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, aiiynzil members and Mayor Bates,

| live on 400-block of Arlington Avenue in the venprthern part of Berkeley, near the
Kensington border and have been following recemeli@ments about AC Transit, and it seems
that they are proposing to cut the local bus seriridBerkeley.

Line 7 is proposed to be cut to once-an-hour orkdags, every 40-minutes during rush hours,
even though buses are already very crowded undezutient half-hourly schedule.

Line 9- weekend service is proposed to only rureesua-hour.
Line 51 is going to be cut back from every 9- mesuto every 12, a 25% reduction.
Line 67 is proposed to be eliminated and line &fetsto be cut back to every 40 minutes.

Line 79, along The Alameda and Colusa Avenuesigdlto have weekend service eliminated.



Line 17-Alcatraz Avenue, a line that many seninrSouth Berkely depended on, was
eliminated last-year.

According to AC Transit own internal ridership red® the 7 averages 31 riders per trip.

The city of Berkely supports public transit howeviehas to be somewhat convenient. As you
may know many seniors and handicapped residenttoasie the ability to get around if these
cuts to local service take place.

AC Transit is not proposing to make any cuts saikpensive and useless "Rapid" bus system
("BRT"). The slow economy and ridership declindésseems - would affect "Rapid"” buses like
the 1-R and 72-R to the same degree as it doesablbus lines, yet both the 1-R and the 72-R
are proposed to remain at 12-minute frequency sewethen it seems that 15-minute frequency
levels (a 20% cut) would be more appropriate -rdeothat more local service can be saved.

Please consider the people who depend on local r&@sit service in Berkeley, when
considering the BRT Project. | am requesting thatdity hold off on any movement towards a
future BRT, after all of the service cuts to losaftvice in Berkeley (Lines 7, 17, 9, 51, 65, 67
and 79) have been reversed. I'm questioning hotingubcal service - fits into Berkeley Green
Initiative, how cutting local service will get pdepout 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 sih®62, parents moved here in 1958, and a
Berkeley voter.

The BRT Proposal

9-20-09

| work as a St. Artist on Telegraph and am conaai®ut the buses NOW on Telegraph
between Dwight and Bancroft because the studemig diat on those four blocks. They pay
little attention to the lights and jay walk bacldafiorth across the street. The buses tend to tear
up those blocks putting the students in dangertanidl only get worse if you add more traffic.

If anything those four blocks would be a perfeesaato close to traffic and turn it into a
promenade similar to the one in Santa Monica. &Hosr blocks attract most of the tourists
who come to Berkeley and it really should be comsd Old Town Berkeley.

| suggest you route the buses down to Shattucké&wight or perhaps Haste St. rather than
ruining the only historic area of Berkeley.

Thank you for considering my suggestions. Noerlegh




Doing Business On Telegraph Ave.

9-21-09

The craft vending community, as well as many ofdtege merchants, are very concerned about
the issue of Bay Area Rapid Transit changing thedaape of Telegraph Ave. The idea of
Telegraph becoming a 2-way street, dangerous faging buses overtaking the area, and the
possibility of widened streets and shrunken sidksvall seriously worry us. This is a historic
place. The phenomena of Telegraph Ave., and sarésts date back before the 1960’s. The fact
that that we exist here, must be preserved. Thtests and residents, as well as tourists and
visitors are all our shoppers. We co-exist with Teéegraph stores, and combine our efforts to
create an unusual experience. With the installadgidRapid 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 Stieair 6 yrs.
Assistant for The Last Sundays Festival 1stngw( event)

Traffic Congestion Issues
9-23-09
Reading théraft LPA document several issues are either misstad or incomplete.

Webster Street & Telegraph boardings are cited asumping 34 % as if more net riders
surged, in reality, because Ashby is NOT a 1R stopders who would have boarded there
now use Webster--including those transfering to/frm the 9 Ashby crosstown and those for
whom the 1 or 1R are equally useful thus taking wdtever comes first.

Dwight boardings reflect a similar scenario. Whenl have just picked up take out near
Blake | then walk back to Dwight because both route 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 najor cause of delay, there is no
mention of persistent lane blockages on TelegrapiMost times when | head either to
Campus or Downtown Berkeley, we are delayed becaudelivery trucks or street vendor
vehicles are blocking one of the two through traft 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 immediateffect simply by enforcing existing
laws.

As to stop light preempts, while AC alleges theydve transponders on the buses regularly
assigned to the 1R, as a frequent rider | see noidence. In "ES-5.1 Mitigations Proposed
by AC Transit" signal modifications are proposed br intersections unrelated to
Telegraph, but NONE on Telegraph??? At present ta R buses only run 60 of the 133
services hours operated yet AC has no plans to equihe local buses with transponders.



Doing so would speed up all buses on the route amttrease fleet flexibility as well as
benefit other routes which share street segments.

In sum, while aspects of the BRT proposal have vady the actual plans seem focused more
on big ticket construction and less on low cost/higservice 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:-

| am replying to your idea of "BUS RAPID ARSIT" along Telegraph Avenue between
the Berkeley-Albany tunnel and downtown Oaklanithink it is a very good idea if it is going to
get people out of their cars and onto buses topgisteir destinations. Will there be any
additional costs payed by the riding public on ¢dpvhat they pay already? If so, it is a bad idea.
You will be competing with B. A. R. T. and the fregy users. It your idea for "BUS RAPID
TRANSIT" will be part of your current level of sece between Oakland and the east end of the
Berkeley-Albany tunnel, then | think it is an exeel idea.

The County of Monterey, Transportation Agefcy Monterey County and Monterey-Salinas
Transit are considering of something like BUS RAHIRANSIT to operate between downtown
Monterey and the unincorporated community of Callg\Califiornia using an abandoned
railroad-right-of-way for either buses or lightlreghicles. Their plan will not go into effect for
many years anyway. Right now the Transportationnggdor Monterey County is looking at
the possibility of having Caltrain come to Salin@slifornia as an extension of their weekday
services to Gilroy, California. That kind of semis expected to start up in about 3 or 4 years.
This agency will have to join The San Francisco Bagya Regional Transit operations currently
in place for anyone who has a regional transitalist fare card or some other photo
identification program.

Please get back to me after you have hadiyeetings with AC TRANSIT in the next day or
two. You can get back to me using the following alraddressjohn.slobodin@yahoo.com

Yours truly,

John A. Slobodin,

2721 Ransford Avenue,

Apartment 10,

Pacific Grove, California

93950-5133.

(831) 648-8842 (answering machine).




Why Rapid Bus +?

9-25-09

| 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@mmental phase of the BRT
and the 1 Rapid capital elements in the corridaluiding new low floor articulated
buses and Rapid elements including bus sheltestations, 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. | am asking specifically that Rapid Bus +
be Berkeley's LPA so that when STIP funding does arrive, AC Transit can



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. 1look 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.)




Rapid Bus Plus — Goals and Background:

Rapid Bus Plus was developed by BETOP (Berkeleyans for Better Transportation Options) as a
formal “locally preferred alternative” to AC Transit's initial BRT proposal. It's been presented
to the Planning Commission as a Locally Preferred Alternative and forms a part of staff's
analysis of what might take place,

Rapid Bus Plus is designed to capture most of the benefits of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), with no
detriments. It seeks to meaningfully improve bus technology, service, and environmental
impacts, without implementing centroversial dedicated lanes or elaborate bus "stations.” Its
cverall goals are:

¥ Invest less money on a redundant corridor that runs just 1-5 blecks beside the
BART tracks. Implement a simpler system here, that more readily fits current funding
consirainis.

* Spread the benefits of enhanced service more widely - ideally, across AC Transit's
whole system.

* Directly maximize environmental benefits: Run the cleanest-possible buses on the
cleanest-possible fuels. Through fransit operations alone, exceed AC Transit's very
modest environmental targets for BRT (saving 690 gallons/day of fuel, and & tons/day
of greenhouse gases).

* Build as little as possible: By minimizing earth-moving, achieve two desirable goals:
First, reduce planning contention, overhead, and delays. (Rapid Bus Plus is probably
simple enough to implement without CEQA environmental review.) Second, aveid the
significant service degradation for transit riders (and for other road users) that would
otherwise inevitably ccour during months or years of lane reconfiguration and bus
“station” construction.

* Minimize strain on AC Transit's capacity: By adopting a simpler and lower-cost
system, reduce the risk of dramatic cost overruns on construction or operations. This
firewall protects AC Transit's broader ridership from a new, BRT-induced downward
spiral of service cuts and fare hikes,

You can email me or contact any of the BETOP members whe are present here tonight to geta
fuller briefing on cur vision of a better bus system for Berkeley and Alameda county, BETOP
members, please stand up and wave.



The “local option” BRT plan presented at Willard School on Thursday Sept. 24" 2009
9-25-09
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CENA BRT comments

CENA

Claremont EImwood Neighborhood Association

BRT — Bus Rapid Transit Sept. 24, 2009

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

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

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

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

Local bus service on College, Ashby, and Claremaminues will be negatively impacted by
BRT because of the increased congestion on thosetst This will discourage ridership in
our neighborhood.

Cars and trucks that would normally take Telegrapénue to Highway 24 or south out of
town will now continue up Dwight Way and use the\fay/Derby corridor. This will
increase traffic volume on these already congemteldgridlocked streets.

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

The City’s proposed preferred alternative docunmastremoved dedicated lanes from the City
center and placed the burden on the neighborh@INA would like to know why! With AC
Transit getting closer to bankruptcy, why is théy@onsidering cedingny public land to build an
infrastructure that will need to be maintained kyaasit agency that has a poor track record oéfis
management and continually cuts local transit sefi

CENA opposes the City’s preferred alternative amgpsrts the NO BUILD option.

(Submitted by Dean Metzger)




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.
| 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

| am a resident of the Bateman neighborhood in &@egk | am opposed to BRT on Telegraph.
It is ridiculously expensive for little gain budts of negative effect for the residents and
merchants. Telegraph is going to become a bifjdnaightmare. The over flow traffic is going

10



to go through the neighborhoods. 1 live on Hillsgand we already have a lot of traffic and
BRT will ruin our community by making Hillegass ajar thoroughfare.

| know Berkeley likes to be first in the nationnmaking environmental progress. But on BRT
we do not have to be the guinea pigs as we candbGleveland and see what a disaster BRT
has been there. For a fraction of the price werrgmove the bus line by making the route a
rapid bus route. It is not necessary or pruden¢maoove two lanes of traffic. | was at a meeting
about BRT with the city of Berkeley and the surrding neighborhoods of Telegraph Ave and
nine out of ten people were opposed to BRT. lettsssome 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
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(Submitted by Jim Bullock)

Berkeley resident has opinion about BRT

9-27-09

Hello,

| am a physician living on Hillegass Avenue, neéta/Bates Hospital. | teach and attend classes
at UC Berkeley, and | am a frequent commuter. Enaxed on Hillegass Avenue for 15 years,
and | have watched the traffic increase on ouestparticularly after Benvenue traffic at Ashby
was re-routed. | have three children, and | haveddiving in this neighborhood.

| am completely opposed to the BRT plans to creattusive lanes for rapid buses. | attended
the community meeting last Thursday (Sept 24th)lanterstand the reasoning behind the
plans. But the expense, disruption to businesse@ OWMERSION OF TRAFFIC TO
NEIGHBORHOOD streets makes this plan totally unataiele.

We do not need any more traffic on our streetviehgeen cars whizzing down our street, despite
it's label as "bicycle boulevard," and we have msmall children and new families who cherish
the safety of our neighborhood.

| have been paying taxes to this city for two desaals a homeowner, and | STRONGLY
OPPOSE the AC TRansit plans for a BRT route ongralegh, even if it does reduce the
commute time for a number of individuals, includimgself.

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,

12



Please do not put in bus-only lanes on Telegraph Atiey are unnecessary and would severely
damage an already struggling business distrietolild be one more blow to Telegraph Ave.,
perhaps the most undesirable commercial stripliof @8erkeley. Also, as a resident in a
neighborhood adjacent to Telegraph, | must pratesadditional traffic that would come

through the neighborhood as drivers search forrataves. Telegraph Ave is designed to be a
thoroughfare for traffic. Don't ruin the neighbodub

Sincerely,
Jane Adams

3011 Hillegass Ave.
Berkeley CA 94705

Telegraph/BRTransit

9-28-09

| have lived on Hillegass Avenue at Webster Street since 1947........ 3 years as a renter
and 59 years as a home owner. Sadly | 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: | oppose it.

Eleanor W. Edmund

3005 Hillegass Avenue,

Berkeley, CA 94705

Ele

eleedmund@sbcglobal.net

Telegraph Avenue re-routing

9-28-09

| 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:

| wanted to register my comment from the 9/24 meeting at Willard Middle School
discussing the BRT proposal. |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. | 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, | 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

| wrote the following comments in response to the notification from the Willard
Neighborhood Association of the 9/24 meeting:

| am very much in favor of improved public transportation, but | 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, | think it was a big mistake to remove the safety islands on
Telegraph. | often cross that street on foot, especially at Derby, and it has become
extremely dangerous without those islands.

Since attending the meeting, | am even more opposed. For one thing, | thought that the
plan involved just painting some lane markers on the street; | didn't know that it would
be a multi-million dollar construction project. | also did not know that AC Transit
planned to eliminate local service on the 1 line and make all buses rapid. | 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 | 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. Infactitis listed as a
"downside", not an "advantage", on the page entitled BRT and Transit Service.

| 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,

| live with my family (including two young childrgrat 3014 Hillegass Ave. in the Bateman
Neighborhood.
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| was not able to attend the meeting last weekalaurtt you to know that | am OPPOSED to the
plan for ‘Locally Preferred Alternative’ of BRT.

| am very worried that removing a lane of traffic ®elegraph will force more cars onto side
streets — including Hillegass Ave. 30 children ssgeand under live on our block and regularly
play on the sidewalks and in streets, riding biegckkateboards and playing ball.

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

| support instead the development and deploymieRapid Bus Plus. THE ONLY REAL
‘LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE' TO BRT IS TO NOT BUD IT.

Thank you

error in LPA document
9-29-09
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(Submitted by Jim Bullock)

mistake? Or just dishonest?
9-29-09
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(Submitted by Jim Bullock)

Improving public transit is good!
9-30-09

G

(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 ezg&lon Hillegass Avenue who are opposed to
the AC Transit plan to have a rapid bus line thatild eliminate two rows of traffic from
Telegraph.

In addition to the high cost, and the minimal bértefs will have for Berkeley residents, |

believe that the Telegraph street alterationssefid even MORE traffic to our little street. We
have dozens of small children who live on my blatkne, and we already have bicycles as well
as many vehicles on this street, often drivingaatgrous speeds in front of our homes. We have
already been paying the price of diverting traffam Benvenue to Hillegass years ago.

Please do what you can to oppose the AC TrangittRit was outlined at the city meeting at
Willard School,which included dedicated lanes fosds 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 whandicated a desire to express my strong
OPPOSITION TO THE BRT plan which proposes to dedicate 2 of 4 lanesaffi¢tron
Telegraph to buses only. | was not able to attkedecent meeting -- but wished to add my
voice to those in protest.

No doubt you've heard from other community membédrs oppose this act, given ougry real
concern that it will force even more commuting trafic onto side streets | live on Hillegass
Ave. (our block alone has 30+ kids), a street wincalready challenged by atypically high
volume - a product of motorists attempting to avibiel already congested streets of Telegraph,
College, Ashby, and Alcatraz. Closing lanes ore@edph will only exacerbate this dilemna.
This is not just assertion on the neighborhoodalie- theBRT documentation asserts that

it will happen.

Tragically, this would come in exchange with noatidé¢ good - for anyone. From everything
I've read and hearthe proponents behind this plan have surfaced abadgkely 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 systertlorld class" in what sense? Ridiculously
expensive?

Not even they have been able to claim it will sucssfully reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
| was led to believe that that was their justificaion for embarking on this effort. Is anyone
truly surprised that it will be ineffective? Thesulting reduction in ridetime is negligible. Not
in any way sufficient to persuade commuters to gbeaheir current habits.
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It will, however, endanger children on side streetsncrease frustration to drivers, and
potentially damage local business effortsAll this -- at the ludicrously high cost of hundeed
of millions of dollars.

Does this not strike you as gross irresponsibilitpn the part of any government employee
who supports this? When there are so many truly & opportunities for the positive use
of taxpayer's dollars (yes -- the same people who seem to be almoseérsaily in
opposition) frankly, to me it appears criminal.

I'm not certain what your role in the decision nmgkprocess might be -- but | hope that this plea
will make its way to someone (yourself or othergovean impact this decision. I've no doubt
that the proponents of BRT are well-intentioneflist as | 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
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(No title)
10-04-09

Stop the BRT. Favored developers will benefit, tawbred politicians will be rewarded.
Neighborhoods will suffer, particularly those remag "back-door corridors" of
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BRT is projected to be a high-expense, low-retapestment. According to the Small Starts
proposal of September, 2008, BRT would cost alr$@50 million. In return, the proposal
anticipates an increase in transit usage of ab&®0d04people per weekday (p. 7-6). To waste
money like this in "ordinary" times would be outeagis. To waste money like this in times of
economic crisis and, at the same time, cut busceeiry 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 frlhover the world. They come because of its Injstanique
shops, handcrafts, coffee, and the variety of foddsey would not come to see a bus turnaround,fast vehicle
whizzing by. Telegraph should be declared a histbdistrict.

| am one of the craftspeople. We count pagsenon the humungus hinged VanHool (made in Beighot
Hayward) busses. Numbers go from three to eleVewould be cheaper to pay for individual taxiReople have
said that they're fuller below Dwight. Maybe tlatld be the turning point.

Who profits from this project?

Why the hurry? Perhaps someone from ourrfieditation centers could teach passengers to sawdew extra
minutes their journey takes.

Ruth Bird
Ruth Bird

ribtinythings@earthlink.net
EarthLink Revolves Around You.

RE: BRT Stakeholder Meeting at CIL
10-07-09

10/6/09

To City of Berkeley Commissions on Transportatiod &lanning:

We would first like to thank you for yesterdays itireg, and the opportunity for open
dialogue it provided. In reviewing Berkeley’s LolgaPreferred Alternative (LPA) for the Bus
Rapid Transit (BRT), we feel that the local tramstds of individuals with disabilities have not
been adequately accounted for. The conveniencastdrftravel cannot, and will not, outweigh
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the access barriers that the BRT will create icutsent form. It will not be feasible for
individuals with limited mobility to access BRT gwdue to the relatively lengthy distances
between them.

Additionally, we feel that the spectrum of trarggitions offered by BART and AC
Transit already provide the expediency in travat the BRT would without the associated
access barriers. BART offers fast travel betweerk@&ey, Oakland, as well as San Leandro and
AC Transit offers comprehensive transportationreasa local to each city.

If the BRT is built, as representatives of Berk&eadisability community, we cannot
support an LPA that fails to include a complimentarethod of transport between designated
BRT stops, such as a conventional route bus wahssat one to two block intervals. If the
current LPA were to be implemented it would notyosgverely limit independent travel for
people with mobility limitations, but would additially shift responsibility for this neglected
group to the Paratransit Program which costs faertttan fixed rout systems and offers less
flexibility in travel.

We appreciate the information you have providedubare meetings, and plan to remain
involved in the BRT planning process so as to enghat the needs of Berkeley’s disability

community continue to be incorporated into all seagf the project.

Thank you,

Chris Mullin, Transportation Education and Outre&qfecialist
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
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No BRT!
10-09-09
Hello,

My name is Renee Araneda. | am the manager at &ielodon Telegraph Ave. | have worked
there on and off for 8 years and know the avenuk wves my sincere opinion that the proposed
plans to change Telegraph will do far more dambaga good.

To start, the artisans are a huge reason thateeopte to this area to shop. For many,
Telegraph is a destination because of them, andithe variety that this street offers. Changing
sidewalks and eliminating them will affect the kvef those who make their living on this street
as well as the small businesses. They are pahneadriaw to come to Telegraph.The consturction
alone will dramatically affect our business andaxe already struggling. This is not the time for
this.

Another reason we strongly disagree with BRT i¢ thany of our customers already complain
about coming to this area because of a lack ofipgrEliminating parking will only make this
worse and once again deter people from comingag@tba. This will severely impact ALL of
the businesses here. We need to be thinking abayg @ find a solution rather than adding to
the problem.

Lastly, traffic is already bad enough around herté w lanes during rush hour. Having 2
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dedicated bus lanes and only 1 for general treffadosurd. That is going to create such back up,
| can't beleive it is being considered. That nowegiour customers one more reason NOT to
shop in our area. We don't want this! Like | sagwant to be finding ways to encourage
people to shop here. Creating a customer friendist and encouraging people to come here
would greatly benefit local business and therdierdity of Berkeley.

As for the trees, | think we all know that we shibbk planting more trees, not removing them!

In my opinion the negative impact this will all lea@n our district greatly outways the possible
benefit.

| will definately be attending the next meetingtbe 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. | WOULD ALSO LIKE TSUGGEST THAT IF,
AND I HOPE NOT, THIS FORM OF BRT IS APPROVED, THATTHE BUSES TURN EAST
ONTO DWIGHT AND NORTH ON BOWDITCH, THEN WEST ON BABROFT AND THE
REVERSE RUNNING THE OPPOSITE DIRECTION ON DURANT ANBOWDITCH
THUS ALLOWING TELEGRAPH TO REMAIN OPEN TO ALL TRAFEE. BOWDITCH IS
A VERY UNDERUTILIZED STREET AND COULD BE A SUCCESSH CORRIDOR.
STILL, THE WHOLE BRT PROJECT AS CURRENTLY CONCEIVERB A HUGE
MISTAKE-SEE MY FORMER COMMENTS. AT THE NEIGHBORHOOQLSTREET
VENDOR, AND MERCHANT MEETINGS IT IS OPPOSED BY 90@F ATTENDEES.
THIS WILL RUIN OUR COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS FOR
THE MOST NEGLIBILE OF GAINS THAT COULD BE ACHIEVEDON FAR BETTER
WAYS. SINCERELY, SABINA MCMURTRY

BRT PROPOSAL
10-23-09
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FW: RE: Parking loss/mitigation
10/19/09
Dear Ms. Greene,

Please see below Ms. Nelson's reply to my mesdamé parking loss.

As many people have already pointed out over tlaesyeonverting parking spaces on side
streets to metered spaces is not a mitigation. ¥ an additional adverse impact

Thank you.

Gale Garcia

Dear Gale,

Thanks for double checking....what | said was A@tTransit has proposed as a mitigation
measure for the loss of parking on Telegraph Sotibwight, that approximately 70 parking
spaces on side streets adjacent to commerciaulsesland adjacent to the intersection with
Telegraph would be converted to short term metpegkling for customers. The City is not
satisfied with this mitigation measure and willuege AC Transit to do additional study of a
wide range of options to manage parking demandramdase available supply.

Though I didn't say this at the time, some of thsgible mitigations to be studied are listed in
the LPA document.

I'm happy to provide this clarification, and I'mpyang Beth Greene at the City on this. The City
is tracking questions and comments on the BRT walpadn 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

>From:galeg@berkeley.edunailto: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 Octo8#r about AC Transit's
BRT proposal, my recollection is that you said tin&t problem of parking
loss along Telegraph Ave. is as yet unsolved, hatiritigations would

be proposed after further study. Is that an ateuspresentation of

what you said?

Thank you.

Gale Garcia

Bus Rapid Transit Proposal
October 19, 2009
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Cancellation of October 17™ hearing

November 5, 2009
5

#$ @ 1
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| Support BRT
November 6, 2009
To the City of Berkeley Transportation and Planning Commission:

| 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.

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

EIR. | 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
| can't believe anyone can think that BRT is glardBerkeley. It will result in

1.

abrwn

Lost business due to decreased parking and lesssatw business located on Telegraph
Avenue;

A traffic nightmare on Telegraph and the adjacengimborhoods;

Increased pollution due to traffic jams;

Decreased bus ridership since stops will be widphced; and

Harm to the neighborhoods with decreased parkingyeased traffic and pollution.

We Need a Full-Build LPA for BRT
November 6, 2009
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brt
November 6, 2009
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BRT in Berkeley
November 7, 2009
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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 Commissand_Planning Commission

My name is Revan Tranter, and | have lived in Blenkéor 36 years.

| write to express strong opposititmthe proposed East Bay Bus Rapid Transit projeatge

you to ensure that the Local Preferred AlternativieA) ) reflect a "no build" preference for
preparation of the Final EIR.

For 22 years | was Executive Director of the Asabon of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), the
Bay Area's designated comprehensive regional ptgregency. As you might expect, | am a
strong supporter of smart growth, and proud ofhiéwel work ABAG, along with the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), has ipto furthering transit-oriented
development (TOD), such as the San Pablo Avenu&oor

However, it would be a grave mistake to equate BT proposal with intelligent, transit-
oriented development. | fully understand, and ®anpathize with, the feeling over the years, of
AC Transit's board and management, that the ageseen treated unfairly in comparison

to BART with regard to regional distribution of ¢&gb and operating funds. But this can in no
way justify creating a hugely expensive white ebamtiof a project that would tear up and
severely reduce one of Berkeley's best-flowinditrafrteries, greatly disrupt neighborhood
retail businesses, and manifestly add to the ajreateworthy congestion on College

Avenue. Moreover, this havoc would come, on the loand with a gigantic price tag at a time
of financial stress, and on the other with a gdia very few minutes at best over today's transit
schedules.

One final point. Project proponents (such asgtetto say, Livable Berkeley, to which | have
belonged since its inception) argue that the defeiteasure KK last year was a ringing
endorsement of the BRT proposal. That is a preposs argument: all that the defeat of
Measure KK did was to ensure that Berkeley didmthier entangle itself

with California’s disastrous affection for ballatbplanning and budgeting. | would certainly
object to anyone's construing my anti-KK vote gspsut for a project proposal whose time has
come and, | hope, gone. As to what public supaity exists, | can only say that | do not
know even one person who favors the BRT project.

There are far better uses for the proposed BRTralpee (assuming such funds are even
available in today's sad financial circumstancasyl | hope the Transportation Commission, the
Planning Commission and the City Council will encame AC Transit to pursue them.
Sincerely,

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 ME&Swvlich would have crippled the
BRT project in Berkeley, | learned a great deal about what Berldtizens actually feel about BRT. You
will remember that 73% voted not to put any artificrapediment in the way of improved transit.
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Many Berkeleyans understand the connection between BRT andimateCAction Plan -- that we will meet
our local climate goals only if we can reduce vehicle miles trau®iqativate car.

Many Berkeleyans understand the connection between BRT anatiefsbur Downtown -- that by making
it more possible for people to live car-free near a transitBRI, will add to the turnaround we need in the
center of the city.

Many Berkeleyans understand that the combination of dedicatesl ldrere possible, prepaid fares, signal
priority and rapid boarding makes for a bus system tuithreliability and speed of BART. That's why BRT
will add 9000 bus trips per day in the east Bay -- takiogisands of cars off the road.

Many Berkeleyans understand that "rapid bus plus" is jasiakescreen laid down by do-nothing opponents.
This anti-BRT group can't even agree among themselves dstdRB+ would actually include.

Your immediate task should be a simple one: Not yet to appodisapprove an actual project, but simply to
approve a full-build LPA so we can study what that actugepta@ould be.

Now is not the time for micromanaging every alternative irctireent draft document. There will be some
consequential choices to make about what to include in the fiRAl'slraft -- such as the commitment to
dedicated lanes south of Dwight Way and the "couplet” rositiegr the UC campus. But please don't decide
them prematurely - in the absence of the full information thiditonly be available in the FEIR.

Instead, | recommend that you simply try to answer thistgquesWhat do we need to have fully analyzed in
the FEIR, so that we can make the most fully-informed decmissible in 20107

Finally, please recognize that the LPA is an economical docuimerdaesn't go too far -- for example, it does
not try to impose a physical solution on the Downtowandit-hub area, since that will require much more
contextual study and a set of other important decisions &mwtown. That's an example to follow: your
commissions should try hard to resist the temptati@dtbmuch more analysis, or to embed choices among
good alternatives before those can be fully analyzed.

Please work toward approving the full-build LPA that wilbvide 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 anch§prtation Commission:
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In order for Berkeley to be a tryuly ecologicalyciive MUST consider BRT. To that end, | urge
you to support the inclusion of the full-build LdlgaPreferred Alternative in the EIR. Listen to
citizens of Berkeley who, like me, expressed ogpsut 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, | 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. | 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:

| am a third-generation Berkeleyan and professioitglplanner and urban designer. | am a UCB
and BUSD alumnus and transit user. | am writingrge the relevant bodies to support the full
BRT proposal.

Residents of Berkeley and the Bay Area region arg nvested in their environmental and
progressive identity, but sadly, many react withsgrvatism when actual changes are proposed.
If Berkeley opts of out of the BRT system, it okt analogous to San Mateo and Marin Counties
opting out of BART in 1963 -- a bad decision withrsficant negative consequences.

Not only will Berkeley turn away from the only suéstive improvement in transit quality in a
generation, it will sabotage the quality of thetsys for riders throughout the system from San
Leandro to Oakland, as the new rapid system beitkshinto Berkeley auto traffic.

BRT is socially and environmentally progressivepriivides real improvements for those who
depend on transit AND a encourages new ridersa@osstransit over driving. Berkeley needs to
shed its reputation as a haven for cosseted "poyes" who are comfortable railing against
oppression in Myanmar or Palestine but terrifiedlzdnge at home. NIMBY activists make the
most noise and have the most time on their handsnbany environmentalists, transit and
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sustainability activists, low-income people, andsskle citizens support transit improvements as
a progressive approach to climate change and aperndience.

Rather than wasting energy undermining a majorstment in transit quality, Berkeley's
activists, planners, and officials should spendr thieergies imagining how the gift of real
investment in transit services -- and the accomipgniynprovements to our streets and public
spaces -- can be leveraged to make our city maretiba, vital, diverse, and prosperous.

-Ben Grant
LPA
November 7, 2009
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Support Bus Rapid Transit in Berkeley!
November 7, 2009
Dear Berkeley Transportation and Planning Comminesist

As a concerned Berkeley resident, | am writinguppsrt the proposed East Bay Bus Rapid
Transit project in Berkeley. | urge you to suppsittdy of a full-build Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) in the Final EIR. I also urge ytusupport development of the LPA that does
the most to promote bus ridership and improve servif you do not support an option to build
BRT, you are denying the wishes of 83% of Berkeleters who opposed Measure KK.

If Berkeley fails to support the BRT project, itlnghow that our city is not serious about its
commitment to a Transit First policy that reducepehdence on private automobiles and
encourages use of alternative transportation madted| also make a mockery of our recently
adopted Climate Action Plan, a major componentltivis reduction of private automobile use
and greater use of public transportation.

BRT is one of the most promising projects in a M@gak 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 Regionalf$&tliance
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:

| am writing to support the proposed East Bay Bus Rapid Transit project in Berkeley. | urge you to
support study of a full-build Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) in the Final EIR. | 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
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Please support BRT in Berkeley!
November 8, 2009
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Support for BRT in berkeley
November 8, 2009
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SUPPORT BRT in Berkeley
November 8, 2009
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BRT is a very bad idea
November 8, 2009

TRANSDEF comments on BRT LPA
November 8, 2009
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(Staff note — TRANSDEF PDF attachment mentioned in e-mail follows.)
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Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund

F.O.Box 151439 3San Rafael, CAS49015  415-331-1982

Movember 8, 2009

Berkeley Transporiation Commission
1947 Center Street, 3rd Floor
Berkeley, CA 94704

Fe: BRT Locally Preferred Alternative
Dear Commissioners:

TRAMSDEF, the Transporiation Solutions Defense and Education Fund, has advocated
and litigated for better Bay Area transit for the past 15 years. We are especially
interested in the development of innovative bus technologies, hecause of their potential
for high ridership at comparatively low cost. The AC Transit BRT project was
specifically developed in response o an earlier lawsuit of ours.

With that as context, we urge you to support study of a full-build Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) in the Final EIR. We ask that you identify “highest bus ridership’ as the
primary criterion for the selection of the LPA.

Cwr socigty is in the midst of a paradigm change: Berkeley users of the current
transportation system are mightily resisting change to the transportation system of the
future. We urge yvou to exercise both political courage and foresight in the recognition
that reducing the City's carbon footprint will doubtless require reducing dependence on
private automobiles. Developing convenient, fast transit, like this BRT project will be
necessary if a compensating greater use of public fransportation is to be achieved. If
Berkeley fails to support the BRT project. it will place a black mark on reducing the
City’s carbon footprint and on its commitment to a Transit First policy.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sinceraly,
/si DAVID SCHOMBRUMNMN

David Schonbrunn,
President
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Support BRT in Berkeley

November 8, 2009

| strongly feel that BRT would make Berkeley a mlivable 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 frortheiffr@une or the Chronicle but as of
Nov. 1, the AC Transit Bd has fired their General Managek Rernandez, after 8 years of mismanagement.
Mary King who has no experience managing a bus agency, andiahgbe never rides buses, is Interim
General Manager.

| call this to your attention because this mismanagement hasbstin AC Transit will have to focus on
bread & butter service and not attempt to push a costly inppat® BRT which would have them taking over
2 out of 4 lanes on the corridor. A simpler, effective add8RT which would not remove traffic lanes and
parking could probably be manageable and gain public acceptahage(attached a plan for this which | call
BRT-lite. Also, since AC Transit has not shown us a pfaaid stops with dedicated lanes, | drew on my
architectural background to draw that but their plan is evestwuan shown. | drew the platform as 7’ but it
is to be 107)

| live in Oakland but every city is affected by every other glthve corridor. | can guarantee there will be as
much opposition in Temescal to losing 2 lanes and parkitiieas is in Berkeley. There is not even enough
ridership on Telegraph to warrant BRT. As for East OaktarfSian Leandro, International Blvd is a state
highway and one of the busiest arterials in Alameda CountZahrhns is not likely to agree to lose two out
of four lanes!

It is time BRT proponents stop their Curitiba/Bogotadaigs and look at what is appropriate and doable in
the East Bay.

Joyce Roy

[AC Transit Watchdog. Have attended practically every meetirgeiasst 3 years.]
258 Mather St., Oakland

Home: 510-655-7508

PS: For more details about the termination of the General Manag
This is the end of 8 years of mismanagement which bega0ih\Rith his convincing the board to purchase
Van Hool buses as sole source, site unseen. Seemingly bougteif street appeal not the safety and comfort

of riders. To purchase these imported buses it was necessiara tot of “creative fund swaps” including
using funds designated for operations. It finally caughwitip him. He could convince the board to ignore
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riders, particularly, the elderly and disabled, but the lastvsivas when they finally looked at maintenance
costs and found the Van Hools cost more to maintain tham Altierican-made buses. And the worse buses
are the articulated 60-ft ones purchased for BRT!! Poked aoégdhis 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:

| am writing to support the proposed East Bay Bus Rapid Transit project in
Berkeley. | urge you to support study of a full-build Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) in the Final EIR. | 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 Commissisn@rhank you for a receipt by email.

Len Conly
Hank Resnik
Co-Chairs
Friends of BRT
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AlvaMel
Est. 1991

| support BRT in Berkeley
November 8, 2009
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Support EBBRT
November 9, 2009
Dear Transportation and Planning Commissions:

| write in strong support of the East Bay Bus Rapidnsport project. BRT has proven an
effective tool for encouraging public transportateround the world. For example, there are
over 20 BRT systems under development in Chirsatiltie our city catches up.

Please support the study of a full-build Locallgferred Alternative--one that encourages the
greatest increase in bus ridership--in the Fin&.EI
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Thank you for your consideration,

Jason Mark
746 Ensenada Ave
Berkeley, CA

BRT — 83% in support — a must for people and planet
November 9, 2009
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Emunah Hauser
530-276-4203 (cell)
Berkeley, CA 94709

Save BRT in Berkeley
November 9, 2009

Please don't water down the BRT plan for Berkeley-Oakland.

If this project is not built as planned, the system will not produce the benefits for which it was designed.
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BRT is a great mode of transport, it this will be a bargain in the long run.

We need BRT
November 9, 2009
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BRT Support Letter to City of Berkeley Transportation Commission and Planning
Commission
November 9, 2009

L #
$

BRT Support Letter from Livable Berkeley

November 9, 2009

To Whom It May Concern,

Please include the attached letter in the Trangipor&ommission and Planning Commission
packets for their upcoming discussions regarding BRBerkeley.

Thank You

Erin Rhoades

Executive Director
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Livable Berkeley
www.livableberkeley.org

(Staff note — The attachment mentioned in e-mail follows.)
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BRT
November 9, 2009
To Whom it May Concern:

| heard there is a possibility that the City of Bedey would block the Bus Rapid Transit project
proposed for Telegraph Avenue. | think that wouddabbig mistake and completely inconsistent
with the interests and politics of most Berkelegidents. We should be doing everything we can
to make transit faster, more frequent, and morabik. If that means dedicating a lane to buses
to keep them from getting stuck in traffic, I'm @t it. Instead of blocking BRT, | think the City
should plan to expand and enhance the servicenwhy limits -- perhaps by extending the
West of Downtown along University to San Pablo."

Most of our friends in Berkeley take BART on ocaasibut lament the otherwise poor public
transportation service in the East Bay. BRT iroitg lane sounds like a high quality transit
option that would improve service existing tramglers, and attract lots of new ones -- both
admirable goals. Let's get it built already!

Thanks,

Renee Shank,
Berkeley Resident, BART rider and Teacher in Eagtlé@nd

Support for the LPA
November 9, 2009
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BRT Transortation Commission Comments
November 9, 2009

Dear Commissioners:

| am writing to support the proposed East Bay Bus Rapid Transit project in Berkeley as a citizen that
travels in and through your city several times a week for business and pleasure. | urge you to support
study of a full-build Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) in the Final EIR. | 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 Berkeley is not serious about its commitment
to a Transit First policy that reduces dependence on private automobiles and encourages use of
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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. How else will you provide alternatives to the auto dominated transportation that is already
overly subsidized by our cities and citizens?

| have traveled to Curitiba, Brazil and other cities and countries to experience BRT first hand. The system
can prove to be a boon to local businesses and public transportation if we can muster the spine to vote to
support, build and use BRT. Without BRT we will be sealed in our own individual containers and continue
to spew our tons of GHG needlessly.

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

Sincerely,
Ron Bishop - Architect

MTC Pedestrian Advisory Committee
Sierra Club NAC

BRT
November 9, 2009
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November 9, 2009
Dear Sir or Madam,
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Putting in a BRT down Telegraph is a horrible idea. It will just spread auto congestion into adjacent
streets. It will ruin retail on Telegraph. It will move parking meters into residential neighborhoods. How
would you like a parking meter in front of your house? Mixed use doesn't mean screw the homeowners
and residents who give the neighborhood vitality and character. If we all wanted to live in on Bay Street in
Emeryville, we'd move there. Instead we live here in Berkeley, and pay very high taxes for a the privilege
of doing so.

This is a move motivated by politics, not policy. and you will be ceding local control to AC Transit.
Please don't ruin our city.

Larry Hendel
2747 Fultoin
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