2, 2007

3-114-1 Thank you for your comment.



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-115
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-115
Scott Lowry
July 2, 2007

3-115-1 Thank you for your comment.

3-115-2 Thank you for your comment.



July 2, 2007, 10:26 PM
Scott Lowry
[No address provided]
Having lived, worked, gone to school, shopped, and commuted on Telegraph Ave. in Berkeley
for 40 years, it is difficult to imagine that those who came up with this scheme have ever
traveled along this corridor in the afternoon, and particularly on College Ave. and Shattuck
Ave. whose gridlock will unquestionably become much worse. Is the intent to make our
unlivable cities even more so?  Of course the residents and businesses along this corridor will
be devastated by the removal of hundreds of parking spaces.  Please save our money and
sanity and let things be.
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July 2, 10:42 PM
Jim Lutz
466-41st St., Apt. 1
Oakland, CA 94609

I am a member of the Oil Independent Oakland 2020 Task Force.
http://www.oaklandnet.com/Oil/default.html Although these are my personal comments, and
not those of the Task Force, the information I've gained from being on the Task Force does
influence these comments.  I strongly support the concept of BRT and commend AC Transit
for developing this proposal.   Anything that can help reduce dependency on the private
automobile for transportation will be beneficial to Oakland.  The improved transportation
opportunities for low-income and minority communities will also benefit Oakland.    From
reading the summary description of the alternatives, I believe option 3, will be best.  However, I
strongly support the development of BRT along this important transit corridor, so any of these
alternatives are acceptable.  I do question the statement that there will be no energy savings
from the implementation of BRT.  Doesn't the projected increase in ridership, mean that
automobile traffic would be lowered? And won't this reduce energy consumption?  If you have
an email list for updates on this project, would you please add my name, (jlutz@igc.org).
Sincerely,     Jim
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AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-116
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-116
Jim Lutz
July 2, 2007

3-116-1 Thank you for your comment. Alternative 3 from the Draft EIS has been modified to become
the Preferred Alignment for the BRT project corridor, as described in Section 2.3.2 of the Final
EIS/EIR.  Refer to Section 4.15 in the Final EIS/EIR for more discussion on energy.



July 2, 2007, 11:21 PM
Max Dashu
860-46th Street
Oakland, CA 94608

I am a longtime bus rider, who does not drive because of disabilities. I'm very concerned about
the direction AC Transit is taking. There is a shrinkage of service (not only less service at late
hours, but increased need to buy transfers, and where i live it sometimes takes TWO transfers
to get where i'm going). And yet you are talking about using huge amounts of money for
changes whose benefit is questionable from where i sit--as a non-driver! Rapid bus service
does not depend on taking out lanes from Telegraph, much less creating kiosks in mid-street.
All this will make life more difficult, read dangerous, for pedestrians. Drivers are already out of
control, just wait when gridlock hits at some of the busy intersections like 51st and Telegraph.
Please reconsider. This is not going to work.
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AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-117
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-117
Max Dashu
July 2, 2007

3-117-1 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
expenditure on BRT has no relationship to service cuts on the streets.  Please refer to Section
7.9.12 for response to common comments related to project funding and costs, and Section 8.2
for funding for operations and maintenance costs.

3-117-2 Thank you for your comment.



July 2, 2007, 11:49 PM
Virginia Fine

How can you really consider getting rid of so much Street parking.  There are parts of Berkeley
that I really have to think twice about going to & it is because of the lack of parking. I have
lived in the Bay Area a long time & seen many small business go out of business & many are
related to their sales going down as the parking decreases.  I did go to the movies in Berkeley
this weekend but if I had gone alone I would not have been able willing to go for the distance
from the movie theatre we had to park there is no way I would have walked alone at night.
Public transit is great but there is not enough parking in Downtown Berkeley.
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AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-118
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-118
Virginia Fine
July 2, 2007

3-118-1 Thank you for your comment. The City of Berkeley approved the BRT project without the
dedicated lanes so BRT buses will operate just like regular local buses in Berkeley.



July 3, 2007, 12:02 PM
Janet Byron
2640 Benvenue Avenue
Berkeley, CA 94704

I strongly support the installation of BRT on Telegraph Avenue in Berkeley. I live three blocks
from Telegraph in the Elmwood neighborhood.  I comment for myself only, not any
organization or other members of my household.  The reasons that I support the BRT are as
follows:
1) It will greatly improve the reliability and predictability of bus service on Telegraph. I have
not tried the IR yet, but my experiences with the 40 were often unpleasant, mainly because the
schedule was so unpredictable and I had to stand at attention at the bus stop to ensure that
the bus stopped for me. The single most exciting part of the proposed BRT (for me) is the
addition of BART-like signage that tells when the next bus will arrive.
2) Slowing down traffic on Telegraph will be a good thing for the neighborhood, in terms of
safety and quality of life. Most people don't drive on Telegraph for long distances, so I don't
believe their ride times will be significantly affected.
3) Regardless of how the emissions are calculated, a high-tech new bus system can only be
good for the environment.
4) The BRT will be an excellent investment in smart growth for Berkeley, Oakland and San
Leandro, attracting more residents to an important transit corridor and providing them with
more opportunities to drive less.  Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,  Janet Byron
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AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-119
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-119
Janet Byron
July 3, 2007

3-119-1 Thank you for your comment.



Lucienne Sanchez-Resnik
1442-A Walnut Street, #452
Berkeley, CA 94709

To AC Transit:  Right now there is tremendous support in Berkeley for reducing greenhouse
gas emissions, especially CO2 emissions. At the same time, there is vigorous opposition to
the BRT project. It is imperative that AC Transit demonstrate in the FEIR different scenarios for
reducing greenhouse gas emissions through BRT. This should include, at a minimum,
projections based on diverse reduced-emissions vehicles that will be available as part of AC
Transit's fleet in the near future.
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AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-120
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-120
Lucienne Sanchez-Resnik
(no date on letter)

3-120-1 Thank you for your comment.  Please refer to Section 4.14 in the Final EIS/EIR for discussion
on green house gas impacts.



Elizabeth Johnson
2703 Forest Avenue, Apt. 2
Berkeley, CA 94705

This is a great proposal.  I think that there should be dedicated bus lanes on all bus routes in
the east bay, but especially this one.  I like the combined plan, especially if the BRT buses only
stop at specific stops and local buses must give way to BRT buses in the dedicated bus lanes.
I especially like the raised bus stations to make things easier for those with strollers and in
wheelchairs.
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AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-121
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-121
Elizabeth Johnson
(no date on letter)

3-121-1 Thank you for your comment.



July 3, 2007; 5:20 PM
Roy Nakadegawa
751 The Alameda
Berkeley, CA 94707

East Bay BRT Project Office,
AC Transit,
1600 Franklin Street
Oakland, CA, 94612
e-mail; http//www.actransit.org.brtciomment.wu
Here are comments on my review of the DEIR  I found it difficult to locate where all the stations
will be under various alternatives.  Overall, I find the BRT is on the expensive side for
developments of this nature. Why is it so?  Most all the bus loading appears to be on the right
side of the bus, whereas, most of the criticism is on the fact that the Transitway will take away
two auto travel lanes.  I wonder if a bus similar to those that are being used in Eugene and
Cleveland on their Transitways having doors on both sides were considered.  With the left side
doors, the system could have less bus stops with less amenities to provide e.g. fare machines,
electronic info signs, ped crossing and the shelters by locating the bus stop in the center lane.
This could also save street R/W that may be enough to provide an extra lane or parking.  And if
one used optical or magnetic guidance the bus lane can be cut down to 10 feet or even less
along critical areas where there is a need for street R/W.  Again this may save enough R/W for
a parking lane which is usually 7.5 to 8 feet for parking is another major opposition to the
Transitway.    Another point in design that viewing the illustrations it does not appear that the
Transitway is considering the use of a couple of pre-cast concrete beam as bus travelways for
the wheels which I believe is what Eugene and Cambridge UK are using. The beam could be
designed and pre-cast with greater control and uniformity that will hold up for a longer time of
use.  They can be adjusted to provide a smoother ride as well.  Inspection would be easier as
to tolerance and accuracy and they could be designed to be interlocking..  Another
consideration that would insure greater exclusivity of the travel way without auto intrusion is
to have the buses operate in Contra-flow Lanes.  This will allow the current right-side door
buses with center station.    As for bus stop location, it appears the one in central Berkeley is
about a block north of the BART station.  Why is this so?  If Center Street is closed off with
boarding along Center Street, a wide area could be had for more activities than just a bus stop.
Since 80% of voters say they are concerned with Global Warming and GHG emission, the DEIR
provides little information on emission which transportation is the primary emitter.  It is
apparent that we need to change people thinking about using their autos for most of the
resistance to the BRT is that it will impact their auto use.  More cities are beginning to plan
with greater density along with transit and congestion pricing.  Berkeley is to have over 4,000
additional living units by 2025   There was little mention of the total reduction of greenhouse
gases from buses and autos but little on buses alone.  APTA mentions in their FACT Book that
buses emit about 50% of autos based on present passenger loads. With the projected rider
increase and the fact that by 2025 AC should have a new fleet of more fuel efficient buses, the
GHG emission should be far less..  The DEIR notes that from 1970 to 2000, the citywide
population of Berkeley has dropped from 116,532 to approximately 102,743, whereas, the
number of housing units has increased from 46,160 to 46,875.  ABAG mentions that Berkeley
should have 4,845 additional living units by 2025.  Since Berkeley is about built out with the
scarcity of available open land, most new development in Berkeley will be to redevelop
existing faculties with more dense development. Obviously, developments will be along
arterials and collector streets and not scattered throughout the City and the DEIR cites many
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additions that are built or planned are within the BRT corridor.  Therefore, did the DEIR take
this into consideration in developing the estimated ridership of the BRT?.  The DEIR did not
emphasize that the Transitway with the faster speed with more reliability will provide superior
service to existing and will decrease the cost of service from this efficiency, thereby reducing
the operating cost. I roughly compute that the Transitway's efficiency will recoup 25-30% of its
capital cost from this operating efficiency..   And the DEIR should have emphasized this
Transitway even at $25 million per mile, to construct in lieu a LRT it would cost 100-200% more
or to construct BART would cost 600-800% more, pointing out its cost-effectiveness.
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AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-122
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-122
Roy Nakadegawa
July 3, 2007

3-122-1 Thank you for your comment.

3-122-2 Thank you for your comment.

3-122-3 The Downtown Berkeley BART Station is located on Shattuck Avenue between
Allston Way and Addison Street. The proposed BRT stop is conveniently located at
Center Street, within ½ block of the BART station.

3-122-4 Please refer to Section 4.14 of the Final EIS/EIR for discussion on greenhouse gas impacts.

3-122-5 Thank you for your comment.



July 3, 2007, 5:42 PM
Xanthe Berry
3022 Hillegass Ave
Berkeley, CA 94705

To the Board of Directors for AC Transit Via Website On-Line Transmittal I am very concerned,
as are many of my neighbors, about the proposed plan to close lanes of traffic on Telegraph
Avenue. I do not think this is the best solution with the least environmental impact.  I am
particularly concerned with the lack of thoroughness given to the EIR. The EIR failed to
adequately address the consequences to limiting the traffic on Telegraph Avenue. In particular
the EIR did not adequately address impact to residential side streets such as Hillegass
Avenue, the street on which I live. Limiting full environmental considerations to the major
street such as Ashby and College does not take the whole picture into account. The EIR has
ignored very important data related to changes in traffic patters that would result from the
project. Data implies that traffic would be redirected to Hillegass as the ONLY nearby through
street without restrictions or barriers other than College Avenue which is already at near grid
lock during peak traffic hours.  Increasing traffic on Hillegass will further degrade the level of
service on this street, resulting in a potentially significant impact. The EIR fails to consider
other feasible alternatives, including  limited time restrictions to parking on Telegraph, the
elimination of barriers on all of the nearby residential streets so that all can share the burden
of increased traffic instead of only Hillegass, simply running smaller busses more often and
not altering the flow of traffic on Telegraph at all, and many others all of which would clearly
lessen the potentially significant impacts that will result from this project as currently planned.
The EIR also fails to adequately address the impact to local businesses.  The impact to local
businesses, and the resulting inadequacies in parking capacity, will not only be socio-
economic in nature, but will also cause significant physical impacts, including air quality
impacts from re-directed, increased and or slowed traffic and traffic issues related to the
decrease in parking, as well as impacts from land uses that will arise as a result of these
impacts to businesses. The 3000 block of Hillegass alone has over 20 children under the age
of twelve living on it, as well as numerous older children and adults who ride their bikes or
walk in the neighborhood.  The increased traffic will result in hazards to the children and
others walking and playing in the area. This is a particular concern because of the overlap of
peak hour traffic and the hours that bike riders commute to work and the school bus that
services our street for local schools picks kids up.    Hillegass is also a designated bike lane,
and the EIR has failed to adequately address the impacts that will result to this bike corridor.
The EIR should discuss air quality impacts, potential creation of hazards, and conflict with
transportation planning that will result. Lastly the EIR has failed to adequately analyze the
cumulative impacts of this project in combination with other planned projects in the area.
Until these matters are adequately addressed and alternatives with less significant impacts are
considered or adequate mitigations are included in the plan this project is not ready for
approval! Thank you,  Xanthe M. Berry 3022 Hillegass Ave. Berkeley, CA 94705
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AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-123
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-123
Xanthe Berry
July 3, 2007

3-123-1 Refer to Sections 3.2 and 7.9.16 for a discussion of neighborhood diversion impacts. The
project includes no dedicated BRT lanes in Berkeley, and all buses will operate like local
service in this area.

3-123-2 Thank you for your comment.

3-123-3 The City of Berkeley approved the BRT project without the dedicated lanes so BRT buses will
operate just like regular local buses in Berkeley.

3-123-4    Please refer to section 4.12 for discussion of air quality and Section 5.4 for cumulative impacts.



July 3, 2007, 5:54 PM
Mark Chekal-Bain
PO Box 5576
Berkeley, CA 94705

1. Please research the environmental impact in terms of pedestrian/bicycle safety,
congestion, emissions of diverting traffic to side streets when you close two lanes on
Telegraph Avenue.
2. Please do more extensive research on exactly how many new people will ride this
system WHO ARE NOT ALREADY UTILIZING PUBLIC TRANSIT.  It appears to be a huge
expenditure of money without much new ridership.
3. Please justify where these people will board this new system?  How will they get there?
Where will they park?
4. MOST IMPORTANT:  Please show evidence of where these people live and where they
travel to work/school in relation to this system.  Are there really people who are going to use
it?  Who are they?
5. Please justify why you are not looking at closing lanes during commute hours rather
than taking aways 24/7.
6. How will you mitigate traffic that winds up on residential streets.
7. What is the current traffic count on Telegraph Avenue?  Where will this traffic go?
8. College Avenue is already significantly backed-up. what will an increase on residential
streets mean to pedestrian and bicycle safety?
9. This new route runs within blocks of BART which will ALWAYS be faster.  Why are we
putting this money into BRT instead of providing funding to increase the number of BART
trains and feeder buses?
10. Currently, the new 1 line on Telegraph is significantly underutilized even though it is
now a Rapid Transit line.  Where are new users going to come from?
11. As a public transit user, who did not own a car until he was 38, I applaud the efforts
here; however, it seems like a waste of funding.  We are not Brazil.  We are not Europe.  We are
the car-loving state of California.  Please demonstrate how you are going to take a significant
number of people out of their cars and put them onto public transit.  It seems to me that AC
Transit and its Board is just excited about a lot of money without seeing the picture clearly.
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AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-124
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-124
Mark Chekal-Bain
July 3, 2007

3-124-1 Please refer to Sections 7.9.10 and 3.3 in the Final EIS/EIR for discussion of pedestrian/bicycle
impacts, and Section 4.14 for discussion on green house gas impacts.

3-124-2 Please refer to Section 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the demographic
characteristics considered in selecting the route alignment.

3-124-3 As indicated in the schematic drawings (see Appendix A), there was insufficient width to
accommodate all desired improvements such as bike lanes, dedicated BRT lanes, vehicular turn
lanes, and medians. The proposed drawings reflected a balance of such improvements.

3-124-4 See Section 3.2 for existing and forecast traffic volumes on Telegraph Avenue.  Telegraph
Avenue  will  remain  open  for  auto  traffic,  but  some  traffic  may  shift  to  parallel  routes.   In
addition to the intersection analysis of key intersections along parallel corridors, an analysis of
the project effects on neighborhood streets is contained in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.
This analysis considers the traffic diversion that may result both due to additional delay on the
corridor resulting from the conversion of mixed flow travel lanes to dedicated transitway and
due to restrictions on turns across the transitway.  The diversion analysis identifies the
likelihood of the diversion, the potential alternate routes as well as the potential frequency of
the diversion. 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 impacts to pedestrians or bicycles
are anticipated in the northern portion of Telegraph.  See Section 3.3 for discussion of bicycle
and pedestrian impacts.

3-124-5 Please see Section 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the proposed project's
distinctiveness,  as  compared  to  BART.  As  discussed  in  Section  1.2.2  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.

3-124-6 Please see Section 7.9.5 of the Final EIS/EIR for a general discussion of the project’s ridership
forecasts and modeling.  Section 3.1 provides the analysis summary.

3-124-7 See response to comment 3-124-6, above.



July 3, 2007, 6:42 PM
Julie Stevens
5519 Dover St.
Oakland, CA 94609

as a business owner in temescal, i am opposed to this consuming two lanes of traffic
specifically for the buses. this will add to the already congested area, as well as take away
parking for our customers, make it easier for people to shop oakland, not harder!

July 3, 2007, 6:45 PM
Julie Stevens
4801 Telegraph Avenue
Oakland, CA 94609

please rethink this project, as it will effect all of our businesses in this growing area of
oakland, temescal.why not have one lane for buses and have designated areas to pass one
another, that wouls take up less space...
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AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-125
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-125
Julie Stevens
July 3, 2007

3-125-1 Thank you for your comment.

3-125-2 Please refer to section 7.9.1 and 3.2 in the Final EIS/EIR for discussion of the project’s
proposed alignment and traffic operations, respectively.



July 3, 2007, 6:51 PM
Joanne Bussiere
5519 Dover St.
Oakland, CA 94609

I am concerned about how the BRT will affect the Telegraph Ave. in the Temesacl business
area. I am specifically concerned that metered parking spaces will be removed. This area is
just starting a wonderful transition and businesses will be damaged by the loss of parking
spaces.
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AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-126
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-126
Joanne Bussiere
July 3, 2007

3-126-1 Refer to Section 3.4 for a discussion of parking impacts and mitigation measures.  As
mentioned in this section, any displaced parking meters will be replaced at a one to one ratio.
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3-127-1

3-127-2

3-127-3
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3-127-2
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July 3, 2007, 6:56 PM
Michael Katz
2835 Buena Vista Way
Berkeley, CA 94708

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on AC Transit's May 2007 BRT DEIS. Before
requesting responses to some perceived deficiencies in the DEIS, I would like to commend AC
Transit and its consultants on the document's overall comprehensiveness and candor.  And,
writing as a friendly critic of this particular BRT proposal's alignment and definition, who is
nevertheless a fan of BRT technology and of robust public transit: I would like to thank Jim
Cunradi, and his AC Transit and consultant colleagues, for being consistently cordial and
good-humored in discussing this proposal with the public.  Below, I make a case that the DEIS
is deficient in at least four respects:
(1) Failure to model air-quality or energy-efficiency impacts of induced congestion.
(2) Failure to consider BRT investments on alternative corridors that would produce fewer
detriments and greater benefits.
(3) Failure to consider an alternative that combines Rapid Bus" service with "Proof of
Payment" boarding, but excluding bus-only lanes. This "Rap with PoP' option would arguably
produce no detriments, and much higher net benefits.
(4) Failure to consider even lower-impact ways to improve overall transit ridership, bus
performance, and mode switch: systemwide Proof of Payment, joint AC Transit/BART prepaid
passes, or free AC Transit/BART transfers.  I then present two supporting points:
(5) The underperformance of Los Angeles' "Orange Line, which some have cited as a model
for Telegraph Ave. BRT.
(6) AC Transit's proposed transit/pedestrian mall" on upper Telegraph Ave. and proposed
vehicle-access restrictions on Bancroft Way, have been disasters when tried on other cities'
commercial streets. They have typically been removed, at great expense.  Finally, I append two
articles that respectively address those two supporting points:
(7) A Los Angeles Times article about the BRT Orange Line's underperformance.
(8) A San Francisco Chronicle article summarizing the near-death of Chicago's State St., when
it was converted to a transit/pedestrian mall.
============================================================= Please respond to
these four apparent deficiencies in AC Transit's BRT DEIS:
______________________________________________________________________________
(1) FAILURE TO MODEL AIR-QUALITY OR ENERGY IMPACTS OF INDUCED CONGESTION:  Is
the DEIS not deficient in failing to model the air-quality or energy-efficiency impacts of
induced traffic congestion?  The DEIS' Chapter 3 (Transportation Analysis) acknowledges that
removing two mixed-flow lanes from Telegraph Ave./E. 14th St./International Blvd. would
induce traffic congestion along much of the proposed route. But oddly, Chapter 4's Air Quality
and Energy analyses apparently make no attempt to quantify this artificial congestion's
negative impacts on air quality or energy consumption/efficiency.  This DEIS already estimates
only "negligible" improvements in both of these criteria (pages 4-131 through 4-134, and 4-151
through 4-152). Would more realistic modeling -- accounting for this induced congestion -- not
likely show the proposed project to be a net environmental detriment?  On page 4-135, the
DEIS acknowledges higher NOX emissions from buses under all Build Alternatives. But it then
asserts that these higher emissions "would be offset by the decrease in emissions from fewer
automobiles ... Hence ... NOx emissions under any of the Build Alternatives would be slightly
lower than those under the No-Build Alternative." Would this offset not be lost if one modeled
the impacts of private vehicles traveling at less-efficient speeds in the single remaining mixed-
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flow lane?
______________________________________________________________________________
(2) FAILURE TO CONSIDER ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENTS:  Is the DEIS not deficient in failing
to consider a "Build Alternative" on at least one other alignment/corridor that would potentially
show more positive net impacts?  A BRT investment on an alternative alignment like Oakland's
MacArthur/I-580 corridor -- an area plagued by poor BART access and very slow bus service --
would arguably show substantially greater mode switch (vehicle trips to transit trips) than AC
Transit's proposed Telegraph Ave./E. 14th St./International Blvd. alignment. It would also
better fill gaps in the East Bay's limited rapid-transit network, therefore arguably providing
greater mode switch from private vehicles to transit.  The proposed Telegraph/E. 14th
St./International Blvd. alignment essentially duplicates the existing BART alignment, running
just 1-6 blocks beside the BART tracks for its entire length.  There is almost nothing here to
attract new transit riders -- especially when compared to the attractive, but less intrusive,
alternative addressed below under "(3) Failure to Consider Optimal Alternative: Rapid Bus +
Proof of Payment."  Yet for BRT, the DEIS reveals substantial negative impacts upon traffic
congestion and parking – and, therefore, upon neighborhoods and commerce.  AC Transit has
consistently, although unaccountably, rejected even minor additions to the BART route -- such
as a loop through Oakland's bypassed and underserved Jack London Square area.  More
"mode switch" would mean better net environmental and circulation impact. And the question
of alternative corridors is not abstract. In March 2006, AC Transit actually received MTC
approval to postpone early-stage planning efforts for more rapid bus service on the
"Hesperian/Foothill/MacArthur corridors, so that it could fill funding gaps in planning for the
redundant Telegraph/E. 14th/International corridor.  Why does the DEIS show only negligible"
changes in energy usage with versus without BRT? According to page 4-151, because "buses
are not as energy-efficient as autos." Who knew!   In fact, full buses are quite energy-efficient.
The DEIS presumably shows low energy-efficiency (and pollution reduction) on this corridor
because of the largely-empty diesel buses that AC Transit proposes to run essentially "for
show" at off-peak hours, to collect federal subsidies. This a shell game: a seemingly absurd
waste of fuel and of scarce tax dollars, and an absurd environmental result.  AC Transit has
candidly portrayed this BRT proposal all along as a "marketing opportunity" to gain new
federal subsidies along what is already its busiest route. So AC Transit has never
demonstrated that this route provides particularly high mode switch, nor that it fills rapid-
transit gaps or benefits the public in any other way.  Is AC Transit working for its host cities'
best interests, or are cities and their residents expected to simply comply with what appears
most expedient for AC Transit's balance sheet?
______________________________________________________________________________
(3) FAILURE TO CONSIDER OPTIMAL ALTERNATIVE: RAPID BUS + PROOF OF PAYMENT:  Is
the DEIS not deficient in failing to consider an alternative midway between the Build and No-
Build Alternatives? Namely, a combination of "Rapid Bus" service with "Proof of Payment"
(PoP) boarding -- but without bus-only lanes, bus "stations, or automated ticket vending
machines?  This would arguably reveal no substantial detriments, and therefore higher net
benefits. One might call this the Semi-Build Alternative, or more vividly, Rap with PoP."
Rationale: Rapid Bus is already (as of June 24) capturing most of the bus-speed
enhancements realistically available on this BART alignment. (That is why the DEIS shows
such negligible added benefits for the full BRT package, which adds exclusive bus lanes.)
Crucially, Rapid Bus will achieve these benefits with no disruption or detriments. AC Transit's
Jim Cunradi told the 6/6/07 meeting of Berkeley's DAPAC committee that the key to further
improvements in bus speed is Proof of Payment (PoP) boarding.   But PoP does NOT depend
on exclusive bus lanes, "stations, or high-tech vending machines. These are arbitrary details
from particular cities' implementations.  Across Italy, Romania, and many other European
countries, PoP works effectively in this low-technology implementation: (a) Riders buy
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bus/streetcar tickets from any tobacco/news stand. (b) Riders board their bus or streetcar, and
punch their ticket on a hole punch located near the door. (c) The punch validates their ticket
for that trip -- that's their proof of payment. (Vehicles vary the physical punch pattern by day
and time, to prevent fare-beating.)  So, combine Rapid Bus with low-tech PoP, forego exclusive
lanes, and one arguably gets an optimal mix of positive benefits without detriments (like
increased neighborhood traffic or diminished commercial activity).  As for the up to $400
million in subsidies foregone under this alternative: It would be better to simply leave that
money on the table, where AC Transit (or other transit providers) could tap it for projects that
deliver better net environmental benefits.   In an optimal world, AC Transit would have written
its grant applications and commitments rather vaguely -- to specify only something like
Enhanced Bus service in the Berkeley/Oakland/San Leandro corridor." If this is (or were) true,
the same funding base might remain available for a more worthwhile BRT alignment, like
Hesperian/Foothill/MacArthur. Otherwise: Next time, AC Transit should heed friendly critics
who call for the broadest possible project scoping.  Just as BRT captures most of light rail's
benefits at as little as 1/10 the capital cost, it seems apparent that "Rapid Bus" captures most
of BRT's benefits at 1/12 (or less) the cost -- and with none of BRT's detriments.
______________________________________________________________________________
(4) FAILURE TO CONSIDER LOWER-IMPACT WAYS TO BUILD TRANSIT RIDERSHIP:  Is the
DEIS not deficient in failing to consider still lower-impact means of winning new transit riders:
Fleetwide Proof of Payment, a restoration of prepaid passes valid across multiple transit
agencies (the old "AC Transit/BART Plus pass"), new cross-agency passes (Berkeley's
perennially proposed "Eco-Pass"), or simply free transfers among different vehicle modes and
transit providers?  AC Transit's rationale for this BRT alignment has consistently been that it
would increase buses' speed, attractiveness, and therefore ridership. But the project's real
driver has apparently been the availability of federal capital subsidies.  Even so, AC Transit's
proffered rationale should be seriously. If Proof Of Payment (PoP) would make buses faster,
more attractive, and better-patronized on the Telegraph/E. 14th/International alignment, would
it not do the same across AC Transit's fleet? And if several nations have demonstrated the
workability of low-tech PoP (as described above), could not low-tech PoP be implemented to
provide such benefits across AC Transit's fleet? Once again, this would have virtually no
negative environmental (or commercial or quality-of-life) impacts.  Similarly, could not AC
Transit readily build ridership by restoring a cross-agency prepaid pass, such as the old "AC
Transit/BART Plus pass" that AC Transit killed off a few years ago? Virtually every other major
urban area has a single transit provider, offering riders a single fare and free transfers among
vehicles. The "AC Transit/BART Plus pass" at least provided a measure of these savings for
riders who relied on both AC Transit and BART.  AC Transit's rationales for its BRT proposal
include the idea that it would enhance overall transit ridership, by linking BART stations with
faster buses. But Rapid Bus will already provide this benefit. Restoring a reduced-fare pass
would increase ridership at least as effectively as providing the marginal speed benefits of
exclusive bus lanes. Free transfers would do this even more effectively.  In Berkeley, the
University of California is reportedly negotiating with AC Transit and BART to make its prepaid
student and faculty/staff bus passes valid on both systems. City of Berkeley officeholders and
staff have long advocated the inauguration of a broader "Eco Pass, which would offer similar
prepaid, cross-agency boarding to everyone employed in (or at least by) the City of Berkeley.
Is it not time for AC Transit to consider finally delivering on this basic amenity, in exchange for
the goodwill that it has long received from Berkeley decisionmakers?  One last alternative -- a
mental exercise based on the BRT system's maximum cost of $400 million: At $23,000 to
$25,000 per hybrid Toyota Prius (ignoring both fleet discounts and availability bottlenecks),
$400 million could buy some 16,000 - 17,400 Priuses. Would there not be higher net
environmental benefit in simply buying such highly fuel-efficient substitute vehicles for
residents of the Telegraph/E. 14th/International corridor who are now driving old gas-guzzlers,
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or new SUVs?  =============================================================
[Supporting Points:]
(5) BRT'S POOR RECORD ON L.A.'S ORANGE LINE, AND L.A.'S SHIFT TO RAPID BUS":  Los
Angeles' BRT "Orange Line, which some BRT boosters cite as a model, has actually been
something of a fiasco. It was plagued by frequent collisions with cars, so its buses were
slowed to just 10 mph before every intersection. That is even though Angelenos had granted
two bus-only lanes to (allegedly) speed up the buses to 25-30 mph.   For details about this
severe underperformance, please see the 11/4/05 Los Angeles Times article included below
under (7) BRT Orange Line's Underperformance in Los Angeles."  Probably by no accident,
L.A.'s 2008 transit budget proposes eight new Rapid Bus lines (much like AC Transit's "No-
Build Alternative"). L.A. transit planners have evidently had enough of the Orange Line's
chaos, and are not in a hurry to build another such intensive route.  [Source:
http://www.latimes.com/news/printedition/california/la-me-rapid5jun05, 1, 2592015,
print.story?coll=la-headlines-pe-california;   MTA to add Rapid bus lines Touting the success
of several high-efficiency routes, the transit agency proposes eight more throughout L.A.
County by June 2008. By Francisco Vara-Orta, Los Angeles Times Staff Writer; June 5, 2007 ...]
______________________________________________________________________________
(6) TRANSIT/PEDESTRIAN MALLS (AND RELATED VEHICLE RESTRICTIONS) KILL
BUSINESSES:  Some of AC Transit's proposals for Berkeley's Southside, and for parts of
Berkeley's downtown, would likely harm commerce there severely. For Telegraph Ave. south
of Bancroft Way, one of AC Transit's proposals is for a "transit/pedestrian mall." This tried-
and-failed notion from the 1970s has ruined commerce in almost every city that has tried it on
a principal commercial street. Most of those mistakes have later been undone, at significant
further expense.   One very well-documented example was Chicago's State Street. For a good
summary of its disastrous experience, please see the S.F. Chronicle story below under "(8)
The Transit/Pedestrian Mall that Nearly Killed Chicago's State St."  Philadelphia, Toronto, and
Vancouver each tried the same experiment with a downtown main drag in the '70s. Like
Chicago, and like many other cites that blundered into similar experiments, they later brought
the cars back. The public apparently decided that the newly "malled" streets were
inaccessible, and stayed away from businesses in droves. Many people also concluded that
rather than promoting vitality, the street closures had produced sterile, depopulated, and
forbidding areas.    A crucial point: In none of these cases did transit/pedestrian malls "fail to
meet unrealistically high expectations for reversing the streets' decline, as AC Transit's Jim
Cunradi mistakenly said to a meeting of Berkeley's DAPAC committee on June 6, 2007. Each of
these was a healthy commercial street before automobile access was restricted. The decline in
all cases began afterwards.  In Chicago, State St.'s economy was saved at the cost of a $24
million reconversion. Toronto's Yonge St. also regained its vitality, after a lower-cost
reconversion. Philadelphia waited much too long to begin dismantling its mall -- at which point
Chestnut St. had degraded from the city's flagship retail boulevard to a ghost town.
Vancouver's Georgia St. essentially stagnated, while parallel commercial streets (like Robson
St.) flourished.  On Berkeley's Bancroft Way, the ban on through-traffic that AC Transit
proposes would do virtually nothing for bus riders, but would probably kill off Bancroft Way
businesses. Businesses would also suffer on streets where AC Transit proposes to remove
vehicle lanes and/or parking.
=============================================================
(7) [REPRINTED ARTICLE:] BRT ORANGE LINE'S UNDERPERFORMANCE IN LOS ANGELES:
http://www.latimes.com/news/printedition/california/la-me-
orange4nov04,1,3274980,print.story?coll=la-headlines-pe-california  Orange Line Model Beset
by Crashes Miami busway cited by the MTA as an example for the Valley transit route had 67
accidents in its first 45 months, including two deaths. By Caitlin Liu and Amanda Covarrubias,
L.A. Times Staff Writers; November 4, 2005  When San Fernando Valley residents and others
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expressed worries about the potential for accidents on the Orange Line, transit officials
repeatedly assured them the busway would be safe - and pointed to a similar transit system in
Miami as evidence.  But the Miami busway had in fact been plagued with accidents when it
first opened - some similar to those the Orange Line has experienced since opening last week,
according to records and interviews.  It was only after the Miami system reduced its bus
speeds and made other safety improvements that accidents declined. Now, the Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority has adopted one similar measure: slowing down
Orange Line buses as they go through intersections.  On Thursday, Orange Line buses
crawled through the route's 36 crossings at 10 mph - a new MTA policy instituted after two
accidents Wednesday resulted in 15 injuries. Before, the buses were allowed to travel 25 to 30
mph through crossings.  The Miami busway is an eight-mile route built on a former railway that
parallels a highway and intersects streets. Between its February 1997 opening and November
2000, 67 crashes occurred on busway intersections, resulting in dozens of injuries and two
deaths, according to a National Bus Rapid Transit Institute report.   The crashes so concerned
Florida officials that they required the buses to slow down, first from a top speed of 45 mph
through crossings to 15 mph, and finally to stopping outright at major intersections.  They
also turned off the corridor's signal priority system, which meant the buses had to wait for red
lights just like regular cross-traffic.  Since those measures were adopted, accidents along the
Miami busway have dropped significantly, said Manuel Palmeiro, a spokesman for Miami-Dade
Transit, which runs the service.  Still, a 2002 MTA environmental impact report for the Orange
Line touted the Miami busway as an example of safety performance." The report also said the
Orange Line would actually be a better system, with "additional safety measures . that are not
present in the Miami project."  During the review process for the Orange Line, some concerned
residents cited the accidents on the Miami busway. The MTA responded in a 2004 report,
saying it had "taken every precaution to design the Orange Line in as safe a manner as
members of the traffic engineering and civil engineering professions know how to do."  The
report said the Orange Line would include dedicated turning lanes, signage and other safety
features - but was silent on one of the key changes Miami made on its system: reducing the
buses' speed.  It was only recently that the MTA considered doing so.  After an MTA delegation
visited the Miami busway a few months ago, the rank-and-file employees overseeing bus
driver training began requiring drivers to not cruise through intersections at normal posted
speed limits, about 35 mph, but to "cover their brakes" with their foot as their buses enter a
crossing, slowing the buses to about 25 to 30 mph.  Jose Ubaldo, a spokesman for the MTA,
declined Thursday to talk about the reports and their references to the Miami busway, saying
the agency was focused on the Orange Line. Some transportation experts said the Miami
experience should have given the MTA a clear idea of what to expect when the Orange Line
opened.  Joel Volinski, director of the National Center for Transit Research at the University of
South Florida, said he and two researchers flew to Los Angeles a few months ago to examine
the Orange Line while it was still under construction over a former rail right-of-way.   He said
they were astounded by the similarities between the two busways, including unusual rail-like
crossings, with a few streets intersecting at odd angles, sometimes requiring motorists to
make extra-wide turns onto nearby cross streets.   "It's pretty predictable what's happening in
L.A., Volinski said.  Added James E. Moore II, director of the Transportation Engineering
Program at USC, It was largely foreseeable, and the agency was warned."  Minutes after
Wednesday's second and more serious accident, which sent more than a dozen passengers to
hospitals with minor injuries, Richard Hunt, the MTA's general manager overseeing Valley
operations, ordered Orange Line buses to slow to 10 mph at crossings.  Officials said that
because Orange Line buses are running more slowly, an end-to-end trip on the 14-mile route
now takes about two minutes longer. Previously, a one-way trip on the east-west route, from
Warner Center in Woodland Hills to North Hollywood, took just under 40 minutes.  Also
Thursday, city and transit officials gathered for a news conference at City Hall to announce
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that they're working on safety issues and to call the busway - which had 11, 000 riders
Wednesday - a success.  "Yes, there have been a few problems, said Los Angeles Mayor
Antonio Villaraigosa, who heads the MTA. But he blamed the accidents on the motorists
involved, who authorities say had run red lights. We're doing all the things we need to do to be
safer."  Earlier in the day, Villaraigosa dispatched traffic officers with the L.A. Department of
Transportation to key intersections along the busway.   "It's for high visibility, said traffic
Officer Gina Tellechea, who worked the intersection at Corbin Avenue and Topham Street,
where one of Wednesday's collisions occurred.   But some said that not all Orange Line
drivers were slowing down as required.  They're supposed to slow down, but some of them
don't, said Officer Alex Foster, who directed traffic at Topham and Corbin. We're supposed to
turn them in."   Many MTA drivers say they have had "near misses" on the busway - slamming
on the brakes or honking to avoid motorists who have run red lights. Some motorists
complain that the busway's intersections, which resemble rail crossings, are confusing.  Other
MTA drivers say not much can be done to protect against traffic scofflaws.  "Any day there
could be an accident on any line, said James Green, an MTA driver for 3 1/2 years. All
[motorists] have to do is pay attention to the signs and signals." He added that even with
crossing gates, flashing lights and other safety additions, if motorists are "on the phone, they
aren't going to see the flashing lights. They're not going to be paying attention."
-#-  =============================================================
(8) [REPRINTED ARTICLE:] THE TRANSIT/PEDESTRIAN MALL THAT NEARLY KILLED
CHICAGO'S STATE ST.:  http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-
bin/article.cgi?file=/chronicle/archive/1997/11/24/MN43435.DTL&type=printable  Chicago's
State Street Mall Called Transit `Disaster'  Carl Nolte, San Francisco Chronicle Staff Writer;
Monday, November 24, 1997, Page A - 1  Chicago -- Mayor Willie Brown and environmental
activists want to ban private cars on San Francisco's Market Street -- but in Chicago, at least,
this is an idea whose time has come and gone.   Chicago turned nine blocks of State Street
into a transit-only mall in 1979. The idea was a total flop -- ``a disaster, '' Chicago planners say
-- and the street was refurbished at a cost of $24 million and opened to cars again last year.
``We walked into it with our eyes wide open, '' said G. Brent Minor, vice president for business
development at the La Salle Bank, ``and it was just a mistake, an absolute mistake.   ``God,
don't let them do that in San Francisco.'' [an error occurred while processing this directive]
State is one of those great American streets, like Broadway. Or it was, anyway. It is lined with
huge old buildings by Louis Sullivan and Daniel Burnham, leaders of the Chicago School of
architecture.   Two of the street's biggest department stores -- Marshall Field's and Carson
Pirie Scott -- were considered architectural masterpieces. There were theaters, nine other huge
department stores and the Palmer House, for years the best hotel in town.   The corner of
Madison and State is ground zero in Chicago, the center of the city -- everything is measured
north and south and east and west from here. It was, at one time, the busiest intersection in
the world. State is the main drag of the Loop, that portion of the great clanking elevated train
network that is very close to what Nelson Algren called ``the rusty heart'' of Chicago.   ``This is
the main street of Chicago, the totem pole of the tribe, '' said Norman Elkin, a planning
consultant and leading light in   the Greater State Street Council.   Frank Sinatra sang of it:
``On State Street, that great street, I just want to say/They do things they never do on
Broadway.'' When he sang that in the huge gaudy old Chicago Theater at Lake and State, he
brought down the house.    MUCH LIKE MARKET STREET State is similar to Market Street.
State is more central to the city's life, but Market is longer and wider. The two streets have a
similar history. They emerged as the main commercial streets at the same time -- the 1870s.
Both were destroyed by fire: State in 1871, Market in 1906. Both even had cable cars.   Market
has two subways, State has one, and both have bus lines. The mix of office buildings and
retail stores is similar, and the streets both face competition from the suburbs and from other
parts of the city. Market has Union Square, State has North Michigan Avenue. Both
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competitors are in the top five in the country in retail sales.   About 30 years ago, something
started to go terribly wrong with State Street. Chicago is big and tough, but it is just like other
cities: Suburban malls started drawing away middle-class shoppers, and in 1976, Water Tower
Place, the country's first vertical mall, opened on North Michigan Avenue, just across the river.
[an error occurred while processing this directive] North Michigan drained off the upscale
shoppers, too. It became ``The Magnificent Mile, '' and the mile-long heart of State Street
started to die. Many of the big stores on State closed; in their places came fast-food joints and
discount stores.    `MALL' BOOM The ``mall'' boom was on in other cities, starting in
Kalamazoo, Mich., which began a national trend by closing its main street to cars. Other cities
did the same: Milwaukee; Portland and Eugene, Ore.; Little Rock; Norfolk, Va.; Poughkeepsie,
N.Y.; Denver and Boulder, Colo.; Santa Monica; Fresno; and Sacramento -- all closed off
streets. Some had buses and some had rail, but none had cars.   At its peak, there were 200
urban centers where cars were banned.   State Street was the biggest. ``Who could resist?''
said Minor. ``We had a federal program for it. They had the dollars for us, '' said Elkin.   ``We all
agreed, '' said Minor. ``We needed the mall.''   In 1979, at a cost of $17 million, the makeover
was complete. The sidewalks were widened. New street lamps were put in. State got new bus
stops with a trendy '70s look with roofs that looked like bubbles of clear plastic. There was
street sculpture. Cars were banned. State already had a subway, and now buses were allowed
to roam free. ``Like a herd of elephants, '' said Chicago Tribune architectural critic Blair
Kamen.   It was pretty much what is prescribed for Market Street in San Francisco: a transit-
only main street, attractive to pedestrians and transit riders.   ``It was supposed to make the
street more enticing to shoppers, '' Kamen wrote. ``In fact, exactly the opposite occurred.''
``We began talking about taking it out in 1980, '' said Minor, who became chairman of the
Greater State Street Council. ``By 1981, we knew it had failed.''    WHAT WENT WRONG? What
went wrong? Phillip Enquist, a partner at the architectural firm of Skidmore, Owings and
Merrill, said the mall drew all the life out of State Street. Banning cars, said Kamen, ``cut off
State Street from the rest of the Loop.''   ``A street, '' Kamen said, ``needs cars to give it scale. I
know that sounds crazy, but what happens is it cuts off the street from the city. It is as if you
cut off the heart from the arteries.''   ``It took the excitement out of State Street, '' said Elizabeth
Hollander, a former Chicago planning commissioner who is now with DePaul University.  At
night, when the office workers left, State Street was deserted. The wide sidewalks looked
empty, even when they were crowded. The Loop reportedly had one of the lowest crime rates
in the city, but without crowds, people thought State Street was unsafe.   ``We created an
image that nothing happened after 5 p.m., '' said Minor.   ``The street hit its lowest ebb, rock-
bottom, '' he said.   They don't fool around in Chicago: If you have muscle, you use it. ``The
downtown businesses are the engine that runs the city, '' said Minor. And downtown wanted a
change.   ``We talked to our customers, '' he said. ``They all said they wanted to drive on State.
They wanted to drop people off at the door of the store and park later. Cars are part of our
culture.'' WIDER, BUSIER STATE STREET Skidmore, Owings and Merrill designed a new
State Street: The street was widened from two lanes to four at the expense of the wide
sidewalks and the sidewalk sculpture. The food kiosks were scrapped.   Street planters were
put in, with seasonal trees, honey ash and locust, '' Kamen wrote, ``that a little jostling is a
good thing.''   Enquist, who spent 11 years in San Francisco, had a big role in State Street, and
his aim, he said, ``was to let State Street be State Street, to be a big-city street.''   When Mayor
Richard M. Daley cut the ribbon to reopen the street, a year and a week ago, the cars all came
back. ``It was as if they never left, '' said Enquist.   State Street still has problems, but it also
has a vitality, as a recent visit showed. The sidewalks are crowded, some new stores are
moving in, and Enquist and Chicago assistant commissioner for planning and development
Alicia Mazur say the district has even attracted some residential use, especially for students
and in the upper floors of older buildings. Enquist, Minor and Kamen, the critic, all see
parallels between what happened on State Street and what is proposed for Market Street. ``If
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you turned that street into a transit mall, it would be a big mistake, '' said Minor. ``If it failed
everywhere else, why do you think it would succeed in San Francisco?''              -#-
=============================================================
Thank you for considering the above arguments, and the above supporting materials.

Respectfully yours, Michael Katz <way.new@earthlink.net>
Tel. (510) 845-6717 2835 Buena Vista Way Berkeley, CA 94708"
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Letter 3-127
Michael Katz
(no date on letter)

3-127-1 Please see Section 4.15 for an updated energy discussion, and Section 4.14 for a discussion of
greenhouse gas impacts, which now includes CO2 analysis.

3-127-2 Please see Section 7.9.1 for a discussion of the relative travel time benefits of BRT service
versus Enhanced Bus service.

3-127-3 Thank you for your comments. Please see Section 7.9.1 for a response to this comment with
respect to transit technology.  Proof of payment would be implemented by the proposed project,
as described in Section 7.9.4 of the Final EIS/EIR.

3-127-4 Thank you for your comment.  As discussed in Section 7.9.1, existing bus service in the
proposed project corridor accommodates approximately 20 percent of AC Transit's systemwide
ridership, indicating a strong existing demand for the proposed project.

3-127-5 Thank you for your comment.

3-127-6 Please see Section 2.1.1 and 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the MIS process,
which was used to evaluate alternative route alignments and transit service technologies prior to
selecting the proposed project.

3-127-7 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 4.14-6 of the Final EIS/EIR for emissions data.

3-127-8 As discussed in Sections 2.1.1 and 2.3.2, the selection of route alignment and transit mode were
studied in the Major Investment Study, which preceded the Draft EIS/EIR. The MIS evaluated
numerous alignment and mode alternatives.  As part of the MIS process, 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.  Given this change, the proposed project in Berkeley would
be essentially the same as under existing conditions, and no traffic diversion, parking, or
economic impacts are anticipated.  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.
Please refer to Section 3.1 for a discussion of modal shift attributable to the proposed project.

3-127-9 Please see the response to comment 3-127-8, above.
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3-127-10 Please see the response to comment 3-127-8, above.

3-127-11 Please see the response to comment 3-127-8, above. In addition, The City of Berkeley voted for
the proposed project but without the dedicated lanes. As a result, BRT will be operating in
mixed traffic, along with other buses and cars. Also, because of Berkeley's decision, no transit
or pedestrian malls are proposed as part of the project through Berkeley.

3-127-12 Please see the response to comment 3-127-8, above.

3-127-13 Please see the response to comment 3-127-8, above.



July 3, 2007, 6:58 PM
Sherwood Parker
520 Dwight Place
Berkeley, CA 94704

You have chosen the wrong line to make faster as it parallels the MUCH faster BART line.
Forcing traffic into one lane will make my bicycle ride along Telegraph much more dangerous,
as I will be blocking cars that can go much faster or will be forced into a lane that will be too
close to cars and subject to hitting opening doors.  Passengers changing from BART with its
high farebox recovery ratio to the lower AC one of 16.8% to 44% will divert government funds
that could be better spent on BART extensions.  And the cars stacked up along the curb will
increase their emission of polutants.  Signal preemption (with enough time for pedestrians to
get out of the way) is fine, as is increasing the stop spacing somewhat, and making the curb
height match the bus level.  BUT NOT THIS BRT plan!!!

End of File: BRT Comments from brtcomment site, through July 3, 2007, final [mh – Cunradi
projects]
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Letter 3-128
Sherwood Parker
July 3, 2007

3-128-1 Thank you for your comment.  As discussed in Section 7.9.1, existing bus service in the
proposed project corridor accommodates approximately 20 percent of AC Transit's systemwide
ridership, indicating a strong existing demand for the proposed project.  In addition, the
proposed projects distinctness, as compared to BART, is also discussed in Section 7.9.1.

3-128-2 Thank you for your comment.

3-128-3 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-129

3-129-1
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Letter 3-129
Mike Daley
(no date on letter – date stamp rec’d June 28, 2007)

3-129-1 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-130

3-130-2

3-130-3

3-130-4

3-130-1
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Letter 3-130
Joyce Roy
June 27, 2007

3-130-1 Comment noted.

3-130-2 Thank you for your comment.

3-130-3     Comment noted.

3-130-4 Thank you for your comment.  As discussed in Sections 2.1.1 and 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 1.2.2 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.



Comment Letter 3-131

3-131-1



3-131-2



3-131-3



3-131-4



3-131-5

3-131-6



3-131-7

3-131-8



3-131-1

3-131-9

3-131-10

3-131-11



3-131-2
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Letter 3-131
Peter Allen
(no date on letter)

3-131-1 Thank you for your comments. As discussed in Section 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR, alternative
technologies and alignments were studied extensively in the MIS process. BRT was the
technology selected for this corridor for several reasons, chief among them was cost. LRT
systems can cost twice as much per mile to build than LRT systems. See the Major Investment
Study  done  for  this  project,  available  on  request  from  AC  Transit.  Section  4.14  of  the  Final
EIS/EIR addresses greenhouse gas impacts of the preferred alternative. It should also be noted
that BRT would not preclude future LRT. The design of stations and right-of-way widths are
the same as for light rail. However, expensive and disruptive work such as moving major
utilities which are necessary for rail projects would not be undertaken as part of the BRT
project.

3-131-2 Please refer to Sections 7.9.1 and 7.9.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for responses to common public
review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR related to the route alignment, transit technology and
other project elements, including the dedicated transit lanes.  Also, please see Section 7.9.4 for
a discussion of fares and fare collection.

3-131-3 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 within the City of Berkeley.  A limited amount of traffic
diversion to parallel routes may still occur, which is identified and analyzed in Section 3.2, with
a summary provided in Section 7.9.16. The project is not anticipated to divert additional traffic
to Benvenue or Hillegas Avenues.

3-131-4 The City of Berkeley approved the BRT project without the dedicated lanes so BRT buses will
operate just like regular local buses in Berkeley.

3-131-5 As discussed in Section 7.9.9, in response to common public review comments on the Draft
EIS/EIR having to do with parking, residential spaces will not be used to mitigate parking
impacts. The proposed mitigation is conversion of unmetered or unrestricted commercial
spaces. See Section 3.4 of the Final EIS/EIR for discussion of parking impacts and mitigation
measures.

3-131-6 The comment states that Alta Bates Hospital, Willard School, and pedestrian-heavy areas such
as Elmwood and Rockridge could suffer from reduced air quality as a result of increased traffic
on alternate routes. On a regional level, and as shown in Table 4.12-7 of the Final EIS/EIR, the
proposed project would reduce air pollution and improve air quality.  On a local level, Tables
4.12-8 and 4.12-9 show carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations for the most congested
intersections (i.e., those with the highest potential for exceedences of the State and federal
standards) in the corridor.  One-hour concentrations were estimated to be 15 percent of the
State standard and 9 percent of the federal standard. Eight-hour concentrations were estimated
to be 22 percent of the State and federal standards.  CO concentrations would be well below the
applicable standards.  Increased traffic on alternative routes would not generate more
congestion (volumes and delay) than the intersections analyzed in the CO analysis. There is no
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potential for CO hotspots due to increased traffic on alternate routes. Regarding particulate
matter and toxic air contaminants (e.g., diesel particulate matter) emissions, the proposed
project would not increase regional traffic volumes or substantially change the regional fleet
mix.  As discussed in Section 4.12.3 of the final EIS/EIR, Metropolitan Transportation
Commission has confirmed that the proposed project is not a Project of Air Quality Concern
(POQAC) and would not result in a PM hotspot.

The comment states that potential adverse air impacts on the Hillegass/Bowditch Bicycle
Boulevard and the Elmwood commercial district, despite increased traffic congestion at the
intersection of College and Ashby Avenues. As discussed above, the proposed project would
improve regional emissions and would not generate a localized CO or PM hotspot. Project
emissions would not adversely affect the Bicycle Boulevard or the commercial district.

3-131-7 See Section 4.13 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of noise impacts.

3-131-8 As shown on Table 4.15-2, the proposed project would result in a small reduction in energy
use, as compared to the No Build scenario, during operations.  As discussed in Section 2.3.2.1,
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.  Construction activities would necessitate
energy use, both for construction vehicles and activities, and for the fabrication of project
elements (such as bus shelters).  Because the proposed project would involve construction
activities and materials consistent with other projects of its type, and because it is consistent
with the climate action plans of the three cities it traverses, the potential impacts of future
energy consumption by the proposed project are not considered significant.

3-131-9 Please refer to Section 7.9.4 for a response to this and other common public review comments
on the Draft  EIS/EIR with respect  to  fares,  including fare reduction impacts  on ridership and
the proposed project’s implications on existing fares and service in the AC Transit system.

3-131-10 Please refer to Section 2.1 and Sections 6.2 and 6.3 for an analysis of alternatives to the
Preferred Alternative, in terms of fulfilling the purpose and need and in reducing environmental
consequences.

3-131-11 Please see the response to comment 3-131-4, above.



Comment Letter 3-132

3-132-1
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Letter 3-132
Darlene Evans
(no date on letter)

3-132-1 Thank you for your comment.  A description of the preferred alternative can be found in
Section 2.3.2 in the Final EIS/EIR.



Comment Letter 3-133

3-133-1

3-133-2



3-133-3
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Letter 3-133
Wafaa Aborashed
(no date on letter)

3-133-1 Thank you for your comment.

3-133-2 Fares on the BRT will be the same as for any other bus in the AC Transit system and tickets
will be available at all the regular outlets. Refer to Section 7.9.4 for a response to this and other
common  public  review  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  with  respect  to  fares  and  fare
collection.

3-133-3 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-134

3-134-1

3-134-2

3-134-3



3-134-3



3-134-3
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Letter 3-134
Harold Perez
(no date on letter)

3-134-1 Thank you for your comment. Coordination with Caltrans has taken place throughout this
process and will continue to take place through project construction.

3-134-2 Thank you for your comment.

3-134-3 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-135

3-135-1







Comment Letter 3-135
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Letter 3-135
Bill Smith
(no date on letter)

3-135-1 Thank you for your comment. AC Transit will continue to work with various entities in the
implementation of the Preferred Alternative.



Comment Letter 3-136

3-136-1
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Letter 3-136
Tiffany Crain
(no date on letter)

3-136-1 Thank you for your comment.  Please refer to Section 7.9.12 in the Final EIS/EIR for
discussion of project funding and costs.  Section 4.18 also addresses the potential impacts
to low income and minority populations as a result o the project.



Comment Letter 3-137

3-137-1

3-137-2
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Letter 3-137
Jacquee Castain
(no date on letter)

3-137-1 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 pedestrian street crossings.

3-137-2 Improvements are being planned for the project corridor to improve pedestrian safety.  New
vehicles  will  be  purchased  for  this  project.  Please  see  Sections  3.3  and  7.9.10  in  the  Final
EIS/EIR for discussion of pedestrian and bicycle impacts.

Fares on the BRT will be the same as for any other bus in the AC Transit system and tickets
will be available at all the regular outlets. Refer to Section 7.9.4 for a response to this and other
common  public  review  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  with  respect  to  fares  and  fare
collection.



Comment Letter 3-138

3-138-1
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Letter 3-138
Barbara Garcia
(no date on letter)

3-138-1 All the planned bus loading platforms will be elevated to allow level boarding onto the buses,
as discussed in Sections 7.9.2.3 and 7.9.10 of the Final EIS/EIR. All center medians and
sidewalk ramps will be constructed and retrofitted to ADA standards in the project corridor.



Comment Letter 3-139

3-139-1
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Letter 3-139
Ruth Kauffman
(no date on letter)

3-139-1 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-140

3-140-1
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Letter 3-140
Michael Greenslade
(no date on letter)

3-140-1 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-141

3-141-1

3-141-2

3-141-3
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Letter 3-141
Georgine Williams
(no date on letter)

3-141-1 This section of International Boulevard, between 80th and 90th Streets has eleven signalized
high-visibility crossings planned.  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 are significant safety features for seniors
crossing the street in this area.

3-141-2 Fares on the BRT will be the same as for any other bus in the AC Transit system and tickets
will be available at all the regular outlets. Refer to Section 7.9.4 for a response to this and other
common  public  review  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  with  respect  to  fares  and  fare
collection.

3-141-3 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-142

3-142-1

3-142-2



3-142-3
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Letter 3-142
David Cottle
(no date on letter)

3-142-1 Please refer to sections 4.12 and 4.14 in the Final EIS/EIR for discussion on air quality and
green house gas impacts.

3-142-2 Thank you for your comment.

3-142-3 As discussed in Chapter 7, hundreds of meetings have been held to discuss the BRT project,
over  more  than  a  decade.  Please  see  Section  7.9.8  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR  for  a  more  detailed
response to this comment with respect to outreach and marketing.



Comment Letter 3-143

3-143-1
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Letter 3-143
MP Desmond
(no date on letter)

3-143-1   Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-144

3-144-1
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Letter 3-144
Helen Burke
(no date on letter)

3-144-1   Thank you for your comment.  Please refer to section 4.14 in the Final EIS/EIR for discussion
of green house gas impacts.



Comment Letter 3-145

3-145-1
No DEIR
Comment



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-145
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-145
Pearle Jacob
(no date on letter)

3-145-1   Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-146

3-146-1



3-146-2
No DEIR
Comment
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Letter 3-146
Ellen Trabilsi
(no date on letter)

3-146-1   Thank you for your comment.

3-146-2   Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-147

3-147-1
No DEIR
Comment
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Letter 3-147
Ramiro Montoya
(no date on letter)

3-147-1   Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-148

3-148-1
No DEIR
Comment
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Letter 3-148
Stuart Cohen
(no date on letter)

3-148-1   Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-149

3-149-1
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Letter 3-149
Wolfgang Homberger
(no date on letter)

3-149-1   Thank you for your comment.  Please refer to Sections 7.9.1 and 7.9.2 for discussion of the
proposed project alignment and transit service, and current and future systems design.



Comment Letter 3-150

3-150-1
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Letter 3-150
G Basura
(no date on letter)

3-150-1 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-151

3-151-1



3-151-2
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Letter 3-151
Mary Oram
(no date on letter)

3-151-1 The City of Berkeley approved the BRT project without the dedicated lanes so BRT buses will
operate  just  like  regular  local  buses  in  Berkeley.  Refer  to  Section  3.2  for  a  discussion  of
neighborhood diversion impacts. This section includes a discussion of alternate routes that
drivers are anticipate to take and presents feasible mitigation measures to address impacts.
Please also see Section 7.9.1 of  the Final  EIS/EIR for  a  discussion of  the proposed project  in
the context of BART service.

3-151-2 Please see Section 3.1.3 for a discussion of transit patronage under the Preferred Alternative.
Please  also  see  Section  7.9.5  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR  also  addresses  ridership  forecasting  and
modeling.



Comment Letter 3-152

3-152-1
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Letter 3-152
Phyllis Malandra
(no date on letter)

3-152-1 All the planned bus loading platforms will be elevated to allow level boarding onto the buses,
as described in Sections 7.9.2.3 and 7.9.10 of the Final EIS/EIR. All center medians and
sidewalk ramps will be constructed and retrofitted to ADA standards in the project corridor.



Comment Letter 3-153

3-153-1
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Letter 3-153
Gianna Ranuzzi
(no date on letter)

3-153-1 Thank you for your comment. 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.



Comment Letter 3-154

3-154-1



3-154-2
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Letter 3-154
Edith Monk-Hallberg
(no date on letter)

3-154-1 All the planned bus loading platforms will be elevated to allow level boarding onto the buses,
as described in Sections 7.9.2.3 and 7.9.10 of the Final EIS/EIR. All center medians and
sidewalk ramps will be constructed and retrofitted to ADA standards in the project corridor.
There are no special fares planned for BRT service at this time. The fare policy for the BRT is
expected to be the same as on other AC Transit buses operating in the corridor. Transfers will
operate between BRT buses, other buses and BART similar to how transfers are handled now in
the  rest  of  the  system.  Tickets  for  the  BRT  rides  will  be  available  at  all  current  AC  Transit
outlets.

3-154-2 The fares on the BRT system will remain the same as all other buses in the system. See Section
7.9.4 of the Final EIS/EIR for a response to this and other common comments from the public
review of the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to fares.



Comment Letter 3-155

3-155-1
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Letter 3-155
Karen Kunze
(no date on letter)

3-155-1   Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-156

3-156-1

3-156-2

3-156-3
No DEIR
Comment
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Letter 3-156
Charles Siegel
(no date on letter)

3-156-1   Thank you for your comment. 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.

3-156-2   Please refer to section 3.2 in the Final EIS/EIR for discussion of traffic impacts.

3-156-3   Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-157

3-157-1



3-157-2



3-157-2
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Letter 3-157
Betty Seto
(no date on letter)

3-157-1 Movements for autos and pedestrians across the BRT guideway will be signalized.  The signals
will not allow simultaneous BRT and left-turning movements.

3-157-2 Please see Section 7.9.4 for a discussion of fares and fare collection.



Comment Letter 3-158

3-158-1

3-158-2

3-158-3
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Letter 3-158
Kitty McLean
(no date on letter)

3-158-1 Thank you for your comment.

3-158-2 Thank you for your comment.

3-158-3 Thank you for your comment. Signage is addressed in Section 4.6, Visual Quality/Aesthetics.



Comment Letter 3-159

3-159-1





3-159-2



3-159-3
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-159
Scott Tolmie
(no date on letter)

3-159-1 Please refer to Section 3.2 in the Final EIS/EIR for discussion of traffic impacts.

3-159-2 Refer to Section 3.2 for a discussion of neighborhood diversion impacts. This section includes a
discussion of alternate routes that drivers are anticipated to take and presents feasible mitigation
measures to address impacts.

3-159-3   Please refer to Section 3.2 for discussion of the traffic within the project area.



Comment Letter 3-160

3-160-1



3-160-2





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-160
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-160
Chuck McParland
(no date on letter)

3-160-1 Refer to Section 3.2 for a discussion of neighborhood diversion impacts. This section includes a
discussion of alternate routes that drivers are anticipate to take and presents feasible mitigation
measures to address impacts.

3-160-2    Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-161

3-161-1
No DEIR
Comment





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-161
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-161
Jerry Grace
(no date on letter)

3-161-1    Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-162

3-162-1





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-162
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-162
Marilla Arguelles
(no date on letter)

3-162-1 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-163

3-163-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-163
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-163
Allen Stross
(no date on letter)

3-163-1  Fares  are  a  significant  source  of  revenue  to  operate  the  bus  systems.  Please  see  AC Transit's
fare policy as described in Section 7.9.4 of the Final EIS/EIR.



Comment Letter 3-164

3-164-1





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-164
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-164
Ariana Milman
(no date on letter)

3-164-1 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-165

3-165-1



3-165-1

3-165-2





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-165
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-165
Robia Chang
(no date on letter)

3-165-1 Refer to Sections 3.2 and 7.9.16 for a discussion of traffic impacts, including diversion to
alternative routes, and mitigation measures. Note that emergency vehicles may use the
dedicated lanes whenever needed. Response times for emergency vehicles will not be degraded
in the corridor.  However, please also note that 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.

3-165-2    Please see Section 5.4 of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of Cumulative Effects.



Comment Letter 3-166

3-166-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-166
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-166
Martha Jones
(no date on letter)

3-166-1     Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-167

3-167-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-167
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-167
Frederick Sherman
(no date on letter)

3-167-1 Drivers who violate the traffic laws would be subject to law enforcement, such as ticketing, as
is the case for other traffic violations. AC Transit will coordinate traffic enforcement with local
law enforcement agencies in each city when the BRT system is under construction.



Comment Letter 3-168

3-168-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-168
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-168
David Jaegor
(no date on letter)

3-168-1 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-169

3-169-1



3-169-2



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-169
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-169
Carli Paine
 (no date on letter)

3-169-1 Thank you for your comment.

3-169-2 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-170

3-170-1
No DEIR
Comment



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-170
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-170
Carol Lipnick
 (no date on letter)

3-170-1    Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-171

3-171-1

3-171-2





3-171-3

3-171-2

3-171-1



3-171-4

3-171-3



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-171
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-171
John Wagers
 (no date on letter)

3-171-1 Refer to Section 3.2 for a discussion of traffic impacts. The traffic analysis reflects the capacity
reductions proposed with the Build Alternative. The effects of diversion are discussed in
Section 3.2.

3-171-2 Refer to Section 3.4 for a discussion of parking impacts and mitigation measures.

3-171-3 Refer to Section 3.2.9 in the Final EIS/EIR for discussion of traffic minimization and mitigation
measures.

3-171-4 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-172

3-172-1

3-172-2





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-172
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-172
Scott Mace
 (no date on letter)

3-172-1 Thank you for your comment.

3-172-2 The City of Berkeley approved the BRT project without the dedicated lanes so BRT buses will
operate just like regular local buses in Berkeley. Any issues with existing cut-through traffic
into the neighborhoods should be addressed to the City of Berkeley traffic department.



Comment Letter 3-173

3-173-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-173
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-173
Kevin Siemens
 (no date on letter)

3-173-1 See Sections 7.9.2.3 and 7.9.10 for a more detailed discussion of responses to common public
review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to accessibility. Many local routes will
remain in service. As discussed in Sections 2.3.2 and 3.1, the BRT would replace the Route
1/1R service only.



Comment Letter 3-174

3-174-1



3-174-2





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-174
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-174
Celeste Est-Hubin
 (no date on letter)

3-174-1 Thank you for your comment.

3-174-2 Thank you for your comment.



3-175-1

Comment Letter 3-175







AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-175
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-175
Andy Katz
 (no date on letter)

3-175-1 See Sections 7.9.2.3 and 7.9.10 for a more detailed discussion of responses to common public
review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to accessibility.



Comment Letter 3-176

3-176-1





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-176
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-176
Dana Ellsworth
 (no date on letter)

3-176-1 Refer to Section 3.2 for a discussion of traffic impacts. The traffic analysis reflects the capacity
reductions proposed with the Build Alternative.  Refer to Section 3.4 for a discussion of
parking impacts and mitigation measures.  The proposed Build Alternative is not proposing to
eliminate private auto traffic on Telegraph (see schematic drawings included in Appendix A).
Access to existing commercial driveways for delivery trucks will be maintained. Existing legal
delivery zones will either be retained or replaced.



Comment Letter 3-177

3-177-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-177
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-177
Anonymous
(no date on letter)

3-177-1   Thank you for your comment. Please note that 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 within Berkeley.



Comment Letter 3-178

3-178-1







AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-178
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-178
Merril Mitchell
(no date on letter)

3-178-1 Thank you for your comment.



3-179-1

Comment Letter 3-179



3-179-2





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-179
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-179
Trevor Laws
(no date on letter)

3-179-1 Refer to Section 3.2 for a discussion of neighborhood diversion impacts. This section includes a
discussion of alternate routes that drivers are anticipate to take and presents feasible mitigation
measures to address impacts.

3-179-2 Refer to Section 3.4 for a discussion of parking impacts and mitigation measures.  Refer to
Section 3.2 for a discussion of traffic impacts and mitigation measures.  The traffic analysis
takes into account the proposed turn restrictions.



Comment Letter 3-180

3-180-1

3-180-2



3-180-3

3-180-4



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-180
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-180
Emily Wilcox
(no date on letter)

3-180-1 See Sections 7.9.2.3 and 7.9.10 for a more detailed discussion of responses to common public
review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to accessibility.

3-180-2    Thank you for your comment.

3-180-3 Thank you for your comment

3-180-4 Thank you for your comment



Comment Letter 3-181

3-181-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-181
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-181
James Mathews
(no date on letter)

3-181-1 Thank you for your comment. Section 7.9.7 of the Final EIS/EIR addresses
implementation and operations of the BRT system. AC Transit will maintain the BRT
facilities, such as stations and associated passenger amenities, and the BRT
transitway. Maintenance could be self-performed or contracted, the specific
mechanism yet to be determined. Responsibilities for the upkeep of other street
features, such as additional landscaping and pedestrian facilities apart from those
proposed by the project in station areas, are yet to be formalized (e.g., through
memoranda of agreement and ultimately maintenance agreements that AC Transit
will execute with affected parties) but assumed to be those of the local cities or
Caltrans.



Comment Letter 3-182

3-182-1

3-182-2





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-182
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-182
Alfredo Lopez
(no date on letter)

3-182-1 Please refer to Section 3.2 in the Final EIS/EIR for discussion on traffic. Access to existing
commercial driveways for delivery trucks will be maintained. Existing legal delivery zones will
either be retained or replaced.

3-182-2 Please refer to section 7.9.14 for discussion of safety and security.



Comment Letter 3-183

3-183-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-183
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-183
Gerald Cauthen
(no date on letter)

3-183-1     Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Section 3.2 for a discussion of traffic impacts and
mitigation.



Comment Letter 3-184

3-184-1





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-184
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-184
Thanh Ahlfenger
(no date on letter)

3-184-1 Numerous local bus routes intersect with the proposed project alignment, as discussed in
Section 3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR.  Depending on the origin and destination of the connecting
service trip, it is possible that additional walking time may be required; however, this additional
time would be compensated to a degree by the reduced travel time associated with BRT service.
Fares and ticketing are discussed in Section 7.9.4.



Comment Letter 3-185

3-185-1
No DEIR
Comment



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-185
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-185
Betty Krueger
(no date on letter)

3-185-1     Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-186

3-186-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-186
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-186
Connie Gardener
(no date on letter)

3-186-1 New traffic signals and new pedestrian signals are included in the project. Refer to Section 3.2
for a discussion of traffic impacts and mitigation measures.  Section 7.9.10 responds to
common public review comments regarding pedestrian accessibility and safety.



Comment Letter 3-187

3-187-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-187
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-187
Maria Martinez
(no date on letter)

3-187-1    Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-188

3-188-1



3-188-2



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-188
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-188
Joel Morales
(no date on letter)

3-188-1   Please refer to Sections 7.9.1 and 7.9.2 in the Final EIS/EIR for discussion of transit service and
current and future transit systems design.

3-188-2 Please see Section 7.9.4 for a response to common public review comments on the Draft
EIS/EIR with respect to fares and fare collection.



Comment Letter 3-189

3-189-1
No DEIR
Comment



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-189
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-189
Ezeki Rodriguez
(no date on letter)

3-189-1    Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-190

3-190-1
No DEIR
Comment



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-190
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-190
Gregorio Lion
(no date on letter)

3-190-1    Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-191

3-191-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-191
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-191
Maria Sanchez
(no date on letter)

3-191-1 Improvements planned for the BRT corridor do include more trees and landscaping, sidewalk
and median improvements, security improvements and crosswalk improvements. Please see
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS/EIR for a summary of improvements. Pedestrian amenities are also
discussed in Section 3.3.3, and landscaping is addressed in Section 4.6.  AC Transit has an
affirmative action hiring policy regarding the hiring of bilingual drivers.



Comment Letter 3-192

3-192-1

3-192-2





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-192
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-192
Sandra Beal
(no date on letter)

3-192-1 Thank you for your comment.

3-192-2 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-193

3-193-1
No DEIR
Comment



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-193
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-193
Betty Mulholland
(no date on letter)

3-193-1    Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-194

3-194-1
No DEIR
Comment



3-194-2
No DEIR
Comment



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-194
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-194
Francisco Daza
(no date on letter)

3-194-1     Thank you for your comment.

3-194-2     Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-195

3-195-1



3-195-2

3-195-3



3-195-4

3-195-5









3-195-6

3-195-7



3-195-8





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-195
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-195
Roy Alper
July 1, 2007

3-195-1  Please  refer  to  Section  7.9.1  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR  for  a  discussion  of  the  three-year  Major
Investment Study, a public process which was conducted to assess transit demand in the
corridor and to evaluated alternative routes and transit modes against nine service objectives.
This section also provides a discussion of travel time benefits associated with providing BRT
service in dedicated lanes; see Section 3.1 for a quantification of these benefits.  Improved
travel time due to dedicated lanes facilitates the proposed project’s fulfillment of its purpose
and need, as described in Section 1.2 (“…increase transit ridership by providing a viable and
competitive transit alternative to the private automobile.”).

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 discussed in Section 2.3.2, as the result of decisions
regarding the LPA in Berkeley and Oakland, BRT within dedicated lanes has been removed
from Telegraph Avenue in Berkeley and East 14th Street,  south  of  Georgia  Way,  in  San
Leandro.

The Final EIS/EIR evaluates and discloses all significant impacts to traffic (Section 3.2),
parking (Section 3.4), and to the community (Section 4.4) that are a consequence of dedicated
transit lanes.  As discussed in these sections, feasible mitigation measures have been
proposed to reduce the proposed project’s impacts to a less-than-significant 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.



Comment Letter 3-196

3-196-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-196
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-196
Jane Kramer
(no date on letter)

3-196-1 Your specific route and the number of transfers involved requires the trip origin and destination
information and the time of day. Bus routes and schedules have changed since the DEIS was
published.  Please  call  the  AC  Transit  customer  information  number  or  see  the  AC  Transit
website for current route and transfer information. Please see Section 7.9.1 in the Final EIS/EIR
for discussion of proposed project alignment and transit service.



Comment Letter 3-197

3-197-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-197
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-197
Ricardo Rodriguez
(no date on letter)

3-197-1 The placement of stations is discussed in Section 7.9.15, which responds to common public
review comments on the Draft EIS/EIR with respect to station location and logistics. BRT
vehicles would be operating in dedicated lanes for much of the project alignment, thereby
limiting conflict with trucks or other vehicles.



Comment Letter 3-198

3-198-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-198
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-198
Agnes Ramirez-Grace
(no date on letter)

3-198-1 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-199

3-199-1





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-199
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-199
Michael Krueger
(no date on letter)

3-199-1 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-200

3-200-1





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-200
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-200
Susan Decker
(no date on letter)

3-200-1 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-201

3-201-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-201
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-201
Paul Baker
(no date on letter)

3-201-1 Thank you for your comment.  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.



Comment Letter 3-202

3-202-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-202
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-202
Earl Williams
(no date on letter)

3-202-1  Please  see  Chapter  7  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR  for  a  discussion  of  public  outreach.   At  this  time,
there are no plans to prepare project update videos.



Comment Letter 3-203

3-203-1





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-203
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-203
Virginia Browning
(no date on letter)

3-203-1  Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-204

3-204-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-204
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-204
Clare Risley
(no date on letter)

3-204-1 Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-205

3-205-1





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-205
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-205
Reginald James
(no date on letter)

3-205-1    Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-206

3-206-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-206
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-206
Kazisha Harris
(no date on letter)

3-206-1   Please refer to Section 3.2 for discussion of traffic, and Sections 7.9.10 and 7.9.5 in the Final
EIS/EIR for responses to common comments regarding pedestrian and bicycle impacts, and
ridership forecasting and modeling, respectively.



Comment Letter 3-207

3-207-1





AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-207
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-207
Ian Nicholson
(no date on letter)

3-207-1   Planning efforts on the BRT project have been coordinated with the UC Campus administration.
A parking pricing strategy to discourage on-street parking would fall under the jurisdictions of
the cities in the corridor, and is not proposed as part of the project.



Comment Letter 3-208

3-208-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-208
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-208
Larry Hinkstom
(no date on letter)

3-208-1    Thank you for your comment.



Comment Letter 3-209

3-209-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-209
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-209
Janet Arnold
(no date on letter)

3-209-1   Please refer to Sections 3.1and 7.9.1 of the Final EIS/EIR for a response to comments on the
Draft EIS/EIR with respect to the route alignment, transit mode, and relationship to the BART
system.



Comment Letter 3-210

3-210-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-210
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-210
David Schonbrunn
(no date on letter)

3-210-1  Please refer to Section 4.1 in the Final EIS/EIR for discussion of land use.  See Section 3.2
for discussion of the transportation demand modeling used in analysis for the proposed
Project Alternative.



Comment Letter 3-211

3-211-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-211
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-211
Verdia Anderson
(no date on letter)

3-211-7 Any delays experienced on current AC Transit bus routes are related to AC Transit scheduling,
traffic delays and the March 28th service cuts related to the budget deficit, which are not related
to the planned BRT project.  See also Section 7.9.14 regarding improvements to safety and
security.



Comment Letter 3-212

3-212-1



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-212
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-212
Howard Smith
(no date on letter)

3-212-1     Please refer to Section 7.9.12 in the Final EIS/EIR for discussion of project funding and costs.
For discussion of implementation of the project, please see Section 7.9.7.   Additional
funding and operations information is provided in Chapter 8.



AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-213
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-213
Carolyn Ruth
June 15, 2007

3-213-1 The need for new right-of-way for this project is described in Section 4.4.3 of the Final
EIS/EIR.



Comment Letter 3-213
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Comment Letter 3-214

mailto:nepanchin@hotmail.comil.com


As residents of 2550 Dana Street in Berkeley (District 7), we STRONGLY object toAs residents of 2550 Dana Street in Berkeley (District 7), we STRONGLY object to
the creation of the special bus/emergency vehicle lane proposed for telegraphthe creation of the special bus/emergency vehicle lane proposed for telegraph
Avenue.Avenue.

This plan will choke the normal flow of Telegraph Avenue at various times withThis plan will choke the normal flow of Telegraph Avenue at various times with
delivery trucks, football spectators, theater goers and everydelivery trucks, football spectators, theater goers and every--day localday local
residents.residents.

This plan will at the very least hamper the currently starting rejuvenation ofThis plan will at the very least hamper the currently starting rejuvenation of
Telegraph Avenue and at worst completely stop it.Telegraph Avenue and at worst completely stop it.

Please reconsider this plan keeping in mind the needs of the local residents.Please reconsider this plan keeping in mind the needs of the local residents.
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2. 5.
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AC Transit East Bay BRT Project January 2012 Letter 3-214
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter 3-214
Nancy and Nicolas Epanchin
July 2, 2007

3-214-1 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. Please refer to Section 3.2 and 3.4
for a discussion of any traffic and parking related impacts in the Berkeley.
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