
   PRESENTATION  
MARCH 23, 2010 
 

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council 

From: Phil Kamlarz, City Manager 

Submitted by:  Dan Marks, Director, Planning and Development Department 

Subject: Presentation and Discussion: Bus Rapid Transit Build Alternative 

RECOMMENDATION 
Presentation and discussion regarding the possibility of forwarding a build alternative to 
AC Transit for study in its FEIS/R.   
 
UPDATE 
On March 10th, the Planning Commission held a meeting to review the staff 
recommendation included in the March 23rd City Council staff report.  At that meeting it 
became apparent that there was still confusion regarding whether the Build Alternative 
could be modified after the FEIS/R is released.   
 
Planning staff has requested a written statement from AC Transit staff clarifying the 
City’s options for modifying the Build Alternative once the FEIS/R has been completed.  
The statement from AC Transit is meant to end the confusion noted above and provide 
the Council with a clear path for decision-making. 
 
The Planning Commission voted at the March 10th meeting to: 
 

 Accept the staff recommendation as a “build alternative” if AC Transit confirms 
that the Build Alternative cannot be modified after the FEIS/R is completed.  

 
The Planning Commission also stated in that meeting that the original Planning 
Commission proposed Build Alternative for study in the FEIS/R should be maintained if 
AC Transit confirms that there will be an allowance for modification in the Build 
Alternative once the results of the FEIS/R are known. 
 
Any statements provided by AC Transit will be delivered to the City Council when 
received. 
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SUMMARY 
The City Council directed the Planning Commission to develop a Locally Preferred 
Alternative (LPA) for Council consideration.  The Planning Commission is forwarding a 
recommended BRT Build Alignment (also known as the Locally Preferred Alternative, or 
LPA) for Council consideration.  This Build Alignment would be included in AC Transit’s 
Final Environmental Impact Study/Report (FEIS/R), along with a Rapid Bus Plus option 
developed by a Berkeley citizens group and a no build option.   
 
Forwarding an alignment to AC Transit is not an approval of BRT; rather, it will allow a 
build option to be studied so that the Council will have thorough information available to 
make a final decision on BRT in Berkeley. 
 
The Planning Commission has developed a Build Alignment recommendation which 
includes the following alignment features: 

 Telegraph Avenue South of Dwight - Center-running, dedicated BRT lanes 
between the Oakland border and Dwight Way; 

 Telegraph Avenue North of Dwight - Two-way traffic on Telegraph, with BRT 
buses running in regular traffic lanes (i.e. no dedicated lanes).  A variant was 
added to this option, which would keep two-way traffic on Telegraph and 
Bancroft, but avoid the right turn from Bancroft onto Telegraph; 

 Telegraph to Shattuck - Two-way traffic on Bancroft and Durant.  BRT buses 
would run on Bancroft,  with east-bound BRT buses running in a dedicated lane, 
and west-bound buses running in a mixed flow lane with regular traffic; and 

 Downtown/Shattuck - Center-running, dedicated BRT lanes on Shattuck between 
Bancroft and Addison, with diagonal street parking. 

The Planning Commission also recommended additional points for AC Transit to 
consider in its analysis. 
 
The Planning Commission requested that it be consulted after the release of the 
FEIS/R, and that the City Council adjust the build option forwarded to AC Transit to 
avoid redundancies with the Rapid Bus Plus proposal, so as to allow the greatest 
number of options to be studied. 
 
Staff has evaluated the Planning Commission recommendation and reviewed the 
recommendation with the technical consultants for the project.  In addition Staff has 
spoken with AC Transit about next steps and expectations in the FEIS/R review 
process.  These conversations have yielded a set of concerns for Staff to address: 

 Some components of the Planning Commission proposal may not have viable 
engineering solutions and therefore would not be useful in an evaluation of BRT 
in Berkeley. 

 Some of the components of the Planning Commission proposal may have 
greater negative impacts than previously understood. 

 The timing of the FEIS/R review process and Federal Transportation Agency 
(FTA) requirements suggest that a more refined “build alternative” should be 
provided for the FEIS/R process. 
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Staff suggests that these issues be considered by the City Council.  The resolution of 
these concerns in the staff recommendations below are meant to provide additional 
options for Council consideration.  Below are the staff recommendations which differ 
from the Planning Commission recommendation: 
 

 Telegraph Avenue North of Dwight – Maintain the Telegraph-Dana couplet (i.e. 
keep the existing traffic circulation).  North-bound BRT buses should run in 
mixed-flow traffic on Telegraph, and south-bound BRT buses should run on 
dedicated lanes on Dana.   

 
 Downtown/Shattuck – No dedicated lanes. 

 
Staff also added two additional points for AC Transit to consider in its analysis. 
 
The full Planning Commission recommendation and staff recommendation are included 
with this report as Attachments 1 and 2.  The graphics attached (Attachment 4) reflect 
the Planning Commission recommendation.  Other attachments include minutes from 
the 2-10-10 Planning Commission meeting (Attachment 3), an evaluation matrix of 
segment options (Attachment 5), the most current Rapid Bus Plus proposal (Attachment 
6), responses to Councilmember Maio’s BRT questions (Attachment 7), and 
correspondence regarding BRT and the LPA process since September 2009 
(Attachment 8). 
 
After a Build Alternative is forwarded to AC Transit, the next steps in the process are: 

 AC Transit will study the cities’ alternatives in the Final Environmental Impact 
Study/Report (FEIS/R). 

 The FEIS/R will be released for public review. 
 During the 45-day public review period, the cities will be asked to make a 

decision on BRT.  This could happen as early as September 2010. 
 If BRT is chosen, the cities will continue to work with AC Transit to make more 

detailed decisions for the project, such as station design. 
 
FISCAL IMPACTS OF RECOMMENDATION 
There are minimal financial impacts involved with forwarding a build alternative to AC 
Transit for study.  Some staff time would be involved in developing a letter to AC 
Transit, and if the City Council directs staff to make changes to the Planning 
Commission recommendation or staff recommendation, staff time would be involved in 
that as well.  Some of this staff time will be paid for by AC Transit per Resolution No. 
64,561–N.S. adopted on July 14, 2009. 
 
CURRENT SITUATION AND ITS EFFECTS 
 
On February 10th, the Planning Commission reviewed the revised draft LPA and the 
new evaluation matrix based on Planning Commission direction from the December 9, 
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2009 meeting.  The Commissioners also reviewed the Transportation Commission 
recommendation and took additional public testimony.  After some discussion, a 
recommendation was made to the City Council for the various segments of the Berkeley 
alignment.  The Planning Commission recommendation, which incorporates many 
suggestions from the Transportation Commission, focuses on studying a build option 
wherever possible to determine benefits, impacts and viability.  This would allow the 
Council to compare a build option in each segment to the Rapid Bus Plus and no-build 
options.  Because of concerns about the implication of the term “Locally Preferred 
Alternative”, the Planning Commission is using the term “Build Alternative” to describe 
the option it recommends forwarding to AC Transit for study. 

Since the February 10th meeting, AC Transit has met with staff regarding the next steps 
in the process.  According to AC Transit, the FTA, the source of a major grant for the 
project, requires a very quick decision process once the FEIS/R is released, and also 
requires additional environmental review of any option that is not specifically studied in 
the FEIS/R.  This means that, while the Council will be able to choose from the options 
explicitly studied in the FEIS/R (the no-build, the Rapid Bus Plus, and the build option 
put forward by the Council), the ability to change the build option significantly after the 
FEIS/R process may be very limited.  Therefore, it is important for the City to put 
forward a build option for study that the City Council would be willing to consider 
building.   

With this in mind, staff has developed its own recommendation for Council 
consideration.  This recommendation takes into account issues along the alignment that 
might make certain alignment options or build alternatives infeasible or undesirable for 
further study.  The staff recommendation keeps most of the recommendations of the 
Planning Commission, but does recommend changes to two of the four segments.  
Descriptions of both recommendations are given below.   

Planning Commission Recommendation (Attachment 1) 
Graphics for the Planning Commission alternative are included in Attachment 4.  
Specific pages for each segment at referenced with the segment. 

Telegraph Avenue South of Dwight (pages 1-3):  Center-running dedicated lanes 
between the  Oakland border and Dwight Way.   
 Planning Commission rationale – Studying a build alternative will allow the City 

Council to determine whether there are benefits to having dedicated lanes on this 
portion of Telegraph. 

Telegraph Avenue North of Dwight (page 4 and page B):  Two-way traffic on Telegraph, 
with BRT buses running in regular traffic lanes.  This would allow any vehicle to 
travel north or south along Telegraph Avenue, and buses would run in the same 
lanes as the rest of the traffic.  A south-bound variant (page B) would have the 
eastbound buses on Bancroft turn right on Dana, left on Durant, and right on 
Telegraph; this would allow the buses to avoid the right turn from Bancroft to 
Telegraph, which has turning radius problems and would probably require curb 
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modifications (see last page of Attachment 4).  This option would require the 
removal of the triangle at Dwight and Telegraph and the reconfiguration of the 
southwest corner to create a safer traffic environment for the new south-bound 
traffic. 

 Planning Commission rationale – All traffic should be allowed to travel in both 
directions to allow adequate access to businesses on both sides of the street.  
Two-way streets are also generally calmer and better for pedestrians.  
Forwarding the two-way Bancroft and two-way Telegraph option to AC Transit for 
study will allow AC Transit to determine whether there is a way to make the right 
turn from Bancroft to Telegraph without significantly cutting into the sidewalk.    

 
Telegraph to Shattuck (pages 5-6, 9-10):  Two-way traffic on Bancroft and Durant, with 

buses running in both directions on Bancroft.  East-bound BRT buses would run 
in a dedicated lane, and west-bound buses would run in a mixed flow lane with 
regular traffic.  The third lane on Bancroft would be for regular east-bound traffic.  
This configuration would allow regular traffic to travel east or west on Bancroft 
and Durant.  

 Planning Commission rationale – Two-way streets are generally calmer and 
better for pedestrians.  Two-way traffic on Bancroft to Telegraph will allow the 
east-bound and west-bound stations to be in close proximity to the UC campus.  
Having the stations in sight of each other would allow transit riders to see where 
to catch the return bus, increasing the “legibility” of the transit system and making 
it easier for the community to use.  Having dedicated lanes for east-bound BRT 
traffic will help ensure that the buses stay on time at the beginning of the route. 

 
Downtown/Shattuck (pages 7-8):  Center-running dedicated BRT lanes on Shattuck 

between Bancroft and Addison, with diagonal street parking.  
 Planning Commission rationale – Studying a build alternative will allow the City 

Council to see whether there are benefits to having dedicated lanes downtown. 
 
The Planning Commission also recommended the following additional points for AC 
Transit to consider in its analysis: 

 Conduct a robust analysis of the No-Build and the Rapid Bus Plus options; 
 Expand the discussion of the cost effectiveness of BRT, and include a detailed 

discussion of operational funding AC Transit anticipates will be available to run 
BRT; what effect, if any, using this money for BRT may have on other AC Transit 
routes; and whether guarantees to be made to the City of Berkeley regarding 
minimum service levels; 

 Study the impact of the loss of each local stop, particularly on the senior, student 
and disabled communities; 

 Analyze options for rerouting traffic around Telegraph north of Dwight to allow for 
periodic street closures due to street fairs and identify an alignment for this re-
routing; 

 Study the possibility of Eco Passes; and 
 Study vehicles that are powered by alternatives to diesel. 
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The Planning Commission also had two specific requests for the City Council: 

 Adjust the Planning Commission alternative and Rapid Bus Plus alternative in 
order to study the whole range of transit possibilities; and 

 Consult the Planning Commission after the release of the FEIS/R. 
 
See the attached recommendation (Attachment 1) for a complete list of the Planning 
Commission recommendations and for additional alignment details. 
 
Staff Recommendation (Attachment 2) 
 
City staff agrees with the Planning Commission recommendation except on two areas of 
the alignment.  No graphics are included to show the staff recommendations for these 
segments, as they are very similar to the existing condition (no build).  These changes 
and rationales are given below: 
 
Telegraph Avenue North of Dwight:  Maintain the Telegraph-Dana couplet, keeping the 
existing traffic circulation.  North-bound BRT buses would run in mixed flow traffic on 
Telegraph, and south-bound BRT buses would run in dedicated lanes on Dana between 
Bancroft and Dwight, and along Dwight between Dana and Telegraph.  Except for the 
dedicated lanes on Dana and Dwight, this is how the 1/1R line runs today. 
 Staff rationale – Two-way, mixed flow traffic on Telegraph north of Dwight is 

unlikely to improve transit speed or reliability, and could pose significant 
operational problems related to double-parking.  In addition, the intersection at 
Bancroft and Telegraph will likely need to be reconfigured to accommodate east-
bound buses turning right from Bancroft onto Telegraph; this could result in 
significant impacts on the southwest corner of Bancroft and Telegraph and the 
east side of Telegraph and would probably result in the loss of street vendor 
spaces in that area.  See the curb modification diagram at the end of Attachment 
4.  (In case this turn does involve significant sidewalk reduction, the Planning 
Commission did include a south-bound variant (Dana-Durant-Telegraph) which 
would avoid that corner.)   

 
Downtown/Shattuck:  Do not add dedicated lanes in the downtown. 
 Staff rationale – There is no clear city policy for streetscape design as the 
 process to develop this design (SOSIP) is just beginning.  Dedicated lanes in the 
 downtown will limit the breadth of options that might be considered in the SOSIP 
 process.  In addition, dedicated lanes will give limited benefit to bus operations, 
 and the cost of constructing dedicated lanes would be significant.  Finally, 
 constructing  dedicated lanes would increase the crossing distance on Shattuck, 
 having a significant negative impact on pedestrians.  This option would still allow 
 raised platforms in the downtown to speed loading and unloading of the buses. 
 
Staff agrees with the Planning Commission on the two remaining portions of the route, 
and also on the additional points for AC Transit to study in the FEIS/R.  Staff 
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recommends the following two additional points for AC Transit to consider in its 
analysis: 
 

 Consider the mitigation strategies and additional analysis proposed in Section 4-
3 of the September 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative document.  These include 
additional parking mitigation ideas, request for study of mitigations to limit the 
economic impacts on businesses of BRT construction, and the need to identify 
potential locations for a bus layover. 

 Analyze how the various segments could transition between the three options 
(no-build, Rapid Bus Plus, and build) so that the City Council could choose each 
segment independently without requiring an additional environmental review. 

 
See the attached recommendation (Attachment 2) for a complete list of the staff 
recommendations and for additional alignment details. 
 
BACKGROUND 
AC Transit has been considering a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project through Berkeley, 
Oakland and San Leandro for many years.  The Draft EIR for this project is already 
complete, but only gives general information about the possible impacts of the project.   

Each city is developing an LPA that would provide the city’s preference for station 
locations, areas of lane dedication, and mitigations to impacts.  This information would 
allow a more specific evaluation of possible impacts of the BRT project in the FEIS/R 
document.  Selection of a Build Alternative/LPA does not indicate a final approval of the 
BRT project through Berkeley; final approval of dedicated lanes would be considered 
through a separate public process after consideration of the FEIS/R.   

In 2007, the City Council directed the Planning Commission to develop a Locally 
Preferred Alternative for Council consideration.  At the Planning Commission’s direction, 
staff developed a draft Locally Preferred Alternative for discussion; this was released in 
September 2009.  In September and October 2009, staff held meetings with eight 
stakeholder groups:  

 Neighborhood groups (Willard, LeConte, Halcyon, Bateman and CENA) 
 UC 
 Bicyclists 
 Disabled and seniors 
 South Telegraph business and property owners 
 Telegraph Business Improvement District (TBID) 
 Environmental groups 
 Rapid Bus Plus Coalition (formerly known as BBTOP – Berkeleyans for Better 

Transportation Options) 
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A meeting was also offered to the Downtown Business Association (DBA), but since the 
initial draft proposal did not propose dedicated lanes in the downtown, the DBA chose 
not to have a presentation at that time. 
 
After the stakeholder meetings, meetings were held before the Transportation 
Commission (11-19-09) and the Planning Commission (12-9-09).  Both meetings were 
well attended and had substantial public comment.  The Planning Commission directed 
staff to add center-running, dedicated lanes in the downtown and to convert Bancroft 
and Durant to two-way traffic, with BRT buses running on Bancroft.  The Commission 
also directed staff to create an evaluation matrix to compare the various build options 
against the no-build option.  Because of the changes recommended for the downtown, 
staff met with the DBA stakeholders in January 2010 to discuss those changes. 

Communications from the public outreach 
Staff generally heard negative input from several of the stakeholder groups, and 
other groups were more willing to consider the project.  Many of the comments 
received related to opinions about BRT in general and not necessarily about a 
particular alignment.  Among the most common concerns were:  
 
1. Impacts of the Telegraph South of Dwight alignment on the adjacent 

neighborhoods and businesses due to parking loss, congestion and possible 
cut-through traffic; 

2. Impacts of two-way traffic on Telegraph businesses and vendors due to the 
inability to double park for loading purposes and the impact on the street 
character; 

3. Impacts of sidewalk reductions on the Telegraph street vendors; and 

4. Impacts of dedicated lanes and stations along Shattuck on downtown 
character, urban landscape and street parking availability. 

Written comments were collected from the stakeholder meetings, and numerous 
letters and e-mails were submitted to the Transportation Commission and 
Planning Commission.  Refer to Attachment 8 for this correspondence, as well as 
for public comment from the Commission meetings.  

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATIONS 
City staff, consultants and the Transportation and Planning Commission have spent 
considerable time evaluating alternatives for a possible BRT alignment.  The Planning 
Commission considered a variety of options before deciding on the recommended 
alignment.  Some of the options considered are shown in the Evaluation Matrix 
(Attachment 4) and in the September 2009 LPA document. 

The Planning Commission is recommending its option because it allows for the greatest 
opportunity to study how BRT could impact the Berkeley community.  This was 
particularly important in the decision to recommend study of two center dedicated lanes 
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in downtown rather than an option without dedicated lanes; downtown without dedicated 
lanes will already be studied in both the no-build and the Rapid Bus Plus option 
(Attachment 6). 

The staff created its recommendation in response to a concern that the Council would 
not have the ability to modify a build option after the FEIS/R study results.  The staff 
recommendation is expected to have fewer adverse impacts and might be more 
acceptable for final consideration, should the Council choose a build option.  It 
addresses areas of the route, namely the two-way Telegraph option, the 
Bancroft/Telegraph intersection, and downtown, which have specific issues that are 
likely to be deemed detrimental in the FEIS/R. 

CONTACT PERSON 
Elizabeth Greene, Senior Planner, Planning and Development Department, 510-981-
7484 

Attachments:  
1:  Planning Commission Recommendation 
2: City Staff Recommendation 
3:  Minutes from the 2-10-10 Planning Commission meeting (Item 10) 
4:  Graphics depicting the Planning Commission proposed alignment and the corner 
 of Bancroft and Telegraph 
5: Evaluation Matrix of segment options  
6: Most current (February 2010) Rapid Bus Plus proposal and MOU with AC Transit 
7. Responses to questions from Councilmember Maio 
8. Correspondence and Comment Record  



 

 

Attachment 1 
 

Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
On February 10, 2010, the Planning Commission voted to forward the following 
recommendation to the City Council regarding a Bus Rapid Transit Build Alternative to 
consider for study in AC Transit’s FEIS/R.  The pages refer to the graphics in 
Attachment 4 of the March 23, 2010 City Council staff report. 
 
Alignment Options: 

1. Telegraph Avenue south of Dwight to the Berkeley/Oakland border (pages 1-3):   
a. Center-running, dedicated bus lanes; 
b. Consider relocating or eliminating the traffic signal at Blake Street to 

Parker Street since the Center for Independent Living will be relocating to 
the Ed Roberts Campus.  Consider the impact of the BRT station at Blake; 

c. Try to create room for a bike lane on both sides of the block between 
Ashby and Webster; 

d. Investigate the ability to remove left turn pockets to mitigate parking loss, 
either by eliminating unnecessary left turns or through signalization 
changes; and 

e. Describe if school safety-related traffic controls at Stuart Street signal will 
remain. 

2. Telegraph Avenue north of Dwight (page 4 and page B):   
a. Two-way traffic on Telegraph, with buses running in regular traffic lanes; 
b. Also study a south-bound variant (page B), using dedicated bus lanes on 

Dana (between Bancroft and Durant) and Durant (between Dana and 
Telegraph); and 

c. Explore eliminating the free right turn at Dwight/Telegraph to create a 
conventional four-leg intersection to improve motorist sight lines and the 
pedestrian streetscape.  Consider signal phase for protected right turn 
southbound on Telegraph to reduce pedestrian/motorist conflicts. 

3. Telegraph to Shattuck (Pages 5-6, 9-10):   
a. Two-way traffic on Bancroft and Durant between Telegraph and Fulton, 

with a south-bound (traveling east on Bancroft) dedicated bus lane and 
north-bound (traveling west on Bancroft) mixed-flow bus lane; 

b. Add BRT stations at Bancroft and Ellsworth; 
c. Durant should be two-way with bike lanes; and 
d. No dedicated bus lanes on Bancroft between Fulton and Shattuck.  Bike 

lanes on Bancroft should not be added at the expense of parking. 
4. Shattuck/Downtown (pages 7-8):   

a. Center-running, dedicated bus lanes on Shattuck between Bancroft and 
Addison; and 

b. Consider diagonal street parking. 
 



 

 

Other Points for AC Transit Consideration: 
1. Conduct a robust analysis of the No-Build and the Rapid Bus Plus options; 
2. Expand the discussion of the cost effectiveness of BRT, and include a detailed 

discussion of operational funding AC Transit anticipates will be available to run 
BRT; what effect, if any, using this money for BRT may have on other AC Transit 
routes; and whether guarantees to be made to the City of Berkeley regarding 
minimum service levels; 

3. Study the impact of the loss of each local stop, particularly on the senior, student 
and disabled communities; 

4. Analyze options for rerouting traffic around Telegraph north of Dwight to allow for 
periodic street closures due to street fairs and identify an alignment for this re-
routing; 

5. Study the possibility of Eco Passes; and 
6. Study vehicles that are powered by alternatives to diesel. 



 

 

Attachment 2 
 

Staff Recommendation 
 

 
City Staff developed the following recommendation regarding a Bus Rapid Transit Build 
Alternative for the City Council to consider for study in AC Transit’s FEIS/R.   
 
Alignment Options: 

5. Telegraph Avenue south of Dwight to the Berkeley/Oakland border:   
a. Center-running, dedicated bus lanes; 
b. Consider relocating or eliminating the traffic signal at Blake Street to 

Parker Street since the Center for Independent Living will be relocating to 
the Ed Roberts Campus.  Consider the impact of the BRT station at Blake; 

c. Try to create room for a bike lane on both sides of the block between 
Ashby and Webster; 

d. Investigate the ability to remove left turn pockets to mitigate parking loss, 
either by eliminating unnecessary left turns or through signalization 
changes; and 

e. Describe if school safety-related traffic controls at Stuart Street signal will 
remain. 

 
6. Telegraph Avenue north of Dwight:    

a. Maintain the Telegraph-Dana couplet, with north-bound buses running in 
regular traffic lanes on Telegraph, and with south-bound buses running in 
dedicated lanes on Dana and Dwight. 

 
7. Telegraph to Shattuck:   

a. Two-way traffic on Bancroft and Durant between Telegraph and Fulton, 
with a south-bound (traveling east on Bancroft) dedicated bus lane and 
north-bound (traveling west on Bancroft) mixed-flow bus lane; 

b. Add BRT stations at Bancroft and Ellsworth; 
c. Durant should be two-way with bike lanes; and 
d. No dedicated bus lanes on Bancroft between Fulton and Shattuck.  Bike 

lanes on Bancroft should not be added at the expense of parking. 
8. Shattuck/Downtown:   

a. No dedicated lanes, but raised platforms at BRT stations.   
 
Other Points for AC Transit consideration: 

7. Conduct a robust analysis of the No-Build and the Rapid Bus Plus options; 
8. Expand the discussion of the cost effectiveness of BRT, and include a detailed 

discussion of operational funding AC Transit anticipates will be available to run 
BRT; what effect, if any, using this money for BRT may have on other AC Transit 



 

 

routes; and whether guarantees to be made to the City of Berkeley regarding 
minimum service levels; 

9. Study the impact of the loss of each local stop, particularly on the senior, student 
and disabled communities; 

10. Analyze options for rerouting traffic around Telegraph north of Dwight to allow for 
periodic street closures due to street fairs and identify an alignment for this re-
routing; 

11. Study the possibility of Eco Passes; 
12. Study vehicles that are powered by alternatives to diesel; 
13. Consider the mitigation strategies and additional analysis proposed in Section 4-

3 of the September Locally Preferred Alternative document.  These include 
additional parking mitigation ideas, request for study of mitigations to limit the 
economic impacts on businesses of BRT construction, and the need to identify 
potential locations for a bus layover; and 

14. Analyze how the various segments could transition between the three options 
(no-build, Rapid Bus Plus, and build) so that the City Council could choose each 
segment independently without requiring an additional environmental review. 

 





























































































a Rapid Bus Plus study elements, February 24, 2010 – Page 13 of 16 

 

 

More general mayhem, around the Cat-in-the-Hat cones (above and below). 
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a Rapid Bus Plus study elements, February 24, 2010 – Page 14 of 16 

 

 

This payday-loan outlet replaced a boutique pizza shop. When we visited the bakery 
at left (green facade), the owners were furiously complaining to customers about the  
dedicated-lane construction. Red signs on fences (above and in the following photos)  
belatedly implore: “Shop on St. Clair.” But with no parking access, it’s hard to comply. 

 

Two empty storefronts, at the right of the thrift store. 
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a Rapid Bus Plus study elements, February 24, 2010 – Page 15 of 16 

 

 

Another high-end failure. 

 

This (private) employment office went out of business, too. 
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a Rapid Bus Plus study elements, February 24, 2010 – Page 16 of 16 

 

 

Impacts on pedestrians speak for themselves. These peds are enterprisingly ignoring the rude 
sign. But they still have to step over Jersey barriers. 

-a- 
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  B-1b 

time. 

 Fundamental question: Why do we need a transit 

system (supposedly fast) that parallels BART. 

Why not provide more shuttle buses from BART to 

stops along Telegraph on the proposed corridor? 

Gerst, Gina 

510.601.1772 

anig2000@registerednurses.com 

While I think that more convenient public transit is 

the way forward, its important to be realistic about 

ridership.  More buses or fewer stops may increase 

ridership – but I can‘t see it increased enough to fill 

one of these enormous buses we are currently talking 

about all this construction to make room for.  What 

about reasonably sized buses?  I would like dialogue 

between the decision makers and the people this 

affects directly. 

Kachert, Michael 

510-684-1462 

The plan is grotesque as it is spelled out.  The people 

who live and work on or around ―Telly‖ keep coming 

up with clear, coherent comments on how ―out of 

touch‖ with ―reality‖ the plan is – The speaker 

representing the City knows all the buzz words and 

phrases – especially the ―purr‖ words – but she serves 

up nothing but ―word salsa‖. 

Where are the people with the power – when can we 

confront them with our human needs and wants – the 

plan does not represent the people most affected.  

Simon-doyle@hotmail.com Throwing money at a problem that would only worsen 

the outcome is ridiculous.  This would divert car and 

foot traffic due to congestion and confusion, therefore 

lowering revenue to local merchants therefore the 

entire community.  Ridership is already low 

increasing buses does not equal increased riders.  

 This plan is totally unacceptable.  It is a community-

crushing plan.  Please stop squandering money trying 

to cram it down our throats.  We will continue to fight 

this idiotic plan for as long as you keep trying to push 

it.  PLEASE JUST STOP. 

 BRT SUCKS, STOP WASTING OUR TIME ON IT 

Mesbah, Eveline 

 

 

 

There are very few people riding the present buses 

right now, so I think that there really is no need for 

this new project.  I should know, I see them everyday. 

Sherlyn 

 

I am opposed to the stop on Telegraph and Dwight!  It 

will devastate my business; moreover, I believe the 

entire project will destroy the ―culture‖ of Telegraph.  

You are consciously making a choice to cause so 

much destruction in exchange for a system that will 

not benefit business on Telegraph but instead cause 
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more environmental pollution as well as kill 

businesses. 

Oram, Mary I have attended many workshops, meetings and info 

sessions on BRT given by Berkeley and AC Transit.  

From all the information I have received I conclude 

that BRT along Telegraph Ave in not a good idea.  It 

would disrupt traffic on Telegraph, sending it off on 

neighboring streets, be harmful to local businesses 

(loss of parking and disruption even before it was 

implemented due to the construction) be bad for 

pedestrians and cyclists – stations in the middle of the 

street, traffic swooping in and out of the former 

parking lane), bus riders (removal of more than ½ the 

current stops and elimination of local service) and a 

terrible waste of a lot of money.  Just think of the 

other, more worthwhile things that could be done with 

$250 million.  All this to save ~2 min for bus riders 

who have to walk much further to get to their stop.   

I am strongly in favor of the current 1 and 1R routes 

with enhancements to turn the 1R into Rapid Bus 

Plus.   

At the three meetings on this plan I attended this 

month, the sentiment of the attendees was 

overwhelmingly against BRT and in favor of the 

current service and configuration.  Please convey this 

important information to the Transportation and 

Planning Commissions and City Council so these 

representatives can represent the preferences of their 

constituents.   
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11-19-09 Transportation Commission 
Attachment B1-C 

E-mail comments regarding BRT and LPA 
received as of 11-10-09  

 
BRT Plan 
 9-11-09 
Hello, Beth: 
  
RE our brief conversation of last week, as a blind citizen, the following are my reasons for objecting to the 
implementation of the BRT Plan: 
  
1. Curbside boarding would be much safer than crossing in front of  moving traffic, which is dangerous for 
anyone boarding buses, more so for disabled people.  
  
2. AC Transit's assumption that BRT will encourage people to not drive cars is ludicrous. BRT would 
merely divert traffic to already-busy streets. 
  
3. Further tearing up Telegraph is bad for commerce, and this was objected to already by merchants 
when parking and bicycle lanes were torn out on Telegraph. 
  
4. There is likely to be injury to someone in the disabled community, either rolling off a platform or being 
hit by a moving vehicle, if BRT is implemented. 
  
5. Cutting service on the 1 Bus line is not in anyone's best interest, green or not, which BRT isn't. 
  
Arlene Merryman - phone: 849-0721 

 
AC Transit is proposing to cut service on local lines, but not on the BRT Lines?   
9-14-09 
Dear Bus Rapid Transit- Planning Department, city council members and Mayor Bates, 
  
I live on 400-block of Arlington Avenue in the very northern part of Berkeley, near the 
Kensington border and have been following recent developments about AC Transit, and it seems 
that they are proposing to cut the local bus service in Berkeley.  
  
Line 7 is proposed to be cut to once-an-hour on weekdays, every 40-minutes during rush hours, 
even though buses are already very crowded under the current half-hourly schedule.  
  
Line 9- weekend service is proposed to only run once-an-hour. 
  
Line 51 is going to be cut back from every 9- minutes to every 12, a 25% reduction. 
  
Line 67 is proposed to be eliminated and line 65 is set to be cut back to every 40 minutes.  
  
Line 79, along The Alameda and Colusa Avenues is slated to have weekend service eliminated. 
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Line 17-Alcatraz Avenue,  a line that many seniors in South Berkely depended on, was 
eliminated last-year.  
  
According to AC Transit own internal ridership records the 7 averages 31 riders per trip.  
The city of Berkely supports public transit however- it has to be somewhat convenient. As you 
may know many seniors and handicapped residents will loose the ability to get around if these 
cuts to local service take place.  
  
AC Transit is not proposing to make any cuts to it's expensive and useless "Rapid" bus system 
("BRT"). The slow economy and ridership declines - it seems - would affect "Rapid" buses like 
the 1-R and 72-R to the same degree as it does to local bus lines, yet both the 1-R and the 72-R 
are proposed to remain at 12-minute frequency levels- when it seems that 15-minute frequency 
levels (a 20% cut) would be more appropriate - in order that more local service can be saved.  
  
Please consider the people who depend on local AC Transit service in Berkeley, when 
considering the BRT Project. I am requesting that the city hold off on any movement towards a  
future BRT, after all of the service cuts to local service in Berkeley (Lines 7, 17, 9, 51, 65, 67 
and 79) have been reversed. I'm questioning how cutting local service - fits into Berkeley Green 
Initiative, how cutting local service will get people out of their cars and onto public transit.  
  
Thank you in advance,  
  
Sincerely,  
  
=George Iwamoto 
451 Arlington Avenue 
Berkeley, CA 94707 
  
AC Transit rider since 1967, Berkeley resident since 1962, parents moved here in 1958, and a 
Berkeley voter.  

 
The BRT Proposal 
9-20-09 
I work as a St. Artist on Telegraph and am concerned about the buses NOW on Telegraph 
between Dwight and Bancroft because the students hang out on those four blocks.  They pay 
little attention to the lights and jay walk back and forth across the street.  The buses tend to tear 
up those blocks putting the students in danger and it will only get worse if you add more traffic.  
 
If anything those four blocks would be a perfect area to close to traffic and turn it into a 
promenade similar to the one in Santa Monica.  Those four blocks attract most of the tourists 
who come to Berkeley and it really should be considered Old Town Berkeley. 
 
I suggest you route the buses down to Shattuck before Dwight or perhaps Haste St. rather than 
ruining the only historic area of Berkeley. 
 
Thank you for considering my suggestions.  Noel kehrlein 
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Doing Business On Telegraph Ave. 
9-21-09 
The craft vending community, as well as many of the store merchants, are very concerned about 
the issue of Bay Area Rapid Transit changing the landscape of Telegraph Ave. The idea of 
Telegraph becoming a 2-way street, dangerous fast moving buses overtaking the area, and the 
possibility of widened streets and shrunken sidewalks all seriously worry us. This is a historic 
place. The phenomena of Telegraph Ave., and street artists date back before the 1960’s. The fact 
that that we exist here, must be preserved. The students and residents, as well as tourists and 
visitors are all our shoppers. We co-exist with the Telegraph stores, and combine our efforts to 
create an unusual experience. With the installation of Rapid Transit, this fragile phenomena 
could be lost! 

  
Please keep the Telegraph artists alive and well. 

  
                                                     Janet Klein 
                                                     Craft Vendor 27 yrs. 
                                                     Co-coordinator of The Telegraph Ave Holiday Street Fair 6 yrs. 
                                                     Assistant for The Last Sundays Festival 1st yr. (new event) 

 
Traffic Congestion Issues 
9-23-09 
Reading the Draft LPA document several issues are either misstated or incomplete. 

 

Webster Street & Telegraph boardings are cited as jumping 34 % as if more net riders 

surged, in reality, because Ashby is NOT a 1R stop, riders who would have boarded there 

now use Webster--including those transfering to/from the 9 Ashby crosstown and those for 

whom the 1 or 1R are  equally useful thus taking whatever comes first. 

Dwight boardings reflect a similar scenario.  When  I have just picked up take out near 

Blake I then walk back to Dwight because both routes serve that stop and Alcatraz which is 

closest to my home. 

 

In "FIGURE 1‐‐‐‐1  PROBLEMS WITH BUS SERVICE, AND PROPOSED BRT 

SOLUTIONS" while traffic congestion is cited as a major cause of delay, there is no 

mention of persistent lane blockages on Telegraph.  Most times when I head either to 

Campus or Downtown Berkeley, we are delayed because delivery trucks or street vendor 

vehicles are blocking one of the two through traffic lanes.  A complaint to a PCO elicited a 

claim that he was under "mayor's orders"NOT to cite double parked vehicles.   Those 

delays can be eliminated at zero cost with immediate effect simply by enforcing existing 

laws.   

 

 As to stop light preempts, while AC alleges they have transponders on the buses regularly 

assigned to the 1R, as a frequent rider I see no evidence.   In "ES-5.1 Mitigations Proposed 

by AC Transit"  signal modifications are proposed for intersections unrelated to 

Telegraph, but NONE on Telegraph???   At present the R buses only run 60 of the 133 

services hours operated yet AC has no plans to equip the local buses with transponders.   
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Doing so would speed up all buses on the route and increase fleet flexibility as well as 

benefit other routes which share street segments.    

 

In sum, while aspects of the BRT proposal have value, the actual plans seem focused more 

on big ticket construction and less on low cost/high service quality gain steps which do not 

require massive studies/EIRs etc.   

 

 

David Vartanoff 

6442 Raymond St 

Oakland 

510.653.1791 

 

 RE: YOUR BUS-RAPID-TRANSIT PROPOSALS 
                                                                       September 24, 2009 
  
Dear Sir or Madam:- 
        I am replying to your idea of "BUS RAPID TRANSIT" along Telegraph Avenue between 
the Berkeley-Albany tunnel and downtown Oakland. I think it is a very good idea if it is going to 
get people out of their cars and onto buses to get tp their destinations. Will there be any 
additional costs payed by the riding public on top of what they pay already? If so, it is a bad idea. 
You will be competing with B. A. R. T. and the freeway users. It your idea for "BUS RAPID 
TRANSIT" will be part of your current level of service between Oakland and the east end of the 
Berkeley-Albany tunnel, then I think it is an excellant idea.  
     The County of Monterey, Transportation Agency For Monterey County and Monterey-Salinas 
Transit are considering of something like BUS RAPID TRANSIT to operate between downtown 
Monterey and the unincorporated community of Castoville, Califiornia using an abandoned 
railroad-right-of-way for either buses or light rail vehicles. Their plan will not go into effect for 
many years anyway. Right now the Transportation Agency for Monterey County is looking at 
the possibility of having Caltrain come to Salinas, California as an extension of their weekday 
services to Gilroy, California. That kind of service is expected to start up in about 3 or 4 years. 
This agency will have to join The San Francisco Bay Area Regional Transit operations currently 
in place for anyone who has a regional transit discount fare card or some other photo 
identification program.  
     Please get back to me after you have had your meetings with AC TRANSIT in the next day or 
two. You can get back to me using the following e-mail address: john.slobodin@yahoo.com 
  
                                                    Yours truly, 
  
                                                        John A. Slobodin, 
                                                        2721 Ransford Avenue, 
                                                        Apartment 10, 
                                                        Pacific Grove, California 
                                                        93950-5133. 
                                                         (831) 648-8842 (answering machine). 
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Why Rapid Bus +? 
9-25-09 

I am writing to urge the City of Berkeley use Rapid Bus + as its LPA to be 
studied by AC Transit.  Using Rapid Bus + as the LPA will give AC Transit 
added impetus to implement better bus service today rather than sometime in 
the nebulous future.   
 

If AC Transit's board passes its GM's proposal to shift $80 million from the 
BRT capital budget to the AC Transit operating budget as it likely will do in the 
near future, funding for full implementation of BRT will become problematic as 
projected funding sources dry up in the near term.  STIP funding is being 
currently delayed, if not permanently cut as California faces budgetary 
problems for at least the next few years. 
 

"At its August 12th meeting, the California Transportation Commission 
adopted a 2010 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) estimate 
of $81 million - effectively a $0 fund estimate – eliminating near term funding 
for the BRT and further delaying the $50 million STIP commitment to the 
project." (from AC Transit funding proposal) 
  
Its not clear if a reduced BRT project would qualify for Small Start funding, or 
even if it qualifies, if it would rank high enough to reach the funding threshold.  
It’s imperative that AC Transit secure the STIP funding (whenever it shows 
up) for transit improvements along the 1/1R corridor. 
 

"AC Transit … staff would certainly take the position that the STIP funds 
should continue to be used for the BRT corridor. Consultation with CMA 
stakeholders would be necessary to ensure that the funds would not be 
allocated to other high priority projects in the county."  (from AC Transit 
funding proposal) 
 

What is clear today is that money has already been allocated from the BRT 
funding pool to help fund the existing 1R line improvements. 
 
"To date, $36.4 million has been expended on the environmental phase of the BRT 
and the 1 Rapid capital elements in the corridor, including new low floor articulated 
buses and Rapid elements including bus shelters or stations, NextBus technology, and 
signal priority systems."  (from AC Transit funding proposal) 
  
Berkeley's LPA as presented already suggests that a Rapid Bus + solution be 
implemented in downtown Berkeley.  I am asking specifically that Rapid Bus + 
be Berkeley's LPA so that when STIP funding does arrive,  AC Transit can 

Attachment 9 - Correspondence & Comments 
Page 19 of 311



6 
 

point to specific uses of the money that can be quickly implemented and show 
great impact on ridership and on-time arrival.   
 

I've attached my thoughts on why Rapid Bus + is a good idea here as a .pdf 
file.  I look forward to a full discussion of how to proceed with transit 
improvements now that funding for BRT as proposed by AC Transit, and 
described in the DEIS/R is no longer possible in the current economic climate. 
 

         Vincent Casalaina 

(Staff note - Rapid Bus Plus PDF attachment mentioned in e-mail follows.) 
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The “local option” BRT plan presented at Willard School on Thursday Sept. 24th 2009 
9-25-09 
Dear BRT planners, and elected city of Berkeley representatives, 
 

After listening to the City of Berkeley presenter, and various neighborhood 
spokes people, I am more opposed than ever to any version of the BRT so far 

proposed. And further, mere tweaking of the plan isn’t not going to change my 
mind. The plan, in it’s several and many iterations and permutations to date is 

simply absurd. My wife and several others on our block (who were unable to attend 
the meeting), are all completely opposed to any form of the BRT, in past or 

present forms. This is a foolish proposal and an insulting attempt to shove an 
unworkable  plan down our throats. 

 
Any politician or bureaucrat that pursues getting this thing built, will receive 
a resounding no vote from our neighborhood; we guarantee it! 

If you didn’t know it, In a vote of hands at the meeting, at least 9 out of 10 
present were opposed to the BRT plan. 

 
On the other hand, we are open to, and supportive of, really serious, practical 

(even if expensive and with a long time line to develop and build) public 
transportation ideas. 

 
But if the administrators and politicians of the East Bay, in this dawning 

century, can’t do better than the BRT, then we say quit now.  And we will elect 
people who have a long vision, political integrity,  and a can do attitude that 
translates into transportation leadership. 

 
The idea that “we must do something” is plain silly, and that is what BRT is, 

“something”, something crappy. It will not work, and it will further anger 
people, and it may cost many their livelihood in the process. 

BRT run through undersized avenues and streets, thoroughfares never designed to 
accommodate anything like what is required, is nothing but a waste of resources, 

and is destructive to the community as a whole. If those in favor of BRT were in 
the least bit honest regarding their intent in bring this boondoggle to the East 
Bay, at least we could have a more constructive discussion of the issues 

involved. But the proponents are dishonest and willfully misleading about the 
real motivations behind the BRT plan, so there will be no constructive 

discussion, will there?. 
 

Kill the BRT now, please. 
Alan Jencks 

The Elmwood 
Berkeley, CA 

 
PS An idea equal to the BRT plan: Spend the $250,000 on free bicycles (purchased 
and maintained through local bike shops by contract) and leave them on street 

corners through out the city. Even if they are all stolen and sold as parts 
inside 3 months, we will still be better off. 
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CENA BRT comments 

 
CENA 

Claremont Elmwood Neighborhood Association 
 

                                                  BRT – Bus Rapid Transit                  Sept. 24, 2009 
 

Over the past few years BRT has been a concern for CENA. Despite CENA’s position of opposing 
lane closures to automobiles and trucks on Telegraph Avenue, our elected city officials, 
commissions, and city staff have continued planning for those closures. CENA asked the neighbors 
how they felt about BRT. Of the more than 400 responses, 99% are opposed to making Telegraph 
Avenue a two-lane street for automobiles and trucks. We  are opposed to the draft locally preferred 
alternate and support the NO BUILD option or a Bus Rapid Plus system because: 
 

• There is no requirement for AC Transit to study our concerns about how the reduction in auto 
capacity on Telegraph will impact traffic flow on College Ave, The 
Claremont/Derby/Warring corridor and other streets in the CENA neighborhood. 

 

• College Ave and the Claremont/Warring/Derby corridor are already congested to the point of 
gridlock during peak commute hours. Further degradation of our ability to get across town, 
coupled with continual degradation of local cross town transit service, is unacceptable. 

 

• There has been no attempt to mitigate the increase in traffic nor is any required on any of the 
streets in the City affected by BRT. 

 

• Local bus service on College, Ashby, and Claremont Avenues will be negatively impacted by 
BRT because of the increased congestion on those streets. This will discourage ridership in 
our neighborhood. 

 

• Cars and trucks that would normally take Telegraph Avenue to Highway 24 or south out of 
town will now continue up Dwight Way and use the Warring/Derby corridor. This will 
increase traffic volume on these already congested and gridlocked streets. 

 

• BRT will allow an increase in population density up to a quarter mile of Telegraph Avenue. 
This area is already a very densely populated residential area and BRT will change it forever. 
CENA opposes turning our neighborhood into rentals and away from single family 
residences. 

 
The City’s proposed preferred alternative document has removed dedicated lanes from the City 
center and placed the burden on the neighborhoods. CENA would like to know why! With AC 
Transit getting closer to bankruptcy, why is the City considering ceding Any public land to build an 
infrastructure that will need to be maintained by a transit agency that has a poor track record of fiscal 
management and continually cuts local transit service? 
 
CENA opposes the City’s preferred alternative and supports the NO BUILD option.  

 
(Submitted by Dean Metzger) 
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Berkeley BRT LPA comment 
BERKELEY BRT ‘LPA’ COMMENTS 9.24.09 

Scott Tolmie, Bateman Neighborhood  
510-459-8716 
 
For the Bateman Neighborhood, there is no ‘Locally Preferred Alternative’ of BRT. 
 
I support instead the development  and deployment of Rapid Bus Plus. 
 
The BRT process has been a top-down process:  The Mayor and AC Transit are attempting to force it 
down the throats of our neighborhoods that will adversely and even catastrophically impacted by it.   
 
AC Transit payed for the LPA study and employed the same Consultants- Nelson / Nygaard- that AC 
Transit also has used to create BRT’s sales/pitch materials to sell the project to the public originally.  The 
conflict of interest is obvious, and the fact that Nelson/Nygaard are not openly credited for their role in 
creating the ‘LPA’ is deceptive.  Credits for who prepared these presentations has been clear in all 
previous presentations from AC Transit, why can’t the City of 
Berkeley meet this same standard? 
 
In short, the city and AC Transit are absolutely in bed together.  How can the city represent our 
neighborhoods while using AC Transit’s paid consultants to generate the ‘research’ we are supposed to 
believe? 
 
BRT is unnecessary:  There is no demand for it from the neighborhoods it affects, indeed 1 in 10 people 
have heard of it.   
 
BRT is hideously expensive during a time of the worst financial duress the State of California has ever 
known.  
Question: BRT’s original budget of $400 million has been reduced anecdotally by Jim Cunradi to $250 
million by ‘processing the road bed material on site instead of hauling the old road bed away and 
replacing it.’  If this is the case, what are the environmental impacts/consequences of processing asphalt, 
which contains petroleum, in all the neighborhoods along the route?   
 
BRT is not green.  GRIDLOCK IS NEVER GREEN! 
Question: How many minutes does it take hundreds of cars and trucks running while stuck in gridlocked 
traffic on Telegraph Ave to turn BRT’s claimed emissions benefits which are marginal to begin with into 
an emissions disaster? 
 
Who will protect our neighborhood from this dangerous boondoggle? 
 
Of the 7 people on the Transportation Commission 1 works for AC Transit currently and 1 had an 
executive position with AC Transit previously. 
 
The Planning Commission of the City of Berkeley should be working for the neighborhoods of that 
Berkeley the BRT project will most adversely impact first, and not for and with AC Transit first. 
 
THE ONLY REAL ‘LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE’ TO BRT IS TO NOT BUILD IT. 
 
No on BRT 
9-26-09 
I am a resident of the Bateman neighborhood in Berkeley.  I am opposed to BRT on Telegraph. 
 It is ridiculously expensive for little gain but lots of negative effect for the residents and 
merchants.  Telegraph is going to become a big traffic nightmare.  The over flow traffic is going 
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to go through the neighborhoods.  I live on Hillegass and we already  have a lot of traffic and 
BRT will ruin our community by making Hillegass a major thoroughfare.   
I know Berkeley likes to be first in the nation in making environmental progress.  But on BRT 
we do not have to be the guinea pigs as we can look at Cleveland and see what a disaster BRT 
has been there.  For a fraction of the price we can improve the bus line by making the route a 
rapid bus route.  It is not necessary or prudent to remove two lanes of traffic.  I was at a meeting 
about BRT with the  city of Berkeley and the surrounding neighborhoods of Telegraph Ave and 
nine out of ten people were opposed to BRT.  Let's use some common sense for once. 
 
Crystal Brunzell 
3011 Hillegass Ave. 
Berkeley CA 94705 

 
LPA 
9-26-09 
In the public meeting at Willard we were told that the traffic impacts on the 
neighborhoods would be monitored and mitigations put in place if there were impacts. 
We already know there will be impacts. The mitigations should be designed and put in 
place before any construction takes place. 
 
Before accepting the plan there should be a test of the traffic patterns by closing down 
two lanes of Telegraph and seeing what happens 
 
All current traffic barriers should come into consideration. It is not fair to decide that one 
street should become the throughway while other streets remain quiet. Spread the awful 
mess this would make equally around. Better yet, reject the plan totally and implement 
rapid bus plus measures. 
 
Patricia Reidenbach  3032 Hillegass Ave 

 
Don’t cooperate in this boondoogle 
9-27-09 
AC Transit is proposing to spend $250 million to improve the East 14th/Telegraph 
corridor.  I have no argument with improvements to public transportation, far 

from it.  I am an enthusiastic supporter of things like the 1/1R line, signal 
priority for buses, real-time bus arrival info, etc. 

 
What I *strenuously* object to is wasting taxpayer money, and this proposed BRT 
project is exactly that -- a waste. 

 
According to the DEIR (p. 3-28), the projected net increase in transit usage by 

2025, after spending $250 million, will be 9,320 transit trips per day.  That's 
about 4600 people per day making a round trip on the bus.  This number was 

updated in the 2008 AC Transit Small Starts submission to the FTA.  On page 7-6 
of that submission, it is estimated that the net increase in transit ridership by 

2015 will be 9,000 trips per day -- 4500 people.  Without BRT, daily transit 
usage is projected to be 585,000 transit trips per day by 2015.  Building BRT 
would cause barely a blip in the transit usage statistics. 
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Faster buses, more reliable buses, shiny new bus shelters -- all of these are 

good things.  But they are not the measure of success of a transit project.  The 
measure of success should be "How many additional people will use the system?"  

By this measure, the proposed BRT system is a colossal failure.  It ranks right 
down there with the $700 toilet seat and the infamous Alaska "Bridge to Nowhere". 

 
The Berkeley City Council, the Transportation Commission, and the Planning 

Commission are all part of the decision-making process for this project.  One of 
you has to be brave enough to stand up for us taxpayers and say, "The king has no 

clothes!"  BRT in its current form is a massively expensive project that has 
negligible results.  We owe it to our grandchildren, who will pay for this 
project, to say "No thanks."  

 

(Submitted by Jim Bullock) 
 

Berkeley resident has opinion about BRT 
9-27-09       
Hello, 
I am a physician living on Hillegass Avenue, near Alta Bates Hospital. I teach and attend classes 
at UC Berkeley, and I am a frequent commuter. I have lived on Hillegass Avenue for 15 years, 
and I have watched the traffic increase on our street, particularly after Benvenue traffic at Ashby 
was re-routed. I have three children, and I have loved living in this neighborhood. 
 
I am completely opposed to the BRT plans to create exclusive lanes for rapid buses. I attended 
the community meeting last Thursday (Sept 24th) and I understand the reasoning behind the 
plans. But the expense, disruption to businesses and DIVERSION OF TRAFFIC TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD streets makes this plan totally unacceptable. 
 
We do not need any more traffic on our street. I have seen cars whizzing down our street, despite 
it's label as "bicycle boulevard," and we have many small children and new families who cherish 
the safety of our neighborhood.  
 
I have been paying taxes to this city for two decades as a homeowner, and I STRONGLY 
OPPOSE the AC TRansit plans for a BRT route on Telegraph, even if it does reduce the 
commute time for a number of individuals, including myself. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Laura Stachel MD 
3009 Hillegass Ave 
Berkeley, CA 94705 
(510) 841-6703 

 
No bus-only lanes on Telegraph 
9-27-09 
Dear City of Berkeley officials, 
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Please do not put in bus-only lanes on Telegraph Ave. They are unnecessary and would severely 
damage an already struggling business district. It would be one more blow to Telegraph Ave., 
perhaps the most undesirable commercial strip in all of Berkeley. Also, as a resident in a 
neighborhood adjacent to Telegraph, I must protest the additional traffic that would come 
through the neighborhood as drivers search for alternatives. Telegraph Ave is designed to be a 
thoroughfare for traffic. Don't ruin the neighborhood. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jane Adams 
3011 Hillegass Ave.  
Berkeley CA 94705 

 
Telegraph/BRTransit 
9-28-09 
I have lived on Hillegass Avenue at Webster Street since 1947........3 years as a renter 
and 59 years as a home owner. Sadly I realize that my choice to stay in my own 
residence in this wonderful neighborhood will be destroyed should the current plan 
under consideration for Telegraph Avenue be accepted. 
It costs too much; will lower property values: I oppose it.  
Eleanor W. Edmund 
3005 Hillegass Avenue,  
Berkeley, CA  94705 
Ele  
eleedmund@sbcglobal.net 

 
Telegraph Avenue re-routing 
9-28-09 
I don't have time to explain, describe, and elucidate.  Please accept this as a firm and intense negative to 
the plans as put forth in the last two years concerning the narrowing of traffic lanes on Telegraph.   
  
Thank you. 
  
Marilyn Braiger 
3021 Hillegass Avenue 
Berkeley  

 
BRT Comment from 9/24 Meeting 
9-28-09 
City Council, Planning Commission, & Transportation Commision: 
 
I wanted to register my comment from the 9/24 meeting at Willard Middle School 
discussing the BRT proposal.  I think that the BRT proposal is a bad idea on several 
levels.  First, the cost of $250 million seems quite excessive for a net result of speeding 
up bus transit times by 4-5 minutes, especially considering that AC transit is planning to 
cut service on existing routes due to the budget crisis.  Shouldn’t at least some of that 
$250 million be redirected toward maintaining existing bus service?   
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Secondly, by eliminating 2 lanes of traffic from Telegraph Ave., it’s clear that there will 
be a great deal of traffic displaced onto parallel streets.  I live on Hillegass Ave., and we 
already deal with a fair amount of “cut-through” traffic from drivers trying to avoid 
congestion on Ashby & College.  It’s clear that the displaced traffic from reducing 
Telegraph from 4 traffic lanes to 2 will add considerably more spillover traffic to streets 
like ours, and our kids are already at increased risk due to cut-through drivers speeding 
down our street. 
 
In light of the above concerns, I strongly urge you to reconsider BRT and come up with 
a plan that DOES NOT remove existing traffic lanes from Telegraph Avenue. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Robert Teigen 
3018 Hillegass Ave. 
Berkeley, CA 94705 

 
Bus Rapid Transit proposal 
9-28-09 
I wrote the following comments in response to the notification from the Willard 
Neighborhood Association of the 9/24 meeting: 
  
   I am very much in favor of improved public transportation, but I don't think it makes 
sense to have a bus-only lane on Telegraph.  If you look at the schedule, you will see 
that only about 8 buses per hour go that way in each direction during the day, and even 
fewer at night.  It you take away 2 auto lanes, Telegraph will be as congested as 
College.  It would make sense in other locations such as downtown Berkeley and 
downtown Oakland where a number of lines pass through, if only the streets were 
wider. 
  
   Besides, so many drivers nowadays refuse to obey traffic laws, and there is very little 
enforcement.  The same people who disregard red lights, stop signs, speed limits, 
crosswalks, etc., will drive in the bus lanes anyway. 
  
   On a closely related topic, I think it was a big mistake to remove the safety islands on 
Telegraph.  I often cross that street on foot, especially at Derby, and it has become 
extremely dangerous without those islands. 
  
  
Since attending the meeting, I am even more opposed.  For one thing, I thought that the 
plan involved just painting some lane markers on the street; I didn't know that it would 
be a multi-million dollar construction project.  I also did not know that AC Transit 
planned to eliminate local service on the 1 line and make all buses rapid.  I rarely take 
the 1R now because it doesn't stop at the right places, and the rapid bus doesn't save 
me any time if I have to walk several blocks.  AC Transit continues to raise fares and 
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make service worse, thereby losing more riders.  Somehow they can't see that they are 
perpetuating a vicious circle. 
  
Taking away an auto lane in each direction would obviously cause extreme congestion 
on an already busy street.  This will cause more road rage and will probably cause more 
drivers to run red lights and zoom through crosswalks when they get a chance just so 
they can get ahead by one carlength.  Putting the bus lane down the middle of the street 
instead of by the curb would make it easier for those drivers who have no respect for 
the law to use those lanes to pass up the law-abiding drivers. 
  
There are no feasible alternate routes; College Avenue is already narrow and 
terribly congested, and Shattuck can't handle much more traffic.  Berkeley's answer to 
all traffic problems is to block off more streets to "divert" traffic.  We need more through 
streets, not more diverters.  Our streets are already a mouse maze; so many streets are 
blocked that drivers have to take long roundabout routes to get from point A to point B 
and often cannot drive straight down their own street.  Everywhere else in this world, the 
shortest distance between two points is a straight line, but somehow this doesn't apply 
in Berkeley.   
  
Several people raised the objection that they didn't want the sidewalks narrowed, and 
the representatives responded every time that no sidewalks would be narrowed.  
However,  page 3 of the pamphlet entitled BRT for Berkeley - Proposal for Discussion 
 states:  "The  sidewalk on the southwest corner of Telegraph and Durant would have to 
be narrowed..."  The representatives either were lying or hadn't read the pamphlet 
thoroughly.  The last paragraph on that page states:   Where sidewalks would not be 
buffered from traffic by parked cars, is is the case along much of this segment, tree, 
bollards or street furniture might be installed."  This amounts to narrowing the walkway 
on sidewalks that are already overcrowded. 
  
One of the representatives even said that this plan would be to the advantage of riders 
since they would have to walk only halfway across the street to get to the stop.  It 
doesn't take a genius to see the fallacy of this reasoning.   In fact it is listed as a 
"downside", not an "advantage", on the page entitled BRT and Transit Service. 
  
I could go on and on, but to sum it up, I think that this is an ill-conceived idea that would 
waste a huge amount of money, and that the problems would far outweigh the benefits. 
(Submitted by Mary Kazmer) 

 
Opposition to the Locally Preferred BRT 
9-29-09 
To whom it may concern, 

I live with my family (including two young children) at 3014 Hillegass Ave. in the Bateman 
Neighborhood. 
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I was not able to attend the meeting last week but want you to know that I am OPPOSED to the 
plan for ‘Locally Preferred Alternative’ of BRT. 

I am very worried that removing a lane of traffic on Telegraph will force more cars onto side 
streets – including Hillegass Ave.  30 children age ten and under live on our block and regularly 
play on the sidewalks and in streets, riding bicycles, skateboards and playing ball.   

This plan will divert additional traffic to our street and represents a real danger to the residents – 
particularly children – who live on our block. 

I support instead the development  and deployment of Rapid Bus Plus. THE ONLY REAL 
‘LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE’ TO BRT IS TO NOT BUILD IT. 

Thank you 

 
Elissa Kittner  
Martha Montag Brown & Associates 
Tel: 510.644.3090. 
Email: elissa@marthamontagbrown.com 
Alternate email: elissa.kittner@gmail.com 
www.marthamontagbrown.com 

 

error in LPA document 
9-29-09 
At tonight's meeting with BBTOP, I questioned staff's use of the number "6,820" 

new riders on the proposed BRT line.  This was based, I was told on the 
September, 2008 Small Starts proposal by AC Transit. 

 
I have looked at AC Transit's proposal and found the following: 

 
"Transit boardings in the corridor will increase by 18,200 per day in 2015 
opening year), of which 6,820 will be new riders to transit." 

 
This is erroneously quoted in the staff LPA document: 

 
"AC Transit estimates that this would attract 6,820 more users to transit every 

weekday than would the “no-build” alternative.." 
 

AC Transit is claiming 6,820 new TRIPS per day, not new riders per day.  The 
actual number of new PEOPLE using the BRT system would be 3500-4000, since most 

folks take a round trip. 

(Submitted by Jim Bullock) 

 
mistake? Or just dishonest? 
9-29-09 
In various public forums I have heard AC Transit spokesmen claim projected 

increases in ridership of 8% to 22% to 40% because of BRT (depending on the 
spokesman and whether he was describing AC Transit system-wide or some subset).  
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All of these claims are false.  This is easily proven by looking at either the 
DEIR or the AC Transit Small Starts proposal. 

 
Because some of the so-called "new" transit users that AC Transit is counting are 

actually just people opting for BRT instead of BART, one must combine the two 
systems' ridership in order to get a complete picture of BRT's supposed benefits.  

In the Smart Starts document (p. 7-6), Cambridge Systems estimates that WITHOUT 
BRT, the total transit usage (ACT + BART) in the year 2015 would be 585,000 trips 

per day.  With BRT, that number climbs to 594,000, an increase of 1.5%. 
 

Trading $250 million for a 1.5% increase in transit usage doesn't sound too 
fiscally responsible.  I guess that's why AC Transit never fesses up.  Please 
point out this error in your final LPA document. 

(Submitted by Jim Bullock) 

 
Improving public transit is good! 
9-30-09 
Any moves to enhance the quality of bus service is a good idea in these times. 

Hopefully as it becomes more convenient than single car driving folks will take 
the bus more and complain less about car convenience. 

Doug Foster 
p.s. how about the idea of having car-free housing on the "transit corridors" 

i.e. instead of demanding parking spaces per apartment have certain buildings be 
designated for non car owners, (like apartments for non- pet owners) and demand a 

small garden space per apartment instead of a parking space. Dare we be so bold 
to make changes that might actually save our species? 

(Submitted by Douglas Foster) 

 
brt 
9-30-09 
Please,  No on locally preferred alternative of BRT.   Yes on Rapid Bus Plus. Thanks 
Jim and Deanie Hubbell  3004 Hillegass 

 
Hillegass Ave Resident Opposed to the Rapid Transit Plan on Telegraph 
9-30-09 
Dear Ms.Greene, 
Please allow me to add my name to the list of residents on Hillegass Avenue who are opposed to 
the AC Transit plan to have a rapid bus line that would eliminate two rows of traffic from 
Telegraph.  
 
In addition to the high cost, and the minimal benefit this will have for Berkeley residents, I 
believe that the Telegraph street alterations will send even MORE traffic to our little street. We 
have dozens of small children who live on my block alone, and we already have bicycles as well 
as many vehicles on this street, often driving at dangerous speeds in front of our homes. We have 
already been paying the price of diverting traffic from Benvenue to Hillegass years ago. 
 
Please do what you can to oppose the AC Transit Plan that was outlined at the city meeting at 
Willard School,which included dedicated lanes for buses to make them more like trains. 
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Thank you . 
 
Laura Stachel, MD  MPH 
3009 Hillegass Ave 
Berkeley, CA 94705 
(510)841-6703 

 
OPPOSITION TO BRT 
10-01-09 
Dear Elizabeth, 

  

A neighbor provided your contact information when I indicated a desire to express my strong 
OPPOSITION TO THE BRT plan which proposes to dedicate 2 of 4 lanes of traffic on 
Telegraph to buses only.  I was not able to attend the recent meeting -- but wished to add my 
voice to those in protest.  

  

No doubt you've heard from other community members who oppose this act, given our very real 

concern that it will force even more commuting traffic onto side streets.  I live on Hillegass 
Ave. (our block alone has 30+ kids), a street which is already challenged by atypically high 
volume - a product of motorists attempting to avoid the already congested streets of Telegraph, 
College, Ashby, and Alcatraz.  Closing lanes on Telegraph will only exacerbate this dilemna.  
This is not just assertion on the neighborhood's behalf -- the BRT documentation asserts that 

it will happen. 

  

Tragically, this would come in exchange with no notable good - for anyone.  From everything 
I've read and heard, the proponents behind this plan have surfaced absolutely no evidence 

or suggestion of true benefit to the community.  The best they can do to defend this...is to 
tout it as a "world class transportation system".  "World class" in what sense?  Ridiculously 
expensive?       

  

Not even they have been able to claim it will successfully reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  

I was led to believe that that was their justification for embarking on this effort.  Is anyone 
truly surprised that it will be ineffective?  The resulting reduction in ridetime is negligible.  Not 
in any way sufficient to persuade commuters to change their current habits. 
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It will, however, endanger children on side streets, increase frustration to drivers, and 

potentially damage local business efforts.  All this -- at the ludicrously high cost of hundreds 
of millions of dollars.   

  

Does this not strike you as gross irresponsibility on the part of any government employee 

who supports this?  When there are so many truly valid opportunities for the positive use 

of taxpayer's dollars (yes -- the same people who seem to be almost universally in 
opposition), frankly, to me it appears criminal.     

  

I'm not certain what your role in the decision making process might be -- but I hope that this plea 
will make its way to someone (yourself or others) who can impact this decision.  I've no doubt 
that the proponents of BRT are well-intentioned -- just as I have no doubt that they are 
undeniably mis-guided and have lost perspective.   

  

Dawn Thomas 

3016 Hillegass Avenue 

Berkeley, CA, 94705 

510-981-1428 

NO BRT 
10-04-09 
I AM STRONGLY AGAINST BRT, BOTH AS A RESIDENT OF STUART ST. AND THE MANAGER OF 
THE REPRINT MINT ON TELEGRAPH AVENUE.  FIRST, AS A RESIDENT, IT LOOKS AS IF THE 

CITY IS PROPOSING TO ALLOW LEFT TURNS ON STUART AND RUSSELL, ARBITRARILY MAKING 
THEM TRAFFIC ARTERIES. THIS IS UNACCEPTABLE AND UNFAIR.  MAKING TELEGRAPH ONE CAR 

LANE IN EACH DIRECTION WILL CLOG TELEGRAPH AT ALL HOURS, FORCE TRAFFIC ONTO 
RESIDENTIAL STREETS AND DESTROY OUR BUSINESS DUE TO LACK OF PARKING AND 

DIFFICULTY OF ACCESS.  THINK LOCAL. WE HAVE BEEN HERE FOR 40 YEARS.  SOON 
TELEGRAPH WILL BE A FAST FOOD STRIP MALL WITH ALL THE ESTABLISHED BUSINESSES GONE 

AND NO VARIETY.  USE SMALL ECOLOGICALLY FUELED BUSES AND RUN THEM FREQUENTLY, 
CHEAPLY AND ON TIME. STOP THIS USELESS DESTRUCTION OF A RESIDENTIAL AND BUSINESS 

AREA FOR ALMOST NO GAIN IN TERMS OF RAPID TRANSIT.     SINCERELY, SABINA MCMURTRY 

 
(No title) 
10-04-09 
Stop the BRT. Favored developers will benefit, and favored politicians will be rewarded. 
Neighborhoods will suffer, particularly those remaining "back-door corridors" of  
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BRT is projected to be a high-expense, low-return investment.  According to the Small Starts 
proposal of September, 2008, BRT would cost almost $250 million. In return, the proposal 
anticipates an increase in transit usage of about 4,500 people per weekday (p. 7-6).  To waste 
money like this in "ordinary" times would be outrageous.  To waste money like this in times of 
economic crisis and, at the same time, cut bus service is nothing short of incredible. 
Defund BRT.  Promote the Rapid Bus Plus proposal.   
  
Glen Leggoe 
3023 Hillegass Ave. 
Berkeley 

 
      

Telegraph BRT 
10-06-09 
Telegraph Avenue, Berkeley, attracts visitors from all over the world.  They come because of its history, unique 
shops, handcrafts, coffee, and the variety of foods.  They would not come to see a bus turnaround, or a fast vehicle 
whizzing by.  Telegraph should be declared a historical district. 
     I am one of the craftspeople.  We count passengers on the humungus hinged VanHool  (made in Belgium, not 
Hayward) busses.  Numbers go from  three to eleven.  It would be cheaper to pay for individual taxis.  People have 
said that they're fuller below Dwight.  Maybe that could be the turning point. 
    Who profits from this project? 
     Why the hurry?  Perhaps someone from our fine meditation centers could teach passengers to savor the few extra 
minutes their journey takes. 
  
                                                                                        Ruth Bird 
  
  
Ruth Bird 
rjbtinythings@earthlink.net 
EarthLink Revolves Around You. 

 
RE: BRT Stakeholder Meeting at CIL 
10-07-09 
Hello, 
Attached is a letter in response to Monday's BRT stakeholder meeting at Berkeley 

CIL. 
thank you, 

Lauren Steinberg, Systems Change Advocate Chris Mullin, Transportation Education 
and Outreach Specialist 

 
                                                                                                                       10/6/09 

To City of Berkeley Commissions on Transportation and Planning: 

We would first like to thank you for yesterdays meeting, and the opportunity for open 

dialogue it provided. In reviewing Berkeley’s Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the Bus 

Rapid Transit (BRT), we feel that the local transit needs of individuals with disabilities have not 

been adequately accounted for. The convenience of faster travel cannot, and will not, outweigh 
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the access barriers that the BRT will create in its current form. It will not be feasible for 

individuals with limited mobility to access BRT stops due to the relatively lengthy distances 

between them.  

Additionally, we feel that the spectrum of transit options offered by BART and AC 

Transit already provide the expediency in travel that the BRT would without the associated 

access barriers. BART offers fast travel between Berkeley, Oakland, as well as San Leandro and 

AC Transit offers comprehensive transportation to areas local to each city.  

If the BRT is built, as representatives of Berkeley’s disability community, we cannot 

support an LPA that fails to include a complimentary method of transport between designated 

BRT stops, such as a conventional route bus with stops at one to two block intervals. If the 

current LPA were to be implemented it would not only severely limit independent travel for 

people with mobility limitations, but would additionally shift responsibility for this neglected 

group to the Paratransit Program which costs far more than fixed rout systems and offers less 

flexibility in travel.  

We appreciate the information you have provided on future meetings, and plan to remain 

involved in the BRT planning process so as to ensure that the needs of Berkeley’s disability 

community continue to be incorporated into all stages of the project.  

 

Thank you, 

Chris Mullin, Transportation Education and Outreach Specialist 

Lauren Steinberg, Systems Change Advocate 

Berkeley CIL, 2539 Telegraph Ave, Berkeley 

510-841-4776 

 
No BRT dedicated bus lane or tree removal 
10-07-09 
Attn. City Council:  Regarding the AC Transit's BRT Proposal: 
 

The proposed removal of 65% of all Telegraph street parking (south of Dwight Way) 
and an unspecified number of trees is much too great a 
loss!   The present parking problem already suffocates business and 

the destruction of trees is an insensitive and terrible idea. 
 

When the City Council planned to cut 200 downtown trees the LORAX demonstrations 
denounced that plan in full force.  The public outrage cost the city much in 

court time, arrest expense, and City Council overwhelm.  Due to the 
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demonstrations, the many citizens that were alerted, voiced their dissent and 100 
trees were saved. Now, years later, the newly planted replacements for the trees 

that were cut, 
struggle, break, and exist as small twigs floundering badly.   Know 

that Berkeley citizens value the large mature tree life that exists now on 
Telegraph Ave., and will not stand by and watch them be destroyed. 

 
In this time of limited funds, it is especially important to spend what little 

money we have to boost the bus system that is already in place and add extra 
lines.  Spending money on these big concrete stations in the middle of the 

streets is a dangerous and expensive idea.  We do not respond to the big city 
look and feel of this brutalizing attack on Telegraph Ave. 
 

Leave Telegraph Ave. the way it is, treesy and available for visitors to walk and 
park in an appealing setting.  Turning it into an unhealthy diesel corridor of 

concrete will make store employees sick and drive people away.  Instead, I 
suggest that by simply adding more buses when needed we will surely succeed in 

gently improving the way of life on normal days.  If there are specific needs on 
Football days or for students at specific times, then let the campus pay it's way 

by bringing in extra chartered buses. 
 

Don't destroy our tree life and the beauty of our streets with this dismal BRT 
plan. 
 

thank you, 
Debbie Moore 

 
No BRT! 
10-09-09 
Hello, 
 
My name is Renee Araneda. I am the manager at Tienda Ho on Telegraph Ave. I have worked 
there on and off for 8 years and know the avenue well. It is my sincere opinion that the proposed 
plans to change Telegraph will do far more damage than good. 
 
To start, the artisans are a huge reason that people come to this area to shop. For many, 
Telegraph is a destination because of them, and the wide variety that this street offers. Changing 
sidewalks and eliminating them will affect the lives of those who make their living  on this street 
as well as the small businesses. They are part of the draw to come to Telegraph.The consturction 
alone will dramatically affect our business and we are already struggling. This is not the time for 
this. 
 
Another reason we strongly disagree with BRT is that many of our customers already complain 
about coming to this area because of a lack of parking. Eliminating parking will only make this 
worse and once again deter people from coming to the area. This will severely impact ALL of 
the businesses here. We need to be thinking about ways to  find a solution rather than adding to 
the problem. 
 
Lastly, traffic is already bad enough around here with 4 lanes during rush hour. Having 2 
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dedicated bus lanes and only 1 for general traffic is absurd. That is going to create such back up, 
I can't beleive it is being considered. That now gives our customers one more reason NOT to 
shop in our area. We don't want this!  Like I said we want to be finding ways to encourage 
people to shop here. Creating a customer friendly area and encouraging people to come here 
would greatly benefit local business and therefor the city of Berkeley. 
 
As for the trees, I think we all know that we should be planting more trees, not removing them! 
 
In my opinion the negative impact this will all have on our district greatly outways the possible 
benefit.  
 
I will definately be attending the next meeting on the 17th.Thanks you for your time and 
consideration.  
 
Sincerely, 
Renee Araneda 
Manager  
 
 
 
Tienda Ho'  
2493 Telegraph Ave 
Berkeley, CA 94704 
(510) 549-0876 

 
RE: NO BRT 
10-13-09 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR RESPONSE.  I WOULD ALSO LIKE TO SUGGEST THAT IF, 
AND I HOPE NOT, THIS FORM OF BRT IS APPROVED, THAT THE BUSES TURN EAST 
ONTO DWIGHT AND NORTH ON BOWDITCH, THEN WEST ON BANCROFT AND THE 
REVERSE RUNNING THE OPPOSITE DIRECTION ON DURANT AND BOWDITCH 
THUS ALLOWING TELEGRAPH TO REMAIN OPEN TO ALL TRAFFICE.  BOWDITCH IS 
A VERY UNDERUTILIZED STREET AND COULD BE A SUCCESSFUL CORRIDOR.  
STILL, THE WHOLE BRT PROJECT AS CURRENTLY CONCEIVED IS A HUGE 
MISTAKE-SEE MY FORMER COMMENTS. AT THE NEIGHBORHOOD, STREET 
VENDOR, AND MERCHANT MEETINGS IT IS OPPOSED BY 90% OF ATTENDEES.  
THIS WILL RUIN OUR COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS FOR 
THE MOST NEGLIBILE OF GAINS THAT COULD BE ACHIEVED IN FAR BETTER 
WAYS.   SINCERELY, SABINA MCMURTRY 

 
BRT PROPOSAL 
10-23-09 
*To Planning Officials 
and 
Elizabeth Greene, 

Planning & Development Dept. 
City of Berkeley* 
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I regret being out of town for both the "BRT Stakeholder" Oct. 8th meeting and 

the City's Oct. 17th meeting and thus wish to state my opinions in writing 
regarding the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) proposal.I am a property owner on Telegraph 

Avenue and have occupied this property and vintage circa 1904 building with a 
business since 1970. 

 
I have a number of objections to the proposed BRT which I base on my observations 

on Telegraph Avenue for nearly forty years, but especially during this past year 
or so since the advent of the massive articulated buses now using this 

thoroughfare. 
1)The concept of higher speed, rapid bus routes on city streets, while our 
communities have consistent tried to find ways to reduce traffic speeds as a 

major safety issue, is regrettable to say the least.I have watched these large 
articulated buses repeatedly exceed the speed limit on Telegraph Avenue, 

sometimes giving the effect of "racing" each other by occupying two lanes for 
brief periods of time. And in the apparent quest to meet time tables that require 

higher speeds, will abruptly cut into and out of the inside (faster) lane to go 
around any obstruction in the slower "bus" lane. As for the higher speeds, I have 

only noticed this being done with the larger, articulated buses; I followed one 
such bus and matched its speed for a short while, it was traveling over 50 mph in 

the block south of Ashby Avenue.  Seeing these very large vehicles traveling at  
comparatively high speeds on a city street is intimidating and threatening to 
pedestrians, especially at non-signalized cross walks. Or are these crosswalks to 

be eliminated?  
 

The entire  concept of higher speed "rapid transit" on city streets is not an 
advancement in public transportation, in my opinion. 

 
2) The fact that there are so many articulated buses now driving at higher speeds 

than conventional buses usually go, seems to me to be a deliberate effort to 
force the public to get used to and accepting  the existence of these large buses 

and higher speeds, as if the BRT is a reality rather than a proposed 
transportation plan. The public needs more say in this planning process and I 
salute the City of Berkeley for providing these workshops. I hope the process is 

not too far along to have effective public input to the process. 
 

3) I understand that the number of bus stops will be greatly reduced in favor of 
center islands raised platforms serving the newly created "bus lanes" in the 

center of the street.  Removing the curb side bus stops for raised platforms will 
create a major inconvenience to many of the passengers, especially the aged and 

infirmed.  
 

 
The model for this design of higher speed, limited stops, dedicated  
platforms for passengers, is clearly the BART system of stations. We do not need 

to duplicate BART and the route of the BRT simply parallels the BART route 
centered on Shattuck Avenue through Berkeley. 

 
4) If the model for BRT is perhaps the Key System trains I rode as a  

youth, someone in AC Transit should remember that these trains stopped frequently 
and were not driven at high speed. Can anyone tell us just how much time has been 
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saved or is projected to be saved by having these large buses travel at seemingly 
much higher rates of speed than the conventional buses we have seen on our 

streets for decades?   
 

5) The ACTransit District is apparently running out of money according to recent  
news articles, and is cutting routes, reducing the number of buses, and now 

tapping into the BRT funding to keep operating. I wonder if the problem was 
created by the decisions to buy these huge buses from a European manufacturer, 

VanHool in Belgium; they surely cost considerably more than the cost of a 
conventional (smaller) bus that has traditionally served our communities. 

 
6) Why such large buses in the first place?  
I have spent many interesting periods of time watching these articulated buses 

roll down Telegraph Ave at all times of the day, rush hours, evenings, and on 
special days like home games for Cal.  I have on only a very, very few occasions 

seen one with more passengers than a conventional bus can accommodate. Who did 
the study that predicted huge increases in the volume of bus riders? And is speed 

the main criteria for the BRT proposal? It certainly can't be a demonstrated 
passenger volume. 

 
7) There is also the undisputed fact that these large articulated buses take up 

nearly twice the length of curb at existing bus stops. A significant number of 
parking spaces (and meters) have been eliminated to accommodate the longer buses.  
They also extend well back into intersections and cause a safety issue for both 

pedestrians and vehicles at those stops that are just beyond an intersection. 
They create severe blind spots for any vehicle trying to turn right at such 

intersections. These may be problems that will  be eliminated with the center 
street platforms, but in the meantime, we live with these unnecessary changes to 

our street designs.  The loss of metered parking spaces surely is costing the 
City some amount of money. Does anyone know how many meters or metered spaces 

have been eliminated and what the loss in revenues is? 
 

8) My final objection has to do with the reduction of Telegraph Avenue from four 
to two lanes. The existing street configuration is a major traffic route for 
Berkeley and functions very well, by and large, for the increased traffic loads 

we now experience on this main arterial into the South Campus area and the campus 
itself. To reduce this street to two lanes will immediately cause massive  

congestion problems that already exist on College Avenue and other important 
cross town two lane traffic routes. I cannot imagine the congestion and traffic 

problems that will be created in the Commercial District of the South Campus 
(Dwight Way to Bancroft Way) and on Bancroft Way and Durant Avenue as these 

streets get reduced to accommodate a dedicated bus lane. The often expressed idea 
by some prominent local activists and a few officials that -if congestion gets 

bad enough, people will leave their vehicles in favor of public transportation.   
That idealistic concept must be, at least in part, the rationale for this BRT 
concept.  What is more likely and so often proven in our urban communities, is 

that people simply won't bother to come. Our businesses, our community services, 
our cultural and sporting events, all are negatively impacted by this unrealistic 

concept.   
 

The whole BRT concept is ill conceived, in my opinion, and will not advance  
the convenience and safety of public transportation on our surface streets. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
G.Michael Yovino-Young 

2716 Telegraph Avenue 
Berkeley, CA 94705 

 

 

FW: RE: Parking loss/mitigation 
10/19/09 
Dear Ms. Greene, 
 
Please see below Ms. Nelson's reply to my message about parking loss. 
 
As many people have already pointed out over the years, converting parking spaces on side 

streets to metered spaces is not a mitigation.  It is an additional adverse impact. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Gale Garcia 
 
 
 
Dear Gale, 
 
Thanks for double checking....what I said was that AC Transit has proposed as a mitigation 
measure for the loss of parking on Telegraph South of Dwight, that approximately 70 parking 
spaces on side streets adjacent to commercial land uses and adjacent to the intersection with 
Telegraph would be converted to short term metered parking for customers.  The City is not 
satisfied with this mitigation measure and will require AC Transit to do additional study of a 
wide range of options to manage parking demand and increase available supply. 
 
Though I didn't say this at the time, some of the possible mitigations to be studied are listed in 
the LPA document. 
 
I'm happy to provide this clarification, and I'm copying Beth Greene at the City on this.  The City 
is tracking questions and comments on the BRT proposal.  In future, if you have questions, they 
should be routed through her. 
 
Bonnie Nelson 
Principal 
785 Market Street, Suite 1300 
San Francisco, CA  94103 
p: 415-284-1544 
f: 415-284-1554 
bnelson@nelsonnygaard.com   
www.nelsonnygaard.com  
Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates 
Mobility | Accessibility | Sustainability 
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San Francisco  Portland  Seattle  Boston  New York 
 
-----Original Message----- 
>From: galeg@berkeley.edu [mailto:galeg@berkeley.edu] 
Sent: Sunday, October 18, 2009 10:14 PM 
To: Bonnie Nelson 
Subject: Parking loss/mitigation 
 
Dear Ms. Nelson, 
 
At the meeting at the Berkeley City Club on October 8th about AC Transit's 
BRT proposal, my recollection is that you said that the problem of parking 
loss along Telegraph Ave. is as yet unsolved, and that mitigations would 
be proposed after further study.  Is that an accurate representation of 
what you said? 
 
Thank you. 
 
Gale Garcia 
 

Bus Rapid Transit Proposal 
October 19, 2009 
To: The BRT Staff Members 
In re: The “Proposed Locally Preferred Alternative” to the Bus Rapid Transit 

Project 
 

 
My name is Kimn Neilson and I am a bookseller employed by Moe’s Books at 2476 
Telegraph Avenue in Berkeley. I have read over the Proposed Locally Preferred 

Alternative and I am alarmed at the impact that this plan would have on the 
economic health of the store I work in and on the neighborhood as well. 

 
The major problem is the loss of access and loading zones. Moe’s business is 

largely based on buying and selling great quantities of used books. It is 
essential that customers be able to have a loading zone at the store. (The 

proposed solution of having a loading zone a block away does not work.) 
 

In addition, as the report says in chapter 2, on page 2-11, 105 parking spaces 
along Telegraph Avenue would be lost, making it harder for customers to find 
parking in a neighborhood where parking is already nearly impossible. Creating a 

situation that makes it more difficult for customers to come to Telegraph Avenue 
only increases the economic difficulties for its merchants and, by extension, for 

the city. 
 

In the two sections in this chapter that summarize the issues remaining for 
resolution (pp. 2-14 and 2-24), the economic impact on businesses is not even 

listed. On page 2-23 the report states that that the economic impact “should be 
positive.” This is so absolutely not true for Moe’s Books. It would add one more 

huge obstacle to a distressingly long list of obstacles that we have had to face 
in the last few years. 
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Why is keeping Moe’s open and economically healthy important? 

 
--Avoiding the loss of individual jobs in a period of record unemployment --At a 

time when there are so many empty storefronts in Berkeley, keeping a Berkeley 
business open and viable --Keeping a lively and popular Telegraph Avenue store 

open and helping this particular historical business district remain a 
destination --Keeping an iconic bookstore open in a city that prides itself on 

its cultural and intellectual character 
 

Since Moe’s is primarily a used book store, it demonstrates daily the fundamental 
ecological principle of re-use, another significant Berkeley ideal. 
 

I hope you will seriously reconsider your plan to eliminate access and curbside 
loading zones on Telegraph Avenue as part of the rapid transit proposal. 

 
Kimn Neilson, 

Moe’s Books 

 
Cancellation of October 17th hearing 
November 5, 2009 
Dear Sir, 
 

Do you know whose decision it was to cancel the October 17th public hearing where 
the citizens were supposed to be finally able to speak about BRT, and instead 
turn it into two commission meetings? 

 
Do you know if the commissions will discuss this matter as the FIRST issue for 

the evening(s) or will they just be conducting a regular meeting? 
 

The reason I ask is that it has become standard practice at some Berkeley 
commission meetings for the board to place the important issue last on the agenda 

and then drone on and on to stall so that the public has to wait for hours to 
speak. 

 
Thank you. 
 

Gale Garcia 

 
I Support BRT 
November 6, 2009 
To the City of Berkeley Transportation and Planning Commission: 
 
I am a strong supporter of the proposed East Bay Bus Rapid Transit project. This is the 
most promising project currently being considered to promote public transportation for 
the East Bay. 
 
I urge you to support study of a full-build Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) in the Final 
EIR. I also urge you to support development of the LPA that does the most to promote 
bus ridership and improve service. 
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If Berkeley fails to support the BRT project, it will show that our city is not serious about 
its commitment to a Transit First policy that reduces dependence on private automobiles 
and encourages use of alternative transportation modes. It will also make a mockery of 
our recently adopted Climate Action Plan, a major component of which is reduction of 
private automobile use and greater use of public transportation. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Hank Resnik 
1442A Walnut St. #452 
Berkeley, CA 94709 

 
BRT- oppose 
November 6, 2009 
  I can't believe anyone can think that BRT is good for Berkeley. It will result in  

1. Lost business due to decreased parking and less access to business located on Telegraph 
Avenue;  

2. A traffic nightmare on Telegraph and the adjacent neighborhoods; 
3. Increased pollution due to traffic jams; 
4. Decreased bus ridership since stops will be widely spaced; and  
5. Harm to the neighborhoods with decreased parking, increased traffic and pollution. 

 

Linda Burden 

2520 Ellsworth 

Berkeley, CA 94704 
 

We Need a Full-Build LPA for BRT 
November 6, 2009 
Transportation Commissioners and Planning Commissioners: 
 

I urge you to choose a full-build Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for AC 
Transit's Bus Rapid Transit project that includes dedicated bus lanes on as much 

of the route as possible.  Choosing a full-build LPA is not the same as endorsing 
the BRT project.  The LPA is meant to be studied in the Final EIR, along with a 

RapidBus+ alternative and a no-build alternative, so we have more information 
about each of these alternatives before we  decide which is best.  

 
RapidBus+ advocates have claimed that their proposal will provide 90% of the 
benefits of BRT at much lower cost.  In reality, there is no data about 

RapidBus+; if you search for this term using Google, the only results you find 
are statements by this same small group of Berkeley residents, who have little or 

no expertise in transportation planning.   As far as we know at this time, 
RapidBus+ may provide only 2% of the benefits of BRT.  If they really believe in 

their proposal, they should welcome an FEIR that compares RapidBus+ with a full-
build alternative, which could provide the first data available anywhere to 
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support RapidBus+.  If they do not want a full-build alternative compared with 
RapidBus+ in the FEIR, this can only mean that they are afraid the FEIR will show 

that full-build is superior to their proposal.  
 

As you receive public comments about this issue, please remember that the 
opponents who make so much noise represent a small minority of Berkeley 

residents.  BRT opponents made the mistake of putting the issue on the ballot, 
and 76.7 % voted no on their Measure KK.  A defeat by a margin of two to one is 

generally considered a landslide, and this measure to slow or stop planning on 
BRT was defeated by an even larger landslide of more than three to one.   

 
Though the opponents of BRT are a very vocal minority, the results on measure KK 
show that they are a small minority in Berkeley.  The overwhelming majority 

realizes that providing better public transportation is essential to create an 
effective transportation system and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  

 
We need an LPA that works for all stakeholders in the process, including 

Telegraph Ave. merchants and residents of nearby neighborhoods.   
 

To make the project work for merchants, I urge the commissions to choose an LPA 
that includes the Telegraph/Dana couplet and two-way Bancroft, rather than the 

staff's proposal for two-way Telegraph and the Durant/Bancroft couplet.  Two-way 
Telegraph between Bancroft and Dwight will not work because: 
 

- Two-way Telegraph would mean that parking pockets on the west side of Telegraph 
could be used only by delivery vehicles and would be inaccessible to automobiles.  

Automobiles could not cross the lane of buses and delivery vehicles going in the 
opposite direction to use these parking pockets.  This would be a particular 

burden to Moe's Books, but would also be a burden to many businesses on the west 
side of the street, whose customers use these parking pockets to stop briefly to 

pick up purchases.  By contrast, the Telegraph/Dana couplet would have all 
traffic on Telegraph going in the same direction, so drivers could cross the 

bus/delivery lane to use these parking pockets.  
 
- Two-way Telegraph would mean that traffic would back up whenever a driver 

stopped in the traffic lane.  Drivers often stop in the traffic lane to load or 
unload passengers, street merchants stop to load or unload their merchandise, and 

delivery vehicles stop to make deliveries, because the parking pockets are often 
full.  With traffic going in the opposite direction in the bus/delivery vehicle 

lane, drivers would not be able to go around these stopped vehicles; whenever a 
vehicle stopped, all the traffic behind it would back up.  By contrast, the 

Telegraph/Dana couplet would allow drivers to merge into the bus lane to go 
around stopped vehicles, just as they currently merge into the other traffic lane 

to go around stopped vehicles.  
 
To make the project work for nearby residents, I urge the commissions to ask that 

the FEIR include a complete study of spillover traffic and effective mitigation 
for any spillover traffic on neighborhood streets.  For example, as part of the 

project, AC Transit could pay for landscaped roundabouts at the intersections of 
all neighborhood streets that could be impacted by spillover traffic.  This is 

only one possible mitigation.  The FEIR should include mitigations that make 
impacted streets safer after the project is built than they are today.  
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With these provisions, full-build Bus Rapid Transit would not only benefit the 

environment and benefit the entire East Bay's transportation system.  It would 
also benefit all the neighborhoods of Berkeley.  

 
Charles Siegel 

 
brt 
November 6, 2009 
I am totally opposed to BRT.  It is a boondoggle, not necessary, and will mess 

things up further for the existing transit, both buses and cars.  (We need to 
encourage more people to take the bus by having the bus run more frequently and  

be reliable.)  I know NOT A SINGLE PERSON who supports this.  I have lots of 
friends who take the bus, walk, bike, etc, as well as drive cars.  The BRT is not 
a good idea.  I do not support it. 

 
Elsa Tranter 

berkeley 

 
BRT in Berkeley 
November 7, 2009 
To the City of Berkeley Transportation Commission and Planning Commission:  

As a resident and neighbor of Telegraph Avenue, I am writing to support the proposed East Bay 

Bus Rapid Transit project in Berkeley. I urge you to support study of a full-build Locally 

Preferred Alternative (LPA) in the Final EIR. I also urge you to support development of the LPA 

that does the most to promote bus ridership and improve service.  If you do not support an 

option to build BRT, you are denying the wishes of 83% of Berkeley voters who opposed 

Measure KK.  

If Berkeley fails to support the BRT project, it indicate that our city is not serious about its 

commitment to a Transit First policy that reduces dependence on private automobiles and 

encourages use of alternative transportation modes. It will also make a mockery of our recently 

adopted Climate Action Plan, a major component of which is reduction of private automobile 

use and greater use of public transportation.  

BRT is the only promising project in a very bleak public transportation landscape. It deserves to 

be given full consideration.  

Sincerely,  

- John 

 
John Steere, AICP 
2329 Webster Street 
Berkeley, CA 94705 
Ph: 510-847-0575 
fax:  510-849-1969 
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Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
November 7, 2009 
To the City of Berkeley Transportation Commission and Planning Commission:  
My name is Revan Tranter, and I have lived in Berkeley for 36 years.  
I write to express strong opposition to the proposed East Bay Bus Rapid Transit project.  I urge 
you to ensure that the Local Preferred Alternative (LPA) ) reflect a "no build" preference for 
preparation of the Final EIR.   
For 22 years I was Executive Director of the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), the 
Bay Area's designated comprehensive regional planning agency.  As you might expect, I am a 
strong supporter of smart growth, and proud of the hard work ABAG, along with the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), has put into furthering transit-oriented 
development (TOD), such as the San Pablo Avenue corridor.  
However, it would be a grave mistake to equate the  BRT proposal with intelligent, transit-
oriented development.  I fully understand, and can sympathize with, the feeling over the years, of 
AC Transit's board and management, that the agency has been treated unfairly in comparison 
to BART with regard to regional distribution of capital and operating funds.  But this can in no 
way justify creating a hugely expensive white elephant of a project that would tear up and 
severely reduce one of Berkeley's best-flowing traffic arteries, greatly disrupt neighborhood 
retail businesses, and manifestly add to the already noteworthy congestion on College 
Avenue.  Moreover, this havoc would come, on the one hand with a gigantic price tag at a time 
of financial stress, and on the other with a gain of a very few minutes at best over today's transit 
schedules.    
One final point.  Project proponents (such as, I regret to say, Livable Berkeley, to which I have 
belonged since its inception) argue that the defeat of Measure KK last year was a ringing 
endorsement of the BRT proposal.  That is a preposterous argument: all that the defeat of 
Measure KK did was to ensure that Berkeley didn't further entangle itself 
with California's disastrous affection for ballot-box planning and budgeting.  I would certainly 
object to anyone's construing my anti-KK vote as support for a project proposal whose time has 
come and, I hope, gone.  As to what public support really exists, I can only say that I do not 
know even one person who favors the BRT project.  
There are far better uses for the proposed BRT expenditure (assuming such funds are even 
available in today's sad financial circumstances), and I hope the Transportation Commission, the 
Planning Commission and the City Council will encourage AC Transit to pursue them.  
Sincerely,  

Revan Tranter 

36 Northampton Avenue 
Berkeley CA 94707-1715 
Tel. (510) 524-8970 

 
In Support of a Full-Build LPA for Berkeley’s BRT 
November 7, 2009 
Dear Transit and Planning Commissioners:  
 
As the co-chairman of last year's successful campaign against Measure KK, which would have crippled the 
BRT project in Berkeley, I learned a great deal about what Berkeley citizens actually feel about BRT.  You 
will remember that 73% voted not to put any artificial impediment in the way of improved transit. 
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Many Berkeleyans understand the connection between BRT and our Climate Action Plan -- that we will meet 
our local climate goals only if we can reduce vehicle miles traveled by private car. 
 
Many Berkeleyans understand the connection between BRT and the state of our Downtown -- that by making 
it more possible for people to live car-free near a transit hub, BRT will add to the turnaround we need in the 
center of the city. 
 
Many Berkeleyans understand that the combination of dedicated lanes where possible, prepaid fares, signal 
priority and rapid boarding  makes for a bus system with the reliability and speed of BART.  That's why BRT 
will add 9000 bus trips per day in the east Bay --  taking thousands of cars off the road. 
 
Many Berkeleyans understand that "rapid bus plus" is just a smokescreen laid down by do-nothing opponents. 
 This anti-BRT group can't even agree among themselves as to what RB+ would actually include. 
 
Your immediate task should be a simple one:  Not yet to approve or disapprove an actual project, but simply to 
approve a full-build LPA so we can study what that actual project could be. 
 
Now is not the time for micromanaging every alternative in the current draft document.   There will be some 
consequential choices to make about what to include in the LPA's final draft -- such as the commitment to 
dedicated lanes south of Dwight Way and the "couplet" routings near the UC campus.   But please don't decide 
them prematurely - in the absence of the full information that  will only be available in the FEIR. 
 
Instead, I recommend that you simply try to answer this question:  What do we need to have fully analyzed in 
the FEIR, so that we can make the most fully-informed decision possible in 2010? 
 
Finally, please recognize that the LPA is an economical document that doesn't go too far -- for example, it does 
not try to impose a physical solution on the Downtown transit-hub area, since that will require much more 
contextual study and a set of other important decisions about Downtown.  That's an example to follow:  your 
commissions should try hard to resist the temptation to add much more analysis, or to embed choices among 
good alternatives  before those can be fully analyzed. 
 
Please work toward approving the full-build LPA that will provide the most education and information for the 
decision phase that will follow. 
 
Bet 
 
Alan Tobey 
 
--------------- 
Alan Tobey 
1228 Peralta Avenue 
Berkeley CA 94706-2406 
 
atobey@gmail.com 

 
Support BRT 
November 7, 2009 
To the City of Berkeley Planning Commussion and Transportation Commission: 
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In order for Berkeley to be a tryuly ecological city, we MUST consider BRT.  To that end, I urge 
you to support the inclusion of the full-build Locally Preferred Alternative in the EIR. Listen to 
citizens of Berkeley who, like me, expressed our support of BRT in Measure KK. 
  
Regards, 
  
Anne Torney 
2510 1/2 Etna Street 

 
A Locally-Preferred Alternative for BRT 
November 7, 2009 
To:  The Planning Commission and the Transportation Commission 
To fully support Berkeley's committment to our climate change goals and our Transit First policy, I urge 
you to develop Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the Bus Rapid Transit system (BRT) that will 
provide an attractive alternative to driving and ensure an increase in the use of transit. 
A well-designed BRT will provide our residents with a commute choice to avoid the 
increasing traffic congestion that is inevitable in the next few years as our region's population continues to 
grow.  By providing a transit system that is not constrained by congestion, we can ensure that commuters 
who want to spend more time at home can escape the mind-and-spirit-numbing effects of sitting in long 
lines of stalled traffic.   
BRT is our current best best hope for improving transit service and patronage. I urge that you map out an 
LPA that will benefit our residents and help reduce our city's greenhouse gas emissions. 
Sincerely, 
Mim Hawley 

 
SUPPORT FULL BRT 
November 7, 2009 
To Whom it May Concern: 
 
I am a third-generation Berkeleyan and professional city planner and urban designer. I am a UCB 
and BUSD alumnus and transit user. I am writing to urge the relevant bodies to support the full 
BRT proposal. 
 
Residents of Berkeley and the Bay Area region are very invested in their environmental and 
progressive identity, but sadly, many react with conservatism when actual changes are proposed. 
If Berkeley opts of out of the BRT system, it will be analogous to San Mateo and Marin Counties 
opting out of BART in 1963 -- a bad decision with significant negative consequences.  
 
Not only will Berkeley turn away from the only substantive improvement in transit quality in a 
generation, it will sabotage the quality of the system for riders throughout the system from San 
Leandro to Oakland, as the new rapid system bottlenecks into Berkeley auto traffic. 
 
BRT is socially and environmentally progressive. It provides real improvements for those who 
depend on transit AND a encourages new riders to choose transit over driving. Berkeley needs to 
shed its reputation as a haven for cosseted "progressives" who are comfortable railing against 
oppression in Myanmar or Palestine but terrified of change at home. NIMBY activists make the 
most noise and have the most time on their hands, but many environmentalists, transit and 
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sustainability activists, low-income people, and sensible citizens support transit improvements as 
a progressive approach to climate change and auto-dependence. 
 
Rather than wasting energy undermining a major investment in transit quality, Berkeley's 
activists, planners, and officials should spend their energies imagining how the gift of real 
investment in transit services -- and the accompanying improvements to our streets and public 
spaces -- can be leveraged to make our city more beautiful, vital, diverse, and prosperous. 
 
-Ben Grant 

 
LPA 
November 7, 2009 
To the City of Berkeley Transportation Commission and Planning Commission:  

I am writing to support the proposed East Bay Bus Rapid Transit project in 
Berkeley. I urge you to support study of a full-build Locally Preferred 

Alternative (LPA) in the Final EIR. I also urge you to support development of the 
LPA that does the most to promote bus ridership and improve service.  If you do 

not support an option to build BRT, you are denying the wishes of 83% of Berkeley 
voters who opposed Measure KK.  

Please support the BRT project, it will show that our city is not serious about 
its commitment to a Transit First policy that reduces dependence on private 
automobiles and encourages use of alternative transportation modes. It will also 

make a mockery of our recently adopted Climate Action Plan, a major component of 
which is reduction of private automobile use and greater use of public 

transportation.  
BRT is the only promising project in a very bleak public transportation 

landscape. It deserves to be given full consideration.  
Sincerely,  

Abro Sutker 
1178 Arch Street 

 
Support Bus Rapid Transit in Berkeley! 
November 7, 2009 
Dear Berkeley Transportation and Planning Commissioners: 
 
As a concerned Berkeley resident, I am writing to support the proposed East Bay Bus Rapid 
Transit project in Berkeley. I urge you to support study of a full-build Locally Preferred 
Alternative (LPA) in the Final EIR. I also urge you to support development of the LPA that does 
the most to promote bus ridership and improve service.  If you do not support an option to build 
BRT, you are denying the wishes of 83% of Berkeley voters who opposed Measure KK. 
 
If Berkeley fails to support the BRT project, it will show that our city is not serious about its 
commitment to a Transit First policy that reduces dependence on private automobiles and 
encourages use of alternative transportation modes. It will also make a mockery of our recently 
adopted Climate Action Plan, a major component of which is reduction of private automobile use 
and greater use of public transportation. 
 
BRT is one of the most promising projects in a very bleak public transportation landscape. It 
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deserves to be given full consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
- Aaron Lehmer 
 
Aaron Lehmer 
Network Development Director, Bay Localize 
"Building Stronger Communities through Regional Self-Reliance" 
436 14th Street, Suite 1127 
Oakland, CA  94612 
(510) 834-0420 [Office] 
(415) 613-4781 [Cell] 
aaron@baylocalize.org 
http://www.baylocalize.org 

 
Bus Rapid Transit Locally Preferred Alternative 
Date: November 8, 2009 
To:       Transportation Commission 

     Farid Javandel, Secretary 

Transportation Division 

1947 Center Street  3rd Floor 

Berkeley, CA 94704 

         

  
Re:     Bus Rapid Transit Locally Preferred Alternative  

Commissioners: 
I am writing to support the proposed East Bay Bus Rapid Transit project in Berkeley. I urge you to 
support study of a full-build Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) in the Final EIR. I also urge you to 
support development of the LPA that does the most to promote bus ridership and improve service. 
 If Berkeley fails to support the BRT project, it will show that our city is not serious about its 
commitment to a Transit First policy that reduces dependence on private automobiles and 
encourages use of alternative transportation modes. It will also make a mockery of our recently 
adopted Climate Action Plan, a major component of which is reduction of private automobile use and 
greater use of public transportation. 
 BRT is the only promising project in a very bleak public transportation landscape. It deserves to be 
given full consideration. 
 Sincerely,  Claire 
 
Jennifer Claire Hunter 
PO Box 2543, Berkeley, CA 94702 
510 684 2191 
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Letter of support for BRT; we need a full-build LPA 
November 8, 2009 
 
This is a letter of strong support for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) in Berkeley and 
the rest of the East Bay.   

I have been told that the City Council and staff has been hearing almost  
exclusively from the BRT opposition.     

 
I favor the BRT primarily because I think our city should take action to deal 

with the expected increase in vehicle traffic due to increased population.  We 
don't want to be overwhelmed with cars, with their need for parking and their 

production of pollution, not to mention the danger to pedestrians from streets 
crammed with cars. I think we need to encourage many more people to switch from 

driving a car for all trips, to riding a bus, at least for getting to and from 
work. 
 

I live in South Berkeley, near College & Parker (yes, that's the Willard 
neighborhood, but I don't belong to that association).  I am a regular rider of 

public transit.  I ride AC Transit buses in the East Bay and I use the BART for 
longer trips, such as visits to San Francisco.  It does not surprise me that the 

City may not have received many letters of support for BRT from bus riders. Bus 
riders are not really the core constituency for BRT.  That constituency is (or 

should be) the people who DON'T ride buses --  people who, right now, don't want 
to ride buses, but still are looking for an alternative to driving which they can 
live with.   

 
Staff, Commissions and the Council should realize that the BRT is NOT being built 

for the current bus riders; indeed, most bus riders (like me) don't particularly 
need BRT; we'll get about just fine if we can keep the current bus service.  

Sure, BRT will be useful to present bus riders, but that's a secondary 
consideration.   

 
The reason the BRT was proposed in the first place was to motivate the people who 

would like to break their habit of driving a car for all purposes, but are 
reluctant to ride the current buses.  These people think our buses are 
uncomfortable, too slow and don't come often enough.  BRT was proposed to 

specifically answer those objections.   
 

BRT, if properly implemented, will provide frequent, fast bus service along 
Telegraph Ave, and this kind of transit will motivate large numbers of people to 

ride BRT into Berkeley, to work, shop, eat at restaurants, enjoy arts venues or 
to do other business, instead of clogging our roads with a car for all their 

trips - and endlessly demanding parking spaces.   
  

 
Bus-only lanes have been used all over the world to give buses an advantage over 
cars, so that riding a BRT can be faster than driving a car. We know BRT has been 

successful in Los Angeles, Eugene OR, Cleveland OH and numerous cities in Europe, 
such as Paris in France and Eindhoven in The Netherlands.   

 
We know that one of the big articulated buses to be used for BRT will carry 60 

people, seated, which means about that many fewer cars clogging our roads (I've 
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measured it several times: 80% of cars on Berkeley streets carry only the 
driver).   

 
The BRT opposition groups make it sound like nobody would ride a BRT in Berkeley.  

They say that even after BRT is operating, the same amount of traffic will flow 
on Telegraph and that making any traffic lanes bus-only and removing any on-

street parking will make congestion worse.  This is a framed argument: it assumes 
that the nearly all of the people who ride BRT will be the people who now ride 

the 1 and 1R buses.  One should be aware that many of the people who are opposed 
to BRT are not bus riders at all; they envision themselves simply ignoring the 

BRT and continuing to drive, and they project this attitude onto other people. 
 
It is possible that if BRT is implemented and the service becomes so good that it 

is generally perceived  as top class convenient public transportation,  then even 
the attitude of the opposition will change and we will have many more bus riders 

than we do today.  
 

I would like to see City staff study the BRT implementations in Los Angeles, 
Eugene and Cleveland. Have these places indeed seen more and happier transit 

riders, fewer cars and a boom in retail business along the BRT route? 
 

Maybe the City Council and Berkeley residents in general need to hear more about 
where and how BRT has been successful, instead of listening to the endless nay-
saying from local BRT opposition. 

 
We need a full BRT, with stations, proof-of-payment and bus-only lanes.  "Rapid 

Bus Plus" is just an opposition scheme to get rid of bus-only lanes and keep all 
the parking, while giving the illusion that transit has been substantially 

improved.  Rapid Bus Plus is NOT a compromise BRT; sure, it does need to be 
considered, but only along with the "no build" option (i.e. BRT not implemented 

at all).  
 

Good planning should find ways to keep down induced traffic on neighborhood 
streets.  Planning also should make sure that BRT is highly visible and easily 
accessible to potential riders.  BRT is worth doing only if it really ends up 

providing superior transit for everyone and ensuring that our city is not 
overwhelmed with cars. 

  
 

If Berkeley really wants to plan for the future, when we will have many more 
people who want transportation, and when the world may be in danger from global 

warming, then Berkeley should now implement a fully-functional BRT -- with bus-
only lanes.  Compromises can be made to preserve some parking and retain the 

street merchant culture on upper Telegraph.   
 
Do we want Oakland and San Leandro to go ahead with BRT and have it stop at the 

border to "progressive" Berkeley?  I sure don't want to share in such an 
embarrassment. 

 
 

     Steve Geller 
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Please support BRT in Berkeley! 
November 8, 2009 
 
Dear City of Berkeley Transportation Commission and Planning Commission:  

I write in support of the proposed East Bay Bus Rapid Transit project in Berkeley.  As a 

transportation researcher and invested citizen of Berkeley, I urge you to support study of a full-

build Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) in the Final EIR. I also urge you to support development 

of the LPA that does the most to promote bus ridership and improve service.  If you do not 

support an option to build BRT, you are denying the wishes of 83% of Berkeley voters who 

opposed Measure KK.  

Failing to support the BRT project will show that Berkeley is not serious about its commitment 

to a Transit First policy that reduces dependence on private automobiles and encourages use of 

alternative transportation modes. It will also make a mockery of our recently adopted Climate 

Action Plan, a major component of which is reduction of private automobile use and greater 

use of public transportation.  

A "no-build" option preserves the status quo - and for the health of our planet and the good of 

our citizenry, we can no longer afford to do this. 

BRT is the only promising project in a very bleak public transportation landscape. It deserves to 

be given full consideration.  

Sincerely,  

Rebecca Sanders 

 
Support for BRT in berkeley 
November 8, 2009 
To the City of Berkeley Transportation Commission and Planning Commission: 
 

I am writing to support the proposed East Bay Bus Rapid Transit project in 
Berkeley. I urge you to support study of a full-build Locally Preferred 

Alternative (LPA) in the Final EIR. I also urge you to support development of the 
LPA that does the most to promote bus ridership and improve service. 
If you do not support an option to build BRT, you are denying the wishes of 83% 

of Berkeley voters who opposed Measure KK. 
 

If Berkeley fails to support the BRT project, it will show that our city is not 
serious about its commitment to a Transit First policy that reduces dependence on 

private automobiles and encourages use of alternative transportation modes. It 
will also make a mockery of our recently adopted Climate Action Plan, a major 

component of which is reduction of private automobile use and greater use of 
public transportation. 

 
BRT is the only promising project in a very bleak public transportation 
landscape. It deserves to be given full consideration. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Eustacia Brossart 

Berkeley resident 
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SUPPORT BRT in Berkeley 
November 8, 2009 

To the City of Berkeley Transportation Commission and Planning Commission:  

 

I support the proposed East Bay Bus Rapid Transit project in Berkeley. I urge you 

to support a study of a full-build Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) in the Final 

EIR. I also urge you to support development of the LPA that does the most to 

promote bus ridership and improve service.  If you do not support an option to 

build BRT, you are denying the wishes of 83% of Berkeley voters who opposed 

Measure KK. If Berkeley fails to support the BRT project, it will show that our city 

is not serious about its commitment to a Transit First policy that reduces 

dependence on private automobiles and encourages use of alternative 

transportation modes. It will also make a mockery of our recently adopted 

Climate Action Plan, a major component of which is reduction of private 

automobile use and greater use of public transportation. BRT is a promising 

project in a very bleak public transportation landscape. It deserves to be given full 

consideration.  

Sincerely,  

 

Crystal Ward 

2736 Russell Street 

Berkeley, CA 94705    

 
Please Support BRT 
November 8, 2009 

To the City of Berkeley Transportation Commission and Planning Commission: 

I am writing to support the proposed East Bay Bus Rapid Transit project in Berkeley. I urge you to support study of a full-build 

Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) in the Final EIR. I also urge you to support development of the LPA that does the most to 

promote bus ridership and improve service.  If you do not support an option to build BRT, you are denying the wishes of 83% of 

Berkeley voters who opposed Measure KK. 

If Berkeley fails to support the BRT project, it will show that our city is not serious about its commitment to a Transit First policy 

that reduces dependence on private automobiles and encourages use of alternative transportation modes. It will also make a 

mockery of our recently adopted Climate Action Plan, a major component of which is reduction of private automobile use and 

greater use of public transportation. 

BRT is the only promising project in a very bleak public transportation landscape. It deserves to be given full consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Megan Kanagy 
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1126 Shattuck 

BRT is a very bad idea 
November 8, 2009 
I am vehemently opposed to the BRT proposal.  I am opposed to the concept of dedicating two lanes of Telegraph 
avenue.  I think this will have absolutely horrendous impact on the entire community with a driving and parking 
ripple effect that will reverberate all throughout the city.  If we were talking about providing transit where there is 
none currently, it might be another thing.  But we have both BART and AC Transit bus lines providing transit 
alternatives.   
 
I find this proposal especially troubling in a time when we have insufficient resources to run the transit programs 
already in place.  Creating a new transit program and one that is so unbelievably costly is inappropriate at this time. 
 
The idea of providing express bus service is pretty simple and can be easily accomplished by creating new express 
routes without any extra expenditure of money whatsoever. 
 
I call for the BRT proposal to be halted immediately. 
 
- Paul Deuter 
Berkeley Resident 

 
TRANSDEF comments on BRT LPA 
November 8, 2009 
Attached please find our letter to the Commissioners.  A receipt by email would 
be much appreciated. 

 
--David 

 
 

David Schonbrunn, President 
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund (TRANSDEF) P.O. Box 151439 

San Rafael, CA 94915-1439 
 

415-331-1982 
 
David@Schonbrunn.org 

www.transdef.org 

 
(Staff note – TRANSDEF  PDF attachment mentioned in e-mail follows.) 
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Support BRT in Berkeley 
November 8, 2009 
I strongly feel that BRT would make Berkeley a more livable city. Please consider including 
Berkeley in the plans! 
 
Marlon Maus, MD 
 
............................................................. 
Marlon Maus, MD, MPH 

2616 Etna St. 
Berkeley, CA 94704 
(510) 644-1718 

 
An appropriate & doable BRT 
November 8, 2009 
To: Transportation Commission 
    & Planning Commission 
 
You may not be aware, because there has not been a peep from either the Tribune or the Chronicle but as of 
Nov. 1, the AC Transit Bd has fired their General Manager, Rick Fernandez, after 8 years of mismanagement. 
Mary King who has no experience managing a bus agency, and brags that she never rides buses, is Interim 
General Manager. 
 
I call this to your attention because this mismanagement has been costly.  AC Transit will have to focus on 
bread & butter service and not attempt to push a costly inappropriate BRT which would have them taking over 
2 out of 4 lanes on the corridor.  A simpler, effective curbside BRT which would not remove traffic lanes and 
parking could probably be manageable and gain public acceptance. (I have attached a plan for this which I call 
BRT-lite. Also, since AC Transit has not shown us a plan of rapid stops with dedicated lanes, I drew on my 
architectural background to draw that but their plan is even worst than shown. I drew the platform as 7’ but it 
is to be 10’) 
 
I live in Oakland but every city is affected by every other along the corridor.  I can guarantee there will be as 
much opposition in Temescal to losing 2 lanes and parking as there is in Berkeley. There is not even enough 
ridership on Telegraph to warrant BRT. As for East Oakland to San Leandro, International Blvd is a state 
highway and one of the busiest arterials in Alameda County and Caltrans is not likely to agree to lose two out 
of four lanes! 
 
It is time BRT proponents stop their Curitiba/Bogota fantasies and look at what is appropriate and doable in 
the East Bay. 
 
Joyce Roy 
[AC Transit Watchdog. Have attended practically every meeting in the last 3 years.] 
258 Mather St., Oakland 
Home: 510-655-7508 
 
 
PS: For more details about the termination of the General Manager: 
 
This is the end of 8 years of mismanagement which began in 2001 with his convincing the board to purchase 
Van Hool buses as sole source, site unseen. Seemingly bought for their street appeal not the safety and comfort 
of riders. To purchase these imported buses it was necessary to do a lot of “creative fund swaps” including 
using funds designated for operations. It finally caught up with him.  He could convince the board to ignore 
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riders, particularly, the elderly and disabled, but the last straw was when they finally looked at maintenance 
costs and found the Van Hools cost more to maintain than older American-made buses. And the worse buses 
are the articulated 60-ft ones purchased for BRT!! Poked a big hole is his claim (and one bd member’s) that 
they were mechanically superior to American buses! 
 

(Staff note – The two attachments mentioned in e-mail follow.) 
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yes to BRT 
November 8, 2009 
To the City of Berkeley Transportation Commission and Planning Commission: 
 
I am writing to support the proposed East Bay Bus Rapid Transit project in 
Berkeley. I urge you to support study of a full-build Locally Preferred 
Alternative (LPA) in the Final EIR. I also urge you to support development 
of the LPA that does the most to promote bus ridership and improve service. 
If you do not support an option to build BRT, you are denying the wishes of 
83% of Berkeley voters who opposed Measure KK. 
 
If Berkeley fails to support the BRT project, it will show that our city is 
not serious about its commitment to a Transit First policy that reduces 
dependence on private automobiles and encourages use of alternative 
transportation modes. It will also make a mockery of our recently adopted 
Climate Action Plan, a major component of which is reduction of private 
automobile use and greater use of public transportation. 
 
BRT is the only promising project in a very bleak public transportation 
landscape. It deserves to be given full consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Daniel Parcerisas 

 
Comment Letter to Berkeley Transportation Commission on BRT LPA from Friends of 
BRT 
November 8, 2009 
Attached please find our letter to the Commissioners.  Thank you for a receipt by email. 
 
Len Conly 
Hank Resnik 
Co-Chairs 
Friends of BRT 
 
 

From: Friends of BRT 

  

Date: November 7, 2009 

  

To:  Transportation Commission 

    Farid Javandel, Secretary 

    Transportation Division 
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The URL of this document is:
http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/Small_Starts_Fact_Sheet_Mar_20.doc
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