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TO: Office ofthe City Administrator ; 
ATTN: Dan Lindheim i 
FROM: Community and Economic Development Agency 
DATE: April 13,2010 

RE: Report and Resolution Adopting Oakland's Preferred Design Option ("Locally 
Preferred Alternative") to be Included and Analyzed in AC Transit's Bus Rapid 
Transit Project Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental 
Impact Report (Final EIS/R) 

SUMMARY 

A resolufion has been prepared adopting the City's preferred project design option for AC 
Transit to study in the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report (Final EIS/R) for their 
proposed East Bay Bus Rapid Transit project (Project). The project to be studied is planned to 
travel between Berkeley, Oakland and San Leandro. Federal funding guidelines require AC 
Transit to include in the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact 
Report (Final EIS/R) a project scope that is preferred for study by the City of Oakland. This 
preferred design option identifies the Project route and stations as it travels through the City, 
primarily on Telegraph Avenue and International Boulevard. In the technical terminology ofthe 
Federal Transit Administradon, this choice is called the "Locally Preferred Alternative" 

City staff has been working with AC Transit staff for the past several months to investigate and 
address issues related to the Project. Staff presented a draft design option to the community in a 
series of public meetings in January, followed by review and comment by the Planning 
Commission in February. On the basis of those meetings, staff is proposing some minor changes 
to the design, and is seeking Council approval ofthe amended design option for study in the 
Final EIS/R as the Locally Preferred Alternative. Staff is also recommending that AC complete 
further study of addifional design opfions that will result in less parking impacts to the corridor. 

It should be noted that the adopfion of this design by the City does not constitute final agreement 
with, or approval ofthe Project or concept. If the project design is approved, the Final EIS/R 
must address the project impacts identified therein and AC Transit must enter into operating and 
maintenance agreements with each ofthe cities affected. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

There is no direct fiscal impact associated with the current proposed action. Should the Project 
be approved and fully funded, staff will return to Council to discuss fiscal impacts to the City. 
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BACKGROUND 

Project Description | 
AC Transit proposes a 17-mile Bus Rapid Transit project, primarily along Telegraph Avenue and 
International Boulevard, starting in downtown Berkeley, proceeding through downtown .Oakland' 
and ending at the Bay Fair BART station in San Leandro (Project). This proposal has been the [ 
subject of many years of study and planning by AC Transit. As currently proposed, the project I 
will replace the current Routes 1 and IR with a Bus Rapid Transit system operating largely in ! 
exclusive lanes and with stops about every 1/3 of a mile. In order to provide the Bus Rapid 
Transit line with exclusive (bus-only) lanes, a vehicle lane in each direction would be eliminated,! 
resulfing in a single through lane remaining available for all non-bus traffic (turn lanes would be \ 
provided at major intersecfions). ; 

The project will include bus stations with bus ticket vending machines and slightly raised I 
platforms for level boarding. The Bus Rapid Transit system will provide significantly faster and 
more reliable service in the corridor and largely for those reasons is forecast to attract more | 
riders than the current local and rapid buses. 

Project Status and City Role 
AC Transit is currently preparing a Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report (Final EIS/R) 
for the proposed Project, and plans to apply for Federal Transit Administration "Small Starts", 
funding of $75 million to support project construction. To do that, AC Transit requires that the 
City of Oakland provide its input for the route and stations to be studied in the final 
environmental document. The "Locally Preferred Alternative" is the Federal Transit 
Administration's technical term for this input from the City. 

AC Transit's current schedule assumes completion of a Final EIS/EIR in 2010, followed by 
preliminary and final engineering, with construction beginning as early as 2012 and completion 
by 2015. 

The purpose of submittal of a City-preferred design option proposal now is to enable AC Transit 
to analyze the alternative in the Final EIS/R. The adoption of this proposal by the City does not 
constitute final approval of any aspect ofthe Project. The Final EIS/R must first address impacts 
identified in a number of areas, most notably traffic, parking, construction and economic 
impacts, among others. 

The City's role in approving the BRT will occur after the Final EIS/R is certified by AC Transit 
and the Federal Transit Administration (the responsible federal agency). At that time, 
discussions will take place between AC Transit and each ofthe cifies on construcfion of a 
specific project and AC Transit will negotiate and enter into operating and maintenance 
agreements with each ofthe cifies affected. The City also will need to make its own CEQA 
findings and determinations based on the Final EIS/EIR. 
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Completion of Draft Design Option 
City staff and consultants worked with AC Transit for the past several months to investigate and 
address issues related to the Project. The City team developed a design option that differed in 
several key respects from AC Transit's initial assumptions that were presented in the Draft 
EIS/EIR in 2007. In developing the LP A, City staff took the opportunity to require that the bus 
route corridors be treated as "Complete Streets", which incorporate not just transit improvements 
but bicycle and pedestrian ameniUes. Specifically, the City's design incorporates bike lanes, 
consistent with Oakland's adopted Bicycle Master Plan, and adds additional pedestrian safety 
and access elements. Oakland's design also includes more bus stations than were initially 
proposed by AC Transit, and relocated some existing stops in order to better serve Oakland 
residents. 

This design option, which staff has termed the "Maximum Build", assumes that dedicated bus 
lanes would be provided to the greatest extent possible in order to maximize transit benefits. 
Staff therefore proposed no changes in the extent of dedicated bus lanes that were studied by AC 
Transit in the 2007 Draft EIS/EIR. In this option, the only area in which the alignment leaves 
dedicated lanes and operates in mixed flow is along the Broadway corridor through Downtown 
Oakland (11̂ "" Street to 20'*̂  Street), where converging bus routes would result in too many "bus-
on-bus" delays to make a dedicated lane feasible. 

In general, this Maximum Build design opfion would improve transit, bicycle, and pedestrian 
access, but would have negative impacts on vehicle congestion and would remove substantial 
amounts of curb parking. The Maximum Build design option will be studied in the Final EIS/R 
so that the most aggressive project would be environmentally analyzed, with the understanding 
that if these impacts were found to be excessive in some locafions, the project scope could be 
reduced before final approval by the City. This design option, with minor changes discussed 
below, is included as Attachment A, and is also posted at oaklandbrt.com. 

Community Review 
Oakland staff and consultants presented the Maximum Build design option in a series of 
community meetings in January, including Fruitvale, Eastlake/San Antonio, East Oakland (2), 
Downtown, and Telegraph. Approximately 175 people attended these public meefings. Staff 
also presented informally to several Neighborhood Community Policing Committees along the 
corridor, merchants groups, and church congregations to ensure that the community was aware 
ofthe proposed project. Finally, staff developed a website (oaklandbrt.com) that provides 
extensive information on the project, the proposed design, and all presentation materials from the 
community meetings. 
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Comments were submitted by meedng participants, and also via email and telephone messages. 
These comments have been transcribed and are included as Attachment B. Staff has received 
approximately 150 written comments, critiques, and suggestions to date regarding the proposed 
project. Although staff received both negative and positive reactions to the proposed design 
option, the preponderance of comments addressed its perceived impacts, particularly on parking, 
traffic, and loss of local bus service under the BRT operating scenario proposed by AC Transit 

Planning Commission Review 
Oakland staff and consultants presented the Maximum Build design opfion to the Planning 
Commission in February. The Planning Commission agreed that the project should be studied in 
the Final EIS/R and declined to make any specific recommendafions as a group about the Draft 
Design Option. Individually, several Commissioners expressed their concerns about the impacts 
on parking, traffic, neighborhood business, and loss of local service implicit in the Draft Design 
Opfion. Attachment C summarizes the comments of individual Planning Commissioners. 

KEY ISSUES AND IMPACTS 

Design Option - Selection and Timing 
In order to meet AC Transit's desire to complete the Final EIS/EIR, and apply for federal 
funding, AC Transit has requested that the City of Oakland and other affected cities select a 
design opfion by April 2010. Adhering to this schedule will permit AC Transit to complete the 
environmental documentation in fime to be included in the 2012 President's budget to Congress 
for access to federal funding. If this schedule is delayed AC Transit could risk losing access to 
federal funding for a minimum of one year, and potentially lose access to "Small Starts" ftinding 
entirely. 

Community Concern over Potential Project Impacts 
The Final EIS/R has not been completed, and the City's preferred alternative has not yet 
been analyzed; therefore, the full extent of impacts is not known at this time. The purpose 
of selecfing a design opfion is so that AC Transit can study a specific project in greater detail, 
and idenfify impacts more precisely than in the 2007 Draft EIR. The purpose is also to ensure 
that that other Oakland projects, such as those in the adopted Bicycle Master Plan, are included 
in environmental analysis. The Draft EIR circulated in 2007 idenfified impacts to traffic, 
circulafion and parking, to name just a few. The Project, should it be approved for construcfion, 
will require modificafion to mitigate very significant impacts likely to be identified in the Final 
EIS/R. These mitigations could include changes to the extent of dedicated bus lanes or station 
locafions, bicycle lanes, as well as solufions to the eliminafion of parking along the corridor. 
Parking mifigafions could include acquisifion of off-street lots to replace on-street supply. 

Further, before implementafion, AC Transit will be required to reach agreements with each ofthe 
cifies regarding roadway modificafions, maintenance, landscaping, operafional and other details, 
including costs and responsibilifies. 
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However, it is clearly the case that if the draft design option that was presented to the community 
were constructed, there would be very significant impacts, and there is therefore substanfial 
concern and opposition from some individuals and groups to forwarding certain aspects of this 
design opfion to AC Transit to study in the Final EIS/R. These concerns can be summarized as ] 
follows: I 

1. Parking Impacts, particularly in neighborhood commercial areas 
Overall, this project wouldremove approximately 879 curbside parking spaces 
directly along the project corridor, approximately 33% ofthe current supply. The Bus 
Rapid Transit project alone is responsible for 24%, while the addifion of a bike lane is 
responsible for the remaining 9%. In neighborhood commercial areas, where curbside 
parking may be considered as essenfial for individual businesses, this is a major 
concern. While AC Transit will be required to mifigate the loss of parking through 
several acfions including the potential for the fiinding of addifional off-street parking 
spaces, prior to reaching agreement with the City of Oakland on the precise details of 
this mitigation, some merchants and community members are understandably 
concerned about the potenfial loss of this on-street parking. Parking loss has been 
noted as a concern everywhere in the corridor, but particularly in the Temescal 
District, San Antonio, Fruitvale, and in East Oakland in the vicinity of 82"'' Avenue to 
85"' Avenue. 

2. Increased traffic congestion, including diversion and cut through traffic 
The Project will confine all non-bus traffic to one lane (with left-turn pockets) and 
will eliminate through-access at a number of side streets, restricting left turns into and 
out of said intersecting streets. These changes to the roadway system will increase 
congestion and decrease travel speed within the corridor, and will divert some traffic 
to other roadways, including residenfial streets. Traffic condifions will be studied and 
modeled in the Final EIS/EIR. 

3. Loss of Local Bus Service 
Some community members, particularly seniors and those with mobility issues, have 
noted that the replacement ofthe local Route 1 service (which stops approximately 
every two blocks) with Bus Rapid Transit stops approximately every four blocks (1/3 
of a mile) will cause personal hardship by requiring them to walk further from origins 
or to destinafions in the corridor. 

4. Pedestrian safety and security 
Some community members have raised a variety of concerns related to personal 
safety in neighborhoods which are perceived as unsafe. These concerns include 
purchasing cash fares at unmanned stations rather than on the bus, walking farther to 
access bus stops, and parking farther from destinations. These concerns were raised 
primarily in East Oakland and San Antonio. 
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5. Other Economic Impacts 
In addition to the impacts of decreased parking and increased congestion, merchants 
along the corridor, particularly in Telegraph and Fruitvale, questioned the economic 
impact on merchants during project construction, and also questioned the impact on 
curbside loading once the project is complete. This concern was also raised at the 
Planning Commission. 

Project Funding 
The project is estimated to cost $234 million (in 2009 dollars), with $141 mifiion esfimated for 
the Oakland portion. Until recently, the project had full funding commitments that would enable 
AC Transit to build the entire project, assuming receipt of a $75 million Federal Transit 
Administration "Small Starts" grant. However, the current recession has forced AC Transit to 
consider transferring a portion of dedicated Project funds to close a projected operating deficit 
next year. The AC Transit Board of Directors is working with the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission and the Federal Transit Administration to allow transfer of up to $17.5 million in 
Congestion Management & Air Quality funds from Bus Rapid Transit to AC Transit operations. 
It is possible that this current funding gap will lead AC to propose construcfion of less than the 
full Project. . , . . . , . . . 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Staff Responses to Community Concerns -Modifications to Proposal 
Staff recognizes that the current draft design option presents many difficult issues in balancing 
the advantages of a faster and more reliable transit system and a fully implemented Bicycle Plan 
and improved pedestrian facilities against increased vehicle congestion and loss of parking. 

Staffs intent in proposing the "Maximum Build" opfion was to ensure that all potential impacts 
would be studied, because if a portion ofthe proposed project is not studied, it can not be 
implemented without further environmental analysis. In particularly, this is why staff felt it 
made sense to study the maximum extent of dedicated lanes and bicycle lanes, with the intent 
that the project could be down-scoped to account for unacceptable environmental or community 
impacts. 

It is staffs intent, at the conclusion ofthe environmental process, to work with AC Transit to • 
reach a final design and bring that design back to Council for approval. 

Despite the considerable and valid concern about potential project impacts, staff therefore still 
recommends that the "Maximum Build" scenario be evaluated in the Final ELR/EIS as the 
"Locally Preferred Alternafive" with the following minor modifications from the proposal 
presented to the public in January: 
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Specific Modifications Recommended: 

1. San Antonio District 
We propose amending the draft Design Option between 14' and 29̂ *̂  Avenues to 
eliminate left turns at 16th and 23rd. This acfion will provide 56 additional curbside 
parking spots in front of neighborhood businesses and community facilifies. This 
change will not affect bus operations, but will cause minor changes in auto 
circulafion. 

2. Fruitvale District 
We propose moving a proposed station from SS '̂' Avenue to 34"̂  Avenue to better 
serve the connecfion with Fruitvale BART station. 

Mitigations to be Studied 
Recognizing that the proposed Bus Rapid Transit system will have very significant impacts, 
particularly in the heart of neighborhood commercial districts where there is competition 
between parking, loading, through traffic, bus traffic, and bicycles, staff is proposing that AC 
should investigate mifigafions as design opfions to the "Locally Preferred Alternafive". 
Specifically, staff requests that AC Transit study mitigafions including, but not limited, to the 
following: 

1. Dual Door Buses 
To date, AC Transit has proposed to design the Project with right-door loading 
vehicles to conform to their existing bus fleet. If AC Transit were to acquire vehicles 
which also opened on the left, the Project would have a significantly smafier impact 
on curbside parking by requiring only one center station per stop, with the addifional 
ability to place stafions on medians where they currenfiy exist (such as in the 
Fruitvale District and in East Oakland). 

2. Parking Mitigations 
AC Transit should work closely with the City and affected communifies to prepare a 
parking mifigation plan for any parking impacts created by the Project. If parking is 
removed from the corridor, this parking mitigation plan should identify alternate on 
street or off street parking supply, and should include AC acquisifion of off-street 
sites, if necessary to ensure adequate supply. 

3. Conversion to a single BRT lane or mixed flow in areas of high parking and 
traffic impact 
In areas of both high traffic and parking impact, an appropriate mitigation may be to 
downscope the Bus Rapid Transit project to either a single-direcfional lane or mixed 
flow. This option would have significant impacts to Bus Rapid Transit operafions, 
but may be necessary in specific neighborhood locafions if parking and traffic 
concerns cannot otherwise be acceptably mifigated. 

Item: 
Public Works Committee 

April 13,2010 



Dan Lindheim 
CEDA: Preferred Design for the Bus Rapid Transit Project Pages 

Additional Studies requested 
To address additional community concerns, staff recommends that AC Transit fully address 
economic impacts (both during and after construcfion), security concerns, and loss of local bus 
service in their environmental analysis phase. 

Staff Recommendation for study in the FEIS/R 
Staff proposes that two projects should be studied in the Final EIS/R. 

1. The refined draft design option, as summarized under Project Description (i.e. the 
"Maximum Build" option), should be studied to meet Federal Transit Administration 
requirements for a "Locally Preferred Alternative". 

AC should fully study mitigations to this Locally Preferred Alternative to minimize 
its traffic and parking impacts, as detailed above. 

2. A "Rapid Bus Plus" alternative should be fully described and studied to an 
equivalent level of detail to the LPA in the Final EIS/R. This Rapid Bus Plus 
alternative should incorporate all the features of Bus Rapid Transit (such as pre-paid 
boarding, level-boarding at stafions, additional stop amenifies, signal pre-emption), 
but without dedicated lanes. 

Participants in several community meetings, as well as at the Planning Commission, expressed 
that this akemative be given equal weight in AC Transit's Final EIS/R, as some felt that AC 
Transit had not done so to date. The purpose of studying the Rapid Bus Plus alternative is to 
provide addifional information to be able to judge the benefits and impacts ofthe full Project as 
compared to both a substantial improvement to existing bus service ("Rapid Bus Plus") and the 
required "No Build" (existing) service, and allow policy makers to make an informed decision 
on which project to approve for construction. 

Adoption of a Locally Preferred Alternative for the FEIS/R 
Selection ofthe refined draft design opfion as the Locally Preferred Alternative allows the 
Project to proceed through the final environmental process and.allows AC Transit to apply for 
federal funding. Despite the title "Locally Preferred Alternafive", selection does not commit the 
City of Oakland to this precise project, but simply selects the alternative the City would like to 
be advanced through the review process. Project details will be finalized during the 
environmental process and through the preliminary and final design processes. 

SUSTAINABLE OPPORTUNITIES 

Economic: There are no direct economic opportunities inherent in this action. However, design 
and construction ofthe proposed Bus Rapid Transit system will have significant economic 
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impacts (both positive and negative) to some residents and businesses in Oakland, both during 
construction and upon complefion. These impacts will be idenfified in the Final EIS/R. 

Environmental: There are no direct environmental opportunities inherent in this action. 
However, implementation of Bus Rapid Transit and improvement of bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities in this corridor should increase the number of people traveling by bus, bicycle and foot, 
and consequently decrease the number otherwise traveling by automobile. Specific 
environmental impacts will be studied in detail in the Final EIS/R. 

Social Equity: There are no direct social equity opportunities inherent in this action. However, 
providing improved bus service in the most heavily utilized bus transit corridor in Oakland will 
benefit lower-income transit-dependent citizens by providing better mobility options than they 
currently enjoy. At the same fime, community concerns have been expressed as the result of a 
decreased number and further spacing of boarding locations (stafions) and the elimination of all 
local service along the Bus Rapid Transit corridor. Specific social equity impacts will be studied 
in detail in the Final EIS/R. 

DISABILITY AND SENIOR CITIZEN ACCESS 

This report has no specific impact on disability and senior citizen access. However, 
implementation ofthe Bus Rapid Transit project as proposed will replace local bus service (AC 
Transit Route 1) with a new service which will have fewer, stops. While all riders will enjoy a 
faster, more reliable ride, along with the benefits of all-doors level-floor boarding, according to 
current AC Transit calculations, approximately twenty percent of current AC Transit riders will 
have a longer walk to the nearest bus stop. While bus stops were located to the greatest possible 
extent close to senior housing and facilities, inevitably some seniors and disabled citizens will 
have more difficulty accessing this new service than the existing Route 1 (local bus service). 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS 

Bus Rapid Transit "Ljght" 
Staff considered, and rejected, the option to down-scope the project to single-lane or mixed flow 
in selected locations to account for known parking impacts and presumed traffic impacts. We 
rejected this option because we feel that the City has muchmore flexibility in fully 
understanding the impacts ofthe "maximum build" project and adjusting it through mitigations, 
rather than presumptively guessing where those adjustments are necessary. This option risked 
rejecting a project component that could, in fact, be acceptalily mitigated. While the final project 
that the City approves for construction will very likely include downscoped segments, staff 
believes that this discussion should take place after the environmental study is complete. 
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Bus Rapid Transit Only 
Staff considered, and rejected, proceeding with AC Transit's proposal to analyze the Bus Rapid ] 
Transit project as a transit-only project. Instead, City staff worked with AC staff to develop a ' 
"Complete Street" treatment for the corridor which included pedestrian and bicycle I 
improvements. In particular, staff felt that bicycle facilifies called for in the City's adopted 
Bicycle Master Plan and recommendations for pedestrian facilities that appear in the Pedestrian 
Master Plan should naturally be included in any large capital project. As a matter of policy, staff 
incorporates planned bike and pedestrian facilities into any roadway construction projects. 

RECOMMENDATION AND RATIONALE 

Staff recommends approval ofthe resolution idenfifying a Locally Preferred Alternative for AC 
Transit to include and study in their Final EIS/R. Staff recommends the LPA reflect the draft 
design concept presented to the community and the Planning Commission, but incorporafing the 
minor modificafions idenfified in this report (the "Maximum Build" opfion). 

Adopfion of a Locally Preferred Alternafive will allow AC Transit to proceed with complefion of 
a Final EIS/R for the East Bay Bus Rapid Transit project. The successful complefion ofthe Final 
EIS/R will allow AC Transit to apply for $75.0 million in Federal Transit Administration "Small 
Starts" funding for the project. Completion ofthe Final EIS/R will also allow the City to review 
the full impacts ofthe Project, and enter final negofiafions with AC Transit to determine 
mifigafions or design changes necessary to ensure that the Project is acceptable to the City of 
Oakland. Project details will be finalized during the environmental process and through the 
preliminary and final design processes. A final design, along with operafing and maintenance 
agreements with AC Transit, will be brought back to Council for approval at a later date. 

Staff understands that the City is not required to adopt a preferred design opfion or "locally 
preferred alternative" for AC to analyze in the Final EIS/EIR. However, this opfion would 
effectively eliminate the Project's chance at Federal Transit Administrafion "Small Starts" 
ftanding. On balance, despite significant Project impacts, staff feels that a fully funded Project 
can provide substanfial benefits to the City and its residents. 

If Council were to decide to not adopt a Locally Preferred Alternafive at this time, AC Transit 
would be delayed in complefing the Final EIS/R, and their application for "Small Starts" fiinding 
could be jeopardized. 
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ACTION REQUESTED OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

Approve the attached resolution adopting a Locally Preferred Alternative for analysis in AC 
Transit's Final EIS/R on the East Bay Bus Rapid Transit project. 

Respectfully submitted, niuea, 

Walter S. Cohen, Director 
Community & Economic Development Agency 

Reviewed by: 
Michael J. Neary, P.E. 
Deputy Director 
Community & Economic Development Agency 

Wladimir Wlassowsky, P.E., Manager 
Transportation Services Division 

Prepared by: 
Bruce Williams, 
Senior Transportation Planner 
Transportation Services Division 

APPROVED 
PUBLIC WOR 

WARDED TO THE 
MITTEE: 

City Administrator 
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Attachment A 
Bus Rapid Transit Preferred Design Option 

A-1 - BRT Route and Stations 

A-2 - Illustrative Segments 

A-3 - Preferred Design Option - Complete Plan 
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LEGgND: 

UWQSCUPE LANE IMS " " " ^ " ^ ' " ' ' ^ ' • em UWE TURN lANE 

PROPOSED f A I - S n 
bWSWE lANE WHE ™ * ^ ^ ^ * " ^ ^ B«n UWE TWVH. WNE 

PROPOSED fA2-B2l 

PUMNG EIOEWIK/ 
LWE LANDSCAPE 

:] 

« 

B E F O R E - 1 1 SPACES 

HIGH WSIBUIY CROSSWALK 
Wim ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LAWE (AUTOMOBILE A BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

KWJDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUnER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE ' B SPACES _ 

mna. u t t nnwc IME nwa LWE 2. * -FO0T BIKE: LANES REQUIRE CUTTER 
MODinCATlON TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 

200 

T ^ 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR & PEERS 
PRELIMINARY 

FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 
TELEGRAPH AVENUE- WEBSTER STREET TO 66th STREET 
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LEGEND: 

• 
LVARIE5|,4 ' | 10' [ 9' [ 10' [ 11 ' |. 10' L 10' I. ̂ ' | VARIES J. J. VARLES J.V J. 10" 

anewMK/ a«E 
LANDSCAPE WJE" 

PRQPOSFn f A I - R l l 

10" r J. 11" J. 10' J. 5' [ r |vABiEs I. 

W ^ ! ^ l . ? 5 . TOVEL lANE ^ ^ ^ BRT LANE HIT WNE MEDUN TWVQ LANE JU^^ ^ ^ ^ W / BlKE_TK,va ^ E lURN lANE BRT LKNE BRT lANE IR.VEL LANE ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ f ^ ^ 

PRQPOSFD f A ? - B 7 ^ 

SIOEIAIK/ PAWING BKE 
LANDSCAPE LANE LANE 

LVARIES| r L 5' L 10' J, 11' I 11' \ 10' J. 10' U ' [VARIES J. J. VARIES J. 8' J. 5' j 10' |. I T J. 11" J. 10' | 5' | 8" [ VARIES | 

imi* i i inr HJT iiHF B in iu i r nlPN liNF ™"°- HIKE SIDEWALX/ aDEwWK/ PMKIMG BIKE ™,B-, , ^ - OBTIAHC BPI I M P rwim luiF BI''E ™'*'f« SDESAIK/ 
TRAVEL LANE BRT lANE BRT lANE TURN lANE i ^ f j ^ p lANDSCAM lANOSCWE lANE LANE ™ ™ - " ^ ^ ^"^ ^ ^ * " ^ ^ ™™- ^ ^ LWE LANE LAHDSaPE 

PROPOSED ( ^ i - 6 3 ] PROPOSED (M-B4) 

TO _ ^ BEFORE - 7 SPACES , BEFORE « 5 SPACES ^ BEFORE •= 7 SPACES 
660) ST 

« 

HIGH VISiHUTT CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE H. BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

" HABDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

BSPACES , _ TO 
61 St AVE 

200 

GRAPHIC SCALE 
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FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 
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BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 
TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 66th STREET TO 62nd STREET 

FIGURE 2 



LL 
J, 10' i 10' 1.4'I. VARIES I. 

LEGEND: 

SIDEWAlK/ PARKING BKE 
LANOSCIPE lANE LWE WJtm. LANE BRT LANE • l u i r TLinn i « j r " " " S - BIKE SIDEWttK/ LANE TLIRN LANE ^ ^ ^ ^ , y^^gc^E; SIDEmK/ PARKING BIKE TftMl LANE BRT HHE m LANE TRAva LANE ^"^ ' ^ " ^ SCEWAIX/ 

LHJEISCftPE LANE LANE ™ * ^ ^ " ^ ' ^ ' ^ ^ ' ^ LANE LANE L»NDSC*PE 

PROPOSED f A i - e n PROPn^^rn fA7-R?\ 

68' 

. f plIlCLlIl i <(̂  J - ^ ^ .tê  
I VARIES J. 4-J. 10- [ 10' [ W j , 10' [ 9- [ 10' [ * ' j , VARIES j . j ^ 10" 9' 10' 1 1 ' 10' 10 •-Ml 
SICCIWK/ Kff i ra^^^ LANE T U « LANE BRT LANE ERT WNE , ^ L , navn IMF * * l SOEWAUV 
LAteSCWE lANE* STATKW IWVQ. LANE LMJ^, y^„g5yp£ 

PROPOSED f A 3 - B 3 ^ 

. BEFORE - 4 SPACES ^ BEFORE - 8 SPACES 

^ ^ , ^ 1 ^ ^ s r Z . B^L^E BRTLANE lURNlA* ^ ^ S:^ S J ( 

PROPOSED fA4-B4) 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITTI ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEOICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE & BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCftPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STRECT PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 
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• YtfttC^'PTOHiBrrAu. 
LEFT-TURMS 

?h^ [ U-

TO ^ BEFORE - 4 SPACES BEFORE - 2 SPACES 

y-\v 

62nd Srr A R E R = D SPACES AFTER - S SPACES 

- — i P B O W B I T A L L . 
r i - i V LEFT-TURNS , < ? ^ 
1 H i i . . a ' d A ^ t 

B E F O R E - 17 SPACES BEFORE - 7 SPACES 
AFTER - 8 SPACES A n E R - 2 SPACES 

NOTES: 

EXISTING n V P I C A L l 

1. LEFT-TURN PROHIBITIONS AT; 
SOW STREET, McAULEY STREET AND 
s a i h STREET. 

2 . 4 -FOOT 01KE LANES REQUIRE GUTTER 
MODIFICATION TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 100 200 

1" = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 
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FEHR & PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 62nd STREET TO 58th STREET 
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LEGEND: 

i [ 6' [S ' L 10" [ 'T [ 11- [ 10- I.S'I. 8' I. • • • j . '"• J. 1' [ 11' J.5'J. i r La'J, a' J,vAflLEsJ. 

SIDEWALK/ PARKING BKE ^ ^ | ^ f gp^ ̂ . „ ^ ^ F - o ^ ^ ^ . BIKE PARKING SIDEWAIX/ SIDElAUf/ BKE IBA«L TURN IHAVa BKE PARKING SDENAIX/ 
lANQSUPE LANE LANE " " " ^ ^ " ^ " " ' ' ^ ' ^ " " ' ^ ^ " ™ " - " ^ ' - LANE LANE LANDSCAPE UNQSCAPE LANf WNE LANE " " ' ^ ^ * * ' ^ ^ ^ " ' • " ^ LANE LANE LANE LANDSCAPE 

PROPOSED f A I - e n PBOPnSFn ^A7-R?^ 

72' 

H Li 
L VARIES J, 5- [ 10' I 10" I 11- I 11' I TO' j. 10' [ 5 ' [ VARIES | [ VARIES [4-1 10' [ 9' | 10' I 11' L 10" I 10' J.4'J,VAR1ES[ 

9KWLK/ anE 
LAMECAPE lANE nwva LANE TURN L>Nt BHT LW BRT IA« kOlAN IR*\B. LANE ̂  SwEWft S r e W t LANE- ™ ™ - ' **^ STATDN Bm LANE Bff lAKS TIHN WNE TWVEL LANE ^ , ^SireSIre 

PROPOSED f A 3 - B 3 ^ 

B E F O R E - 1 1 SPACES B E F O R E - 1 3 SPACES 

PRQPOSFn f A 4 - B 4 ^ 

BEFORE - B SPACES 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE A BRT] 

BRT STOP 

eiKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFnC SIGNAL 

AFTER - 4 SPACES 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE - 7 SPACES TO 
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BEFORE 1 9 SPACES 

AFTER = 9 SPACES 

VARIES 

B E F O R E - 1 2 SPACES 
A F T E R - 1 2 SPACES 

B B ' O R E - 7 SPACES 
AFTER - D SPACES AFTER - 0 SPACES 

^ < ^ < ^ < ^ T 
NOTES; 

-L -L 17.5" J,VARIE5j. 

' " ^ " I ^C? '^ TWO. LAM Tl»«; lAOC TWrtL lAU S'WIV^M'e 

EXISTING nVPICALl 

1. LEFT-TURN PROHIBinONS AT: 
57 Ih STREET. 

2, *-FOOT BIKE WNES REQUIRE GUTTER 
MODIFICATION TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 100 200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 
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PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR O A K U N D 

TELEGRAPH AVENUE- Sflth STREET TO 55th STREET 
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LEGEND: 
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PROPOSED f A I - a n PROPOSED fA2-i?7) 
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SIOEWAIX/ aKE„-ffn IUIF niBu l u j « i lun- BUT («JE iBim ( IM( BIKE P»RIONG SIOEWAiV SIDEHAIK/ BIKE la i i f i l u * am IINF Brr lu i r HJBU lu i r THwn HIJF BIKE PARKING SOEWALK/ 
LANDSCAPE L A N E ' " * ^ ' ^ ^ J"*** ^**- * " ' ' ^ ^"^ ^ ^ THAVtL LANE ^ ^ ^^^ LANDSCAPE LANDSCAPE WNE-™**^ " ^ * " " ^ ^ m m i HJRN LANE TR«L lANE ^ ^ ^^^ lANCSOPE 

PROPOSED fA3-B3l PROPOSm fA4-B4^ « 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED 8RT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE l i BRT) 

BRT STOP 

eiKE U^NE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 
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ON-STREET PARKING 
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REQUIRES GLJTTER MODIFICATION 

J.VARIESJ. 1S.5' J. 11' J. 11' I IT J. ia.5' J.VARIESJ. 

MD. LAtE TIRHK LAKE TWML lAI 

EXISTING fTYPICAL^ 

1. LEFT-TURN PROHIBITIONS AT: 
491.h STREET. 

2. 4-FOOT BIKE LANES REQUIRE GUTTER 
MOOinCATlON TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 
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PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 55th STREET TO 49th STREET 



LEGEND: 

m 

J. VARIES J, 4' L 11' [ g- I I T [ 11' I 9- [ 11- | 4 ' U A R I E S | 

EHT LANE 

PRQPOSFD M l - B l l 

SttWAIj;/ BKE TOIVEL LANE ™ 
LANDSCAPE LAItf* STATION 

LAff ^ TRlve. LANE * ^ 3 1 » » " / SOWAtK/ BXE j ^ ^ y ^ ^inM,,. 
• * * STAHON ^ • ^ ' ' ^ l A N E - UKBCAPE LANOSCArt I A « - ™ * ^ ' * * * " ^ 

VARIESJ.4-J. 10' I 10" J. i r I 11' I 10' J. 10' J. 4'J. VARIES]. 

BRT UWE BRT UNE l u m LWE TRAVEL LANE ™ , 2 > S c « 

.VARIES]. 7' | 5 ' | 10' J. 10' I 11' L 11- J. 10- j , 10' |4-L VARIES L 

TLjRN LANE BRT LANE BHI LANE ICDIAN 

PROPOSED (A3-R3) 

BB^ORE - 12 SPACES 

s a w i K / BIKE TRiML 
LANDSCAPE LANE lANC 

ITUVn. BIKE SIXHAIK/ SIOtWAiJt/ BIKE nawl iiNf 
LANC LANE- UNDSCaPE LANCSCAPE LW£* 

VARIES | .4 ' J , 10' I 10' 1. i T [ 1 1 ' J, 10-

UEELW 

PROPOSED f A 4 - B 4 ^ 

10' i 4 ' jVARlE$J . 

BRT LANE BRT UNE TURN lANE TFAVn. LANE ̂ ^ yMSOPE 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (ALTTOMOBILE f t BRT^ 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES CUTTER MODIFICATION 

B E F O R E - 11 SPACES 
AFTER = 0 SPACES 

'V i 

['-•"-.pROHiB^ALL- ^ . ; a 4 f . / -
LEFT-TURNS 

BEFORE - 7 SPACES 
A R E R = 0 SPACES 

BEFORE - 6 SPACES 
AFTER - 0 SPACES 

/ ^ \ P R O H I B I T ALL 
B ? \ LEFT-TURNS 

TO 
43rd ST 

l i f e '- -r -^j^l _feji^gw|te 

''• TELIGRAPH AVE'! 4 fc^ f§ '1 Jl - 1^ '"*'i t; 

' t F 
BEFORE - 6 SPACES 
AFTER - 0 SPACES 

SCI^-^-J4 
BEFORE - 4 SPACES 
AFTER - 0 SPACES 

\ - U - — r i r ? •• <>•<* ' iM . . -

BEFORE - 1 SPACES 

LVARIESI. 1 5 J ' I. 11 ' J. 1 1 ' J. 1 1 ' J. i a . 5 ' |VAR1E5|, 

" " ^ ' ^ ^ ' ^ mm. u t t nfSM IAME mwn. LAW TIWO/W»»1! 

EXISTING nvpicftLi 

1. LEFT-TURN PHOMISITKJNS AT; 
461h STREET AND 44tti STREET. 

4-FDOT BIKE LANES REQUIRE OJTTER 
M00IF1CATON TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 

AFTER - 0 SPACES 

100 

^ ^ 
BEFORE - 6 SPACES 
A R E R - 0 SPACES 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR \AEWING 

100 200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR & PEERS 
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PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 49th STREET TO 44th STREET 
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LEGEND: 

L VARIES L 4' I 11' ] g- j , 11' J, 11' L 10' [ ID' L 4' L 

M S ^ , ^ ^ ™ ^ ^ ' * ^ 5 T ^ N ^ ^ SfiTUf£ LANDSCÂ  LANE' 
ufruu reiun I INF ^tui. SIOBIAiK/ SIDEWALK/ PEKING BLKE - - - , i ^ . __ , ^ p _ . „ _ . . H ^ . ^ ^ ™ ^ ,^^, B\H SlttWJV 
UEaw TRAva LANE ^ ^ ^ LANDSWPE LATOSCAPE LANE LANE ™ ^ ^ ^ ^ '^ ' ^ ' ^ * " ^ ^ " " * ' ^ ^ ™ ^ ^ ^ LANE- LANDSCAPE 

PROPOSED f A i - e n PROPOSFO {k7 -R7 \ 

|VARIES|4'| 11' j 10- J. 11- I 11' I 11- J, 5' J, 7' J.VARLESJ. ), VARIES J, 4 ' j , 10' | ID' J. 11' | 11' [ 

l « S f 1^^. """^L LAW: TUW LANE BRTLANE BRT Ul€ TRAWL UtE f^^ ^*?^J"̂  î JESSw l^iSmw l5i*. ™*^ " ^ " ^ " ^ S"" l ^ ^ ^"^ ̂ ^ ^f** LANE TRAVEL LANE .^Jl. fliS!^^^ LANDSOPE UV«* lANE LANE lANOSCAPE 

PROPOSED fA3-e3^ 

BEFORE " 7 SPACES 

PROPOSED fA4-B4^ 

BEFORE = D SPACES 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW UVJE (AUTOMOBILE Sc BRt 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFHC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GunER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE - 20 SPACES 

EXISTING fTYPICAL^ 

2. 4-FOOT BIKE WNE5 REQUIRE GUTTER 
MODIFICATION TO 12 INCHES OB LESS. 
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GRAPHIC SCALE 
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PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 44th STREET TO 39th STREET 
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LEGEND: 

|VARIES[ B- I 5' [ 11- j_ 11' [ 11' I i r ], 5' [ 8' JVARIESJ. J. VARIES ]. 4'J. 10' 

BRI lANE TRAKL LANE ^ ^ ' " ^ ^ S f S w t w m V K ^ - ™ * ^ " " ^ " ^ ' " ^"^ ' ^ ^ 

PROPOSED f A i - a n PROPOSED fAZ-BZ) 

SIDEHAIK/ PARKING BKE TOim IINF BST IUIC 
LANDSCAPE LANE UNE ™ ^ LANE ffiT lANE BRt LANE TRAva LANE ^^^ ^^^^ uwDSOPE 

^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 

J, VARIES] . S ' j , 5' j i r J. I T J. i r J. 10' I 10' J.4'|VARIESJ. jvARIEsJ. B' | 5' J. 1 l ' [ l l ' ], I t ' [ 11 ' j 5' J, S' ], VARIES ]. 

SIOEIMLK/ PAfiWNC BKE TWIJI IAMF I » I IANF BRT lANF TIIBN l*^f TH*n lANf «KE SIDWAIK/ aCOMUV WHKIMG BIH „ * a WIE BRT LANE an LANE IRAVH. LANE ^ ' ^ " ^ " ^ SIDEWALK/ 
UN05CAPE LAI« WNE " ^ * ^ ^^^ ^ ^ ^ " " * ^ ^ '*"^LWE' LANDSCAPE LANDSCAPE WNE LANE ^ ^ " ^ ^ " " ^ ' ^ ' ^ ^ ' WNE WNE LANOSOPE 

PROPOSED f A 3 - B 3 1 PROPOSED f A 4 - B 4 ^ 

BEFORE - 6 SPACES 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (Al/TOMOBILE & BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

KAfiOSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STBIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE = 9 SPACES 

[VAHIESJ. i a . 5 ' j _ 11 ' J, 11- j , i r J, 1 a.5' j,VARIES], 

''"^KJ***'- nwffl. ifie iwm: IAHE nwo. IAAE TK^OAJ*** 

EXCTNG f i r P l f ^ l 

4-FOOT BIKE LANES REQUIRE CUHER 
MODinCATKIN TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 
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BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 
TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 39th STREET TO 36th STREET 
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LEGEND: 

1 ], VARIES j . 4-j, 10- I 10' j , i r I L 10' I 10' ].4'],VAfllEs| 

S S f f i ^'ST £SE ™«1- ''NE BRT WNE LANE TRML UNE f̂ ^ " " ^ i S i ^ 1 ^ 1 ^ ^ ,5!^.™**^ ^** ''™*N BRT LANE BRT LANE TURN LANE TRAVEL WNE.JS. f ^ ^ ^ f 

PROPOSED fAI-BO PRQPOSFn fA7-B7^ 

f ^ ^ i : ? ^ ^ ^ 
IVVVN 

], VARIES 1 4 ' I 10' I 10' I 11- J. 11 ' I 10' J. 10- J. 4 'J . VARIES j . ] . VARIES ] . * ' ] . H ' | 9' ] . 11' J. I I ' | 9" j . 1 1 ' ] . 4 - ] , VARIES ] . 

5 ^ 0 « U M ' ^ ' ^ LAME TUm W « BRT UNE BRT I 

PROPOSED f A 3 - B 3 1 

LANE bWN I R * a U N E , « J f . , ^ 2 ^ S ^ S ^ l ? ; ^ ' . ™ * ^ ^ s S L B " ^ ^ BRT WNE - Uue* lANOSCArt LANCSCAPE UtC' 
Bm n a m UNE »*E SIOEWAIX/ 

STATION " " " ^ '^^LANE' LANDSCAPE 

PROPOSED f A 4 - B 4 ^ 
« 

HIGH VlSlBlurr CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE & BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

B E F O R E - 1 7 SPACES 

J,VARIE5]. 16 .5 ' I T J. 11 ' L I T J. i a . 5 ' J.VARIE5J. 

D. IA« H R H M lAHC TRWO. ll 

EXISTING mrP ICAL^ 

200 
4-FODT BIKE LANES REQUIRE GLJTTER 
MOOIRCATION TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 1" = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR & PEERS 
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PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 36th STREET TO 32nd STREET 



LEGEND: 

[VARIES J.4' L 10' [ 10' [ I T [ I T I I T ] , 5' j , a' L 

^ ^ L S S E - ™ ^ ^ " ^ ' ^ ' ^ EfiT WNE BRT UNE IRAVa UNE ^ ^ ' ' ' ^ ^ SSSSJl 

PROPOSED M l - e n 

70' 

SIEOWUt/ BKE, TR,̂ EL UNE TURN LANE g ^ U N E BRT LANE TRAVEL WNE ^"^ ™ ' ^ ' * 51«WALK/ 
LANDSCAPE LANE* " " ' '^^'^ •"" ^ ' - " ™ ^ ̂ " ^ IANE UNE UNDSCAPE 

PRQPOSFn f A ? - B 7 ^ 

70' 

^ ^ m 

i VARIES ] . 4' t 10' t 10' I I T j 10- j 9- [ I T [ 5' j , VARES j . 

* ' ^ * * " ' ^ .?!£ IW^ - LANE TU* LANE BRT UNE UWSCAPE LANE* SIAHQN ™va WNE SSE ^ ^ i ^ 

PROPOSED f A 3 - B 3 ^ 

TO 

HAWTHORNE AVE 

PROHIBIT ALL.*T '> 
LEFT-TURNS 

SKWAtK/ PARKING Ba(E ™ « , u^ur BRT LANE BRT WNE TR»VB. LANE ^*^ f * " ™ * SOEHUiX/ 
LAMKC« U W WNE " ^ ^ ̂ " ^ ** ' ' ^ ''^' ̂ ^ ™ ^ " ^ ^ WNE [MS. LAMISCAPE 

BEFORE »• 14 SPACES 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (ALITOWOBILE & BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

KftRDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

b\NDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

AFTER - 8 SPACES 

. ^uPfcii 1 ; / - / r LI 
PROHIBIT ALL £ ( 

LEFT-TURNS/ 

REQUIRES G U n E R MODIFICATION 

BEFORE - 9 SPACES 
A R E R - 5 SPACES 

" ^ ^ F l ^ ¥ 7 ^ 

TO 
27IhST 

mm^^^^^mms'^^. 
^ ^ ^c^i--=r^ ^ 1 -

"n 

32nd ST 

B E F O R E - 1 0 SPACES 

A R E R - 0 SPACES 

^TELEGRAPH A V E - ^ ^ , ^ _ ' 

BEFORE - S SPACES 
j p 

J,VARIE5| ia .5- j , 1 1 ' J. I T J. I T I. 18.5- J.VARLES), 

' ^^^JE* ' * ' ' ' " • ^ • * * ' ^ ' • • ' 'A"E nuwL L«r ^ ' ^ I J J I * ' " 

EXISTING riYPICALI 

A R E R - 0 SPACES 

NOTES: 

1 , LEFT-TURN PROHIBfTIONS AT: 
3 1 s t STREET, 3 0 t h STREET, 
M E R R I M A C STT?EET A N D 2 a t h STREET. 

2. 4 - F O O T BIKE LANES REQUIRE GUTTER 
MOanCATKJN TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 

- j ' - u ; 
B E F O R E - 1 0 SPACES 

A R E R = 4 SPACES A R E R - 3 SPACES 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

n> 
FEHR & PEERS 
THIM lM tTAT ta i l CnFUULTOI l 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 32nd STREET TO 28thSTREET 

MHIIHill l l l -1 l \ l d >ta l t t i lUHl TIJIJMI-WB O l - I U q 



^ ^^-t 
LEGEND: 

[VARIES 1.4-]. 10' I 10- I I T IT I 10' I 10' |4'].VAR1ES]. ]. VARIES J. 6' [ 5' | 1T J. 1T | 1T J. 10' ]. 10" J. 4' J. VARIES J. 

IE BRf LANE BKT UNE 1 

PROPOSED fA1 -S1^ PROPOSED (A2-B2) 

USQSPE w e ™™- " ^ " ^ " ^ °^ ' ^ ^ BRT L*1E TURN LÂ£ TR*a UNE * J ^ S S D O ^ U ^ « ' ' l ^ r bWE ™*°- ^ ^ Wf UNE BHT UNE TUHN WNE IWva UNE j j j ^ , ^ ^ ^ 

[VARIES 14'J. I T [ 9' I I T I I T I 9' I I T ], 4 ' ] , VARIES j , ], VARIES [4'J. 10' 

.^lI'.^I^^/.aS-TRAVaLANE 
UNDSCAPE une 

BRI LANE ERT LANE BRT 
STATION 

I R A V a U N E , ^ * ^ . , ^ ! ? ? ^ , ^ i ? ^ ^ S ™ > ^ 1 * * ^ TU'"' UNE EfiT WNE RRTIANF TSlun IIAT ^ ' ^ P f K N K SIDEWALK/ BRT UNE TRAra. LA^C ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ LANDSCAPE 

PROPOSED f A 3 - B 3 l 

BEFORE = 4 SPACES ., BEFORE = 4 SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE L4NE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STTflPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

28 ihST 

EXISTING (T(P\CM.) 

4-FOOT BIKE LANES REQUIRE GUTTER 
MODIFICATION TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 

200 

r ^ 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

^ 
FEHR & PEERS 
miitflimu'Lciijiiim.i'Ti. 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 28th STREET TO 24th STREET 

Ml M. w * mi 



70' 

a mi ml 
LEGEND: 

[VARIES ].4' I. 10' i 10' ]. ' T I, I T [ I T ] , 5 ' | a' jvARlEsJ, | VARlEs],4'J. 10' [ 10' ] , i T [ 1T | lO' [ 10' [4'[vARIEs]. 

S S ^ L S I E - ™ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ™ ^ ^ ^ Ŝ E ' ' ^ ^ S ! ^ SSfraSftLSlt-"^'*^'** ^ ' ' ^ ^ s " ^ ^ ^ s^i^NE MOJw ^ ' ^ ^ ^ m i ' S n 

PROPOSED ( A I - B I ) PHOPOSFD a ? - F i 7 ^ 

|VAR1ES| a- I 5' ]. I T J, IT j . I T I 9' I, 10' J.5'|VAR1ES| ]. VARIEs|4'J, 10' [ 10' | " ' J . " ' J- ' ^ ' ^ ^ ' .1- ^ ' IvARIEs]. 

, T ^ ( " C T " ?^^ TRA^ ^ E BRT UNE BRTLANE MEDW. TR*a UNE 8"^, . ^ - J S ^.^rSSEi ^ ^ "««^ ^ ™^ ^ ^ BRT L ^ BRT WNE IRAVa WNE «!?, 7 « « ,^*«S^/ LANOSCAPE LANE WNE UNE LANDSCAPE UNE UNE UNDSCAPE 

PROPOSED f A 3 - B 3 ^ 

BEFORE = 5 SPACES BEFORE = 0 SPACES 

PROPOSFD f A 4 - B 4 ^ 

BEFORE s 3 SPACES 

« 

HIGH VlSialUrf CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAK 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUIOMOBILE It BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTT?IANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREEJ PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

• REQUIRES CUnER MODIFCATION 

BEFORE = 5 S P A C K 

2. 4-FOOT BIKE lANES REQUIRE GL/TIER 
MODIFICATION TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 

200 

EXISTING f l Y P I C A L l 
r - 100" GRAPHIC SCALE 

f> 
FEHR & PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

TELEGRAPH AVENUE-24th STREET TO 20th STREET 
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54' 54' 

i 
I VARIES I a- ]. 14' ]. 12' I 12' [ S' J, VARIES J. j VARIES [ 

gGEND: 

1 
12' I 12' I Q' [VARIES]. 

S C e W l K / PARKINC 
Bia LANE TRAVEL W>C IRATEL LANE 

PROPOSED ^ A l - e n 

PAWINC SCevAlX/ SDEtUU/ 
IAI£ LANDSCAPE LAWSCAPE 

BRT STATION BRT WNE TR»iEL LANE I M m . LANE 

PROPOSED ^ 2 - 8 2 ^ 

PARKING 
IANE 

SDEWAIK/ 
lAKSC^ 

ivvv^ 

« 

BEFORE - 2 SPACES BO=0RE - 12 SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEOICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT] 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STT?IPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TTWFFIC SIGNAL 

REQLJIRES GUTTER MOOIFK^ATION 

9 SPACES 

1" = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR & PEERS 
rt«in>DiiTATrin c[n5uir»»TS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

I iwitiî iNaHiBiR 1̂  i i - iA i ' a^ i^ t^mi ni ii THII 

BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 
11th STREET- BROADWAV TO HARRISON STREET 

FIGURE 14 



54' 

1 
J,VARIES| a' J, 14' ], 12' 

54' 

12' 

LEGEND: 

SCeWUK/ PARI3NC 
LWIDSOPE LANE BRT WNE TRAVEL LANE TftWEL WNE 

PR9PQSEP fAI-BO 

PARKING StXK«U(/ 
UME WNOSCAPE UNDSCAPE BRT STATION BRT WHE THA\€L LANE TRWH. LANE 

PROPOSED fA2-B2^ 

PARKLNS SOEWAUt/ 
WNE LANDSCAPE 

ivvv^ 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

B E F O R E - 1 1 SPACES BEFORE - 6 SPACES BEFORE - 9 SPACES 

HARRISON ST 

± 
[VARIES 

g 
i 

54' 

S c^% A-.^h 

i r 1 10- 1 10" 17' 
m 
- J 
ll 
VARIESi, 

PMKMi/nillQ. lAM TMB.IAIC IMGL UW 

EXISTING fTYPICALl 

nwo/nnotc LAIC 
200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

^ 
FEHR &. PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

11th STREET- HARRISON STREET TO OAK STREET 
FIGURE IS 



54-

1 
J. VARIES J, a' 12" I 12' _[ B' [ VARIES j , J, VARIES 

LEGEND: 

SCEWAIK/ PARWHG 
BRT LAME TRAVEL LAIC TRML LANE 

PROPOSED f i ^ 1 - B l ) 

PAfKINC S m A l K / 
LANE UNDSCAPE 

9 0 E W I X / 
LANOSOPE BRT STATION BRT LANE TRAVEL LANE TRML WNE 

PROPOSED a 2 - B 2 l 

PjndNG SOEVALX/ 
LANE iMoeaei 

BEFORE - B SPACES BEFORE - 9 SPACES B E F O R E - 1 0 SPACES 

HIGH VlSIBlUn' CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICAIDD BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE l i BRTl 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GunER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE - 8 SPACES _ 

200 

GRAPHIC SCALE 

n> 
FEHR & PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

12th STREET- BROADWAYTO HARRISON STREET 

I •—m'jaBwiii ni i»-ti\iit iiAiiini^vaw " i i » - i un 



54' 54' LEGEND: 

J, VARIES J, a- ]. 14- J. 12' I 12' [ a' [ VARIES J, | VARIES | 10' [ ' 2 ' [ ' 2 ' | ' 2 ' ] S' J. VARIES ]. 

BRT LANE TRAVEL WNE T S M L LANE ' ' ' ^ ^ M^UK SDWE ^'^ ̂ '™°*' ^ ^ '*'*f ™ ^ '̂ ''f ™^ iJ*^ 

PROPOSED f A l - B n PROPOSED fA2-B2^ 

SIXMAIK/ PARI3MC 
LAHISOPE LV4E 

PARdNC $ceiuiu(/ 
IANE IANOSCJH 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE & BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFnC SIGNAL 

HARRISON ST 
B E F O R E - I D SPACES 
A F T E R - 1 0 SPACES 

BEFORE - 14 SPACES 

REQUIRES CUnER MODIFICATION 

B E F O R E - 1 0 SPACES 
AFTER = 14 SPACES 

HARRISOM ST AFTER - 11 SPACES 

AFTER o a SPACES 

A F T E R - 1 0 SPACES 

M M L 

B E F O R E - 13 SPACES 
A F T E R - 1 3 SPACES 

54' 

1 
jVARIESJ, 

1 
J.VARIES|, 

rWMC/KMllAW IMELIAfC nao. LAIC 

EXISTING r rYPICAL l 

nMvnnoic lAic 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 100 200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR & PEERS 
TRHIfD»TATrO» CIHiULTAIlIi 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

12th STREET- HARRISON STREET TO OAK STREET 
PVIMMM HI It-nSllt tMMMMMI H) l> - t l * t 



LEGEND: 

3I0£»AUV PARKING BIKE ^ i^E - ^ ^ i ^ j . - p ^ ^ ^J^- BIKE PEKING SIDDlWX/ 
UNLIECAPE U«E UNE ' " ' '*" ' ' " " " ^ ' * ' ' ' " " ^ "^'^ LANE LANE UNQSCAPE 

PROPOSED f A I - S n 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE i i BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTT?IANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STÎ IPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

B E F O R E - 1 0 SPACES 
AFTER = 10 SPACES 

• REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

13 SPACES 
AFTER = 13 SPACES 

TO 
SthAVE 

JVARIESj, 8' J, 11.5 J, 10' J. 10' J. 11,5 J. 8' |; 

2 J ^ X « T » « L L A * WL.«n««LlA*-R«LlA« ' ^ ^ ^ , 

EXISTING nYPICAI.1 

200 

1" = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR & PEERS 
Ti|AMPDtiATtiiM e o i i u i r m r t 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

E 12th STREET- 1 st AVENUE TO 4th AVENUE 

\ — n i \ p m m i | i l H I l l - U \ l l t lllMMaMMS ng I l - l l 4 a | 



1 1 
[VARIES]. B' J, 16- ]. 10' ] 10' [ -IQ- |5'|VARIESJ. 

nWEL LANE TURN LANE TRAV 

PROPOSED fA1-Bl1 

LEGEND: 

SIDEWALK/ PARKING BRI U N E / ^ g ^ ^ ^ , j ^ a t , LANE TRML LANE ^IKE SIDEMAlV 
UNDSCAPE WNE SHARKW " " " ^ ^ ^ ' ^ * ' ' ' ^ ^ ™ ™ - ^ * ^ WNE LANDSCAPE 

51DEWLK/ BRT 

WNDSCAPE STATON ' X . ' TRAva WNE T^ UNE TRAVEL UNE ^f, S S 

PROPOSED ^A2-B2^ 

],VARIES} a- [ 5- I IT j , IT I I T ] . 5 ' ] . a' ]. VARIES ] . 

SWOWJV PABONG aKE „ , „ , , ^ i ^ , , j ^ _ , „ . ^ ^ BIKE PARKING SIOEWLK/ 

WNDayK UNE WNE ™ ^ ^ ™™- ' ^ ^ ™*°- " ^ UNE LA« WNDSCAPE 

PROPOSED f A 3 - B 3 ^ 

BEFORE - 9 SPACES ^ BEFORE - 4 SPACES 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE H BRT] 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

WNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

H^FnC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE - S SPACES 

? i E S ^ " T ^ ™«L LA* nMTL; * TRW LA* -«*L LA* " " ^ ,S»! ! i ' . \MOStJK W t lAHC IJUI[BCN>E 

EXISTING nVPICaLl r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

n> 
FEHR & PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

E 12th STREET- 4th AVENUE TO 8th AVENUE 

I — n i V > » i — " t l I l - U \ l * (MHM^VSU* H I 1>-ll4a« 

file:///MOStJK


LEGEND: 

[ iT [ IT I 5'.j a- [VARIES [ 

SDOIAIK/ PAfSONG 
UNDSCAPE WNE » ; ^ TRAva U«E l » v a W.E ^ ^ PARKING ^ j ^ ^ 

PROPOSED { ^ 1 - B l ) 

59' 

SDEWALK/ BRT 
LANDSCAPE SIAT)M Z ^ / TRA^UNE TRAvaUNE^^P^^NO ^ ^ ^ 

PROPOSED M 2 - B 2 1 

siDEiAiK/ PAWING BKE a - ^ J ^ ™ j ^ ^ ^ T - , ^ ^̂ NF BU<E PWKING SMEHALX/ 
1ANCH>PE UNE UNE * ^ ' ' ^ ™ ^ ^ * ^ ™ ^ ^ ^ LANE LAW LANDSCAPE 

PROPOSED fA3-B3^ 

BEFORE - 5 SPACES 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE It BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED-AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUnER MODIFICATION 

[VARIES], a- J, 11,5 I 10' I. IQ' J, 11.5 [ a' [VARIES], 

1 lAK m M L LMC n w « . l A * 

EXISTING ITYPICALI 

200 

1" ^ 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR & PEERS 
Tnufc iTATtmi eomuLTAiiri 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

E 12th STREET- 8th AVENUE TO 12th AVENUE 

m •w«i«i\o» 



LEGEND: 
HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (ALITOMOBILE & BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

IRAFnc SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUnER MODIFICATION 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 lOO 200 
r = 100" GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR &. PEERS 
IIHKiPDinnrBII COBSIHTOTS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 
E 12th STREET- 12th AVENUE TO 14th AVENUE 

14th AVENUE- E 12th STREET TO INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD 

F^ l»-BMlA BMOMSBM ^ 1>-11Ja« 
FIGURE 21 



LEGEND: 

LWSCAPE 

PRQPOSFn f A 1 - B n 

55' 

PAWING TR«va LANE TRAVEL U t f BRI UNE 

PRQPOSFD f A 2 - B 2 ^ 

SICEVUK/ 
WNOSCArt 

PARHNG IRAVD. UNE UEmW TRAVQ UNE SRI IANE URKINS 

PROPOSED fA3-B3^ 

BEFORE - a SPACES 

SOElAlK/ 
LANDSCAPE « 

BEFORE - 9 SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE A BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUnER MODIFICATION 

-if-

200 

GRAPHIC SCALE 

n» 
FEHR &. PEERS 
rmHifOAIATtOII COISLiLTtltl 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 1 st AVENUE TO 4th AVENUE 
FIGURE 22 



LEGEND: 

WMJSCAPE 
TRAVEL LANE TUSN LAI£ TWva UNE BRT LANE 

PROPOSED f A 1 - B n 

UNDSCtPE 

SOEWALK/ 

LANDSCAPE 
TURN LANE TRAI,^ UNE BRT LANE 

PROPOSED fA2-B2^ 

PUMNG SOEKAUf/ 

WNDSCJV>E 

SIDEWALK/ 

WNOSCAPE 
PARKING TRAVEL LANE MEQAN TRAVQ LANE 

PROPOSED fA3-B3^ 

SIDEUALK/ 

LANDSCAPE 

a ' I. VARIES I. J. VARIES 1 3 ' J, a ' | 1 T 

S10£*AU(/ 

UNDSCAPE 

TO BEFORE - S SPACES BEFORE - 3 SPACES 

PARKING THAHEL LANE TRAVEL UNE BRT LANE 

PROPOSFD ^A4-B4i 

BEFORE - 7 SPACES 

« 

BEFORE - 3 SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 

WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE 4 : BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HAf lOSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

O N - S T R E E T PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES G U n E R MODIFICATION 

BEFORE - 5 SPACES 

4th AVE AFTER = 6 SPACES 

= ^ 0 " * ' J " * 

AFTER = 3 SPACES AFTER = S SPACES 

GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR &. PEERS 
t«»IHfCH(lltl l l l CaBlUlTHTl 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD-4th AVENUE TO 8th AVENUE 

-MM m u- iA i^ >anMa\w« ng D^o^nf 



1 
LEGEND: 

i 
[ g- [ 3- [ VARIES I I VARIES [ 3' ] , 3 ' ] , I T I T i T I B- ] . 3- ] . VARIES [ 

SS3EWALK/ 
UtOSCAPE 

PARONC TRAVEL lAfC TRAva UNE BRI WNE 

PROPOSFD M l - a n 

SCEIAUV 
LANOSCAft 

PAflONG THAHEL WNE TWVEL [ M £ £RT LANE 

PROPOSED fA2 -B2 l 

SOEWAU(/ 
LANDSCAPE 

ivvv^ 

« 

i f * - - = ^ jPROHIBTT 
LEFT-TURNS FROM 
f INTERNATlOMAL i 

BOULEVARD 

BEFORE - 7 SPACES 
A F T E R - e SPACES 

BEFORE - 9 SPACES 
AFTER - 11 SPACES 

"1 

U ^ ' 
P R O H I M T . ^ 

•TURNS RIOUV; fc 
IMTERNATIOHAL- -i *" 

BEFORE - 10 SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (Al/TOMOBILE L BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS • 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GunER M0DIFK:AT10N 

^BEFORE - 10 SPACES^ 
AFTER - t o SPACES 

BEFORE - 7 SPACES 

PWMKAWffl. n W t L l A * KMELLAW IWW/ fWM"! ! 

EXISTING fTVPIC^I 

AFTER - 7 SPACK 

NOTES: 

LEFT-TURN PROHIBITONS FROM 
INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD ATi 
9th AVENUE, n t h AVENUE AND 
12th AVENUE. 

BEFORE - 9 SPACES 
A F T E R - 9 SPACES AFTER - 7 SPACES 

PRIhfT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

)?s 100 100 200 

1" = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR &_ PEERS 
TtmmTntoA cmiuLrMTi 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 8th AVENUE TO 12th AVENUE 

I —m^i i i iMin ni w-iAi« mMiiwt̂ a»» ng » - « « • 
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1. LEFT-TURN PROHIBrTKDNS AT: 
56th AVENUE. 

Z. BICYCLE LEFT-TURN ONLY FROM 
INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD TO 
55th AVENUE 

NEW-TRAFFIC i 
SIGNAL^ 

smwi\\wm4a\^ m\\mft\wmxm)»miWm 
• ,!^wmy«.v-\m mw'\wvi\mA\m"™\iP.i, • 

"Ir 

B E F O R E - 1 5 SPACES 

A R E R - 0 SPACES 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 100 200 

r ^ lOD' GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR & PEERS 
TIIA<S>DltTATtn» H H j l i L T l t T t 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 54th AVENUE TO 57th AVENUE 

••Mfl ng i r -4A lK 
FIGURE 37 



L ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

LEGEND: 

I VARIES [ ^VARIES], 14- [ 9' j 10' I 11' t IQ- I 10' ],4'|vARIEst 

I R M L WNE/ StEVMK/ S I C C U U / IRAva LANE/ 6RT 
SmffiOW WNOSCAPE LANDSCAPE SHARROW SUIXW 

PROPOSED f A I - n n 

68-

BRTUve Bin LANE 

PROPOSED fA2 -B2 l 

68' 

H«NWNE nWLWNE^S;^^^^/ , 

J. VARIES J. 4 ' ] . 10' [ 10' I I T ]. I T J 10' J, 5- J. 8' J, VARIES j . | VARIES J, B' J, 5'J, 10' 

f ^ S ^ ,?S. TWO- LAt£ TURN UK BRT WNE LANDSCAPE me.' 

S7thAVE 

BtTU« ™ v a u « » | ^ 2 ^ " S S ' S ^ ' S ^ ™ ^ - ' ^ ^ *""«= " ^ ' ^ TURN UNE IRML UNE K«̂  5 ^ 

PROPOSED fA3-H.^^ PROPOSFD fA4-B4^ 
« 

B E F O R E - 1 2 S P A C K B E F O R E - 1 2 SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTT CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT UNE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT] 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STRECT PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUnER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE - 12 SPACES 

200 

EXISTING l-TYPICALI 

4-FOOT BIKE UNES REQUIRE GUTTER 
MODIFICATION TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

f> 
FEHR & PEERS 
TininM»t«rfo« ccBUiTAmt 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD-57th AVENUE TO 63rd AVENUE 

I »»i-gi'»«liiiig>K Rg U-*«\ l« l i a M M \ M « ng M H J n 



LEGENO: 

S S l ^ i f t '*1A«E° 3JSE ™™- ^ E BRI UNE BRT LANE TRAVEL WNE 

PROPOSED M l - a n 

68' 

ORT 
STAHON SIATION 

TR»va LANy SDEWAIK/ 
SHARRDM LANDSCAPE 

PROPOSED fA2-B2 i 

ES' 

^^^^^^ 
\ \ \ \ ^ 

J.VARIESJ, 13' I 10' I I T I I T 

S lD fWlX / TRAVEL U N E / R J ^ WNE BRI LANE 
WNOSCAPE SHWKM i^™ wnt w i w i t 

PROPOSED fA3-B3 l 

^ 

I 10" ] 13' j . VARIES I J. VARIES J. 5- ], 10" j , 8" [ 1T | I T | 8" ], 10' J, 5' J, VARIES ]. 

BRI WIC 

PROPOSED C A * - B 4 ^ 

BEFORE - B SPACES 

a)T LANE lURN LANE ™*°- ̂ ^ SKWLX/ SIttWALK/ Ba(E TR^^a WKE MEUAN 
ai l lAiit mm L«t SHARRO* LANOSCAPE LANDS&« UNE ̂ ™ - ^ ' ^ " • * " 

BW UNE MEDIAN lRA\a LANE ^ ^ S l p t 

« 

BEFORE - 4 SPACES 
A R E R - 8 SPACES -^ 

BEFORE - 0 SPACES 

HIGH VlSiaUTY CROSSWALK 
V«TH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STRECT PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TTWFHC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUnER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE - 4 SPACES 

mmmwffimm\\\mm't\'M=mwmramTOm 

EXISTING r r r p i O L ^ 

" 6*7 "E.1 4 ^ I t ; • / ' • g : 

r / - ^ C C A ' r ! f ^ ~ a : 3 < '^U-'^-^. 'k j- f ' -

BEFORE - 0 SPACES 
A R E R - 0 SPACES 

LEFT-TURN PROHiamONS AT: 
64th AVENUE AND S5th AVENUE 

4-FOOT aiKE LANES REQUIRE GUTTER 
MODIFICATION TO 12 INCHES OR LESS 

200 

1" - 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

f? 
FEHR & PEERS 
r«A«iAomAitmi emi i i iL tnT i 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 63rd AVENUETO HAVENSCOURT BOULEVARD 

I MiVMNkiHit n n i v \ M • ng j r -4«\ i« iiii im<>j»B m M - u * * 



L E G E N D : 

u S ^ J f t '^UNE'^ UWE ' ^ ' ^ LANE BRT UNE 8fiT UNE TRAVEL WNE 

PROPOSED M l - a n 

68' 

BKE PARKING SDEWAIX/ 
LAKE LANE WNOSCAPE U ^ a n l A N ^ " * * ^ UNE TURN LANE BRT WNE BHT UNE UEIIAN 

PRQPOSFn fA7-B7^ 

- B K I SDEWAIK/ 
• LANE-LANOSCftPE 

SIDENALX/ BUC 
LANOSCAPE LANE-

TRML LUC UEDHN BRI LANE BRT LANE 

PROPOSED ( i^-B3) 

TLRNU«E T R A « L L A N E ™ ; f , 5 ^ ^ 

« 

TO 

HAVENSCOURT BLVD 

BEFORE - 6 SPACES BEFORE - 6 SPACES BEFORE - 3 SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUrf CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE 4 BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HAJ^OSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STRECT PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TTiAFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

. B E F O R E - 7 SPACgS TO 
72nd AVE 

J 
1 VARIES 

58' 

1 ^ ^ |£^k i ^ ^ ^ ^ \ l ( ^ ^ 4 ^ i 4 ^ ^ 

17.5" 1 IT 1 IT 1, I T 1, 17.5' 
1. 
VARIESI 

200 
T m a LAM lUMIC lAKC lUVEL lAIIE 

EXISTING iTfPICAL^ 
2 . 4 - F O O r BIKE LANES REOUIRE GUTTER 

M O D i n C A T l O N TO 1 2 INCHES OR LESS. r - 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR & PEERS 
PRELIMINARY 

FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 
IKHlFDHTATrOW CDMSlILtAl l I i 

BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 
INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- HAVENSCOURT BOULEVARD TO 71st AVENUE 

•^MO«RC^JNai^•oa••4Ma OM—< a n ^ e ^ h M i a •••m\»«nii««MB ng aT-4«\iit iMMaaMMs ng x >>Jm 
FIGURE 40 



68-

I M L ^ L^JL Am \m 
LfGEND: 

Ll 
I VAj;iES I B' I 5- ]. 10' ]. 1T [ IT I 10- [ 5- ]. a' I VARIES I JVARESJ. 8- | 5']. 10' [ 10' [ IT | 10' J. 9' [ 12' [ 5' [ > 

SIOEmiX/ PtfWNB BKE ro.up l u a a n l u i r f t n I U F I B I I * I I U I F 8 ^ PARBNG SOEHALK/ S t t W U / PAWING BUS nasi l u i r n i o v l u j r nrr IUJF m i .ur » " TmuFE l i ^F B*E StGKAlX/ 
lAWKCArt UNE u>« ™ * ^ U«E BRT UNE BRI WNE TWrtL UNE ^^^ y ^ WNOSCAPE LANOSOPE WNE u M ™ « N U N E H J f i H U f f f B R I U N E E B T W N E ^^^^^ TWitL UNE ^ ^ y,4iB(>p£ 

PROPOSED f A i - e n 

BO' 

PROPOSFD f A 7 - R ? ^ 

S3' 

|VABIESJ. a- | 5 ' | 10' ] . 9 ' ]. 10' ] I T ] , 10' ) I T [ 6 - J , VARIES] . | VARIES j 8' ] , 5 ' | 10' [ I T J, I T ] , 10' J, 5' [ e' [ 

S10E>IAIX/ PAHONC BlXLjuj,un IANE ^"^ BRI WNE BBT UNE TURN LANETRAva LAtt ^"^ SttWAUV SIOE*ALX/ PABKINC BKE ™ , ^ WNE BHI IANE WT LANE TRAVEL UNE ^ ' ^ ' ^ ' ^ SII»W1X/ 
WNOSCAPE LANE IANE ^ ^ ' ^ STATION " " ' ^ ^ ^ BKI lANL IIJ™ LAW: IKAm LAM: ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ j ^ ^ ^ ^ LANOSCArt LA« LANE " * ™ - " * • ^Kl WNt l « l UNt TKAVtt WNt y ^ i j ^ WNDSOPE 

PROPOSED f A 3 - B 3 ^ 

BEFORE - 4 SPACES 
A R E R - 0 SPACES 

ER-TURNS'. M , H - •/ 

pFyjposED (M-QI^) 

BEFORE - 3 SPACES 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (Al/TOMOBILE Ic BRT] 

BRT STOP 

BIKE U N E 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STRECT PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TFiAFRC SIGNAL 

A R E R - 0 SPACES 
BEFORE - 5 SPACES 

A R E R = 1 SPACE 

REQUIRES CUTTER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE - 7 SPACES TO 

A R E R - 7 SPACES 

r, , 

BEFORE - 8 SPACES 
7 I M A V E A R E R = 6 SPACES 

68' 

EXrSTINC fTYPICALI 

BEFORE - a SPACES 
A R E R - 8 SPACES 

NOTES: 
1. LEFT-TURN PROHIBfTWNS AT: 

7 2 n d AVENUE. 7 4 t h AVENUE. 
75 th AVENUE, SUNSHINE COURT 
AND 761h AVENUE. 200 

1" = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR & PEERS 
T M H i F D H A T t P . CD»iULT«i lT i 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 71 st AVENUETO 7eth AVENUE 



LEGEND: 

BUT LAf£ BRT LANE TURN UNE TRAva WNE/ SDCMKJf/ 
SHAflflCW lANOSCAPE 

PRQPOSFn a i - s n 

68' 

PRQPOSFn ^ 7 - 8 2 ^ 

j . VARIES J. a- J. 5' I 10' I I T J. IT J, 10- [ 5- J, B' [ VARIES J. 

SOEWALX/ PAftONC BIKE n!wn i i w mr i i i f f BTT IAHT nuvn l i t s 8 " ' ' * ' " " * SCElAUf/ WNOSCAPE LANE UNE ™ ^ UNE EBT UNE EBT U«E TRAVEL 1>KE j ^ ^ ^ LANDSCAPE 

i vv \^ 

PROPOSED fA3 -B3 l 
« 

BEFORE - 5 SPACES BEFORE - 5 SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXEO FLOW LANE (ALITOMOBILE & BRT^ 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STRECT PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TTlAFnC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE - 6 SPACES _ TO 
S I s t A V E 

200 

GRAPHIC SCALE 

f? 
FEHR &. PEERS 
TIIAMiHHTAIICB CONSULrtKTl 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 76th AVENUE TO 80th AVENUE 

• k M tK 1 7 - 4 ^ 1 ' U l H k M M * m X - I L m i 



LEGgND: 

J, VARIES J, 5' j , 10' ]. 6' J. IT L IT ], 10' J. 10' L 5' [ VARIES j . [ VARIES ], 5' [ IP' [ 10' [ i T [ [ 6' L 10' L 5' [VARIES [ 

U S L K A T C S « E ™ ™ - ^ ' ^^ " ^ " ^ S* " l^NE BUT LANE TUBN UNE TRAVEL UNE ^ w S w P E L V ^ S W t WNE ^ ' * * ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' * l ^ E BHT UNE BRT LANE MEDIAN T W r t l WNE 
BIKE SDEWALK/ 
UNE UNDSCAPE 

PRQPnSFD M l - H I T 

68' 

PROPOSFn fA7-H7^ 

80' 

I VARIES], 14- I 9' ,L " ' J. " ' ,1- ^ ' I '•^' [VARIES]. ].VARIESJ. 3' J.5'J, 10' [ 1T J, 12' [ 1T ] . 10" J, 5'J, 3- J, VARIES J. 

Hcr im t OUT nut * T TRAWL UNE/ SIDEWAIK/ SIDEWALK/ PABKNC BIKE TRAva „ „ 
w i wnt S1I LA«t 3^^^^^ sliAfiHW WNOSCAPE WNOSCAPE UNE UNE UNE "" 

PROPOSED f A 3 - B 3 l PROPOSED f A 4 - B 4 ^ 

BEFORE ^ 6 SPACES BEFORE = S SPACES 

SIDBTALK/ IRAVa LANE/ BRT 
WNOSCAPE SHARROW STATION 

UNE MEDLM a i l WNE ™ ^ ' - ^'^^ ' ' * ^ ' * ' ^ SIOEWAU(/ 
UNE MEDIAN EfiT WNE ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ L*r£ LANDSCAPE 

TO 
BDCh AVE - ^ A R E R - D SPACES A R E R - a S P A C E S 

BEFORE - a SPACES 
A R E R = 8 SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Sc BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STRECT PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

Tf?AFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 
_ TO 

" ^ ^ B4lh AVE 

200 

GRAPHIC SCALE 

<? 
FEHR &. PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 80th AVENUE TO 83rd AVENUE 

I «wi>ii\AiiHiinim[ ng i 7 - * i \ i « naMnaVaxa ng aa ii.fcg 



80 ' ao' 

1^1^ < ^ - * - - ^ ^ • ^ ^ ^ < - t 

LEGEND: 

[VARIES! ^' . i ' ' . l ' ° ' I ^^' J- ' ' I ^ ' ' -I- ''"' J-^'i " ' JV*" '^ ! jVARIEsJ. 8' [ 5' [ 10' [ iT ], 10' | iT [ 10' [ 10' | 5 ' | VARIES [ 
_ _ -nup ipnun « ¥ W H K / <:imuiti/ PABKM". niiT _ _ .. _ , , . , , _ . , . _ , ,. - - - - 'nui/fl lair qnfiKiUH/ 

II LANE UECIAN DKT LANE 

PROPOSED l'A2-B2^ 

SIOEWAIX/ PARKlNO BIKETDiTi lujr i»T liWF 
UNDSCArt WNE u W E ™ ^ ^ * ^ ̂  l^"^ MEEIAN 

PRQPOSFD M l - H O 

H7T lUF iBiun luirBXEPARKWS SttWAiX/ BRTWt: IRAVaUNE^^j j ^ f UNDSCAPE s s ^^ '^E™^'^^^ " ^ ^̂ -̂E ^^^^ r^ ^ s = ^ 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXEO FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE A BRT] 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STRECT PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

200 
EXISTING 16-FOOR MEDIAN IS REDUCED TO 12 FECT TO 

ACCOMMODATE 8-FOOT PARKING ZONES. THIS COULD 
DAMAGE TREES, 

GRAPHIC SCALE 

^ 
FEHR & PEERS 
TiAUfcnuraii ciiiiiiJLr*iiTi 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

I ng B-4( \ i i i ktttMOBUMB ng • ii.»ig 

BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 
INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 83rd AVENUE TO 87th AVENUE 

FIGURE 44 



LEGEND: 

JVAJ^IES]. B' | 5 ' | 10- [ I T [ 12' I I T J, 10- [ 5 - [ 8' | VARIES [ [ VARIES J, 5 ' ] , 10' ] . 10' | I T 

BRT UNE XEEIAN BRT UNE 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STRECT PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFnC SIGNAL 

A R E R - a SPACES 

80' 

A R E R - D SPACES 

JUnJSELJs>i 
[VARIESJ, 20 ' J, 12 ' J, 16' 

ifntn mm. lAAC 

EXISTING rrYPICALl 

ARER - 0 SPACES 

NOTES: 

1. LECT-TURN PROHIBfTKJNS AT: BSm AVENUE, 89th 
AVENUE. 91st AVENUE AND 92n<! AVENUE. 

2. REPUCE TREES BETWEEN 89th AVENUE AND 95tn 
AVENUE TO PROVIDE LEFT TURN LANES AND BRT STOPS. 

3. EXISTING 16-FOOT MEDIAN IS REDUCED TO 12 FECT TO 
ACCOMMODATE S-FOOT PARKING ZONES. 

A R E R - 5 SPACES A R E R - S SPACES 93rd AVE 

PRI^fT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 100 200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR &. PEERS 
PRELIMINARY 

FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 
INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD-87th AVENUE TO 92nd AVENUE 

I •nyatfiifciitiy ••••m'<Mim«i«M ni *7-al \ i« i m i n ^ ' a * * ng i i - t i ^ 



LEGEND: 

SDEWALK/ BIKE 1M/a 
UNOSCAK LANE UNE TURN UNE BRT UNE MEDUN BRI M t . IIEDIAN 

PROPOSED f A I - B O 

SO" 

TRAVEL BIKE SOewAUt/ 
UHt LANE WNOSCAPE 

VAREsJ.S ' l IQ- I 9 ' ] . 10' J. 10' J. I T ] , 10' I IQ- | 5 - ] , V A R I E S | 

R\ LANE MEEKN EHT WNE 

PROPOSED f A 2 - B 7 ^ 

BRT WNE MEEKN EHT WNE TURN UNE ' ^ ' - ^ W M 6 0 « 

^<^ - t 
jvARIESJ a' ].5'J. 10' ]. I T j , 12' J, I T [ 10' J.5'J. a' [vARlESJ 

ICDIAN SHI WNE 

PROPOSED (A3-B3) 

SeOIALK/ PARKM BIKE TR*H- „ „ ,uic 
LANDSCAPE UNE UNE WNE " i " " t 

DMva SKE PANKN; SCEICAUV 
LWE LANE LANE UNDSCAPE « 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STRECT PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TTWFHC SIGNAL 

B E F O R E - I S SPACES 
• REQUIRES GunER MODIFICATION 
B E F O R E - 1 3 SPACES _ TO 

SSthAVE 

J. 
1 VARIES 20' ; 12- i 

80' 

16' 1 12- 1 20' 
L 
VARIESI 

NOTES: 

nwn. iA« ifow nwo. lAic TUHJ/JAIMIC 

EXISTING r rYPICALl 

LECT-TURN PROHIBITIONS AT: S i rd AVENUE, 95th AVENUE 
AND 96th AVENUE. 

2. REPLACE TREES BETWEEN Sgth AVENUE AND 95th AVENUE 
TO PROVIDE LEFT TURN LANES AND BRT STOPS. 

3. EXISTING 15-FOOT MEDIAN IS REDUCED TO 12 FECT TO 
ACCOMMODATE B-FCMT PARKING ZONES. 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

;^-
100 100 200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR & PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 92nd AVENUE TO 96th AVENUE 

M 1^ u - m i * i n i i n o i B r« AO'^,*!* 



LTGENO: 

SIDEDAIX/ BIKE IRAVa 

LANDSCAPE LANE WNE 
1LRN LANE BRT UNE . MEDIAN BRI LANE 

IRAVEL BIKE PARKINS SIDEWALK/ 
UNE LANE UNE WNOSCAPE 

SIDEWALK/ BIKE TRAVa 
WNDSCWE IANE UNE 

lilEBIAN BfiT WNE MEDIAN FWT l u i F Tiinu l u j F T * * " - BIKE SIDEWIX/ 
BRT UNE TURN WNE ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ U N K O P E 

PROPOSED fA1 -B1^ PROPOSED ^A2-B2l 

ivARIEsJ,S'[ 10' j , 9' j . I T J. 10' [ IT I 9' J. 10' J. 5'J, VARIES J. ^ 

MEDIAN Bin WNE 

PROPOSED fA3-B3^ 

S K M X / BIKE TBAKEL j , ™ , ^ m [ M Z 
LANDSCAPE IA1£ UWE ' ' ™ * * * ' ' ^ ' • 

BRT TRAva fliffi S C C K A L V SICeWAiK/ PAHXWC BBC THATO. ~ w , . M u m i u j B n i i « u m i i u ^ " " ^ 1 ^ BKE SCXHKJ^ 
SWnON LWE UNE LANDSCAPE UNDSCAPE L M LANE WNE " " ^ " ^ " " * " " ' " ™ " " " " WNE UNE LMJSCAPE 

PRQPOSFn f A 4 - B 4 i 

BEFORE - 14 SPACES 

« 

HIGH V l S i a u T f CROSSWALK 

WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEOICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (ALTTOMOBILE Sc BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE U N E 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTT?IANS 

U N D S C A P E D AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

O N - S T R E C T PARKING 

SHARROW LEGENO 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE - 6 SPACES _ TO 

IQ iGtAVE 

EXISTING riYPICAL^ 

200 

3 . EXISTING 1 6 - F O O T MEDIAN IS REDUCED TO 1 0 FECT TO 

ACCOMMODATE a - F O O T PARKING Z O N E S . 
GRAPHIC SCALE 

f> 
FEHR & PEERS 
IIAIUfDirATIO* COIHULTANTi 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD-96th AVENUE TO 100th AVENUE 

M MI\0iO^NiWg >»•<•>*• iMkM fb u - d V i a fc*w«—V»M» r^ 4a-«i.a« 



|VARIE5[ 8' [ 5 ' [ 10' J. __1 T ] , 12' ], 1T J. 10" J, 5 ' ] , 8' [ VARIES ] . j , VARIES J. 5 ' ] , 10' [ 9' [ 1T [ [ 

SIDEWAIX/ PARKING BIKE TRAVEL „ , , „ , „ - w „ m l a i F 
WNOSCAPE UNE WN£ UNE * ! ^ E »'H>AN BRT WNE 

PROPOSED f A 1 - B l ^ 

BO' 

n«va BKEWRKJWi SOEWALK/ 
LANE LANE UNE LANDSCAPE 

LEGEND: 

SIDEWALK/ BIKE TRAVa 
LANOSOPf LANE WNE 

L I J H J S L ^^i^aJL 

BUT UNE L i _ BRT WNE 
MEDIAN Ji-ni-

PRQPQ«;Fn fA?-B?^ 

ao' 

TRAVtl BIKE PARKING S O e m x / 
UNC LAN£ LANE LANDSCAPE 

[VARIES|5'], 10- I 10' J, I T M IT I 9' [ ID- J. 5'J, 6' J, VARIES J. | , 

^ ^ l ^ j a i i ?il̂ £ ^ i * ^ TUm WNE BfiT UNE 1 ^ BRT UNE MEDIAN 
MEDIAN 

PROPOSED (Ki-BI) 
WNBS»PE LANE UNE 

n « v a BIKE RARWNC SC£WAL>V 
L*IE LANE WNE LANDSCAPE 
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Attachment B 

Bus Rapid Transit Questions & Comments 
Oakland's Locally Preferred Alternative 
Last Updated: 3/16/2010 

Comments collected at public meetings on comment cards: 

1 
Please build more bus stops with shelters and lights 
The new bus should have more seats 
The ticket to board the bus should be kept at a low price 

2 
Please review night time parking issues 
Bus stops should have public art 
Please make sure that bus stops are kept clean 

3 
Cc 
that there is still parking within one to two blocks because it is not safe 
Concerned about access to the Art Center at 23̂ *̂  and International. Please make sure 

4 
Hire security for stops 

5 
I will enjoy the bus rides 

We would like to have the shelter put on both sides of the Street at 82"̂ ^ and 
International 



7 
In Temescal: 

(1) Loss of parking is unacceptable without mitigation 
(2) Traffic reduction to one late is not viable - Mixed flow required approaching 51^^ 

N.Bound. 
(3) Bike lanes need to be on Webster route not Telegraph 
(4) Traffic traveling N toward W Bound 24 should be rediverted from Tieg to 

Shattuckat46"'ST 
(5) Who is studying the other alternatives, nobuild/Rapld+ 

8 
The DEIR state there would additional environmental review before deciding if 
telegraph could support bike lanes along with BRT. Has that additional environmental 
study been done? If so, where can I find it? If not, when do you expect It to be released? 

1) Keep local bus service - critically Important for current + future {post 
development) service on Telegraph. 

2) Mitigate loss of parking. Cars will park up small side streets. 
3) No L-turns means drivers will over-use small side streets, taking right turns 

around the block. 
4) Dedicated lanes bring too much congestion to Shattuck Ave + side streets. 
5) City must plan for flatlands kids crossing Telegraph (to walk East to Claremont 

Middle School)-better pedestrian crossing than plan needed. Thanks! 

10 
This meeting was inadequately noticed no Info from Council office 
Too costly for what it actually delivers - need shuttles, more coordination with BART, or 
the llghtrall on Broadway. 
It's a jobs creation project-other infrastructure Improvements deserve priority!! You 
need to address congestion on other streets. 



11 
I am a resident of 49*^ st at telegraph & a daily bus rider from temescal to downtown 
Oakland. 

• Oakland deserves great, reliable transit - I love the reliability element of BRT. 
• I'm very excited about BRT along Telegraph / Int'l Ave. I wish the process was 

quicker though. 
• Please provide complete streets in Oakland w/ great transit, walking, biking. 
• Am glad an "enhanced rapid bus" alternative Is being studied, but I'm concerned 

about not having dedicated lanes. 
• Please consider bike parking at the bus stops. 
• To Mitigate any cross-through auto traffic on local roads perpendicular to the 

route, please please do thorough traffic calming measures - like more speed 
humps, tree planting, corner bulbouts. Also, please manage parking on side 
streets for residents by instituting parking permits. 

What I like about BRT: 
reliability 
quick boarding 
traffic calming - for pedestrians 
potential bike lane - yes! 
Streets for everyone, not just cars. 

12 
First, I'd like to state my strong support for alternative 3, the full BRT corridor. Bicycle 
and public improvements will have positive Impacts on my neighborhood, my commute 
and the value of my home.* I would also urge the city to do (1) relax land use and zoning 
regulations along the corridor and (2) avoid creating dangerous pinch-polnts at 
intersections in order to squeeze in a few extra parking spots. 

• Currently under renovation at 40^̂  and Ruby. 

13 
The City of Oakland needs to repair the underground infrastructure such as the ailing old 
Sewer System before this Transit project. Most of Oakland's Neighborhoods have Sewer 
leaks. Leaking Raw Human waste into the Ground! 

14 
Need a regional land use plan to support BRT ridership 
Remove Impediments to higher density development around transit stops 
Parking mgmt to provide better quality, wayfinding parking spaces. 
Need to address traffic diverted to neighborhoods in meetings w/ mitigation 
strategy & projections of mode shift. 



15 
Another alternative must be studied! What the Geary Blvd. BRT study calls Alternative 3 
Side BRT. This Is priority/dedicated bus lanes in right hand lane In each direction. And 
maintain local bus service as well as BRT under this option. 

16 
Who needs this? What is wrong with what we have? Why waste our money? Other than 
AC Transit, who wants this? The "left turn" solution offered I can't see working during 
rush hours. Is this really being driven by developer or AC Transit; Because is Isn't being 
driven by riders or the local community Best, can tell were Is an example of this really 
working. 

17 
So far it looks well worth the effort. I drive Telegraph like many Temescal residents and 
realize that traffic may be slowed somewhat as the result of the dedicated bus lanes. 
But given how helpful BRT will be for creating a REAL transit alternative-with frequent, 
reliable service - and given how critical it Is that we drive less (for our climate & our 
wallets), this minor inconvenience is well worth the while. 

18 
Alternative streets-Shattuck, MLKare now have speeders. The PSO are aware of this. 
Fix the company before building. 
Take away parking - Temescal does not have enough parking as it Is 
Cost - outlandish. When cost of ridership continues to rise 
Deliveries will block the single lane so where do the cars go. 
How to navigate bike lanes are a big joke - Telegraph main corridor traffic is already bad 
but to take away 2 lanes will be a nightmare. New toy buses are the worse. Contact the 
Police regarding the speeders. 

19 
Great job. It's a thankless position planning & visionlng. My only suggestion Is to addres 
or estimate how many drivers might become riders & result In less traffic. The EIR may 
have that detailed data, but it would be nice to acknowledge that possibility. I'm excited 
about the possibility of BRT. 



20 
I favor BRT because It would encourage transit use and discourage car use. I favor this 
for many reasons Including that it makes for more liveable communities and reduces 
climate change. 

I am concerned that it sounds like AC Transit is working in Isolation. I'd prefer that AC 
Transit, Bart and other agencies work together. 

21 
Great job In considering pedestrians, public transit users + bicyclists. It a very forward-
thinking plan. Way to goto look forward becoming a city of the future. 

22 
I support the "Rapid Plus" - middle alternative - to maintain local as well as rapid 
service, with priority bus lanes as opposed to dedicated Bus Lanes. The EBBRT Project is 
problematic because (a) It costs too much for what it delivers; (b) removing or losing 
more then Yi the parking spaces on Telegraph will likely bankrupt local businesses esp. In 
Temescal. I think AC Transit service could + should be Improved without building so 
much addt'l infrastructure. Taking away a travel lane to created a dedicated bus lane Is 
problematic. 

23 
The time savings Isn't worth the money spent; 

- The time savings Isn't enough to convert a driver to a transit rider 
The intermediate option should be researched 
Loss of parking Is a big concern for Temescal businesses 
Dedicated lanes will add reliability to bus service 
Stops are a bit far apart for elderly/disabled 

24 
Please don't do this, let Temescal stay vital! 

At an Oakland Planning Committee sub-committee discussion of new zoning on 
Telegraph (18 mos. ago) Chris Peeples spoke for AC Transit. He agreed for a height 
increase on T to 65ft. he argued that this height is required to create density needed to 
support BRT. People in neighborhoods along T accept (approve of) a limit of 45ft. If BRT 
requires 65ft for density, we do not want this. And If he was correct In his assessment, 
then people in these neighborhoods should be publicly informed. 

I have no other opposition to the project. 



25 
1. Oakland BRT decision should wait until operating results have been obtained 

more. (Ideally, Geary corridor in S.F.) This will greatly Improve the reliability of 
ridership projections. 

2. Transfers between BRT + other bus lines: Very heavy now between 1/lR + 57 
now. Possible interference. (Also at Ashby??) — And Fruitvale: transfers. Also 
35^^ Ave, (to Merritt College) 

26 
Think about and remember we still pay State and Federal Taxes 

1. Emergency vehicles access going + coming important 
2. Parking on the street s/b available for visitors to Senior Citizens + handicapped + small 

business. 
3. Street crossing will be worst for seniors and handicapped 
4. Seniors, handicapped + children are not able to walk long distances 

27 
This plan will take away parking It will effect emergency vehicles getting to patients 
Safety Issues for seniors crossing the street 
Distance problem for seniors having to walk a long distance 

28 
As a long term resident of East Oakland, I am concerned about Parking on International Blvd 
between 4*̂  avenue + 105*^ If you eliminate Parking it will affect small businesses as well as 
seniors who drive. 

29 
Sr.'s cannot walk 4 blocks bet. BRT stops! Pot holes need to be repaired. Emergency vehicles 
need more space to do their job quickly! I live at Allen Temple Arms. I am 73 and have a problem 
cross at 82"" and E. 14**" at the present time! 

30 
what have been discussed are all concerns of senior riders please do not exclude seniors 
who are suffering with physical disabilities that are powerless are ignored because they cannot 
ride the BRT are only able to use or ride a car especially on Telegraph Avenue. There are more 
SENIORS you see struggling are having hard time taking Telegraph buses, etc. 

31 
Without a computerized and effective control to empty the bus lane in the case of emergency 
vehicles, I cannot support the Telegraph segment. 



32 
This Is a Bad Place for Buses. 
Dangerous for emergency vehicles 

- " " " Seniors 
Bad for Business + Church Parking 
Expensive 
FIN Potholes By Bus Stops Instead. 

33 
I take buses every day and I think that any improvements for convenience are good. The 
elements for convenience are: 
1) The running time ofthe bus 
2) the location of bus stops. 

34 
The time to cross the road, 4-5 minutes, is too long. You've got to make this convenient 
for the elderly. You must consider the walking time for the elderly. 

35 
Five minutes to cross the road is too long. It's best to separate into three lanes: fast 
lane, slow lane, pedestrian lane. 

36 
1) I do not agree that the bus stops should change from 2 blocks to 4 blocks apart. 
This Is less convenient. 
2) I do not agree with the new reform to raise bus stops In the middle ofthe road. 
It's not convenient for the elderly because they need to cross the road in order to get to 
the stop. You Increase the pedestrian Inconvenience, especially for the elderly, and you 
increase danger. I suggest you keiep all buses on the sidewalk as current configuration. 
3) It's not necessary to keep five minute headways every day. You've got to base it 
upon commute times to adjust the headway times. For the commute time, five minute 
headways, but for the rest of the time, keep the current headway. Therefore this would 
save a lot of gasoline. 



37 
To the person in charge: 
1) Public transportation in the city has to consider the Interests and convenience of 
people from different social stratifications. 
2) The price for Rapid has to be higher than the slow buses because they save time, 
and time is money. 
3) Road repair and configuration Is not the concern of public transit. The purpose is 
to provide convenient, money-saving public transportation for citizens, and that should 
be the goal of our reform. 
4) In the urban center and congested areas, is It possible to consider building a 
pedestrian cross-over, or an elevated flyover? 

38 
The reform ofthe new transit system is good. But It primarily considers how to provide 
more convenience for healthy people. But for the elderly and the disabled, of whom 
there are many of us, this Is an inconvenience. Bus stop spacing is too far apart. Even 
some bus stops are going to be established In the middle ofthe road. 

39 
At the new bus stops, elderly will not be able to remember where they will get off. And 
If they pass the stop at which they were supposed to get off, they will need to walk back 
to get to the stop that they need. That would be difficult. 

40 
To improve bus transportation routes, this is good. But you've got to first repair the 
roads, because now many roads are broken and without repair. Therefore the roads 
cause accidents, not only to pedestrians but to automobiles. Therefore I suggest that 
Oakland fixes all the broken roads first, and then tries to improve the bus transportation 
route. 

We must also pay attention to Improved safety. 

41 
Improvements shouldn't just consider speed, they must also consider safety. Right now, 
between the seats on the bus there is no handle for riders to use. When the bus stops 
suddenly, it Is easy for riders to fall down. Especially If the spacing between seats were 
larger, this would be more dangerous. 

Selling tickets at the bus stop is not safe. It is also more expensive. 



42 
Please, first of all, consider the elderly, weak, disabled and sick riders. Also, please 
consider emergency services. Your plan completely ignores all ofthe above. 
Please also consider the safety Issue with buying tickets off-board the buses. 

43 
I think this plan for buses is not appropriate. 
1) Poor safety parameters 
2) Congested transportation 
3) Not suitable for the elderly 
4) 
I think we should spend this money on Improving the roads In Oakland because it's time 
for the roads to be repaired. If the roads are not repaired or maintained, It will impact 
the transportation flow for the road. 

44 
1) In order to prevent the dangerous situation from having pedestrian crossing the 
road, please set up traffic lights at the Intersections which would indicate how many 
seconds are at the Intersection. Currently, not all intersections have this. 
2) Some bus stops already have the Next Bus sign, which Is very good. Please 
consider improving gradually until It is perfect. 

(on back) If riders try to cross the road, and if they cannot cross completely, we could 
set up a median so that they can stand there and wait for the crossing. This would be 
good for wide roads, but for narrow roads this would not be possible. 

45 
This whole project seems (Is) entirely superfluous! ...also, disruptive and un-necessaryM 
What on Earth are you thinking! We have BART, we have shuttles (Emeryville, etc, etc) 
we have the IR + the 72R, etc,etc - so why can't we just let these things BE enough. This 
seems to me a ridiculous overkill + a BjG waste of $(our money), money we voted for 
on transportation 
also, many people will not, no matter what, will not STOP driving! 



46 
• Left turn pockets must be kept In proposal! This will be key to maintaining traffic 

flow. 
• Bike lanes -> © Glad it Is Included, will help foster healthier communities. 

-> But how will It be successfully incorporated w/o hurting parking issues ~would 
like to see more on this. 

* What Is this going to cost the public?-The project funding, the fare prices? (will BRT 
be more expensive?) 

How Is the "No Left Turn" street closures/blocks determined? 

47 
I love the project. Build It soon! Dedicated, and physical separated lanes are a must to 
make this effective. For example I can beat the 72R on my bike during rush hour. Thank 
you for providing bicycle lanes as it will make care - bike interactions safer. 

Pavement longevity needs to be factored In. 
How will the lanes be enforced? 

48 
This was a good workshop, facilitator was well informed and responsive (and patient). 
As far as project comments, I thought the suggestion to study using one-way corridors 
near downtown (Webster & Franklin) was a good one. Also I want to urge AC Transit & 
City of Oakland to put permeable surfaces wherever possible to prevent stormwater 
pollution. The facilitator mentioned there was a great opportunity to study creating a 
common "streetscape" with landscaping along the entire corridor. I would like as much 
"green" as possible In the medians. 

49 
I work for a nonprofit developer in Oakland. And currently, we have properties that 
have bus stops right in front of our doors. Having these stops In front are accessible for 
our residents, however, these bus stops are also a nuisance to our property because 
there are more people congregate. And as a result, there are more trash generated, and 
noise that affect our residents. Often times, our own maintenance stuff have to pick up 
the duty of cleaning the sidewalk where the bus stops are located. If the EBBRT passes, 
AC Transit & City of Oakland should be accountable to the public on cleaning and 
maintaining these bus stops. Especially this EBBRT project will be a huge expense and 
changes to the community. * One point mentioned @ the presentation that the BRT 
will decrease parking and the number of traffic lanes. In order to educate the 
community especially "drivers", the city + AC Transit will have to do more marking and 
public education to the community about the perks of riding BRT. This will hopefully 
increase ridership and decrease the number of cars on the road, which will achieve the 
long term goal of public transportation and help the next generation. 



50 
(1) I hope that AC Transit can study the potential service benefits of splitting the BRT 
Into an E. Oakland segment and a N. Oakland segment with an overlap downtown. 
Current AM peak northbound service headways are sometimes as long as 30 or 40 
minutes. Splitting the service of the BRT could potentially Improve reliability relative to a 
single services. (2) Please study 2 dedicated bus lanes In each direction In downtown 
Oakland (3) Please study parallel bike routes for the sections of the BRT that don't have 
room for bike lanes. 

51 
Here In St. Louis Bertrand Church we have every day activities beside kids from the 
school has to cross the Blvd. Can we get a stop light at the 100**̂  Ave. or any other safety 
passage? Parking for the Merchant what could be resolved? 

52 
I would like to keep route 1 local service if possible. 

53 
Urbanists for a Livable Temescal Rockridge Area (ULTRA) Is dedicated to creating a 
livable, authentic community In North Oakland by promoting urban growth that is 
environmentally sustainable and equitable. 

ULTRA would like to propose a BRT alternative to study that would provide faster, more 
reliable service without removing parking and two lanes of traffic, namely: 

Curbside BRT. 

Description: 
The Rapid Bus stops would be at bulb-outs at the far side of Intersections. (See attached 
plan labeled "BRT-llte.") The bulb-outs mean a bus can save time because it does not 
need to maneuver to a curb and then get back Into the flow of traffic. So, ipso facto, a 
bus priority lane Is created and no parking Is lost. To help prevent double parking, every 
block with some commercial development on It should have a limited time loading zone. 
By also having local buses, the Rapid Bus stops can be spaced about a half-mile apart. 
The local only stops would remain at the curb so the Rapid can pass easily. 
Try to locate Rapid stops where there Is some existing activity, stores, coffee shops, etc., 
so people feel safe and can do something while waiting for the bus. Provide an 
attractive, comfortable shelter with posted schedules and map, a working real-time 
Information display, and create place-making with trees and special paving. 



Advantage of Curbside BRT over present proposal that removes parking and two traffic -
lanes (see attached plan "BRT w/ Dedicated Lanes" except it is worse than shown 
because the center platform is 10-ft rather than 7-ft as drawn): 
Curbside BRT respects the concept of Complete Streets. It accommodates all modes-
pedestrians, bikes, auto and truck vehicles, and buses. 
The present proposal is not pedestrian friendly because It removes parallel parking 
along sidewalks. Such parking serves as a barrier between pedestrians and traffic and is 
considered an Important element in the creation of safe pedestrian friendly streets by 
New Urbanists like Peter Calthorpe. In addition, having to cross a lane of traffic to catch 
a bus Is a safety hazard. Without parked cars between them and traffic, pedestrians will 
feel they are walking along a highway, and in this case, a speeding highway because the 
dedicated lanes create a divided highway which encourages speeding. 

The whole Public Realm must be considered. We need public spaces that 
encourage community interaction. The bulb-outs that create spacious nodes add to a 
lively streetscape. 

Common characteristics between the two proposals: 
Level boarding. 
Select buses that decrease dwell time and make the riding experience a 

pleasure. That means replacing the low-aisle Van Hools with true low-floor American 
buses that do not have entry bottlenecks and treacherous seating. 
Procure buses that are energy efficient, and will cut down on air pollution and 
greenhouse gases such as diesel/electric hybrid buses. Better still, trunk routes are 
perfect for electric trolley buses, zero emission buses with proven technology. 
Provide signal priority and stops that are on the far side of a cross street. 
Proof-of-payment (POP) Is not advisable. It Is used successfully on some rail lines 
because they have fewer stops. But cheating is too easy on buses so it Is used on very 
few, if any, BRTs in the USA. But use of flash passes and Translink should be encouraged 
through financial Incentives. One city has encouraged the use of Smart Cards by 
offering free transfers. Within a few weeks most riders were using them. 

Further issues: 
Split up the IR route. It Is asymmetrical. The East Oakland portion ofthe route has 
heavy ridership and probably requires 60-ft buses but only 40-ft buses are needed on 
Telegraph between downtown Oakland and downtown Berkeley. So the route from 
East Oakland should follow the old 82 line and end at the West Oakland BART station 
and the one from downtown Berkeley could have the Oakland Amtrak station in Jack 
London as its terminus. 

The Curbside BRT would be more cost effective because AC Transit would not 
have to fund the paving and maintenance of a 17 mile two lane roadway! 



Comments sent by mall 
personal information has been removed to protect the privacy ofthe commenter 

I understand the City of Oakland has developed a plan that will eliminate parking on 
International Blvd. between Hegenberger and 98^̂  Ave. Mr. Williams, there is a senior 
resident at 82"^ Avenue and International Blvd. My Mother lives there, she is 97 year old 
and I drive her to the doctor and shopping. I have to park on International Blvd. she can 
not walk very far. So please do not stop the parking on International Blvd. 

I war informed that there is a proposal to eliminate bus service between Hegenberger 
Road and 98*^ Ave. I oppose this idea. It is vital that the residents of East Oakland have a 
means to get from the Airport area to 98*̂  Ave, also the members of Allen Temple 
Baptist Church use the bus to get to church. I personally park In the parking lot you are 
proposing to eliminate. Why? 

I am a tax paying member of Allen Temple Baptist Church. Please do not eliminate the 
service, or the parking lot. 

Already have Installed stoplight control system for the existing rapid bus system. Why 
do we need more? What has the Impact been of that change? 

Revising traffic flow on Telegraph is likely to affect College and Shattuck. Has that been 
considered? 

Proposal appear to have a big negative Impact on Temescal district parking. Already 
difficult, side streets are crowded with parked cars. 

Right turn laes at Ashby, Alcatraz, 51st, 40th, & MacArthur will have a big Impact. 

Telegraph carries heavy traffic, particularly at commute hours. Reducing to one lane wil 
Increase traffic problems. 

Relates to route 24 - major in and off traffic in morning and afternoon may be 
developed. What Impact on 24 exit to Telegraph in morning commute? 

Potential long backup on telegraph In ppm - impact on rte 13? 

It seems like this Is a 'done deal'. While there is a political process. That does not mean 
that it has any Impact. Have the politicians and AC Transit already agreed on the 
program? Is this review process just a sham? 



Seems that the greater distance between stops will have a big Impact on the elderly and 
handicapped. 

How is that factored into your planning? 



Comments collected by email to brt@oaklandnet.com 
personal information has been removed to protect the privacy of the commenter 

1 
While as a transit dependent citizen who advocates for better service, I have serious 
disagreements with the current BRT plan as proposed by AC Transit. As I live one block 

•from Telegraph at Alcatraz, the Telegraph Avenue buses are my route of choice for most 
trips. The IR Rapid bus has been a great improvement over previous service levels. 
Most useful is that with very few stops. It is very quick for errands In downtown Oakland 
or trips In Berkeley. However, the proposed BRT plan with its "all In one - no local 
service pattern" will actually degrade service for most riders either by slowing down the 
Rapid as it exists or by forcing longer walks to and from the few stops. 
The present Rapid only runs during weekday daylight hours as AC recognises that there 
is NO market for the Rapid during evenings or weekends on Telegraph. Post evening 
rush hour, ridership Is very light thus many stops are skipped resulting in a return from 
downtown just as fast as the Rapid, merely a randomly different set of stops. Auto 
traffic In this time frame is also thin, thus no need for curbed off exclusive lanes. 
AC Transit recently released a study of the present IR service with recommendations for 
improvements that can be done easily and soon. 

http://www.actransit.org/aboutac/bod/memos/6091ef.pdf?PHPSESSID=9547ceall72e5 
ccl09a250e8dc47eld8 
The study makes clear that the major areas of bus delay are the commercial activity 
nodes/business districts, which are where a majority of riders board/alight. While the 
discussed Ticket Vending Machines would certainly speed boarding, an Immediately 
available option at several hot spots is to deploy "rear door loaders". This Is long time 
transit industry program of posting an employee to load passengers thru rear doors 
while checking for fares. Having riders enter at two points should cut the time In half, 
thus speeding up the route. Given that AC is not likely to curb off special lanes in 
downtown Oakland, these other solutions at locations such as 11th & Broadway SB are a 
much better option. One should note that these loaders can speed other routes at such 
multl route stops thus speeding up all passing buses. 

So, to sum up, I do not support physically separate lanes as an unnecessary waste of 
money, do not support the all in one express stops only plan, and see little point to full 
bore "stations" In the middle ofthe streets. 
I should further comment that the most recent proposal for dedicated buses assumes 
center street platforms requiring entry/exit doors on both sides of the buses. This limits 
equipment flexibility such that special spares for this service are required rather that 
simply using a spare from the regular fleet in the event of either maintenance Issues, or 
extra ridership due to some special event. 

mailto:brt@oaklandnet.com
http://www.actransit.org/aboutac/bod/memos/6091ef.pdf?PHPSESSID=9547ceall72e5


2 
A Letter of Support for the BRT 

I have lived and worked In Berkeley and Oakland for over 60 years, retired as an Acting 
City Traffic Engineer and served 32 years as an Elected Transit Director to AC Transit and 
BART. During this time the population of the area has decreased but traffic has 
Increased almost 3-fold with a resultant increase in oil consumption, greenhouse gas 
emissions, congestion, and pollution. Furthermore, Caltrans Is constructing a fourth 
bore for the Caldecott Tunnel which will further Increase the amount of traffic In 
Oakland while cities are in-filling with higher density development. 

Cities are now considering the development of Transit Oriented Development (TOD) but 
most are just in its planning stage. TODs will reduce traffic by providing housing and jobs 
In walkable neighborhoods, but it will require a well operating transit system to provide 
mobility. 

AC Transit is proposing to build an exclusive lane Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system that will 
operate along Telegraph and International Blvd in Oakland, which is projected to 
provide over 40,000 trips per day. This Is equivalent to what two four lane local arterlals 
carry, yet the buses will transport these riders using only two lanes, a ratio of 4 to 1. 

RAPID BUS - Currently to enhance service AC operates a Rapid Bus having a signal 
priority feature, but since the traffic on Telegraph Ave. and International Blvd Is getting 
more congested, buses have not consistently been able to take advantage of the few 
extra seconds the priority provides due to being queued In mixed-flow traffic. 

As traffic increases, the effectiveness of signal priority for Rapid Bus decreases even 
more to point of essentially having no signal priority. One might say we should then 
increase the priority time allowing bus passage, but it should not be increased for It will 
begin to cause the delay of cross arterial traffic as well as affect pedestrian crossings 
safely. 

The current Rapid Bus is also slowed down by the need to pull in and out of traffic to 
pick up and unload passengers at curbside bus stops. To get back into a mixed flow 
traffic lane causes a few seconds delay, which adds up to several minutes over the run. 
As traffic Increases this delay will also increase. 

Some say the Rapid Bus IR can be Improved with prepaid fare at stops and equal the 
service ofthe BRT. However, the IR will still become more unreliable, operating in the 
midst of increasing traffic and encountering all the problems described above of not 
clearing signalized Intersections and delays due to the weaving In and out of congested 
traffic. Due to this unreliability, today one often will wait more than 20 minutes for a IR 
which should 



operate every 12 minutes. 

Because BRT will remove one existing traffic lane in each direction, many people are 
concerned about an increase in traffic congestion In the remaining mixed flow lanes and 
that curb parking will be lost in order to provide BRT platforms In the middle ofthe 
street. 

However - as mentioned - we will have more traffic congestion In the future since 
existing streets are currently near capacity. Over time Telegraph Avenue and 
International Blvd will become ever more congested and the existing Rapid Bus will 
become slower and less reliable. 

Otherssay we already have BART which makes the BRT redundant. If this Is so, how 
many will use BART to go to local destinations along Telegraph or International Blvd? To 
use BART one Is likely to travel well over half mile to access BART's widely spaced 
stations, which Is well beyond the distance one would walk to use transit. What are 
other ways to access BART? Drive and pay for parking? But parking Is limited. Walt and 
catch the infrequent local bus, pay an extra fare and once at BART wait for the proper 
train to get to their destination? 

THE BRT - BRT stops will be located generally less than 1/3 mile apart and the serve the 
greatest number of destinations In the East Bay - medical and governmental facilities, 
businesses, schools, stores, parks and residences - for they are within a half mile of the 
Telegraph and International Blvd corridors. BRT will provide easy access with frequent 
reliable service for people along these corridors. Using BART to access these 
destinations will be more costly and time consuming. 

Since BRT will serve this corridor within easy walking distance It is projected to generate 
a ridership of 40,000 trips a day. And during peak periods the BRT will carry about 3 
times the number of people than the adjoining vehicular traffic lanes. 

Cities are planning to build TODs along with well functioning, frequent, and reliable 
transit systems. Sadly however, most of our current transit cannot keep to schedules 
and Is slow In operation since (1) it operates In mixed flow along with the auto and (2) 
our roads are getting more congested. Should we thwart the effort to build well 
functioning TODs by restricting the development of well functioning transit system that 
Is more reliable, faster, and convenient? A well functioning TOD needs reliable, 
frequent, safe, and fast transit providing good mobility. 

I have been to Sweden and Japan and seen their well Integrated TODs with transit that 
decreased the need for auto use to a fraction of what we use In the Bay Area. The 
greenhouse gas emissions (GHGe) per capita from 
these developments are at least a third of what we produce. Around their transit 
centers for a block it Is strictly pedestrian oriented where there is no car parking. 



BRT with exclusive lanes will take full advantage of signal priority, unlike the existing 
Rapid Bus where its value diminishes as traffic Increases. Not only will BRT take full 
advantage of signal priority providing faster and more reliable service but it will attract 
many drivers who formerly drove due to their encountering greater traffic and 
congestion that causes more delays and parking problems. 

Recent study showed that using BRT one would travel from Berkeley to Oakland in 
about 20 minutes. The Rapid Bus even with signal priority will take about 30 minutes 
and this 30 minutes would be unreliable due to congestion. 

GHGe - Then there is another Important matter of the need to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHGe), which BRT will aid In reducing. Excessive GHGe is causing climate 
change that Is producing dire Impacts on our environment such as; temperature 
changes, rise in sea level, reduction of our water supplies, melting of glaciers - not to 
mention disastrous global Impacts on flora and fauna. Our use ofthe auto is a major 
contributor of GHG emissions. BRT can help to reduce these emissions by providing an 
alternative to auto travel. Not only will the BRT attract former drivers but It will reduce 
the subsidies needed to operate AC Transit due to Its faster service as well as increase 
revenue with greater number of riders. 

In summary, the BRT operating on exclusive lanes can take full advantage of signal 
priority. BRT will be more reliable, more frequent, faster, and more convenient than the 
existing service. It will attract several thousand former drivers who will leave their cars 
at home because of growing congestion. During peak periods the BRT will carrying over 
3 times more people than the adjoining vehicle traffic lane, offsetting some of the 
congestion. It will also lessen emissions of GHGe, due to more people using transit; it 
will Increase fare box revenue due to greater ridership; and it will reduce AC transit's 
operating cost due to faster turnaround resulting In less public subsidies than the 
current IR and 1 local bus. 

Therefore Oakland should support the BRT for its maximum length using dedicated 
lanes, using proof of payment fare collection with off-board payment, raised platforms 
for level boarding, and signal priority. With a good alignment, future up-grades can be 
Instituted that will allow Bus Rapid Transit operating totally on exclusive lanes. 



3 
Subject: Objection to BRT Plans on International Blvd, Lower San Antonio District, 
Oakland 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I'm writing to alert you of a major problem being created by the BRT plans for the lower 
San Antonio district of Oakland and for the EastSide Cultural Center, 2277 International 
Blvd. 

The EastSide Cultural Center Is located on International Blvd, has cultural event 
programming for the community 7 days a week, from early morning to late evenings, 
and hastens of thousands of visitors every year. Our center Is the cultural hub ofthe 
neighborhood, not to mention a shining example of a successful Independent 
community center that Is currently thriving. We have a uniquely diverse range of 
events, gatherings and workshops that serve all ages and cultures of our neighborhood 
and all of greater Oakland/Bay Area. 

The BRT plans will have a devastating effect on our center, and our neighborhood in 
general. Every day people use the parking along International Blvd to attend our events, 
and especially to pick up and drop off attendees, participants, artists, musicians, 
community groups and youth. This happens from morning to night, 7 days a week. We 
already suffer from a lack of parking and open public space, and the BRT plans will 
eliminate what little we do have. 

We at the Cultural Center are also working hard to now provide dally programming for 
neighborhood families and preschool children. In August of 2010 we will be launching a 
parents playgroup cooperative, which will use the Cultural Center 5 days a week. We 
will have children ages 0-5 using the space throughout each day. The proximity of fast 
moving cars to the sidewalk creates a very hazardous environment and will jeopardize 
our efforts to serve the children of our neighborhood. There Is also another preschool 
nearby located on International that will encounter major safety Issues for their young 
children. 

Lastly, we and our fellow business and community members have worked hard to create 
a neighborhood atmosphere near the center that invites pedestrian traffic. It is 
essential for us and helps to develop our neighborhood culture. In this vein the city has 
recognized 23rd Avenue at International as a focal point for commercial revitalization. 
The BRT plans will create a high speed corridor that prohibits people from slowing down 
and taking time to notice our center and the other businesses near us. Basically the BRT 
will make the area around our center a drive-thru that will ruin business prosperity and 
more importantly the neighborhood culture we and the city have been trying so hard to 
have flourish. 



Thank you for your time and consideration, we will definitely be in contact with you in 
the very near future, 

4 
Subject: STOP BRT!!!!! 

I am not in favor of the RAPID TRANSIST mess you are proposing on Telegraph Avenue 
because It will: 

. Force all non-bus vehicles into one lane each way 

. Eliminate approximately 50% ofthe street parking on Telegraph 
in the Temescal district 

. Prohibit left-turns from over half of the cross streets on Telegraph 
in the Temescal district 

. Eliminate local bus service on Telegraph and would probably only 
save approx. 2 minutes for the average rider. 

. Build big concrete "stations" in the middle ofthe road 

1 opposeany reduction of traffic lanes on Telegraph Avenue and the loss of parking 
spaces. Instead of adding this rapid bus, why not better serve the routes already In use? 

I do NOT support BRT on Telegraph Avenue, which Is already bottlenecked, especially in 
Temescal's burgeoning Gourmet Ghetto. 

I do NOT support any loss of traffic lanes. 

I do NOT support any parking space loss. 

Thank you. 

6 
Subject: Telegraph Avenue In North Oakland 

No BRT on Telegraph Ave. 
No dedicated bus lanes! 
Keep 2 lanes of traffic each way on Telegraph Avenue! 
Stop messing with OUR neighborhood! 



7 
Subject: Your Proposed BRT Project 

As an active member and resident of the Temescal neighborhood, I strongly oppose 
your misguided and destructive transportation plans for our Temescal District 
neighborhood by the implementation of BRT. 

1) You are attempting to destroy and consequently you will destroy by your proposed 
elimination of the two lanes of traffic from Telegraph Avenue the commerce generated 
by many successful businesses which have sprung up as a result of massive personal 
efforts and great monetary cost over the last few years on Telegraph Avenue in our 
neighborhood, and which have been successfully promoted and protected by the 
Telegaph Avenue BID; 

2) you are attempting to destroy and you will consequently destroy commerce and 
neighborhood quality of life by dedicating those two eliminated traffic lanes for buses 
only; and 

3) your are attempting to destroy and you will consequently destroy commerce and 
neighborhood quality of life by eliminating approximately 50% of street parking on 
Telegraph Avenue which will consequently destroy our neighborhood businesses and 
our neighborhood quality of life by forcing traffic onto neighborhood side residential 
streets to accommodate the extra volume of traffic which these streets are not designed 
for. This street parking rightfully benefits the businesses on Telegraph Avenue by 
staying on Telegraph Avenue. It belongs on Telegraph Avenue. 

Your Idea is totally wrongheaded and does not benefit our Telegraph Avenue Temescal 
business neighborhood or the Temescal residents and neither does it benefit the City of 
Oakland. It seems that project is designed only to benefit AC Transit. 

I strongly urge you to scrap this destructive Idea. 

8 
Subject: STOP BRT 

I ride the 1 and 18 lines at least once a week, from my home at 45th and Telegraph to 
my work, near International Blvd and 14th Ave. I adamantly oppose the implementation 
of AC Transit's Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) plan. The havoc It woudl create for private autos 
and everyone else using the Tiegraph corridor Is well beyond reason, with no great 
benefit to transit users. It would also make riding a bicycle on Telegraph Ave much less 
attractive, being hemmed In by long lines of autos and large buses whizzing by. And the 
idea that the City has no recourse to remove the infrastructure once the plan shows its 
not useful Is beyond gall. 



Please stop this plan now. 

Oakland, CA 94609 

9 
Subject: Stop BRT 

The traffic congestion on Telegraph Ave. and the cross traffic forced onto my formerly 
quiet neighborhood street are enough reason to stop BRT. 
(94609) 

10 
To: standnorthoakland@gmail.com 
Subject: BRT 

I can't thank you enough for dropping your STOP BRT flyer on my Temescal home's 
doorstep. I had heard nothing about this, and after reviewing various things on the 
web about it this afternoon, I am thrilled. What a creative proposal to Improve public 
transportation in our city and help the environment. 

Your flyer, by the way. Is a bit of a downer. More the "politics of nope" than a "politics 
of hope." My reaction to people who "just say no" Is to always look at the other side, 
and in this case was so excited by the possibilities of Bus Rapid Transit that I have to 
wholeheartedly support it. Tothat end, I am cc'ing_brt@oaklandnet.com_ 
(mailto:brt@oaklandnet.com) with this comment: Yes to BRT! 

11 
Subject: Preserve the Temescal Neighborhood 

I am a Temescal resident of almost 25 years. I have read a little of what BRT would do to 
Telegraph Avenue in Temescal. I am very much against any plan that would Impede 
traffic on Telegraph, remove available parking on Telegraph or change local bus service 
on Telegraph. We are already severely impacted by Bart riders who park their cars in our 
neighborhood during the week. I do rely on local bus service and I also must use 
Telegraph as part of my commute to work. I will be glad to sign a petition against these 
changes. 

mailto:standnorthoakland@gmail.com
mailto:brt@oaklandnet.com


12 
Subject: Telegraph ave. No dedicated bus lines... No parking loss... 

This is to express my deep dissatisfaction and concern on the current plan for bus traffic 
on telegraph Ave. The current plan, Involving shutting down one lane to traffic, 
removing parking and left turn options will adversely affect what is in short, a Oakland 
success story. The Temescal district has enjoyed a renaissance over the past 4 years and 
this plan will greatly affect the merchants and proprietors who have made it possible. 
Further, this plan will likely Increase congestion on neighborhood streets like Webster 
and Shafter that will affect public safety. 
Please do not proceed with the BRT. 

We will see you on Jan 26th to voice our concerns In person. 

13 

Subject: NO BRT on TELEGRAPH AVE 

I am strongly opposed to the proposed Bus Rapid Transit on Telegraph Avenue. I have 
lived in the neighborhood for more than 10 years and have worked with others to 
strengthen the merchants and restaurants along Telegraph. Slowly Telegraph Ave Is 
becoming a destination for folks to stroll, eat, and shop. We enjoy a summer street fair, 
a regular farmers market, Halloween trick-or-treat, and a winter shop and stroll event. 
This type of neighborhood activity would be disrupted by the BRT plan. Folks come from 
other places In the Bay Area to visit Telegraph Ave businesses and need places to park. 
Reducing parking and prohibiting left turns is definitely not a good Idea. The residential 
streets near Telegraph are generally peaceful with children and pedestrians out and 
about. Changing the traffic pattern so that more and faster cars use these side 
residential streets is likely to result in more traffic accidents and it will also make these 
neighborhoods less desirable places to live. 

My family uses the BART and bus system extensively, and while I would like to see a few 
more buses running during the morning hours, I see no need for BRT. The current ride 
times are reasonable. 

Many people have worked hard to improve Telegraph Ave. and the surrounding 
neighborhoods. We are beginning to enjoy the fruits of our efforts. The BRT plan Is in 
direct opposition to the kind of neighborhood the Telegraph Area Is becoming. Please 
stop pursuing this misguided plan. 

Oakland 94609 



14 
Subject: Telegraph Avenue Plan 

I just learned the details of AC Transit's BRT plan to take over two lanes of Telegraph 
Avenue for the sole use of your buses. This is an absolutely horrible plan which will have 
negative impacts on our Temescal neighborhood as well as the entire length of 
Telegraph towards downtown. There should be no dedicated bus lanes and no parking 
loss. Left turns should not be prohibited This is a neighborhood and the left turns are 
essential to maintain traffic flow and easy access to our homes, and to avoid heavy flow 
on certain other residential streets. Further, you should not limit local bus service on 
Telegraph - au contraire! you should Increase local bus service. And DO NOT build 
concrete stations In the middle ofthe road - what a horrible Idea. 
Whom are you serving? Apparently, you are not serving us, the people who use and 
need bus servlce.Right now, Telegraph Avenue has a good flow of traffic and Is 
convenient for local and cross town travel. Parking Is decent which Is critical for our 
merchants and residents.Your plan will drastically and negatively impact these positive 
aspects of our neighborhood. 
Further - you really need to listen to people about the awful Van Hool buses. 

15 
Subject: BRT 

I've ridden AC Transit buses on Telegraph in Berkeley and Oakland for about thirty 
years. Never has there been any bus more dangerous (for a senior) and uncomfortable 
to ride than the BRT. In fact, I avoid BRT whenever possible, as do many others (witness 
the low ridership; I often see near empty BRT lumbering down Telegraph). It's hard for 
me to believe you know or care how passengers are thrown around inside the BRT 
trying to grab something to hold onto or sit on. Did you think drivers waited for 
passengers to clasp something to hold onto or sit onto before driving off? It's fairly 
obvious to we who ride buses that someone, somewhere, who never rides buses, took a 
big bribe to authorize such a monsteroslty. ~ 

16 
Subject: I oppose BRT on Telegraph avenue In Oakland's Temescal 

I am writing to express my oppostlon to Bus Rapid Transit on Telegraph Avenue 
between 40th and 51st Streets. 

The Temescal neighborhood is fast becoming an Oakland success story, with new 
restaurants and cafes continuing to open. With all the challenges facing Oakland, and 
especially In this economy, we need to do all we can to nurture this success by 
maximizing the charm, walkability, and access to street parking on Telegraph Avenue. 



The last thing we need to do is create an opportunity for the buses to go faster in this 
area. The buses drive at an unsafe speed as It is. A few years ago I was almost run 
down as a pedestrian by an AC Transit bus when I had the walk light; only another 
pedestrian, seeing the bus run the red light on the cross street, saved me. 

I understand some ofthe arguments for the BRT; however, the need to nurture 
this Oakland economic and cultural success story in Temescal far outweighs other 
needs. 

Oakland, CA 94609 

17 
Subject: supporting BRT 

Hi, I'm a District 1 Oakland resident and I wanted to voice my support of BRT via email 
since I won't be able to attend this week's meetings. I live near 58th and MLK and 
would happily also take BRT on Martin Luther King, Market, or Adeline Street. Is the 
route on Telegraph because that's where ridership is heaviest? 

18 
Subject: no dedicated bus lanes 

i am writing to add my voice to the opposition ofthe proposed AC Transit Plan for BRT 
on telegraph avenue In Oakland. 

i live in the temescal neighborhood. I am deeply concerned about the plan's the direct 
Impact on traffic and traffic patterns, congestion, and the re-routing of cars into the 
residential streets. 

i cannot attend the meeting on January 26th and am adding my voice through this email 
message. 

19 
Subject: NO DEDICATED BUS LANES/NO PARKING LOSS 

I am a small business owner. I have been in busy in Oakland for 7 years. I just moved 
my office to Telegraph Avenue from 29th and Summit, last November. I moved for 
several reasons, but the main reason was the parking issue. Anybody and everybody 
who knows anything about PHI Hill, know that the parking situation Is really big problem, 
It always has been. It has gotten worse over the past few years. There use to be an In-
and-out surface parking lot on the corner of 29th and Summit. The owner was leasing 
the space from the Mercedes Dealership. They decided use the land for their own 



purpose and the lot is no longer. Without out that lot, parking became a nightrnare for 
the patients and clients ofthe businesses on the "Hill". We all thought the parking 
situation would get bad (worse than It was) but we had no idea how bad. I have had 
clients more than 20 minutes late because they were driving around looking for a 
parking space. A lot of my clients made their appointments after 5PM weekdays or on 
Saturdays, when the parking was a non-issue. 

When I made the decision to move my office, I talked It over with my clients. My clients 
made me promise that I would find a location where the parking would not be a Issue. 
It took me a year and a half to find the perfect space. My new office is on the corner of 
Telegraph Avenue and North. The parking is somewhat a non-issue. I haven't had one 
client who was 20 minutes late because they couldn't find parking. All of this would 
change if AC Transit's plan to take over two lanes of Telegraph for the sole use of their 
buses. 

In this economy, small businesses are suffering more than the big corporations. We can 
not afford to have one more reason for our clients/customers to find another location 
for services, etc. 

PLEASE DON'T DESTROY SMALL BUSINESSES!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 

20 
Subject: Another Family Against Telegraph Ave BRT 

Hello, 

My family and I have lived In Temescal for over 15 years. We use Telegraph Avenue on 
a dally basis to get to and from work, shopping, etc. We are solidly against the BRT 
proposal because: 

* It would cut the number of through traffic lanes by half, thereby 
doubling commute times. 
* The longer commute times will Increase generation of pollution and 
greenhouse gasses. 
* The proposed loss of parking will be devastating to local 
businesses. 
* The prohibition of left turns on many cross streets, along with the 
dedicated bus lanes/elimination of two traffic lanes will force traffic onto 
side streets were our children play. 

Please stop this dangerous and inappropriate BRT plan NOW. 

Oakland, CA 9460 



21 
Subject: Opposed to dedicated Lanes on Telegraph 

I am a Resident ofthe Temescal Neighborhood that wilt be effected by the proposed 
taking of public traffic lanes and creating dedicated bus lanes. 

I am opposed to the proposal for creating dedicated bus lanes on telegraph avenue. 

In my opinion it will disrupt the flow of traffic and have a negative impact on the 
neighborhood. 

If I have a vote as a taxpaying owner resident -1 vote no on the Issue of dedicated bus 
lanes on telegraph avenue - and ask that you find alternative solutions 

Oakland, CA 94609 

22 
Subject: BRT, Yes! 

Please support the continued efforts of planning staff to find a viable "Locally Preferred 
Alternative" (or "LPA") for BRT as soon as possible. 

To really address any anticipated Impacts, we need to understand how the project 
would be implemented in detail, on a block by block level. Developing an LPA would be 
the next necessary step to help us all better understand what specific issues need to be 
addressed before going forward with BRT, or not. We also need an LPA In place so that. 
If the city approves of BRT in the future, funding can be sought out and directed toward 
the project. 

As part of a BRT system, dedicated lanes might be able help to keep transit vehicles out 
of traffic, making transit service fast, frequent, and reliable. BRT stations may be able to 
create safer, more comfortable places to wait for transit, and proof-of-payment 
systems, and level, all-door boarding could all work together to make existing transit -
and a future BRT system- a viable alternative to driving. However, BRT may also create 
too much congestion on the corridor, cause "cut-through" traffic into neighborhoods 
that parallel the route, or may displace parking that may be critical to future. The only 
way to know for sure is to do a closer study through developing and studying a full-build 
LPA. 

Again, please do everything you can to help develop an LPA so that we can more 
thoroughly study how BRT might look in the Bay Area, If we choose to implement It. 

Emeryville, CA 94608 



23 
Subject: No dedicated bus lanes. Danger to residents. 

Taking two lanes of Telegraph for bus use will ruin our beautiful neighborhoods. Cars, 
trucks, large vehicles will crowd the local neighborhood streets. There are seven 
children In our block on Shafter alone. The huge increase of vehicular traffic in our 
community streets from reducing two lanes of traffic will be a bodily and respltory 
hazard to all In Temescal and other communities. I have lived In Temescal for 20 years. I 
travel on Telegraph every day and I have never experienced a problem from too much 
traffic. We do not need it; we do not want It. Drop the plan now. 

24 
please do not eliminate any traffic lanes or parking spots along telegraph avenue for a 
dedicated bus lane. I travel frequently on telegraph by both bicycle and car and do not 
think this new plan would be safe. 

Oakland, 94618 

25 
Subject: Opposed to current alignment of proposed BRT 

I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed BRT along International Blvd and 
Telegraph Ave. Why is a fixed alignment public transit route being proposed that will 
basically mimic an already existing public transit route (BART)? In many cases a lot of the 
stops for the proposed BRT are at BART stations! How does this help anyone, other than 
AC Transit slightly Increasing It's ridership by pulling a few people off BART? AC Transit 
should be Improving Its local bus service in these neighborhoods to better connect to 
the existing BART stations, not duplicating BART service. I am not opposed to BRT In 
general, or for Oakland, but I do not support the currently proposed alignment. 

Oakland 94602 

26 
Subject: BRT In the San Antonio neighborhood 

Hello BRTcommittee, my name is "̂  and I'm a core member of Eastside Arts Alliance 
where you had a community meeting January 12. I was In attendance at this meeting 
and was a part of the discussion of the plans and Impact of the BRT In the San Antonio 
neighborhood. 



As I described In the meeting January 12, Eastside Is a community cultural center that ! 
has programing 7 days a week. This programming Includes multi-generational i 
community members from various background engaging In classes, performances, art 
exhibitions, community forums, film series and conferences. Our space has a lot of foot : 
traffic as well as parents dropping off and picking up youth, production load in and load 
out of instruments, props and sets. We are building a parent collective as well as i 
developing plans for a park and more public art that Is best enjoyed and experienced i 
when walking In this neighborhood. Our programming also is In need of additional > 
parking space to support the capacity of constituents that attend our evening and j 
weekend programming. 

I 
I 

The BRT will greatly and negatively affect Eastside Cultural Center and the community \ 
we serve. Having only 2 lanes for traffic and no stopping rules will be a huge ; 
Inconvenience for everyone that comes to our art center. Furthermore the diminished j 
parking spaces will make it even more challenging for lack of parking spaces we already | 
are challenged with. i 

I understand the BRT is a way to support Oakland's growing population and that the j 
convienence of the rapid line will help people to feel better about catching the bus. I i 
personally catch AC Transit everyday and feel It's deplorable that the City of Oakland i 
makes it's citizens stand In filth and squalor while waiting for this public service. There 
are so many bus stops that are simply disgusting for days and weeks on end with trash 1 
and food. There are sticky sidewalks from gum, candy, spilled soda and juice and the 
heavy foot traffic of the hundreds of people that use the bus stops daily. If we, the 
citizens get this new BRT service I hope the city does not keep the terrible habit of not 
keeping all the bus stops clean everyday. My understanding is that the BRT will have 
more stops. Will that make It harder for the City to keep them all clean? I would like to 
ask the City of Oakland to currently keep all the bus stops clean and littler free and 
that will be a way to make people feel better about catching the bus. Please start this 
now! Moving forward Into the future, I hope the lines ofthe BRT will have a higher 
standard of cleanliness that what we the citizens of Oakland are subject to now. 

I think it's a good idea for the BRT to run down E.12 from 4th Avenue to 14th Avenue. 
My suggestion is that the BRT continue down East 12th from 14th Avenue through the 
Fruitvale. I also suggest there be a BRT bus stop on E. 12 and 23rd Avenue to support 
the people that use the 23rd Ave corridor. Please do plan the BRT line down E.14 
through the San Antonio neighborhood, E.12 is a much better route. I thank you for your 
time and effort to get community Input on this project. 



27 

Subject: STOP BRT on Telegraph Ave 

Regarding Telegraph Avenue, please take Into your consideration: 

NO dedicated bus lanes. 

No parking loss. 

Spending more money when you have little to gain Is not consistent with good 
management. 

Oakland CA 94609 

28 
Subject: BRT, Yes! 

BRT Project Team 

Please support the continued effortsof planning staff to find a viable "Locally Preferred 
Alternative" (or "LPA") for BRT as soon as possible. 

To really address any anticipated Impacts, we need to understand how the project 
would be Implemented in detail, on a block by block level. Developing an LPA would be 
the next necessary step to help us all better understand what specific Issues need to be 
addressed before going forward with BRT, or not. We also need an LPA In place so that, 
if the city approves of BRT In the future, funding can be sought out and directed toward 
the project. 

As part of a BRT system, dedicated lanes might be able help to keep transit vehicles out 
of traffic, making transit service fast, frequent, and reliable. BRT stations may be able to 
create safer, more comfortable places to wait for transit, and proof-of-payment 
systems, and level, all-door boarding could all work together to make existing transit -
and a future BRT system- a viable alternative to driving. However, BRT may also create 
too much congestion on the corridor, cause "cut-through" traffic into neighborhoods 
that parallel the route, or may displace parking that may be critical to future. The only 
way to know for sure Is to do a closer study through developing and studying a full-build 
LPA. 

Again, please do everything you can to help develop an LPA so that we can more 
thoroughly study how BRT might look in the Bay Area, if we choose to Implement It. 

Oakland, CA 94609 



29 
Subject: BRT Oakland comment 

HI, 

I would like to officially voice my family's concerns about the traffic and parking 
implications of the BRT project along Telegraph In the Temescal neighborhood. I am a 
supporter of public transportation, bicycling, walking, and all non-personal automobile 
modes of transportation. I do not own a car and rely on these modes of transportation 
myself. Therefore, I typically support Infrastructure improvement projects that improve 
these options. 

I live on Rich Street, a typically quiet, narrow, one-way street, conducive to neighbors 
talking and kids playing. The character ofthe street Is part of what attracted us to this 
area. Since moving here, however, we have found that a redlculous number of non­
residents leave their cars on Rich Street. People leave their cars daily and walk to 
MacArthur BART, and also leave their cars for extended periods while they are out of 
town, as there is no street sweeping on Rich Street. We find it very frustrating when this 
happens, and guests or my wife cannot park their car. Another surprise was that a 
number of people who do not live here prefer to zoom down Rich Street, rather than 
using the wider streets surrounding us. This is dangerous for the young children who live 
on the street. 

My concerns with the BRT project are that: 

1) By eliminating parking on Telegraph, even more cars will seek parking on Rich Street 
and surrounding neighborhood streets. Increasing what on Rich Street Is already a 
nuisance situation. 

2) To avoid congestion on Telegraph, drivers will use the residential streets In our 
neighborhood, decreasing the walkability and bikeablllty of the neighborhood, part of 
what attracted my family to this area. 

Please address these concerns as part of the BRT project, and you will have the 
enthusiastic support of my family. Perhaps residential permit parking should be 
implemented on Rich Street. I would support that. Perhaps traffic control gates gates, 
like those used in Berkeley, should be installed on streets like 42nd and Webster, to 
prevent those streets from turning into major through routes. 

Any feedback you have will be appreciated. 
Oakland, CA 94609 



30 
Subject: BRT In Oakland 

HI, 
I missed the community meeting tonight, but 1 would like to support the proposal for 
the BRT. I commute from Downtown Oakland to 101st and International every day, and 
would definitely take advantage ofthe BRT. Let me what I can do to show support. 

31 
Subject: BRT: Please, NO dedicated bus lanes and NO parking loss! 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I have recently learned about AC Transit's plan to take over two lanes of Telegraph 
Avenue for the sole use of their buses. While I am a big supporter of mass transit and 
consider buses a critical element of any mass transit system that Is absolutely essential 
for future sustalnabllity, I strongly oppose the BRT plan. 

Our Temescal neighborhood is finally gaining some traction for real improvement. 
Eliminating street parking and local bus service would reduce access to the heart of our 
revitalized commercial center and deal a very harmful blow to the positive trends we 
have been working on for more than a decade-and that have been very slow In 
coming!! 

Eliminating two lanes of traffic from Telegraph would force traffic onto side streets, 
which would seriously degrade the residential areas of our neighborhood. Prohibiting 
left-turns from over half of the cross streets on Telegraph In Temescal would negatively 
Impact traffic, which we are already struggling with at peak times of the day. 

The benefit of reduced travel time for riders would be small compared to the extreme 
negative effects on our neighborhood. The cost-benefit for BRT is just not there. 

I strongly urge you to reject this plan! 

Oakland, CA 94609 



32 
Subject: Comment on draft BRT route 

I have a very specific comment about the draft BRT route (available here: 
http://www.oaklandnet.com/government/ceda/docs/011210_poa_ebrtp_flgures_26_3 
4.pdf). I am very concerned about the replacement of half of the existing median along 
International between 34th and 35th Avenues. 

In the draft proposal, the eastern part of this segment of median will be replaced by two 
BRT lanes. This is seen at point A l -B l on page 32 of the draft route. Currently, there Is a 
wonderful median here, with well grown trees and a well used high-vlslbllity cross walk. 
Additionally, there Is an pedestrian "Island" on the north-west corner of the Intersection 
of International and 35th Ave. 

In the draft route, a large stretch of this median will be torn out, and replaced with bus 
lanes. Rather than a "high visibility" cross walk, only a normal cross walk would be 
installed. And the pedestrian Island that facilitates pedestrian access across both 
International and 35th would be removed to allow southbound trucks on 35th to turn 
westbound onto International. 

This will destroy much of the walkability of the area. This walkability Is extremely 
Important, as this Is the heart of the Fruitvale shopping district. The existing median 
facilitates pedestrian use of the area by providing a place for pedestrians to wait while 
crossing International. The pedestrian Island provides the same function. 

Currently, the walk from the north side of International to the south side Is broken Into 
three short segments which encourages people to walk across the street. In the draft 
plan, pedestrians will be faced by a very long walk across the street. This will discourage 
people from crossing the street and hence discourage overall pedestrian use of this 
shopping district. This would be a significant setback as the intersection of 35th and 
International Is really the heart of the Fruitvale retail shopping district. 

Moreover, the removal of the well grown trees currently on the median will diminish 
the overall character of the shopping district. It is well understood that mature foliage Is 
more Inviting to pedestrians than concrete streetscapes or streetscapes with low 
foliage. 

I welcome the addition ofthe additional new median between 36th and 37th, but the 
beneficial effects of this new median will be dramatically stunted by the break or 
"pinch" at 35th in the current plan. 

Here, I offer a suggestlon'that would preserve the existing median and also minimize the 
break between the existing median and the proposed additional median. 

http://www.oaklandnet.com/government/ceda/docs/011210_poa_ebrtp_flgures_26_3


I would change the draft route In the following way. 1 would relocate the westbound 
BRT stop to a new location on the east side of the intersection, so that both of the BRT 
stops are located on International between 35th and 36th. If buses with doors on both 
sides are really going to be used, then this could be accomplished without significant 
alteration to the current draft plan. The new BRT stop could be located In between the 
two BRT lanes, In the space currently designated as a sliver of landscaped area and 
marked with a "traffic signal." 

If buses with doors only on the right will be used, then I would propose eliminating the 
small sliver of landscaped area south of the BRT lanes between 35th and 36th, moving 
the westbound station slightly to the east (closer to the intersection, to the area 
currently marked as hardscape, then having the slight rightward curve in the westbound 
lane occur sooner, then having a companion curve in the eastbound lane. Hence, In the 
area exactly south of 36th, the eastbound BRT lane would occupy the space currently 
marked with the "traffic signal." Then, the place where the eastbound BRT lane used to 
be (where it currently is In the proposed draft, exactly south of 36th) could be used for 
the relocated eastbound BRT station. This station would be accessible by the proposed 
high visibility crosswalk over International at 36th. 

By moving the eastbound BRT station from the west side of the 35th Intersection to the 
east side of the Intersection of 35th and International, we can keep the existing median 
between 35th and 34th. This Is precisely the median that provides the most benefit to 
the area In terms of pedestrian walkability. 

Furthermore, I would propose keeping the pedestrian island discussed earlier and 
simply prohibiting southbound truck traffic on 35th from turning eastbound onto 
International. I live In this neighborhood and use 35th every day and I rarely see 
extremely large trucks making this turn. Even If there are trucks that currently use this 
turn, they can easily be re-routed. Instead of proceeding south on 35th, they can turn 
onto Foothill, at 35th and Foothill, and by this way take an alternate route to 
International. 

If this Is slightly burdensome to truck traffic, so be it. The changes I have proposed are In 
defense of the pedestrian walkability of the Fruitvale shopping district. This pedestrian 
walkability Is much more Important to the success of retail In this area than saving slight 
Inconvenience to the trucks that service this retail. 

Thank you for your time and attention, I hope you will consider my suggestions carefully 
and I would appreciate a considered response. 



33, 
Subject: no dedicated bus lanes 

Hello. I am a concerned citizen living near Telegraph. I am completely opposed to 
dedicated bus lanes because it would make traffic much worse, prevent street-parking, 
and completely eradicate bike lanes! 
In addition, almost all of the bus drivers drive too fast and recklessly! 

34 
Subject: BRT LPA comments 

I am a resident of Oakland and live on upper Telegraph Ave. I am a regular transit rider 
(both BART & 
AC). 

I attended the community meeting on January 27th at 
City Hall. The following is in answer to your request for community comments 
regarding the Oakland Staff Proposal for the Locally Preferred Alternative on 
AC Transit's proposed BRT project. 

1. Specific suggestions that should be studied to build a 
better-operating project (If built): 

a. Split the route. Two routes connecting at the 20th St Transit hub/19th St BART would 
increase on-time performance. Transferring between BRT vehicles could be easily 
accomplished by a properly-constructed covered 
transfer platform. 

b. Relocate the route from Broadway to Webster from 20th and 14th/12th where there 
Is less traffic and room for 
dedicated lanes. 

2. Areas that need to 
be addressed/studied In the EIR: 

a. Partlal-Bulld as well as Full-Build and No-Build 
alternatives. 

b. A split-route proposal (see l.a above) 

c. A comprehensive survey of residents and workers within Vt 



mile of the proposed route regarding their current transit & private 
vehicle use, and likelihood that they would use BRT. This must include travel patterns 
(ie. What 
percentage of their destinations are along the BRT corridor?). Can BRT service them if 
they travel down International Blvd and then across town to Hegenberger? 

d. The traffic study needs to Include random surveys of 
drivers/passengers regarding their travel patterns, and whether their 
destination or point of origin Is within BRT's 
or AC Transit's reach. For example, a 
significant percentage ofthe existing level D-F afternoon traffic along upper 
Telegraph Is composed of commuters to UC Berkeley and Alta Bates who travel 
Telegraph only to reach the Hwy 24 freeway. Incentives must be proposed to get a 
significant number of these commuters 
on BRT to avoid gridlock. Any private developer who proposed to 
decrease the level of traffic flow as proposed by BRT would be required by the City to 
Implement significant traffic mitigation 
measures, at significant cost. 

e. The traffic study also must Include likely traffic shifts 
to residential side streets in addition to nearby corridors, and the potential 
effects on pedestrian safety, schools & children, and parks along these 
neighborhood residential streets. There 
is already a significant flow of congestion-avoidance traffic through the 
upper-Telegraph/lower Rockridge neighborhood on weekday afternoons toward the 
Hwy 24 onramps. 

f. the creation of multiple turn lanes off Telegraph at 
freeway access points needs to be studied 

g. The likelihood of Blight along the BRT corridor due to business disruption during 
construction as well as decreased ease-of-access 
both during and after construction. 
The complete removal of parking and LOADING along the entire 
west side of Telegraph from 40th to 52nd (except for 6 spaces by 42nd) 
and along the east side of Telegraph from 41st to 48th has a strong probability of 
significantly affecting the viability of the 
existing businesses and discouraging future businesses from locating along the 
corridor. 

h.. Emergency vehicle access points to residences and 
businesses adjacent to the Stations need to studied and plans altered as needed 
to provide more than one access point. 



I. Comparlslons of air pollution levels from traffic/busses/BRT need to be made for all 
Build-level alternatives. Will the cars and delivery vehicles sitting 
In a single lane waiting for truncated signal times both along and crossing the 
corridor create more pollutants than the current mix of cars/delivery trucks, 
and Rapld-Bus/local busses moving along multi-lane streets? Likely decreases In 
average single-vehicle 
pollution levels must be factored Into all projections (2025 models, etc). 

k. Quality-of-llfe, health, and potential BLIGHT • 
probabilities to residents along the corridor must be studied regarding the 
currently-proposed 24 hour-a-day service at 5 minute intervals. Current Rapid-Bus 
vehicles cause noticeable 
vibration within residential structures along the corridor when passing over 
broken surfaces or significant seams in the roadway. Mitigation proposals for vibration 
(a 
rubberized roadbed?) and noise (both vehicle and 'stop announcement') reduction 
need to be made. During evening hours 
current stop announcements are clearly audible indoors along and adjacent to 
the corridor. 

1. A below-ground Infrastructure assessment needs to be 
completed as part of the EIR. This must include Information regarding the 
likely effects of increased heavy-weight traffic & vibration levels on the 
severely-aged water and sewer mains, as well as gas mains, burled under the 
corridor. Oakland has already determined that many ofthe sewer lines are in need of 
replacement; 
the probability of failure due to BRT construction and vehicles needs to be studied and 
solutions proposed. 

35 
Subject: BRT draft LPA comments 

In conclusion, let me state that I am opposed to the current BRT project, on both 
environmental and operational grounds. I do not believe that It will actually get people 
out of their cars, nor reduce pollution. Perhaps more importantly, I do not believe that 
AC Transit currently has the ability to effectively run & maintain a functional BRT 
system. Rebuilding ridership and effective management ofthe current AC Transit 
system need to be shown before a project of this area-wide significance Is undertaken. 



36 
Subject: BRT Comment Card 

I attended the January 12th BRT focus group for the Eastlake neighborhood. It was a 
very informative session and the consultant team was very engaging. In general, I felt 
that even though it was supposed to cover the Eastlake neighborhood, no one from that 
neighborhood attended. A potential reason was that the meeting was held 10 blocks 
outside the boundary of the neighborhood. Also, I don't know If the Eastlake Merchants 
Association was Informed ofthe meeting. 

My specific comments are as follows: 
It is crucial that AC Transit and the City of Oakland create a maintenance and operation 
agreement between the two jurisdictions so that the public will get effective services. 
Too often, the riders do not know who to call to report vandalism, trash, incidents of 
crime because it could be one of two jurisdictions. What ends up happening Is that the 
bus stops suffer from neglect and the nearby property owners are left to shoulder the 
responsibility of maintaining it. It will be crucial to Instill confidence in the service, 
create a safe environment, maintain a high ridership In order to make the BRT successful 
and reduce congestion. 
AC Transit should attempt to enforce the no left turn areas so that it avoids accidents 
and delays on the bus route. It should be physically prohibited as well as enforced by 
the patrol In charge ofthe BRT service. 
Please maintain the Eastlake neighborhood streetscape along E. 12th St & International 
Blvd. and take cues from the neighborhood when designing the bus stops. 
Make clear areas for pedestrian crossings and physically prohibit pedestrians from 
crossing in an unsafe manner to access the BRT stops. Consider installing Pedestrian 
Crossing priority signals at the stops to cut down on unsafe jay walking to reach the 
platform. 
Thank you for this valuable process. I believe that the BRT will be a fabulous addition to 
the International Blvd. corridor that will make life easier for a large number of riders. 

37 
Subject: Concerns about BRT In the lower San Antonio district 

I am writing to voice some serious concerns I have about the BRT plans that run through 
the lower San Antonio District of Oakland from 14th Avenue to Fruitvale Avenue. I 
believe that the elimination of parking along International Blvd. in this area will have a 
huge negative Impact on the businesses and residents located along this street. 

Issues the City of Oakland should address are: 

1. Local businesses along this street already struggle to survive, sustain and grow, 
and a "no stopping, no parking, no left turns along International Blvd." policy would 



probably shut them down. BRT's disregard of existing businesses points to either a * 
blatant lack of research or what seems to be red-lining of an extremely diverse, lower- ] 
income neighborhood largely populated by people of color. ' 
2. BRT would make International Blvd. a faster street, endangering neighborhood 
residents, especially children and elderly who need to cross the street dally. BRT along 
this route would make the neighborhood less safe by resulting in even less foot traffic 
and "eyes on the street". , 
3. Several nonprofit, community-serving organizations will also be impacted. The 
EastSide Cultural Center (where I am employed), Oakland Ready to Learn, and Cycles of I 
Change, all located at International Blvd. and 23rd Avenue, are reliant on spaces In front | 
of our building which allow parents to pick-up and drop-off their children; equipment. 
Instruments, art to be loaded-in and loaded-out; and students, participants, residents, 
audience members, elders, families with young children all need to be able to park or j 
pull-up to the building and access the sidewalk. There is also a building at International | 
Blvd. at 25th Avenue that houses many community service organizations which will be | 
similarly impacted. | 

4. Bicyclists choose International Blvd. as opposed to E. 12th Street because traffic | 
Is slower and because there are pedestrians. International Blvd. seems safer. 

I would like to propose that BRT run on e. 12th Street Instead of International Blvd. The 
street Is already a fast thoroughfare. It is wider, less pedestrians, less businesses that 
require foot traffic or streetslde parking to survive, and it already has several 
Intersections where cars cannot turn left onto the Avenues. 

As a twelve year resident of Eastlake who dally takes public transportation and/or 
bicycles to work on International Blvd. and 23rd Avenue, I am very familiar with this 
entire route, - the people who ride the buses, the small.buslnesses that are located 
here, the pace of traffic, where families pull over to stop in at a market, grocery or 
restaurant, pull in to an auto repair shop, go for services, or attend an event at the 
Eastside Cultural Center along International Blvd. I also know that the City supports 
development of small businesses and nonprofit organizations along the 23rd Avenue 
corridor (International Blvd. runs through the heart ofthe corridor) - street scaping has 
been In process for 7 years. 

Please do not allow BRT to jeopardize the difficult steps that residents, organizations, 
and local businesses have made toward building a vibrant, safe and sustainable 
neighborhood. Do not allow BRT to ignore us! 
Oakland, CA 94606 



38 
Subject: BRT 

I live and operate a business on Telegraph. My customers and I are very 
much opposed to loss of parking and dedicated bus lanes on Telegraph in 
Oakland. 

39 
Subject: Telegraph Ave. 

I live right off of telegraph ave. near the macarthur bart station. I've recently heard of 
AC transit's plan. I think its a terrible Idea and ask you not to consider it. Telegraph has 
finally come back to life In part & that success needs to be expanded to other parts of 
Telegraph. This will not enhance the part that has become successful now nor will it 
Improve any other part of this street. I was born in this neighborhood &. grew up here.' I 
moved to east Oakland but was constantly back to visit. I have now moved back here 
permanently. So I know how dead Telegraph Ave. has been and I'm happy that part of it 
is doing well and hope that will expand to all of it. Do not consider this brt plan,it's not 
good for traffic. It will force even more people to park on the residential streets off 
Telelgraph, It's hard enough now to be able to park near your house on the street. It's 
won't Improve anything and seems to me it would make 
things more dangerous for pedestrians. Thanks. 

40 
Subject: Re: Opposed to current alignment of proposed BRT 

Thank you.Bruce Williams (with the City) has responded to most of my comments. 
Not sure what to do but I would just like it officially noted that I (as an Oakland resident 
and downtown business owner) oppose the proposed alignment of the BRT. 
Thanks! 

41 
I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed BRT along International Blvd and 
Telegraph Ave. Why is a fixed alignment public transit route being proposed that will 
basically mimic an already existing public transit route (BART)? In many cases a lot ofthe 
stops for the proposed BRT are at BART stations! How does this help anyone, other than 
AC Transit slightly Increasing It's ridership by pulling a few people off BART? AC Transit 
should be improving Its local bus service in these neighborhoods to better connect to 
the existing BART stations, not duplicating BART service. I am not opposed to BRT in 
general, or for Oakland, but I do not support the currently proposed alignment. 
Thank you, 
Oakland 94602 



42 
I have a very specific comment about the draft BRT route (available 
here: http://www.oaklandnet.com/government/ceda/docs/011210 poa ebrtp figures 
26 34.pdf). I am very concerned about the replacement of half of the existing median 
along International between 34th and 35th Avenues. 

In the draft proposal, the eastern part of this segment of median will be replaced by two 
BRT lanes. This Is seen at point A l -Bl on page 32 ofthe draft route. Currently, there is a 
wonderful median here, with well grown trees and a well used high-visibility cross walk. 
Additionally, there is an pedestrian "island" on the north-west corner of the Intersection 
of International and 35th Ave. 

In the draft route, a large stretch of this median will be torn out, and replaced with bus 
lanes. Rather than a "high visibility" cross walk, only a normal cross walk would be 
Installed. And the pedestrian Island that facilitates pedestrian access across both 
International and 35th would be removed to allow southbound trucks on 35th to turn 
westbound onto International. 

This will destroy much ofthe walkability of the area. This walkability Is extremely 
Important, as this Is the heart ofthe Fruitvale shopping district. The existing median 
facilitates pedestrian use ofthe area by providing a place for pedestrians to wait while 
crossing International. The pedestrian Island provides the same function. 

Currently, the walk from the north side of International to the south side is broken into 
three short segments which encourages people to walk across the street. In the draft 
plan, pedestrians will be faced by a very long walk across the street. This will discourage 
people from crossing the street and hence discourage overall pedestrian use of this 
shopping district. This would be a significant setback as the intersection of 35th and 
International Is really the heart of the Fruitvale retail shopping district. 

Moreover, the removal of the well grown trees currently on the median will diminish 
the overall character of the shopping district. It is well understood that mature foliage Is 
more Inviting to pedestrians than concrete streetscapes or streetscapes with low 
foliage. 

I welcome the addition of the additional new median between 36th and 37th, but the 
beneficial effects of this new median will be dramatically stunted by the break or 
"pinch" at 35th In the current plan. 

Here, I offer a suggestion that would preserve the existing median and also minimize the 
break between the existing median and the proposed additional median. 

http://www.oaklandnet.com/government/ceda/docs/011210


I would change the draft route in the following way. I would relocate the westbound 
BRT stop to a new location on the east side of the intersection, so that both of the BRT 
stops are located on International between 35th and 36th. If buses with doors on both 
sides are really going to be used, then this could be accomplished without significant 
alteration to the current draft plan. The new BRT stop could be located in between the 
two BRT lanes, in the space currently designated as a sliver of landscaped area and 
marked with a "traffic signal." 

If buses with doors only on the right will be used, then I would propose eliminating the 
small sliver of landscaped area south of the BRT lanes between 35th and 36th, moving 
the westbound station slightly to the east (closer to the Intersection, to the area 
currently marked as hardscape, then having the slight rightward curve In the westbound 
lane occur sooner, then having a companion curve in the eastbound lane. Hence, in the 
area exactly south of 36th, the eastbound BRT lane would occupy the space currently 
marked with the "traffic signal." Then, the place where the eastbound BRT lane used to 
be (where It currently is In the proposed draft, exactly south of 36th) could be used for 
the relocated eastbound BRT station. This station would be accessible by the proposed 
high visibility crosswalk over International at 36th. 

By moving the eastbound BRT station from the west side of the 35th Intersection to the 
east side of the Intersection of 35th and International, we can keep the existing median 
between 35th and 34th. This Is precisely the median that provides the most benefit to 
the area in terms of pedestrian walkability. 

Furthermore, I would propose keeping the pedestrian Island discussed earlier and 
simply prohibiting southbound truck traffic on 35th from turning eastbound onto 
International. I live in this neighborhood and use 35th every day and I rarely see 
extremely large trucks making this turn. Even if there are trucks that currently use this 
turn, they can easily be re-routed. Instead of proceeding south on 35th, they can turn 
onto Foothill, at 35th and Foothill, and by this way take an alternate route to 
International. 

If this is slightly burdensome to truck traffic, so be It. The changes I have proposed are in 
defense of the pedestrian walkability of the Fruitvale shopping district. This pedestrian 
walkability Is much more important to the success of retail in this area than saving slight 
inconvenience to the trucks that service this retail. 

Thank you for your time and attention, I hope you will consider my suggestions carefully 
and I would appreciate a considered response. 



43 
Please support the continued efforts of planning staff to find a viable, BUILT "Locally 
Preferred Alternative" (or "LPA") for BRT. as possible. 

I have lived and in East Bay for over 60 year, worked over 40 years In Public Works and 
retired as an Acting City Traffic Engineer, plus served 32 years as an Elected Transit 
Director to AC Transit and BART. During this time the population of inner cities have 
generally decreased, but traffic has increased about 3-fold within these years, resulted 
In increased oil consumption, pollution, greenhouse gas emissions, and congestion. 
Furthermore, Caltrans Is constructing a fourth bore for the Caldecott Tunnel and 
population in East Bay cities will increase because of ABAG?s requirement for inner-city 
development which will further increase traffic. 

Because of ABAG?s requirement, most Cities are planning more Transit Oriented 
Development (TOD) along transit centers and corridors to encourage more transit use to 
reduce traffic. These developments will provide more housing and jobs to be in 
walkable areas. However local transit has been having difficulties maintaining reliable 
service because of increased traffic. 

AC Transit Is proposing to build an exclusive lane Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system that will 
operate along Telegraph and International Blvd in Oakland and San Leandro, which Is 
estimated to provide 40,000 trips per day. This Is roughly equivalent to what two four 
lane local arterlals carry, yet the BRT buses will be using only two lanes, a ratio of 4 to 1, 
transporting these riders, 

Rapid Bus IR 
Currently AC Transit operates a Rapid Bus IR utilizing signal priority, but since the traffic 
on International Blvd Is getting more congested, these buses have not consistently been 
able to take advantage of the few extra seconds the priority provides due to being 
queued with mixed flow traffic and unable to reach and clear the intersection within the 
few seconds allocated. As traffic Increases further, the effectiveness of Rapid Bus with 
signal priority will decrease to point of signal priority being useless. Then some say we 
should increase the priority time to allow for bus passage, but It should not be Increased 
for it will begin to cause the delay of cross arterial traffic as well as affect pedestrian 
safety in crossing streets. 

The Rapid Bus is also slowed down by the need to pull In and out of traffic to pick up and 
unload passengers at curbside stops. To get back into the mixed flow traffic lane causes 
a few seconds delay, which adds up to several minutes over the total route and again as 
traffic increases this delay will increase. 

Some say the Rapid BuslR can be improved with prepaid fare at stops that equal the 
service ofthe BRT. However, the IR will still become more unreliable operating midst of 



increasing traffic and will encounter Increased described problems of not clearing the 
signalized intersections due to longer queue and delays due to the weaving in and out of 
greater congested traffic. Even today, the IR which Is scheduled to operate every 12 
minutes but due to Its growing unreliability, one often needs to wait more than 20 
minutes. 

Other Concerns 
Also people say we already have BART, which makes the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
redundant. If this is so, how many will use BART to goto local destinations along 
International Blvd? To use BART, it is likely one needs to travel well over half mile to 
access BART?s widely spaced stations, which Is well beyond the distance most would 
walk to use transit. So what other ways are there to access BART? Drive to a BART 
station and park? But one needs to pay for parking and it Is limited. Or use the 
infrequent local feeder bus, pay an extra fare and at BART wait for the proper train to 
get to ones destination? 

Most bus trips are local trips between 1-1/2 to 4 miles, whereas BART trips are longer 

Integrated land Development 
Many cities currently are planning TODs and greater density along corridor where there 
exists well functioning, frequent, and reliable operating transit. Sadly however, most of 
our current local bus transit is and having difficulties keeping schedules since (1) it 
operates In mixed flow along with the autos and (2) our roads are getting more 
congested. Should we thwart the effort to build well functioning TODs by restricting 
the development of well functioning transit system that Is more reliable, faster, and 
convenient than present worsening transit? 

I have been to Sweden and Japan and seen TODs that are well integrated with transit 
that decreases the need for auto use to a fraction of what we currently use in the Bay 
Area. Since they use transit, their greenhouse gas emissions (GHGe) per capita from 
these developments are at least a third of what we produce. Around their transit 
centers for about a block It is strictly pedestrian oriented where there is no car parking. 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
Because BRT will take up two existing traffic lanes ? one In each direction - many are 
concerned about the increase In traffic congestion on the remaining mixed flow lanes 
plus removal of some curb parking that will be lost to provide BRT platforms in the 
median ofthe street. 

However - as mentioned earlier - even without BRT - In the near future we will have 
more traffic and congestion since existing streets are currently near capacity and in a 
short time International Blvd will become more congested and the existing Rapid Bus 
will become slower and less reliable and all travel will be affected. 



The greatest number of destinations In the East Bay - medical and governmental 
facilities, businesses, schools, stores, parks and residences - are within a half mile of the 
Telegraph and International Blvd corridors. And BRT stops will generally be located less 
than 1/3 mile apart. Therefore, the BRT will provide easy access with frequent service 
for people to access these destinations along this corridor. Using BART to access these 
destinations will be more costly and time consuming. 

Since BRT will serve this corridor within easy walking distance It Is projected to generate 
a ridership of 40,000 trips a day. And during peak periods the BRT will carry about 3 
times the number of people than the adjoining mixed flow lanes. 

BRT with exclusive lanes can take full advantage of signal priority. This will not only 
provide faster service and more reliable service but will attract many drivers who 
formerly drove due to their encountering greater congestion and more delays, whereas, 
in contrast the BRT will provide as fast and comparable service. Recent study showed 
that BRT trip from Berkeley to Oakland would take In about 20 minutes. Whereas, the 
Rapid Bus even with signal priority will take about 30 minutes and this time would 
increase and become unreliable due to operating in increased mixed flow and 
congestion. 

Greenhouse Gas emissions (GHGe) 
Then there is the Important problem on the need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
because if we continue ?business as usual? It will accelerate climate change and 
produce dire Impacts on our environment Including temperature rise, rise in sea level, 
more storms, reduce glaciers ? not to mention other disastrous global Impacts. And our 
use of the auto Is a major contributor of GHG emissions. For the Bay Region 
transportation Is responsible for half of our emission. 

BRT will help to reduce these emissions by providing an good alternative to auto use. 
Not only will the BRT attract former drivers but It will reduce AC Transit?s operating 
costs due to Its faster more reliable service that will increase greater number of riders, 
increase revenue and lessen the subsidy needed for operation. 

Summary 
In summary, the BRT operating on exclusive lanes will take full advantage of signal 
priority. BRT will be more reliable, more frequent, faster, and more convenient than the 
existing deteriorating service. And BRT will attract several thousand former drivers who 
will find BRT will provide travel time comparable to driving due to congestion and they 
will not need to search for parking near their destination. During peak periods the BRT 
will be carrying over 3 times more people than the adjoining mixed flow lane, offsetting 
some of the congestion. It will also lessen emissions of GHGe, due to more people using 
transit. BRT will Increase fare box revenue from increased ridership; and It will reduce 
AC transit-operating cost due to faster operation resulting In less public operating 
subsidies than the currentlR and 1 local bus. 



Conclusion 
Therefore San Leandro should support; the BRT to Its maximum length using dedicated 
lanes; with proof of fare payment; collection for off-board payment; raised platforms for 
level boarding; and signal priority. With a good alignment, future up-grades can be 
Instituted making Bus Rapid Transit operating totally on exclusive lanes. 
Again, please help develop an LPA so that we can more thoroughly study how BRT might 
look, if we choose to implement it. 

Berkeley, CA 94707 

44 
Please support the continued efforts of planning staff to find a viable, BUILT "Locally 
Preferred Alternative" (or "LPA") for BRT as soon as possible. 

To really address any anticipated Impacts, we need to understand how the project 
would be Implemented In detail, on a block by block level. Developing an LPA would be 
the next necessary step to help us all better understand what specific issues need to be 
addressed before going forward with BRT, or not. We also need an LPA In place so that, 
if the city approves of BRT in the future, funding can be sought out and directed toward 
the project. 

As part of a BRT system, dedicated lanes might be able help to keep transit vehicles out 
of traffic, making transit service fast, frequent, and (most Importantly) reliable. BRT 
stations may be able to create safer, more comfortable places to wait for transit, and 
proof-of-payment systems, and level, all-door boarding could all work together to make 
existing transit -and a future BRT system- a viable alternative to driving. 

However, BRT may also create too much congestion on the corridor, cause "cut-
through" traffic into neighborhoods that parallel the route, or may displace critically 
needed parking. The only way to know for sure is to do a closer study through 
developing and studying a full-build LPA, including dedicated lanes and stations. 

Again, please do everything you can to help develop an LPA so that we can more 
thoroughly study how BRT might look, if we choose to Implement it. 

Oakland, CA 94609 



45 
Please support the continued effortsof planning staff to find a viable, BUILT "Locally 
Preferred Alternative" (or "LPA") for BRT as soon as possible. 

To really address any anticipated impacts, we need to understand how the project 
would be implemented in detail, on a block by block level. Developing an LPA would be 
the next necessary step to help us all better understand what specific issues need to be 
addressed before going forward with BRT, or not. We also need an LPA in place so that, 
if the city approves of BRt In the future, funding can be sought out and directed toward 
the project. 

As part of a BRT system, dedicated lanes might be able help to keep transit vehicles out 
of traffic, making transit service fast, frequent, and (most importantly) reliable. BRT 
stations may be able to create safer, more comfortable places to wait for transit, and 
proof-of-payment systems, and level, all-door boarding could all work together to make 
existing transit -and a future BRT system- a viable alternative to driving. 

However, BRT may also create too much congestion on the corridor, cause "cut-
through" traffic into neighborhoods that parallel the route, or may displace critically 
needed parking. The only way to know for sure Is to do a closer study through 
developing and studying a full-build LPA, Including dedicated lanes and stations. 

Again, please do everything you can to help develop an LPA so that we can more 
thoroughly study how BRT might look, if we choose to implement it. 

Oakland, CA 94609 

46 
BRT Project Team 

Please support the continued efforts of planning staff to find a viable, BUILT "Locally 
Preferred Alternative" (or "LPA") for BRT as soon as possible. 

To really address any anticipated Impacts, we need to understand how the project 
would be Implemented In detail, on a block by block level. Developing an LPA would be 
the next necessary step to help us all better understand what specific issues need to be 
addressed before going forward with BRT, or not. We also need an LPA In place so that. 
If the city approves of BRT in the future, funding can be sought out and directed toward 
the project. 

As part of a BRT system, dedicated lanes might be able help to keep transit vehicles out 
of traffic, making transit service fast, frequent, and (most Importantly) reliable. BRT 
stations may be able to create safer, more comfortable places to wait for transit, and 



proof-of-payment systems, and level, all-door boarding could all work together to make 
existing transit -and a future BRT system- a viable alternative to driving. 

However, BRT may also create too much congestion on the corridor, cause "cut-
through" traffic Into neighborhoods that parallel the route, or may displace critically 
needed parking. The only way to know for sure is to do a closer study through 
developing and studying a full-build LPA, including dedicated lanes and stations. 

Again, please do everything you can to help develop an LPA so that we can more 
thoroughly study how BRT might look. If we choose to Implement It. 

San Leandro, CA 94577 

47 
BRT Project Team 

Please support the continued efforts of planning staff to find a viable, BUILT "Locally 
Preferred Alternative" (or "LPA") for BRT as soon as possible. 

To really address any anticipated impacts, we need to understand how the project 
would be implemented In detail, on a block by block level. Developing an LPA would be 
the next necessary step to help us all better understand what specific Issues need to be 
addressed before going forward with BRT, or not. We also need an LPA in place so that, 
if theclty approves of BRT In the future, funding can be sought out and directed toward 
the project. 

As part of a BRT system, dedicated lanes might be able help to keep transit vehicles out 
of traffic, making transit service fast, frequent, and (most importantly) reliable. BRT 
stations may be able to create safer, more comfortable places to wait for transit, and 
proof-of-payment systems, and level, all-door boarding could all work together to make 
existing transit -and a future BRT system- a viable alternative to driving. 

However, BRT may also create too much congestion on the corridor, cause "cut-
through" traffic into neighborhoods that parallel the route, or may displace critically 
needed parking. The only way to know for sure Is to do a closer study through 
developing and studying a full-build LPA, including dedicated lanes and stations. 

Again, please do everything you can to help develop an LPA so that we can more 
thoroughly study how BRT might look, if we choose to implement it. 

Thank you for your time and service. 

Berkeley, CA 94703 



48 
BRT Project Team 

Please support the continued efforts of planning staff to find a viable, BUILT "Locally 
Preferred Alternative" (or "LPA") for BRT . 

To really address any anticipated Impacts, we need to understand how the project 
would be Implemented in detail, on a block by block level. Developing an LPA would be 
the next necessary step to help us all better understand what specific issues need to be 
addressed before going forward with BRT, or not. We also need an LPA In place so that, 
if the city approves of BRT in the future, funding can be sought out and directed toward 
the project. 

I have mentioned In the past that a single two-way busway on Telegraph between 
Bancroft and Dwight Way is possible but have not heard any response to this Idea. This 
will minimize the Impactof other vehicle use of Telegraph Ave. 

It takes about a minute for a bus even traveling at 12 mph to traverse this section and if 
the peak headway during peak periods is 5 minutes, I believe it is possible. One may be 
concerned with buses bunching but If AC has good GPS system that locates where the 
buses are, by controlling the dwell time at each stop along the route at a minimum 
specific seconds which is a few seconds longer than all the passengers boarding, 
bunching could be minimized. With each stop held few seconds beyond the time all 
passengers board at most stops, then in cases where a stop needs more time for all to 
board at one stop, dwell time at subsequent stops can be made shorter, making up for 
the stop that took longer dwell time. This will keep the buses on schedule. 

Therefore, at 5 minute headway, with 1 minute for a bus to drive through this section 
between Bancroft to Dwight Way, the opposing bus will have a 4 minute window to 
enter this section in the opposite direction. There may be occasions where the 
opposing bus is considerably off schedule but with the Bancroft/Telegraph stop a major 
stop where dwell time will be longer. It is also near the beginning of this run, thereby, 
one could easily adjust to any developing system irregularity of schedule. 

As part of a BRT system, dedicated lanes will make transit service fast, frequent, and 
(most Importantly) reliable. BRT with proof-of-payment systems, level all-door boarding 
and taking full advantage of signal priority could all work together to make transit a 
viable alternative that will be comparable to driving. It will transport more than three 
times the riders than the adjoining mixed-flow traffic will carry during peak periods 
relieving some of the congestion. 



However, BRT may also create congestion on the corridor but we will experience 
congestion In the near future since Telegraph is near capacity plus Cities are building to 
meet ABAG?s requirements of Infilling and Caltrans is building the 4th Caldecott tunnel. 
With Increased traffic parking will also Increase the demand for parking but there is a 
question of addressing parking for we need to consider the reduction of the use of the 
car because of its emission and effect on Climate Change. We need to do a closer study 
of a full-build LPA, Including dedicated lanes and stations which has the potential to 
address this GHG emrssion rather than maintaining status quo. 

So, please help develop an LPA with maximum use of busway so that we can more 
thoroughly study how BRT might help reduce the primary emitter of GHG, our 
automobile. 

Thank you for your time and service. 

Berkeley, CA 94707 

49 
BRT Project Team 

Please support the continued efforts of planning staff to find a viable, BUILT "Locally 
Preferred Alternative" (or "LPA") for BRT as soon as possible. 

To really address any anticipated Impacts, we need to understand how the project 
would be implemented in detail, on a block by block level. Developing an LPA would be 
the next necessary step to help us all better understand what specific issues need to be 
addressed before going forward with BRT, or not. We also need an LPA in place so that, 
if the city approves of BRT in the future, funding can be sought out and directed toward 
the project. 

As part of a BRT system, dedicated lanes might be able help to keep transit vehicles out 
of traffic, making transit service fast, frequent, and (most importantly) reliable. BRT 
stations may be able to create safer, more comfortable places to wait for transit, and 
proof-of-payment systems, and level, all-door boarding could all work together to make 
existing transit -and a future BRT system- a viable alternative to driving. 

However, BRT may also create too much congestion on the corridor, cause "cut-
through" traffic into neighborhoods that parallel the route, or may displace critically 
needed parking. The only way to know for sure is to do a closer study through 
developing and studying a full-build LPA, including dedicated lanes and stations. 



Again, please do everything you can to help develop an LPA so that we can more 
thoroughly study how BRT might look, If we choose to implement it. 

Thank you for your time and service. 

Berkeley, CA 94708 

50 
I am a 20+year resident of the Temescal Neighborhood and I am opposed 
to the proposal for creating dedicated bus lanes on Telegraph Avenue. 

In my opinion it will disrupt the flow of traffic in and around our 
neighborhood and have an overall negative Impact for both the 
merchants and residents of our area. 

Commuter congestion around 51st and Telegraph Is already an issue. 
Last week after exiting the freeway at 3:10 p.m., I observed the left 
hand turn lane onto Telegraph and watched only 4 of the 6 cars waiting 
to turn - complete their left turn towards Berkeley. This happened 
prior to the commuter rush hour peak and even then 2 cars could not 
turn - and there are two lanes to turn Into. Who thinks for a second 
that eliminating one lane is even feasible? I am concerned that 
having less traffic lanes on Telegraph will also cause Increased 
traffic on Shafter Avenue. 

Our Temescal Neighborhood has been working hard towards a positive 
neighborhood renaissance - and less parking and traffic congestion 
does not support that goal. 

If I have a vote as a taxpaying owner resident -1 vote NO on the 
issue of dedicated bus lanes on telegraph avenue ~ and ask that 
you find alternative solutions 

Oakland, CA 94609 



51 
I want to air my complete and utter disapproval for removing two driving lanes on 
Telegraph Avenue in conjunction with the proposed Bus Rapid Transit. There is no way 
this will enhance my living experience in Oakland. It will cause massive congestion on 
this primary thoroughfare connecting Oakland and Berkeley, forcing frustrated drivers 
to look for alternative routes through my neighborhood. Additionally, it will add 10 
minutes to my work commute just to reach the nearby freeway on-ramp. 

One of the reasons I've lived in Oakland for the past 30 years Is that it Is a "user friendly" 
city. This proposed bus usurpation of public streets for the small minority of people 
who ride AC Transit is the type of project that will make me move out of Oakland. 

This Is another example of government not focusing on the needs of Its citizens. 

52 
This Is an absolutely ridiculous idea! Streets in Berkeley are always busy, 
and Telegraph Is definitely no exception. Parking Is hard enough to find, 
and even metered parking is difficult to obtain! BRT will be more of a 
public disturbance than anything if It is Implemented. There are already 
plenty of buses, and the 1 line even has a rapid line (the IR) that 
basically travels the same route as the proposed BRT route. BRT is a waste 
of time and money and completely unnecessary. Just don't do it. Please. 

- Cindy Nguyen. 

53 
I am writing to make known my disagreement with the plan to place rapid 
transit buses on Telegraph. This Temescal area Is just now recovering from 
the BART construction of the 60s, any removal of parking for dedicated bus 
lanes would kill any economic activity in the area. Please find other routes 
to use for this experiment such as Broadway or San Pablo. With the Kaiser 
hospital on Broadway It would seem to make sense to use that for an anchor. 
Anyone traveling to UC Berkeley is on bicycle going down College or 
Telegraph. Please forward or provide a copy of this message to Jane Brunner 
letting her know there is no local support for this plan. 

Thank you 



54 
This Is a perfect plan to put us out of business and turn Telegraph back 
Into a dreary wasteland. 

Oakland, Ca. 94609 

55 
I am against taking away two traffic lanes on our main street. My sister works in 
downtown Cleveland and says It's awful.Kathy Doyle Doyle Chlropractic400 40th St. 
Oakland, CA 94609 

56 
BRT Project Team 

You will soon be asked to vote on a "Locally Preferred Alternative" (LPA) for Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) for our city. Along with TransForm, I am asking you to please vote in favor 
of studying a robust BRT system with a maximum number of proposed stations and 
dedicated lanes (also being called a "full-build LPA"), but in awareness that voting for a 
full build LPA is not necessarily a vote In support of BRT. 

I am aware that some merchants have begun to express concerns about Impacts to 
parking and that some residents have begun to express concerns about stop-spacing. 
However, I believe that BRT can be Implemented in a way that addresses these issues. 

Existing bus stops at popular destinations for seniors and people with limited mobility 
could and should be Improved by locating BRT stations in their place. Shelter, seating, 
lighting, and other security amenities would be welcomed at these stops as an 
Improvement to existing (or lack thereof) facilities, and could attract even more riders. 

The City could also use BRT as an opportunity to improve existing parking conditions, 
such as implementing a "performance-based pricing" strategy for parking along the BRT 
corridor. Letting the market determine the cost of premium, on-street parking would 
lead to increased revenues, 100% of which could be re-invested in the district where the 
revenues were generated. Those new revenues could then be spent on a local shuttle 
service (like the Emery-Go-Round), transit passes for local workers (Eco-passes), more 
lighting, increased security, or other Improvements desired by local merchants. Old 
Pasadena, and Redwood City offer incredible examples of how to do this, as described In 
Donald Shoup's book "The High Cost of Free Parking". 

Increased traffic and other issues have all but eliminated transit reliability while 
simultaneously increasing maintenance and operations costs. BRT offers a tremendous 



opportunity to address these Issues. However, without a study of "how much" BRT 
could be Implemented, we cannot know how to proceed. 

Again, please vote in favor of studying a "full-build LPA" for BRT, which will then help us 
determine which configuration, If any, would best serve the community. 

Thank you for your time and service to the City. 

Richmond, CA 94801 

57 
BRT Project Team 

You will soon be asked to vote on a "Locally Preferred Alternative" (LPA) for Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) for our region. Along with TransForm, I am asking you to please vote in 
favor of studying a robust BRT system with a maximum number of proposed stations 
and dedicated lanes (also being called a "full-build LPA"), but in awareness that voting 
for a full build LPA Is not necessarily a vote in support of BRT. 

I am aware that some merchants have begun to express concerns about impacts to 
parking and that some residents have begun to express concerns about stop-spacing. 
However, I believe that BRT can be implemented in a way that addresses these issues. 

Existing bus stops at popular destinations for seniors and people with limited mobility 
could and should be Improved by locating BRT stations in their place. Shelter, seating, 
lighting, and other security amenities would be welcomed at these stops as an 
improvement to existing (or lack thereof) facilities, and could attract even more riders. 

Our region can use BRT as an opportunity to improve existing parking conditions, such 
as implementing a "performance-based pricing" strategy for parking along the BRT 
corridor. Letting the market determine the cost of premium, on-street parking would 
lead to increased revenues, 100% of which could be re-invested in the district where the 
revenues were generated. Those new revenues could then be spent on a local shuttle 
service (like the Emery-Go-Round), transit passes for local workers (Eco-passes), more 
lighting, increased security, or other improvements desired by local merchants. Old 
Pasadena, and Redwood City offer incredible examples of how to do this, as described in 
Donald Shoup's book "The High Cost of Free Parking". 

Increased traffic and other Issues have all but eliminated transit reliability while 
simultaneously Increasing maintenance and operations costs. BRT offers a tremendous 
opportunity to address these issues. However, without a study of "how much" BRT 
could be implemented, we cannot know how to proceed. 



Again, please vote In favor of studying a "full-build LPA" for BRT, which will then help us 
determine which configuration, if any, would best serve the community. 

Thank you for your time and service to the City. 

Kensington, CA 94707 

58 
BRT Project Team 

You will soon be asked to vote on a "Locally Preferred Alternative" (LPA) for Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) for our region. Along with TransForm, I am asking you to please vote In 
favor of studying a robust BRT system with a maximum number of proposed stations 
and dedicated lanes (also being called a "full-build LPA"), but In awareness that voting 
for a full build LPA Is not necessarily a vote In support of BRT. I also think It is critical to 
Include bike lanes In the project to ensure safety along Telegraph Avenue and keep 
traffic moving smoothly. 

I am aware that some merchants have begun to express concerns about Impacts to 
parking and that some residents have begun to express concerns about stop-spacing. 
However, I believe that BRT can be Implemented In a way that addresses these Issues. 

Existing bus stops at popular destinations for seniors and people with limited mobility 
could and should be Improved by locating BRT stations in their place. Shelter, seating, 
lighting, and other security amenities would be welcomed at these stops as an 
improvement to existing (or lack thereof) facilities, and could attract even more riders. 

Our region can use BRT as an opportunity to improve existing parking conditions, such 
as Implementing a "performance-based pricing" strategy for parking along the BRT 
corridor. Letting the market determine the cost of premium, on-street parking would 
lead to increased revenues, 100% of which could be re-invested in the district where the 
revenues were generated. Those new revenues could then be spent on a local shuttle 
service (like the Emery-Go-Round), transit passes for local workers (Eco-passes), more 
lighting, increased security, or other improvements desired by local merchants. Old 
Pasadena, and Redwood City offer incredible examples of how to do this, as described In 
Donald Shoup's book "The High Cost of Free Parking". 

Increased traffic and other issues have all but eliminated transit reliability while 
simultaneously Increasing maintenance and operations costs. BRT offers a tremendous 
opportunity to address these issues. However, without a study of "how much" BRT 
could be Implemented, we cannot know how to proceed. 



Again, please vote In favor of studying a "full-build LPA" for BRT, which will then help us 
determine which configuration. If any, would best serve the community. 

Thank you for your time and service to the City. 

Oakland, CA 94610 

59 
BRT Project Team 

You will soon be asked to vote on a "Locally Preferred Alternative" (LPA) for Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) for our region. Along with TransForm, I am asking you to please vote In 
favor of studying a robust BRT system with a maximum number of proposed stations 
and'dedlcated lanes (also being called a "full-build LPA"), but In awareness that voting 
for a full build LPA is not necessarily a vote in support of BRT. 

I am aware that some merchants have begun to express concerns about impacts to 
parking and that some residents have begun to express concerns about stop-spacing. 
However, I believe that BRT can be Implemented In a way that addresses these issues. 

Existing bus stops at popular destinations for seniors and people with limited mobility 
could and should be improved by locating BRT stations in their place. Shelter, seating, 
lighting, and other security amenities would be welcomed at these stops as an 
improvement to existing (or lack thereof) facilities, and could attract even more riders. 

Our region can use BRT as an opportunity to improve existing parking conditions, such 
as implementing a "performance-based pricing" strategy for parking along the BRT 
corridor. Letting the market determine the cost of premium, on-street parking would 
lead to Increased revenues, 100% of which could be re-Invested In the district where the 
revenues were generated. Those new revenues could then be spent on a local shuttle 
service (like the Emery-Go-Round), transit passes for local workers (Eco-passes), more 
lighting, increased security, or other improvements desired by local merchants. Old 
Pasadena, and Redwood City offer Incredible examples of how to do this, as described in 
Donald Shoup's book "The High Cost of Free Parking". 

Increased traffic and other Issues have all but eliminated transit reliability while 
simultaneously increasing maintenance and operations costs. BRT offers a tremendous 
opportunity to address these issues. However, without a study of "how much" BRT 
could be Implemented, we cannot know how to proceed. 

Again, please vote in favor of studying a "full-build LPA" for BRT, which will then help us 
determine which configuration, if any, would best serve the community. 



Thank you for your time and service to the City. 

Alameda, CA 94501 

60 
BRT Project Team 

You will soon be asked to vote on a "Locally Preferred Alternative" (LPA) for Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) for our region. Please vote In favor of studying a robust BRT system with a 
maximum number of proposed stations and dedicated lanes. 

We need the maximum mobility provided by dedicated lanes for a BRT system that will 
move people and commerce In the future. Concerns about parking limitations are short 
sighted as we must rely on Increased public transportation to move people as single 
occupancy automobile transit becomes prohibitive. 

Again, please vote In favor of studying a "full-build LPA" for BRT, which will then help us 
determine which configuration would best serve the community. 

Thank you for your time and service to the City. 

Berkeley, CA 94705 

61 
BRT Project Team 

You will soon be asked to vote on a "Locally Preferred Alternative" (LPA) for Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) for our region. Along with TransForm, I am asking you to please vote in 
favor of studying a robust BRT system with a maximum number of proposed stations 
and dedicated lanes (also being called a "full-build LPA"), but in awareness that voting 
for a full build LPA Is not necessarily a vote In support of BRT. 

I am aware that some merchants have begun to express concerns about Impacts to 
parking and that some residents have begun to express concerns about stop-spacing. 
However, I believe that BRT can be Implemented in a way that addresses these issues. 

Existing bus stops at popular destinations for seniors and people with limited mobility 
could and should be Improved by locating BRT stations in their place. Shelter, seating, 
lighting, and other security amenities would be welcomed at these stops as an 
improvement to existing (or lack thereof) facilities, and could attract even more riders. 

Our region can use BRT as an opportunity to Improve existing parking conditions, such 
as implementing a "performance-based pricing" strategy for parking along the BRT 



corridor. Letting the market determine the cost of premium, on-street parking would 
lead to increased revenues, 100% of which could be re-invested in the district where the 
revenues were generated. Those new revenues could then be spent on a local shuttle 
service (like the Emery-Go-Round), transit passes for local workers (Eco-passes), more 
lighting, increased security, or other Improvements desired by local merchants. Old 
Pasadena, and Redwood City offer Incredible examples of how to do this, as described in 
Donald Shoup's book "The High Cost of Free Parking". 

Increased traffic and other Issues have all but eliminated transit reliability while 
simultaneously increasing maintenance and operations costs. BRT offers a tremendous 
opportunity to address these issues. However, without a study of "how much" BRT 
could be implemented, we cannot know how to proceed. 

Again, please vote In favor of studying a "full-build LPA" for BRT, which will then help us 
determine which configuration. If any, would best serve the community. 

Thank you for your time and service to the City. 

Oakland, CA 94612 

62 
BRT Project Team 

You will soon be asked to vote on a "Locally Preferred Alternative" (LPA) for Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) for our region. Along with TransForm, 1 am asking you to please vote In 
favor of studying a robust BRT system with a maximum number of proposed stations 
and dedicated lanes (also being called a "full-build LPA"), but In awareness that voting 
for a full build LPA is not necessarily a vote In support of BRT. 

1 am aware that some merchants have begun to express concerns about impacts to 
parking and that some residents have begun to express concerns about stop-spacing. 
However, I believe that BRT can be Implemented In a way that addresses these Issues. 

Existing bus stops at popular destinations for seniors and people with limited mobility 
could and should be improved by locating BRT stations In their place. Shelter, seating, 
lighting, and other security amenities would be welcomed at these stops as an 
improvement to existing (or lack thereof) facilities, and could attract even more riders. 

Our region can use BRT as an opportunity to improve existing parking conditions, such 
as implementing a "performance-based pricing" strategy for parking along the BRT 
corridor. Letting the market determine the cost of premium, on-street parking would 
lead to increased revenues, 100% of which could be re-invested In the district where the 



revenues were generated. Those new revenues could then be spent on a local shuttle 
service (like the Emery-Go-Round), transit passes for local workers (Eco-passes), more 
lighting, increased security, or other improvements desired by local merchants. Old 
Pasadena, and Redwood City offer incredible examples of how to do this, as described in 
Donald Shoup's book "The High Cost of Free Parking". 

Increased traffic and other Issues have all but eliminated transit reliability while 
simultaneously Increasing maintenance and operations costs. BRT offers a tremendous 
opportunity to address these Issues. However, without a study of "how much" BRT 
could be Implemented, we cannot know how to proceed. 

Again, please vote in favor of studying a "full-build LPA" for BRT, which will then help us 
determine which configuration, if any, would best serve the community. 

Thank you for your time and service to the City. 

Berkeley, CA 94702 
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You will soon be asked to vote on a "Locally Preferred Alternative" (LPA) for Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) for our region. Along with TransForm, I am asking you to please vote in 
favor of studying a robust BRT system with a maximum number of proposed stations 
and dedicated lanes (also being called a "full-build LPA"), but in awareness that voting 
for a full build LPA is not necessarily a vote in support of BRT. 

I am aware that some merchants have begun to express concerns about impacts to 
parking and that some residents have begun to express concerns about stop-spacing. 
However, I believe that BRT can be implemented in a way that addresses these issues. 

Existing bus stops at popular destinations for seniors and people with limited mobility 
could and should be improved by locating BRT stations In their place. Shelter, seating,. 
lighting, and other security amenities would be welcomed at these stops as an 
Improvement to existing (or lack thereof) facilities, and could attract even more riders. 

Our region can use BRT as an opportunity to Improve existing parking conditions, such 
as Implementing a "performance-based pricing" strategy for parking along the BRT 
corridor. Letting the market determine the cost of premium, on-street parking would 
lead to increased revenues, 100% of which could be re-invested in the district where the 
revenues were generated. Those new revenues could then be spent on a local shuttle 
service (like the Emery-Go-Round), transit passes for local workers (Eco-passes), more 
lighting, increased security, or other improvements desired by local merchants. Old 



Pasadena, and Redwood City offer incredible examples of how to do this, as described in 
Donald Shoup's book "The High Cost of Free Parking". 

Increased traffic and other issues have all but eliminated transit reliability while 
simultaneously increasing maintenance and operations costs. BRT offers a tremendous 
opportunity to address these Issues. However, without a study of "how much" BRT 
could be implemented, we cannot know how to proceed. 

Again, please vote in favor of studying a "full-build LPA" for BRT, which will then help us 
determine which configuration. If any, would best serve the community. 

Thank you for your time and service to the City. 

Berkeley, CA 94709 

64 
You will soon be asked to vote on a "Locally Preferred Alternative" (LPA) for Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) for our region. Along with TransForm, I am asking you to please vote in 
favor of studying a robust BRT system with a maximum number of proposed stations 
and dedicated lanes (also being called a "full-build LPA"), but in awareness that voting 
for a full build LPA is not necessarily a vote In support of BRT. 

I am aware that some merchants have begun to express concerns about impacts to 
parking and that some residents have begun to express concerns about stop-spacing. 
However, I believe that BRT can be implemented in a way that addresses these Issues. 

Existing bus stops at popular destinations for seniors and people with limited mobility 
could and should be improved by locating BRT stations In their place. Shelter, seating, 
lighting, and other security amenities would be welcomed at these stops as an 
Improvement to existing (or lack thereof) facilities, and could attract even more riders. 

Our region can use BRT as an opportunity to Improve existing parking conditions, such 
as Implementing a "performance-based pricing" strategy for parking along the BRT 
corridor. Letting the market determine the cost of premium, on-street parking would 
lead to increased revenues, 100% of which could be re-Invested In the district where the 
revenues were generated. Those new revenues could then be spent on a local shuttle 
service (like the Emery-Go-Round), transit passes for local workers (Eco-passes), more 
lighting, increased security, or other improvements desired by local merchants. Old 
Pasadena, and Redwood City offer Incredible examples of how to do this, as described In 
Donald Shoup's book "The High Cost of Free Parking". 

Increased traffic and other issues have all but eliminated transit reliability while 
simultaneously Increasing maintenance and operations costs. BRT offers a tremendous 



opportunity to address these issues. However, without a study of "how much" BRT 
could be implemented, we cannot know how to proceed. 

Again, please vote In favor of studying a "full-build LPA" for BRT, which will then help us 
determine which configuration, if any, would best serve the community. 

If Berkeley Is serious about implementing a police to reduce our emissions and fight 
global climate change then improved transit options such as a full build LPA for BRT 
should definitely be one of those options. 

Thank you for your time and service to the City. 

Berkeley, CA 94708 

Hello, 

I have attached a PDF of my comments regarding Oakland's BRT proposal. 
Please feel free to contact me if you'd like to discuss them. 

Thanks, 

65 
Oakland, CA 94609 

Comments on the Oakland BRT Proposal 
Oakland, CA 94609 

Overall, this Is a great plan, and I am excited to see it implemented. Not only will It 
improve transit service along the Telegraph and International corridors, but It effectively 
seizes this as an opportunity to create more traffic - calmed, pedestrian - and 
bicycle friendly streets. I hope it can be funded and built quickly. I have a number of 
more specific comments regarding the draft design. Some of them are corridor - wide 
concerns, while others are specific to particular locations. As a North Oakland resident, I 
have focused my attention on the Telegraph corridor. Thank you for considering these 
suggestions. 

Corrldorwide: 
1. A mountable curb should be provided between BRT lanes and travel lanes to minimize 
the temptation of illegal entry. 
2. Where the bus lane Is along the side of the street, the illegal entry problem is likely to 
be particularly acute; similar bus - only lanes in Washington, D.C. are a joke during rush 
hour, and buses are left to sit in gridlock like everyone else. Even outside rush hour, the 
lanes are frequently blocked by double - parked delivery trucks. A solution to this Issue 



needs to be spelled out. It could be an automated enforcement system (eg cameras on 
buses) that will provide an adequate Incentive not to block the lanes. 
Or, could the bus lane be relocated on the outside ofthe parking lane with a narrow 
median (for parked car access) between them and separate signals for buses and 
turning traffic? 
3. Shared bike/bus lanes are not ideal, since bikes move at a constant slow speed while 
buses move faster but stop frequently. The lane will also need to be easily permeable by 
bikes, which will need to pass stopped buses and also switch lanes to turn left. Rumble 
strips, for example, are not biker - friendly. Of course, both making the lane permeable 
to bikes and discouraging illegal use are conflicting goals. Could a bike lane also be 
separated on the outside ofthe parking lane, as has been done on 7th Ave. In NYC? 
Combined with the outside bus lane suggested In #2 above, the order would be: 
sidewalk, bus lane, bike lane, narrow median, parking lane, travel lanes. Again, this 
would require separate signal phases for bikes/buses and rightturning traffic. 
4. Where possible, larger "striped areas" should be upgraded to landscaped medians to 
Improve aesthetics and reduce stormwater runoff. Ideally, these could be swales or 
similar "green streets" features. 
5. Wherever possible, extend medians to both sides of a crosswalk to create "refuges." 
This has been done in some areas, like 47th & Telegraph, but not in many others. 
6. Many intersections include pedestrian bulb - outs into Telegraph, but many should 
also extend around corners to shorten distances across the cross - streets (eg 51st St, 
27th St.) 
7. Make sure all traffic signals are fully bicycle - activated, including turn lanes. 
8. Check the BRT plan for consistency with the Bicycle Master Plan so that left turns and 
crossings ofthe BRT route are not prohibited on bike routes (example: 41st St.). 
9. How will other buses (eg 12,18) travel along Telegraph? Ideally, accommodations 
would be made so they can use the BRT lanes, unless the boarding platforms aren't 
compatible. Otherwise, locations for stops will need to be provided. 
Location - specific comments by sheet 
Sheet 2 
1. 65th: Why is the stop at 65th, rather than Alcatraz? 65th provides no through 
eastwest pedestrian connectivity, which means fewer people would have a short walk 
to the stop. A platform on the far side of Alcatraz in each direction also might preserve 
slightly more parking. 
2. At Alcatraz: Add pedestrian bulb - outs where possible at corners to shorten crossing 
distances. 
Sheet 3 
1. 61st: Shorten northbound left turn lane, replace with extended hardscape on north 
side of 60th St. crosswalk and landscaped space. 
2. 58th/Racine: a straight pedestrian crossing does not appear possible at the location 
shown (the curb line looks misaligned from the base aerial, making It appear there is 
room for a median and slip lane where there is not). Consider eliminating the slip lane or 



realigning it to enter Telegraph at closer to a 90 degree angle. This would also minimize 
bicycle lane conflicts and reduce the overall complexity of the intersection. 
Sheet 4 
1. Alleen: Extra care Is required here because of speeding traffic exiting the freeway. 
Tighten the curb radius at the northeast corner to reduce pedestrian conflicts with 
right - turning cars. Also, move the Telegraph crossing to the north side of the 
intersection and add a curb bulb - out; this will reduce pedestrian conflicts with 
leftturning traffic trying to beat the light. 
2. 56th: If possible, tighten the southeast curb radius. 
Sheet 5 
1. Claremont: Eliminate the northbound right turn slip lane to reduce pedestrian and 
bicycle conflicts and create space for a couple more parking spaces. If this would cause 
too much vehicle delay, instead make sure the continuing bike lane and pedestrian 
crossing are prominent (other cities have used colored bike lanes, for example). 
2. 51st: Add/extend bulb - outs around the corner onto 51st to reduce pedestrian 
crossing distances and enlarge the narrow corner sidewalks. Build a new median with a 
refuge area on the west side of 51st St. in place of the double left turn lane that is no 
longer needed. Extend the 51st St. median on the east side to create a small refuge 
area. 
Sheet 6 
1. 48th St.: The BRT stop here Is too far from the center of the Temescal commercial 
area, and should be closer to traffic generators like Walgreens and the Post Office. I 
recognize there may be too many space demands near 51st due to turn lanes, but it 
could at least be moved to 49th St. 
2. 42nd St. to 49th St.: There is too much wasted space along this stretch In the form of 
"striped areas," while too many parking spaces are lost. If the BRT stop is moved to 49th 
and turn lanes are shortened (eg not much traffic turns left at 42nd St.), could more 
parking be provided? Alternatively, all that striped area could at least be landscaped. 
3. 46th: When Shattuck Is closed, straighten the 46th St. curb to allow two - way traffic 
and right turns onto Telegraph. 
4. 45th/Shattuck: Add curb bulb - out at southwest corner. Also, I like the idea of closing 
off the end of Shattuck and adding more sidewalk on Telegraph, but what will happen to 
that right of way? Will it be landscaped? 
Sheet 7 
1. 41st: This street is proposed as a bike boulevard on the Bikeway Master Plan, but the 
BRT proposal does not allow turns to and from southbound Telegraph. Could a 
bicycle - only left turn lane be put in to resolve the Inconsistency? 
2. 40th: Bulb - outs and/or refuge areas extending across the sidewalk would help 
pedestrians cross this wide and busy Intersection. 
3. 39th: Why Is the BRT stop here, and not at 40th St. with platforms at the far sides of 
the intersection? A stop at 40th would provide better east - west pedestrian access and 
more convenient BRT rider transfers to the 57,18, Emery - Go - Round, BART station, 
etc. 



Sheet 8 
1. MacArthur: Shorten pedestrian crossing distances by extending medians across all 
four crosswalks to create pedestrian refuges and adding bulb - outs on Macarthur. 
Sheets 11 - 12 

1. 27th: Same as for MacArthur, but here the 27th St. medians could also be widened at 
the Intersection to create a larger refuge. 
2. 20th, 21st, 23rd, 25th, Sycamore, 26th; Add bulb - outs In parking lanes at crosswalks. 
There seem to be fewer here than in other sections. 
3. Grand: Same as for MacArthur and 27th: refuges, bulb - outs. 

67 
You will soon be asked to vote on a "Locally Preferred Alternative" (LPA) for Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) for our region. Along with TransForm, I am asking you to please vote in 
favor of studying a robust BRT system with a maximum number of proposed stations 
and dedicated lanes (also being called a "full-build LPA"), but in awareness that voting 
for a full build LPA is not necessarily a vote In support of BRT. 

I am aware that some merchants have begun to express concerns about impacts to 
parking and that some residents have begun to express concerns about stop-spacing. 
However, I believe that BRT can be implemented in a way that addresses these issues. 

Existing bus stops at popular destinations for seniors and people with limited mobility 
could and should be Improved by locating BRT stations In their place. Shelter, seating, 
lighting, and other security amenities would be welcomed at these stops as an 
improvement to existing (or lack thereof) facilities, and could attract even more riders. 

Our region can use BRT as an opportunity to Improve existing parking conditions, such 
as implementing a "performance-based pricing" strategy for parking along the BRT 
corridor. Letting the market determine the cost of premium, on-street parking would 
lead to Increased revenues, 100% of which could be re-invested In the district where the 
revenues were generated. 

Increased traffic and other issues have all but eliminated transit reliability while 
simultaneously increasing maintenance and operations costs. BRT offers a tremendous 
opportunity to address these issues. However, without a study of "how much" BRT 
could be implemented, we cannot know how to proceed. 

Again, please vote in favor of studying a "full-build LPA" for BRT, which will then help us 
determine which configuration, if any, would best serve the community. 

Thank you for your time and service to the City. 

94611 
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I fully support Bus Rapid Transit throughout Oakland. This cannot occur fast enough. 

Thank you for your efforts Jim, Bruce and other staff for making this happen soon. 

Best regards, 

Oakland 
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You will soon be asked to vote on a "Locally Preferred Alternative" (LPA) for Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) for our region. Along with TransForm, I am asking you to please vote in 
favor of studying a robust BRT system with a maximum number of proposed stations 
and dedicated lanes (also being called a "full-build LPA"); but in awareness that voting 
for a full build LPA Is not necessarily a vote In support of BRT. 

I am aware that some merchants have begun to express concerns about impacts to 
parking and that some residents have begun to express concerns about stop-spacing. 
However, I believe that BRT can be implemented in a way that addresses these issues. 

Existing bus stops at popular destinations for seniors and people with limited mobility 
could and should be Improved by locating BRT stations in their place. Shelter, seating, 
lighting, and other security amenities would be welcomed at these stops as an 
improvement to existing (or lack thereof) facilities, and could attract even more riders. 

Our region can use BRT as an opportunity to Improve existing parking conditions, such 
as implementing a "performance-based pricing" strategy for parking along the BRT 
corridor. Letting the market determine the cost of premium, on-street parking would 
lead to Increased revenues, 100% of which could be re-invested in the district where the 
revenues were generated. Those new revenues could then be spent on a local shuttle 
service (like the Emery-Go-Round), transit passes for local workers (Eco-passes), more 
lighting, Increased security, or other improvements desired by local merchants. Old 
Pasadena, and Redwood City offer Incredible examples of how to do this, as described in 
Donald Shoup's book "The High Cost of Free Parking". 

Increased traffic and other Issues have all but eliminated transit reliability while 
simultaneously Increasing maintenance and operations costs. BRT offers a tremendous 
opportunity to address these.issues. However, without a study of "how much" BRT 
could be implemented, we cannot know how to proceed. 

Again, please vote In favor of studying a "full-build LPA" for BRT, which will then help us 
determine which configuration, if any, would best serve the community. 



Thank you for your time and service to the City. 

Oakland, CA 94606 



Attachment C 

East Bay Bus Rapid Transit Project 
Planning Commission Comments 

February 17, 2010 

The Planning Commission decided that they didn't need to make a collective formal 
finding regarding the BRT alignment, but they agreed to forward the project on to the 
Public Works Committee and endorse further study ofthe project In the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Report. Following is a summary of Individual 
Commissioners concluding comments. 

Commissioner Boxer 

Commissioner Boxer stated that he wasn't confident making a decision about the BRT, 
based on the historic role ofthe Planning Commission and his own expertise. 
He stated that he hears both sides ofthe Issue on the merits ofthe project. He noted 
that there seems to be little opposition on International Boulevard, compared to 
Temescal and Upper Telegraph, and posited that perhaps International Boulevard Is 
more suitable for this project. 

He expressed the concern that "Spending is a zero Sum game now - we've got to be 
careful who gets money and who doesn't." Generally, he felt that there needs to be a 
better argument for BRT If It Is going to be constructed, given the concern that many 
people have expressed about project Impacts. 

CommisionerGibbs 

Commissioner GIbbs raised questions about the Impacts on corridor businesses both 
during and after construction, asked whether staff and consultants were aware of any 
studies on this subject In other'citles, and requested that there should be a study on 
what would happen in Oakland. He was particularly concerned given the current 
economic climate. 

Commissioner Gibbs expressed concern about the high cost of the project 
(approximately $250 million dollars), and wanted assurance that the City of Oakland is 
not using or foregoing funds that could be better used for other Issues. He also 
expressed concerns over AC's attempt to transfer BRT funds to general operations. 



Commissioner GIbbs wants to ensure that the City of Oakland will have control over the 
design and impacts ofthe project within Its borders, and also that the City should insist 
that AC will have full responsibility for maintaining Its facilities. 

Finally, Commissioner Gibbs expressed concern for the loss of local bus service 
(Replacing the 1 and IR with the BRT). Although he stated that he does not ride the 
bus, he was concerned for elderly people who would have to walk further to get to the 
BRT station. 

Commissioner Truong 

Commissioner Truong stated that economic times are tough on businesses right now. 
But she said there is comfort In knowing this potential investment in the BRT by the 
public will catalyze private investment and help businesses nearby. She feels that 
Oakland's working families need reliable public transit in tough economic times and this 
will help. In addition, she stated that this project will be good for the environment. 

Commission Chair Huntsman 
Commission Chair Huntsman expressed the feeling that the ultimate project should be 
less than "full BRT" along the whole corridor. He was very concerned about the impacts 
of the projects on parking, not only for shoppers but for employees as well. In 
particular, he noted these concerns In Fruitvale and Temescal, where there Is currently a 
large demand for parking. 

Like some of the other Commissioners, Commissioner Huntsman expressed concerns 
about the removal of local stops, particularly for people with mobility restrictions. 

Finally, he expressed the desire that IF the project Is constructed, Oakland should seek 
to ensure local hiring provisions In construction contracts. 
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RESOLUTION NO. C M . S . 

RESOLUTION ADOPTING OAKLAND'S "LOCALLY PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE" TO BE INCLUDED AND ANALYZED IN THE FINAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/REPORT FOR THE AC 
TRANSIT EAST BAY BUS RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT 

WHERJEAS, in 1998 the AC Transit District ("AC Transit" ) initiated work on the "Major 
Investment Study" to closely examine alternatives for transit service on several transit corridors 
in their service area; and 

WHEREAS, in 2000 a Major Investment Study Policy Steering Committee comprised of 
members from all affected jurisdictions, including the City of Oakland ("City") was convened to 
provide guidance to the study from a corridor-wide perspective; and 

WHEREAS, in 2001 the Policy Steering Corrunittee recortunended a preferred route or "Locall) 
Preferred Alternative" (LPA) for a Bus Rapid Transit project that specified the corridor 
alignment of Telegraph Avenue to International Boulevard/East 14'̂  Street in the cities of 
Berkeley, Oakland, and San Leandro; and 

WHEREAS, Bus Rapid Transit is a mode of transit service that has some or all ofthe following 
characteristics; Dedicated Travel Lanes; Level Boarding Platforms; Off-Board Fare Collection; 
and Real-Time Arrival Signs; and, 

WHEREAS, in May 2007, AC Transit in collaboration with the Federal Transit Administration 
released a Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report ("Draft EIS/R") for the continued 
development ofthe East Bay Bus Rapid Transit Project (Project); and 

WHEREAS, in July 2007 the City of Oakland formally submitted comments in response to the 
Draft EIS/R, with comments focused on route alignment, traffic, parking, economic, 
construction, roadway maintenance and operational impacts, among other concerns; and, 

WHEREAS, AC Transit wishes to complete a Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report 
("Final EIS/R") for the Project in order to compete for Federal Transh Administration "Small 
Starts" Funding; and 



WHEREAS, According to Federal Transit Administration rules, AC Transit is required to 
consider a "Locally Preferred Alternative" adopted by Oakland, to be analyzed in the Final 
EIS/R for the Project; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Oakland's General Plan Policy T3.6 Encouraging Transit calls to 
"encourage and promote use of public transit... on designated "transit streets", and Policy T3.7 
Resolving Transportation Conflicts call for the City to "resolve any conflicts between public 
transit and single occupant vehicles in favor ofthe transportation mode that has the potential to 
provide the greatest mobility and access for people..."; and ! 

I 

WHEREAS, the City of Oakland adopted a Bicycle Master Plan in 2007 that identifies planned' 
bicycle facilities on sections ofthe proposed Bus Rapid Transit route, and 

WHEREAS, City staff has worked with AC Transit staff to refine the Project design to the 
extent possible, to meet City goals and to implement a project incorporating transit, bicycle, 
pedestrian and vehicle improvement; and 

WHEREAS, in January, 2010, City staff presented a draft preferred design option to the 
community in a series of public meetings, and in February, 2010, City staff presented the draft 
preferred design option to the Planning Commission for review and comment; and 

WHEREAS, City staff carefully reviewed public comment and concerns and proposed 
refinements to the proposed design ofthe Project; and 

WHEREAS, the City's adoption of a "Locally Preferred Ahemative" for inclusion and analysis 
in the Project Final EIS/R is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to, j 
without limitation, CEQA Guidelines section 15262; now, therefore be it 

RESOLVED: That the City adopts as its "Locally Preferred Alternative" to be included and 
analyzed in the Project Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report ("Final EIS/R") the draft 
design option presented to the public in January and February, 2010, as modified by staff in 
March 2010, and attached hereto as "Exhibit A"; and be it . 

FURTHER RESOLVED: The City requests that AC Transit investigate including left-door 
loading vehicles in the Project in order to minimize parking impacts associated with construction 
of stations, especially in Fruitvale and East Oakland; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED: The City requests that AC Transh include in the Final EIS/R a full 
analysis of: parking losses and potential mitigations, the impacts of loss of local service on the 
elderly and disabled, security issues related to off-bus cash payment and increased walk distance 
to stops, and economic impacts to local businesses during and post-construction; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED: That the City, in addition to adopting said "Locally Preferred 
Alternative", will request that AC Transit fully analyze a "Rapid Bus Plus" option that includes 
all ofthe facilities of Bus Rapid Transit but without dedicated bus-only lanes; and be it 



FURTHER RESOLVED: The City reserves the right to make changes to the Project at the 
conclusion ofthe Final EIS/R, based on the studied impacts and the adequacy of proposed 
mitigations of these impacts. 

IN COUNCIL. OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA , 20 

PASSED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE: 

AYES - BROOKS. DE LA FUENTE, KAPLAN, KERNIGHAN, NADEL, QUAN, REID, and PRESIDENT BRUNNER 

NOES -

ABSENT -

ABSTENTION -
ATTEST: 

LaTonda Simmons 
City Clerk and Clerk ofthe Council 
of ttie City of Oakland, California 



Exhibit A 

Bus Rapid Transit 
"Locally Preferred Alternative" 
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too 

PRIhfT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 200 

1" = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR & PEERS 
I t *KiMM»IHII i ComuLTiins 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 66th STREET TO 62nd STREET 

iVuMaiia ••r i i iaiVwvwk " i i - i a \ i « i t —ftjwa Tiii<iWLj<g a i - t u i * 



L£S£blQi 

soiwuV P«™G are ™,io. LANE m UNE 
lANDSOKT IANE LANE ™™- ^ ^ BT LANE 

BSnUrt URI L»K 

PRfiPOi^n f A i - s n 

nmva fflxE soewuv 
U M LkNE' LAHDSOPE 

ScevWK/ PMWW; WXE TB«, nuff BRILJNE 
UWBCUPE LANE LWE ™ ^ ' ^ ^ BHT UNE 

miAHE rmra.L>i« Bra P»R«W; scewuv 
" " ^ ' " ™ - ' " ^ LANE LANE UWOSOPE 

PROPOF^Pn f A 7 - R ? ^ 

6S' 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ H l - •!< ^ X 
tvWllEsLvf 10' L 10' [ i T 1. 10' [ 9" L 10' f 4 ' | . VARIES J. J. WRiES ]. 4' J. 

,S«:!«V,Bra ™ ^ t ^ T ^ ^ l ^ BRTLANE W IANE ^ ^ HWva LAKE,? .̂ . ^ S ! ^ 

PPOPfKFn fA.^-B3l 

BEFORE = 8 SPACES 

10' ,L '• i 
HMHOPE LANE* -L*NE-[>jfl]scAPE S i { l 5 ! ! E ' ™ ^ ' ^ X * BRTL̂E 

FMCVWC 

EFT IANE TUBNIAIC . ^ ^ LWÊ  LWX«re 

HIGH v i s i a u r r CROSSWALK 

WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

uiyEQ e m w LAwt i;AijTOW/3Bwi & B K V I 

BRT STOP 

eiKE LAKE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFnC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUnER MODIFICATION 

AFTER = 0 SPACES AFTER = 8 SPACES 

A 
58' 

t 
IVARIESt. 17.5' 1 I T !, i r 1 I T 1 17.5' IVARIES| 

USSESi 

niivQ. LAW tiRKK: I>HE HUVG. LAKE 

EyigTINQ (TYPICAL1 

LEFT-TURN PROHLBITIONS AT: 
60th STOEET, MeAULEV STREET AND 
5Bth STREET. 

4-FODT BIKE LANES REQUIRE GUTTER 
MOOinCAHON TO I Z INCHES OH LESS. 

A R E R = 2 S P A C E 

)00 

STIt iAVE 

PRINT IN COLOR FQR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 200 

1" = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

f? 
FEHR & PIERS 
mii5'ciiT«Tio« ccminTAnri 

- PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY B U S R A P I D T R A N S I T FOR O A K L A N D 

T E L E G R A P H A V E N U E - 6 2 n d S T R E E T T O 5 8 t h STREET 

iViiigi^i n i-i]\i>i BinnrfMtu Ta>rWi_ng m-n.4-. FIGURE 3 



sa' 75' 

iml imJL Ai 
LEGEND: 

}• S' [ 5 ' I 10- I. I T 

SIDEWJiX/ ' • m i K BKE j a tm . LAHE BfiT LAKE 
LANMWPE IANE LANE ™ ^ LAW BBT LAKE 

L I T L 10' f S ' f a' f VARIES J. J,VABIESJ.4'J, 10" [ 10' L H ' I H ' J.5'f 11" [ 5 ' f 8' |.V*RIEs|. 

BRI IANE TRWtL LANE B«E PARKIMC SI0£»AIK/ SIOE**LK/ WE TUMX. TIKN sin IM<Z Bm LANE UOMH 
BHT IANE IWEL LANE j j ^ j ^ ^ ^ LANDSCIPE UWOSWE LANE" UWE IANE H"! UWt HII kAHt HllWH 

PROPOSED f A I - s n PROPOSFD f ^ ? - B ? ) 

72' 

Tfiuva 
LWE 

w£ pwruK sctwtx/ 
LINE LVIE LWDSEJVE 

ii mil 
J.V/j;iE5}.5'| 10' J, 10' j . 11' I. 11' t 

SSSpt w k " " ^ WNE TURN W« BBT UNE BBT L«f€ 

PROPOSED ( W - B 3 ) 

BEFORE = 11 SPACES 

MEOWN TWva IANE ^ ^ «>E«»UV 

AFTER o 13 SPACES 

L 10' |5;J,yARIESJ J.VARIE3|Vj. 10' j , 9' [ 10' J, . l l ' J. 10' J, 10' fvLvARIEsf 

ERTIANE 

PROPOSFD rA4-FM^ 

BEFORE •> 13 SPACES ^ BB^ORE - S SPACES 

mum iwiwEiR^^LiANEi^^gW^ 
« 

HIGH visiBiLrrr CROSSWALK 

WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEOICATED BRT LANE 

MIVED FLOW LANE (Al/TOMOQILE * BRT) 

BRT STOP 

' BIKg LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STDIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGENO 

TRAFHC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

7 SPACES 

imiUfflmumwiiimi.vMiwnvisnmiiuiowgiiMmiMtgB'LBim OTa:nvffiM'.i™miiwjii;iiira'Mra™=,nmwv.Mi^iMMSira'iE'mEftff^^^^ 
--̂ -il— ••tHaSS' • M ',^- waiHB"-', •" ^•"-'" "••• -wJ iBg i : : ^— .. . 

- -fe 
BEFORE - 9 SPACES 
AFTER = 9 SPACES 

VARIES 

_ aWB^^BS 

m£GRAJ?H:AVE\ . 

B E F O R E - 1 2 SPACES 
A F T H l • 12 SPACES AFTER - 0 SPACES AFTER - 0 SPACES 

1 i 
NOTES! 

J.VABIE5I. 17J5' 11' 17.5' J.VARIE5| 

tama.. i j x Tuwc LMC mvD. LANE 

EyigTINS fTfPlCAL) 

1. LEFT-TURN PROHIBITIONS AT; 
57th STREET. 

4-FOOT BIKE LANES REQUIRE GUTTER 
MODIFICATION TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 100 200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

^ 
FEHR &. PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 58th STREET TO 55th STREET 
FIGURE 4 



[ I T I 5' J. r [ VARIES I, I, VARIES J. 14' \. 1Q' \. 

^^ 11 I B J 

LEGEND: 

ftiffiH 
10- 1.5-f 7- i VARIES f 

SlDEVWy/ PWWNt BKE Tn.vo ,tm: BUT uur OITT i.m: m m i iur BKE PMMNC 3aEW*J(/ SIDEVMlV TWffi-LANE T,.pu UI„F RDT H „ C BWi iu r imvti iiwc BIKE PWKING SDEVÎ JC/ 
LANDSê E LANE LANE ^ " ^ LAKE BRT IANE BRT LANE nWVQ LWE ^ M S j j _ ^ lANDKWE WNDSWt * / SHWBW ™RH LANE BRT LANE 6CT LANE TMVEL LAHE ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ LANOSCVE 

PROPOSED f A I - B l ^ 

70" 

^ i ^ ^ î  
PHOPn?;Fn ( k7~n7 \ 

70" 

fvARIEsU'L IQ' L 10' J. I T j . I T j . 15' LS'L a' jVARIEsf 

f ^ ^ l Z l ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ BRIWfE TRAV L̂̂ E f^^ ' ^ f ^ ^ lANOSCAPE UWE' 

PROPOSED f A 3 - B 3 ^ 

BEFORE " 20 SPACES 

J.VAreEsJ.4'j, I T j . I T I. i T ' L 10' I 10' L 5' I. B' J. VARIES I. 

™ | ^ W_TR,« i . y „E BRIWNE 8RILAKE TWai LWEIRWEL IANE BIKE P « < M : S ™ / 

PRQpn? ;Fn f A * - H 4 ^ 

BEFORE = D SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LWJE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE * BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE WNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIAMS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

FEHR & PEERS 
PRELIMINARY 

FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

ISTIIIIPHI FI) l-11\ l i l aUmltjftMO Hi i iM l i Jg Ol-IUaq 

BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 
TELEGRAPH AVENUE-55th STREET TO 49th STREET 

FIGURE S 



i£ismi 

[VARIESLVI. I T I 3' [ I T J. IT J. 9' [ I T fVfvARIEsf J. VARIES J. 4'J. 10' [ ID' J. I T |. I T [ 10' |. 10' fVfvARIEsj 

, 'S^ i , ! . ' ^™vaLA^E ^ ^ , . BRTLANE BRf LW ' ^ ™va L«E,?"^ f S i ^ f ' ^ ^ , ^ ^ . ^ ' ^ ^ "a=l*H BRTLANE ' BRTIANE TUm IANE TO«L UNE ,!«£ SID™JV - l/NE> lANOSOPE LANDSCJFC LANE' 

PROPOSED f A 1 - B n PROPOSFD (A-J-R7\ 

LL J i 
tvARIEsf r [S'l 10' L to' [ I T f I T ^ 10' i 10' f4'LvARlE5J. LvARIEsf4'f 10' f lO' j . i T J. 11' [ 10' j 10' L 4" j VARIES J. 

TURN LAME BBT UNE Bfil UNE l*H*H ™JJ°- BM_ ^ ^ i ^ J ^ ^ i t iS«- ̂ ^ ^ ' ^^ " ° ' * ' ' BRT LWE BRT LANE TLUW LANE tR*«L L*N£ jJJ|, ^ ^ ^ K 

PROPOSED fA3-B3^ FRQPQ5FQ ( A ^ - R i ) 

TO BEFORE-12 SPACES .,̂  BEFORE - 11 SPACES 

P P H K H C 

SWWALJV BKE TWVEL 
lANCSCtPE UWE IANE 

« 

49th ST 

k •5^ ' r . 

AFTER = 9 SPACES - 5 ( ^ 

.4^^ .̂. 
AFTER = 0 SPACES 

^^.m:\ -if'̂  *jSil -i^'-^ ^:m^. 

BEFORE = 7 SPACES 

HIGH Visiaurr CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOC BAR 

DEOICATED BRT WNE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (ALTTOMOBILE A: SRT] 

BHT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-ST(KET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL r 

REQUIRES CUTTER MODIFICATION 
BEFORE = 6 SPACES 

ARER = D SPACES AFTER = D SPACES 
TO 

43rd ST 

.•.•*-z-~:-'^^^?r..">!i- -iy?a^--'-y->-^^~y?.-';.7 ^'•'; ' 'g^rW; • 1 

l ^ ^ , : ^ - ^ ^ i ^ ^ ^ 

AFTER - Q SPACES 
70' 

TELEGRAPy AVEl<^ fei ,' 

BEFORE - 5 SPACES 
AFTER » 0 SPACES ARER - D SPACES AFTER » 0 SPACES 

• BEFORE = 6 SPACES 
AFTER « O SPACES 

1 
LVARlESi '' J. ^'' ,!• ^̂ " J. 

i MEi 

|VARiES_L 

' ^ " j j ™ ^ ' TB«LUW UIWCLW I S W . 1 ^ W/QyWBWC 

EXISTING firPICALI 

1. LEFT-TURN PROHIBITIONS AT; 
46lh STT'EET AND 44th STREET. 

2, 4-FOOT BIKE UWES REQUIRE GUTTER 
MOOinCATlON TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 

PRINT IN COLOR FDR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 100 200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

f? 
FEHR & PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

^•hM,« juMiViiia Ml r̂  i - i3 \ i ' •»»MiM\j«43 H.*«ti.na g i - i i * ^ 

BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 
TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 49th STREETTO 44th STREET 

FIGURE 6 



70' 

tkmX 
fvARIEsU'L 11' [ 9' 

ii_ A M ! 
LEfSMt 

10' [ 10" fVLvARlEs}. J. VARIES J. 8" f 5" f I T f 11' f 11" J, ID' j . 10' J. 4'J, 

SS^«« .TT«vaUNE 3 , ^ ^ a^l>«E BRIL^C UEE«N m ^ V ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ " ^ ^ - ^ ^ BRIUNE BR, U ^ T« . UNE TT̂VEL LAN. ̂  2 S S 

PRopnsFn f A i - B i l 

70' 

PROPOSFO ( h 7 - m \ 

70' 

IMI. JA l \ \ ' \ ' i 

]. VARIES J. 4'J. i r J. 10' J. n ' [ IT f IT f S ' f 7' J.VARIESJ. J. VARIES J. 4'J, .10' _[ 10' |. iT j 1T [ 10' |. 10' f4'LvARIE5f 

S S ^ ' ' E L S E ^ ™ ^ ' ^ ™ ™ ^ E " " ^ BW W£ T R M L U ^ BIKE PAWING 5 ^ V ^ ' ^ ^ W ^ IM^ UEDW* ' BRTUNE BRI LANE TUW U«E IRAVEL UNE j JJ^ S « « J V 

EBQEQSEtLifii=aal 

BEFORE " 7 SPACES BEFORE = B SPACES 

PROPOSED f A 4 - B 4 i 

BEFORE = D SPACES 

« 

A R E R - B SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE {AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HAflDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND / -

TT^FHC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES CUTTER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE = 20 SPACES 

^ ' R R O H I B n A U . • '^•^•~— PROHIBIT A U . •- l ^ j f t -

LER-TIJRNS %.-l|Si|M-'^- -<• 1 ,r '" ' / i ••|'̂ - '"'"T'^ 

J . — j 2 i i r * ^ i « ^ ^ i 
ffliv,v™™sm\iTOTi=MMA\v\\MmraraMmvMTi\™vi\iMS^^^ 

T^f^^fSE 
r^iSiriZS^nr::? 

BEFORE - 5 SPACES 
AFTER =- 0 SPACES 
70' 

BEFORE •= 7 SPACES BEFORE - 4 SPACES 
AFTER - 5 SPACES A R E R - 0 SPACES A R E R - S SPACES 

1 
NOTES: 

J.VAHIE5J. IBJ ' J, 11' J. i r I. 11' J. ia.5' j.V>RIESj. 

™ » ; 5 ™ « - TR«L U « TUSWO l « £ IHWEL LAKE ,™MV|;*W"« 

EXISTING (TTPICAL^ 

LEFT-TURN PROHIBITIONS AT: 
43rd STREET, 41st 5TT?EET AND 
391h STREET. 

4-FOOT BIKE LANES REOUIRE GUTTER 
MODIFICATtON TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 

PRÎ fT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 100 200 
r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

f? 
FEHR &. PEERS 
TIHiMITHirOII CmSHLTHIS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 44th STREET TO 39th STREET 
I * f » l S T < i | • ! f^ 1-11%l> BCMa^VM** T l l ^ im_m ft1~<U^ FIGURE 7 



i-mi ^ 
f i r J. 5' [ a' i VARIES J. J. VARIES J. 4' 

L£££tlQ: 

SXHtU/ P/IKWS HKE nu\f l LANf BT IJWC 
MOSOK UNE UNE " * * " • ^ ^ »« IWE BHi lANt IHWtL UKt jjj„£ ^ J ^ UM)SC*PE S^'S^ iSi^ ™ ^ ' ^ «°'"' 

PWIPnSFD f A 1 - R l ) 

70' 

BRI IMK 

PROPOSFD fA7-H7^ 

70' 

mn liHT i»iuti ruic BM PWIONO SCTWIV BUT LANE nwva UNE ^ j ^ y ^ UNDSWE 

j . VARIES J. S' f 5 'J, I T J. IT 

S S ' E "SS?" S ^ ™ « I - W « E ERTUNE BRTLM I W U « T R * a U N E « « . S S K 

PROPOSED fA3-B3^ 

S ^ ' ' ; T gi™^^ ' " ' ^ 

L I T f I T f s ' f a' LvARiEsj. 

m iiMP reiun l u r BIKE P « t t « gOEWUt/ BRI LANE mvB. IMK. y ^ ^ j ^ WfflSoSE 

PROPOSFO f A 4 - B 4 ^ 

BEFORE = 6 SPACES 

« 

HIGH VISiaUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXEO FLOW L A N E (AUTOMOBILE * BRt) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARQSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REOUIRES GUTTER W0DIFKHT10N 

9 SPACES 

A R E R - 0 SPACES A R E R = 2 SPACES A R E R - a SPACES 

i i 
NOTES: 

[VAHIESJ, 18-5' J, i T L i T J, I T J, ia.5' J.V*filESj. 

'*«'!5;™*- mwi, ixe iwnK w t ratvEi iwc TIWEI/MWI: 

EXISTING r rYPICAL l 

LEFT-TURN PROHIBITIONS AT: 
APGAR STREET, Jath STREET. 37th STREET 
AND 36th STREET. 

4-FOOT BIKE LANES REOUIRE GUTTER 
MOOIRCATION TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 100 200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR & PEERS 
r«tNl»p>T>[p«.CII.iHmTiilTt. 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 39th STREET TO 3eth STREET 

I *in>i^\T<i|iM> ng l - ia \ lB acMIHVMll Tilign|li.Wa 01-1144 



J.VARIES L 8' f s' f i r L 
aCCWJlK/ P>fWINC BKE Tfunn uws BRI UNE 
UWOSCAPE LANE UNE ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ™ ^ 

j , I T [ I T j . 5 ' j . a' fvARIEsJ. J. VARIES 1 4 ' f 10' \. ID' 

BRTUWE H W a UNE ,B";E "*" '=«! , 5 ^ ^ ^ I f S I ^ ,!'.'S-TT««L U«E MED«« 

LEffiffll 

UWDSDPEUWE*™*^ '^ 

PROPOSED f A i - e n 
70' 

BRT UNE BRI UNE TURN UNE IWVa WNE ^ , ^J^^JlPE 

PRQPOSFn f A 7 - B 2 ^ 

^ ^ < ^ ^ IL ^<^i-S^i-e>r^ 
J,V*BIESJ.4'L 10' [ 10' J. IT J. IT J, 10' [ 10- J.4'LVARIESJ, J. VARIES J. 4 ' | IT I 9' f 'T \. 1T f 9' f lT f4'fvARIE5L 

aRTÛE UEĈN TR»aUNE5;i^.^S^ S K L S ^ ™ ^ ^ S T ^ «^ ^ ^ «^ ^ ^ 3 T ^ ™«^ ^ L T E - S S 

PROPOSED fA3-S3^ PROPflfiFn fA4-tH) 

BEFORE = 26 SPACES , BEFORE = 10 SPACES 

u S * P E LJKE- ™ ^ IANE T\J«N UNE BRT UNE 
« 

A R E R - 24 SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STDP BAR 

DEDICATED 9RT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (ALTTOMOBILE A: BRT^ 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STTfFED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TTWFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE g 17 SPACES 

BEFORE t> 19 SPACES 
A R E R - 12 SPACES A R E R - 0 SPACES 

70' 

1 1 NOTES: 

^VARIESJ. 1B.5' J. 1T j . IT ^ IT J. ia.5' JVARIESj. 

EXISTING (TYPICALI 

LEFT-TURN PROHIBmONS AT: 
33rd STREET AND 32ND STREET. 

4-FOOT BIKE LANES REQUIRE GUTTER 
MODIFICATION TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

f? 
FEHR &. PEERS 

PRELIMINARY-
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

TRIHS>GHT»Trn< COBiULTUTi 
Ml n . tni« rm 

BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 
TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 36th STREETTO 32nd STREET 

An in, sjiv rrv 



LESfflffli 

LwRIEsfVf 10' t 10' J. I T L I T L I f f s ' L a- fvARlEsf I VARIES j . 4' 

BRT LANE 

3' J. 10' J. I T I 1 T I. 1 r L 5 ' f 8 ' I.VARIES L 

UNDSCAPE UNE- " " " " • " ^ " ^ " ^ 
nm. jNf i s * f1 (*«t BKE WK1H5 S«W*U</ BRIUNE TR*ELUNE ^ ^ j j , ^ UNOStyPE ^IX^''^^/ ,B"J. TTWd UNE TURN UWE 

UNIKCJiPE UNE" 
UNF BRIUNE TR*EL UNE BIH P»J!K1K; SCeWlV 
UNE BRIUNE TWELUNE ^ ^ j ^ UWMCWE 

PROPOSFD f A i - e n 

70" 

PRQPOSFn (A->-B7'i 

70' 

5 - ^ ' ^ 
LvARIEsL4't 10' t 10' L IT [ 10' I 3' [ I T U'tVAREsL fvAREsf 8' f 5 ' f 12' J, I T f i T [ 1T J. 5' f B' f VARIES f 

S « W ^ . ™ v a u N E m . U N E BRTUNE ERI UNE ^ f ^ TR*«L UNE S ^ ^ ^ SSSSJ^ ^ t S ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ' " ^ ^ 

PROPOSED fA3 -B3 l 

BtUOK 

BHI UNE nUVFL UWE BKE PMnW SWtWU/ 
BHI uwt i w v a i>NE ^ ^ ^ ^ LANDSOPE « 

HIGH V i s i a u r r CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (Al/TOMOBILE * BRT] 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PH3ESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPES AREA 

"oN-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

BEFORE = 14 SPACES 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE = 9 SPACES 

A R E R = 0 SPACES 

_1 
70' 

^ ^ rigb ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
IVARIESI. IBJ ' 1 IT ) IT 1 I T |. 18.5' IVARIESl. 

FXISTING fTYPICALl 

AFTER - 0 SPACES 

NOTES: 

1. LEFT~T\JRN PROHIBfTIONS AT; 
31st STREET. 30lh STREET, 
MERRtMAC STREET AND 2Blh STREET, 

2. 4-FOOT BIKE LANES REOUIRE GUTTER 
MOOinCATION TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 

AFTER = 4 SPACES A R E R = 3 SPACES 27th ST 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR MEWING 

100 200 
1' = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

f? 
FEHR & PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 32nd STREET TO 28thSTREET 
FIGURE 10 



70' 

1 ^ ^^-t 
L E G E N D : 

[ v A R l E s f y f 10' [ 10' L I T 

UHOSaiPE L » f 

IT I. 10' J. 10' ).4'J.VAmE5}, fvARIEsf 8' f 5' f 1T j . 1T j . I T f 10' j . 10' L 4'). VARIES 1. 

BRTUNE BRTUNE TURN L>« TR«L UNE " 1 ^ ^ J ^ " ^ g ^ « ^ ''*««= ^ TWO. X^X m i m BRIUNE TITRN LANE nwvn U « E ^ . ^ W 

PROPOSFT1 f A 1 - B 1 1 PROPOSFD f A 7 - R 7 > 

70' 

LvARIES U ' f I T f 9 ' 

M^J-BBi-^H Ji 
SIOEW«J(/ BKE ™vEi UWE BRT 
UNDSaPt UNE- ™ ^ ' ^ ^ ST*TWN 

i r L 9' 1. IT 1.4'f VARIES f I VARIES f 4' J, 10' J. 10' J. 1T j , 1T [ 10' f 5' j 8' [ VARIES J. 

B71IANF (wrtANE ĤT T|«ffl_ l u r B1«E SIDEWALK/ SIDEVMJV BIKE J M ^ „ „ £ TURN IANE BRT UWE BRT UWE THWEL U(C BK '''«NN5 SIOOTAIK/ 
BRT UNE Bfil LINE Jp^^|(^ IHWtL UNt^^yj^ I>NDSCWE UNDSCAPE UWE- " * "^"^ " " ' ' ^ ' ^ '™™- ^ ^ ^ UNE UNE UWISWPE 

PRQPOsm f A 3 - B 3 l PRQPOSFD f A ^ - R t V 

BEFORE =- 4 SPACES ., BEFORE ° 4 SPACES ^ BEFORE ° 10 SPACES ^ BEFORE = 4 SPACES 

natK 

« 

A R E R = 2 SPACES ' A R E R a D SPACES 
-!f-

A R E R = 0 SPACES A R E R = D SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT UWE 

MIXED FLOW UWE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRTJ 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTTflANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA . 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SH»RROW LEGEND 

TRAFHC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE = a SPACES 
A R E R - 7 SPACES 

TO 
23r!JST 

inntL iwe lunoc LAKE Tiwa. LWE 

EXISTING (r fP\CtL) 

4-FOOT BIKE LANES REOUIRE GUTTER 
MODIFCATION TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 

200 

r = lOO' GRAPHIC SCALE 

f? 
FEHR & PEERS 
Hll lSPOIIT*TrO» C0»5UIT«IITt 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 28th STREET TO 24th STREET 
I » i * i l « \ T i l i y l i ng l - l A l M S*MlWS3HS KwwH-Wg OI - l lAq 



70 ' 70 ' 

tLm. I M L Ai m i l 
iSSHQL 

IT |. VARIES \. 4 ' f 10' f 10' L I T L I T L I T J. 5 ' f a' j , VARIES [ f VARIES I. V f 10' f ID' J. 

u S ^ iSt* ™ ^ ^̂ "̂  ^"^ ""^ "̂̂  "^^ BRI WNE 

PROPOSFD f A i - B n - PROPOSED fA7-R? l 

70' 

J. I T L 10' J. 10' f 4'J. VARIES I. 

^ X r ^ ^ ^ ' " ^ ^ ^ « « " ^ TRIUNE S?, " ^ S l ^ MtUWI IKAVtI. lAML ^ ^ ^ L*NDSCftP£ 

T f 9' f 10' j .5 'J. VARIES], ].VAREsJ.4'f 10' f 10' J. l T f 11' J. l T J, 5' [ 8" fvARIEsf 

SIOE»»LK/ PAWJNC BINE TOIV:^ luir (m UN7 
UNDSCAPE UNE UNE ™**^ ^ ' * " ^ ^ 

UNE UEMM TRAVEL UNE ^ ^ ^ j ^ S ^ L ? i f f - ™ * ^ UNE Tim- UNE BHT UNE BRI UNE TWVE UNE « « ^ " ^ ^ ^ ^ 

PROPOSED f A 3 - B 3 ^ 

BEFORE = 5 SPACES BEFORE = D SPACES 

PROPOSED ( M - m ) 

BEFORE *• 3 SPACES 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUrr CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

UIKED FLOW LANE (ALflOMOBILE & BRT] 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STFSET PARKING . 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REOUIRES GimER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE - 5 SPACES 

' ' ^ J j ; ^ " * * ^ m m . iMf UFHK: UXE nwrt. twc • « « L J ^ < : 
2. 4-FOOT BIKE LANES REOUIRE GUTTCR 

UOOinCATlON TO 12 INCHES OR LESS. 
200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

f? 
FEHR & PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

TELEGRAPH AVENUE- 24th STREET TO 20th STREET 
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54' 54' 

ml, AA 

LEGEND: 

J. VARIES L 6' J. 14' [ 12' [ ^ r I. 8' J. VARIES f I VARIESJ 10' [ 12' j . 
i 

J. 12' [ 8' LVABESL 

SCEWALK/ PARWNC 
UNOSCPE UNC BRI UWE TWVa UWe THWa UNE 

PROPOSED f A i - a n 

PAfSONG SKVAUV 
UNE UNDSCAPE 

SmE*iLK/ 
LANDSOFE BRI STflTON BRI UWE IWiVEL U « IRWa LANE 

PROPOSED fA2-B21 

PyWMNG SCEMUV 
W K lANOSCArt 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATOD BRT LANE 

MIXEO FLOW UWE (AL/TOMOBILE ft BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGENO 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

= 9 SPACES TO 

200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR &. PEERS 
PRELIMINARY 

FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

I <«iiii«i\o»»mi ni i>-zi\itf SikiAMSwa ng ii-n*»» 

BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 
11th STREET- BROADWAYTO HARRISON STREET 

FIGURE 14 



54 ' 54 ' 

i i 
fvARlEsJ. 6' f 14' J. j , 12' L a' {.VARlEsl Ĵ  

aoWAix/ pusKwc 
UNOSOPC UNE 

1 

BRT UWE TRiva u r c TTWEL UNE 

PROPOSED fA1-B11 

PARONC SCEMIK/ 
LMC UNDSCATC 

LE^blQ; 

i 
12' 12' j . VARIES f 

Bin LANC T1UAQ. LANE ITWEL UNE 

PROPOSED fA2-B2^ 

pvanNG scEMLx/ 
tA>£ UWDSC« 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXEO FLOW LANE (ALHOMOBILE ft BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE U N E 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

REOUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 
BEFORE = 11 SPACES BEFORE = 6 SPACES BEFORE ~ 9 SPACES 

H A R n S O M ST A R E R = 21 SPACES A R E R = 12 S P A C E 

54' 

.Lv*«ESl. 17' 10' 
i 

L 17 ' JVABIESJ. 

rtjaae/viia. L W neoa. iw€ t i n a u w •msx/nuaa lAic 

A R E R = 0 SPACES 

100 

EXtSnN(5 fTYPICALl 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR & PEERS 
HANHCHTATICII CamULTAMTI 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

I li—li^Vl—il»ni ng » - l I \ 1 * SanM^MBU ^ t t - O t ^ 

BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 
11th STREET- HARRISON STREET TO OAK STREET 

FIGURE 15 



54' LESEblQ; 

I VARIES L a' ). 14' f J, 12' J. ° ' I VARIES], J. VARIES f 10' L 

1 aaw 
12' 12" I. 12' [ a- i. VARIES f 

SCEWAIX/ PARWC 
LANDSCAPE LAME 

BRI UNE TT»Va UWE TR*EL UWE 

PROPOSED f A 1 - B n 

PARKINC 
UNE 

SCeVAlK/ 
LANOSCAPE 

SlOEWJUt/ 
UWOSCAPE BRT STfllON BRT LWE THA\eL UNE T i t w a UWE 

PROPOSED fA2 -B2 l 

PtfKNS 
UWE 

SCEKUV 
UWDSOn 

« 

BEFORE = fl SPACES BEFORE = 9 SPACES 
A R E R = 8 SPACES 

BEFORE - 10 SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REOUIRES CUTTER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE - 8 SPACES _ 

A R E R = 8 SPACES A R E R " 12 SPACES A R E R - 1 3 SPACES A R E R - 11 SPACES JACKSON ST 
54' 

[VARIESJ. 17' L 10' 17" 
1 

|.VARIE5j. 

.I»C TIUra.l»e IRMl LWC W«I/P«W»« lAlE 

EXISTING rrrPICALl 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR MEWING 

100 100 
r = 100' 

200 
GRAPHIC SCALE 

f? 
FEHR &. PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

- m a M H i ' OnVMIVtMMg •MnoiNosatfsn " ) 1>-miic «*Mm\MW rig 1 l -U4 i ( 

BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 
12th STREET- BROADWAY TO HARRISON STREET 

FIGURE 16 



54' 54 ' 

i 
LB^ND; 

J, VARIES L a' J. 1^' J- 12" J, 12' f a' f VARIES I. fvARIEsJ, 10' L 12' j . 
i 

12" 

L#msCM>E LWE 
BRT CANC naVEC i M S TRWEL UNE 

PROPOSED ^ A l - B n 

f M O K C S E f V A l l ^ 
LANE lANOSCAPE 

[ 12' I. 8' I.VARIESJ 

SQEWMV 
UHSCAPC 8Rr s r a w N BRT UNC IRA^a UNE l a w a U W E 

PROPOSED fA2-B21 

UNE UWDSC« 

TO 
HARRISON ST 

B E F O R E - 1 0 SPACES BEFORE >• 14 SPACES BEFORE 
A R E R - 1 4 SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXEO FUDW i j j ^ ^ ( j j r a u Q a v i f t w r r , 

5RT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING . 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TTWFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFCIATION 

. 1 0 SPACES 
A R E R = 8 SPACES 

TO 
HARRISON ST A R E R = 11 SPACES A R E R = 10 SPACES 

54' 

[VARIESL 17' J, 10' J. ID" 
i 

[VARIESJ. 

f u a e / r K l Ute mm. uic w w i une i inia/nKaa I A « 

A R E n = 1 3 S P A C K 

100 

n f lSTJNn f T Y P I C A n 

PRIOT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR MEWTNC 

100 200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

f? 
FEHR &. PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSrr FOR OAKLAND 

12th STREET- HARRISON STREET TO OAK STREET 



LEGEND: 

SCfllAUV PWflNC EIKE « ! uj f f TRAVEL LANF TR*E_ UWE ÎKE PAfiKKG SIOGWJt/ 
UWOSCAPE UWE UWE * " ^ * ^ ™ " ^ ' ' ^ ™ ™ - " ^ ^ UNE U f t UNDSC«»E 

PROPOSFD f A I - B l l 

^ ^ ^ ^ " ^ ^ y ^ 

^ 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

OEDICAIEO BRT LANE 

HIXEO ROW LANE (AUTOMOBILE & BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TTiAFnc SIGNAL 

BEFORE ° 10 SPACES 

• REQUIRES GUnER MQDIFiCATION 

13 SPACES 

200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

n> 
FEHR &. PEERS 
tmiPDHTIIIOIl COTISULTA«Ti 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 
E 12th STREET- 1 st AVENUE TO 4th AVENUE 

I «iMn«»'it^-Miii H) l l- in<>t 1>l lwilSa**« ng I I - l l * i t 



FEHR & PEERS 
PRELIMINARY 

FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 
BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKLAND 

E 12th STREET- 4th AVENUE TO Sth AVENUE 

I •»w,»i'fl«—t.m n) i>-xi\is • imiMwa ng i s - i i * ( 



59' 

1 ^ < ^ - ^ 
f VARIESf B' J. 16' J. I T f I T f 5' [ a" [VARIES l 

LBZtlQl 

fvAfflEsf 9' [ [ I T f i r f 5 ' . | 8" J,VARIES). 

sawALK/ PARKING a n UNE/ n y ^ _ _ ^ ^ , BKE p j - , , ^ SOWAIX/ 

lANDSOPE UWE SHARROW ™ ™ - ^ ^ ™™- ^ ^ UNE " * ™ ° UWOSCAPE 

PROPOSED f A 1 - B n 

59' 

SaSWLK/ BHI 
UUASCAPE EIAHON 

BRTLANE/ 
SWtROW D A V a UHE IRAVB. UNE J ^ PARBNO ^ ^ C e W l 

PRQPOSFD fA7-B?^ 

fvAfilEsf 5' J 5' L IT f n " f 5" L B' J. VARIES ). 

I^!^<^l^^--ti 

SIOEKAIK/ PARKING BKE _ , ^ r nWVB. LANE TRWEL UNE ^ " ^ PmnmC SIOWAUt/ 
LWttECAPE UNE UWE * ' ' ^ ' ^ " " ™ - "^"^ " " ™ - " " ^ IANE U I C UWOSCAPE 

PROPOSED fA3-B31 

BEFORE - 5 SPACES 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATB) BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW UNE (AUTOMOBILE I I BRTl 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED • AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGENO 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES CUTTER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE• 

[VARIESI. S' [ 11.5 L 10" J. i C [ '11.5 i a" J.VAfiJES 

L LUC nwa u»c nwn. LUC 

EXISTING fTYPICALl 

200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR & PEERS 
Jw ML BXa DO 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR O A K U N D 

E 12th STREET- Sth AVENUETO 12th AVENUE 
FIGURE 20 



INTERNATIONAL BLVD 
SEE FIGURE 27 

fvARIEsf a' f 5' f 11' f l l ' - L I T f 5' f 5' J, VARIES f 

UWDSWPE UNE UNE UWE ™*^'- ^ ^ ^ " ^ ^ ^ IANE ^'**'^^UNDSC*PE 

L£^tlQ; 

3 ^ ^ T»aELlA« IHMLUWE ICOM IMEL LM nWrtL'uKE J ^ i ^ 

HIGH VISIBlurr CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT IANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE I t BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HBRDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

RBaUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

PRIOT m CDU3R FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 100 200 

1 ' = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

n> 
FEHR & PEERS 
TumiciTiTtan tamuirnTS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR O A K U N D 

E 12th STREET- 12th AVENUETO 14th AVENUE 

14th AVENUE- E 12th STREET TO INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD 

I • i t ^ i ' jh—••• ng i i - n \ i « SMOWv̂ xa ^ ii-iidp« 
FIGURE 21 



L E G g N D : 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE & BHT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STT?IPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFK^TION 

J. 
55 

[VAfiesI 17.5' 1 10' 1 10" .1. 17.5' 
± 
.VARES [ 

i i dS ; 

'- nWClAIC tMELLVC 

EXISTING ITYPICALI 

1. LEFT-TURN PROHIBfTIONS FROM 
IMTERNATIOIWL BOULEVARD AT: 
2nd AVENUE 3rd AVENUE AKD 
4th AVENUE, > ; 

PRIhfT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

100 100 200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR & PEERS 
H O t m H T I O H CllHIULr..Ti 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

W'JHI•••«••• ng 14-I7\la Ka-aHfe^VHia m M-Tl I I 

BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKUND 
INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 1st AVENUE TO 4th AVENUE 

FIGURE 22 



55' 

1 
LF(»JD: 

i 
J. VARItS J. .1- ^ ° ' ., J . . , f i VARIES J. J. VARIES ] 15' 10" 

SIKIWiX/ 
LAICSCAPE siAJBN unnscfK LANDSCAPE 

PAMNC SOEUAUt/ 
UNDSCVE 

PROPOSED fA1-Bn PROPOSED fA2-B2^ 

1 
mmm 
\ \ \ \ 1 

SIKWIX/ 

IT J. a' J. VARIES J. J. VARIES f 3 'J . a ' J. IT J. IT f 

PAROKi TRAVEL UNE UEOAN TRA\€L UWE BHT UWE PARKING SDWAIK/ SOWAUV PARKING TIWO. U N i TRAVEL LANE 
-l^U 

PARKING SDWAIK/ 
UNDSCAPE 

SOEWAUV 
UWOSCAPE 

— T T I a- f 3 - f VARIES L 

ERT UWE PARKtK SIDEWALK/ 
U H K O P E 

PROPOSED [M-B3) PROPOSED f A 4 - B 4 ^ 
« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WTTH ADVANCE STOP BA« 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW UNE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

91 KE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LWiDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TTWFnC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER UODIFCATION 

BEFORE = 6 SPACES 
i r * . • i ' l i . ' i * , . . ] 

BEFORE » 4 SPACES 
4th AVE A R E R =. 3 SPACES A R E R = 3 SPACES A R E R = a SPACES A R E R - 7 SPACES A R E R - 7 SPACES 

• T ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ i^ 
?1E5[ 17.5' I 10' 1 10' 1 17.5' IVARE 

N O T E S : 

jVARESj. ,1 '"' .t ' ° ' j . J. VARIESJ. 
'- muCLLVC I M t L U V C 

EXISTING nVPICAL^ 

LEFT-TURN PflOHlBmONS FROM 
IKTERNATKINAL BOULEVARD AT: 
6th AVENUE 7th AVENUE AND 
aih AVENUE 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

:^; 100 100 200 

T = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR &. PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKUND 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD-4th AVENUE TO ath AVENUE 

I w—tii\—i•••«•• ll ng u - i A i . ( imnnwvam t^ n - a . * ! 



55' 

1 
L VARIES f 3'Jj • S' J. IT I. 11' [ 

1 
l i 

1 T f B' L 3 ' 1. VARIES I. 

EiDEWAiV pAwasc TwvEt M e m m . UWE arr c«e . - ^ ^ 
LMSCAPE uwoscAre 

nWVEl LAM nKVEt U i « £Kr UNE 

PROPOSFD ^ A 7 - R 7 l 

soaiwjt/ 
UtDSOFE 

l \ V V i 

HIGH VISIBlun' CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW UNE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGENO 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MOOIRCATION 

GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR &. PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR O A K U N D 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD-BthAVENUETO 12th AVENUE 

I ng u-RAiit u iiMiVj«<a ng l a - a ^ RGURE24 



53 ' 60' 

1 L J 
f VARIES f a' J, I T L 6' 

TRAva UWE UEDIW 
lAMJSCAFE 

I T [ 1 1 ' f a ' f VARES I 

THAIfl-UWE 

••i «• .1 I T I- 10' I. IT IT J. 9' I VARIES J, 

ERT UWE PARKING SIC£»KJ(/ 
LAMKCAPt 

SI06WLX/ p M Q K 
UWOSCAPE 

PROPOSED ( M - S U 

6 0 ' 

IRAva UNE TURN LAf£ TIiA^£L LANE BHT UNE 

PROPOSFD rA?-R?^ 

STATION [j jJtiSOp^ 

UWOSCAPE 
BU/TM/S. 

UME 
TURN UWE TRWEL UNE 

PROPOSED fA3-a,11 

PAHKIMC SOEWAUV 
UWCSCAFC 

LEGEND: 

« 

HICH VlStBIUn' CROSSWALK 
WfTH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT U N E 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Ie BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE U N E 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGENO 

TRAfFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES C u n E R MODIFICATION 

NOTES: 

1 . LEFT-TURN PROHIBITKWS AT: 
1 3 t h AVENUE AND 1 5 t h AVENUE. 

60 ' 

RIESI IB' J.VARIESJ. -X 12" L 12' [ 18' [VARIES [ 

r " " ^ ^ TRML LAKE TRMLUrt ^ ^ ^ ^ 

EXISTING fTYPICALl 

:^; 
PRIMT IN COLOR FOR 

CLEAR VIEWING 

100 100 

r = 100' 
200 

GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR & PEERS 
T»'«t>omATroii ccFUniTAiiTi 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR O A K U N D 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD-12th AVENUETO 15th AVENUE 

t l «Hn«i>toiirtBfl Fl) t4-zA<' bflnnaMwa ng a-3i,*( 
FIGURE 25 — 



]££Q1Q: 

SDEWLK/ PABUNG 
UMDSCAPE UWE 

V m a . UWE SRI LWE 

PROPOSED f A - B l 

BRIUNE IRA«LUNE « ~ J / 

« 

HICH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

OEDK^TED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW UNE (ALnOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE . 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED ASEA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

200 

EXISTING riYPlCALI 
r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR &. PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

I *n t i » i ' j ' I i"u ll Hg » - a r v i ' TwiidaVawa ••• »-»i,«»g 

BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR O A K U N D 
INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD-15th AVENUE TO IWh AVENUE 

FIGURE 26 



r^S^a^iC TWO. LWiE TLW LWE ART UWE BRT LWE 

PROPOSEn ^ A l - B l l 

60' 

SDEWAIX/ 
UNDSCAPE 

LEGEND: 

BRTUNE » t l UWE 

PRQPOSFn l-A^-fl?^ 

TURN'W€ HWELUNE ^ I ^ ^ ^ 

» ^ " " ^ T W U N E ATTUNE m o ^ TRAVELUNE ^«™= ^ J ^ / 

PROPOSED f A 3 - a 3 ^ 

l O _ BEFORE = 12 SPACES 

« 

HICH VlSlBlUrr CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

. DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BHT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TTWFRC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MOOIRCATION 

» 
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REQUIRES A e-FOOT LANE SHIFT FOR 
BRT THROUGH SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION 
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200 

GRAPHIC SCALE 
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PROPOSED f A I - B O 
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aOEHULK/ 

LANDSCAPE 

HIGH V I S I B I U T f CROSSWALK 

WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXEO FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE I t BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE U N E 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED *REA 

SDEWALK/ 
UWOSCAPE 

BRI LANE BRT UWE S I X T C H ^ ^ ^ LANE 
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SIDEWALK/ 

UWDSCAPE 
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^J^^jJ^ IHAifl. UM BRT LANE BRT UfJE UEDKN 

PROPOSED f A 4 - B 4 ^ 

BEFORE - 12 SPACES , BEFORE ~ 13 SPACES 

TSAVEL U«E SIDEWUt/ 
™ ' ^ ' - " ^ UNDSMPE 

t.'!^,."!^,\1 STRIPED AREA 

" " ^ ON-STREET PARKING 

S SHARROW LEGENO 

® TTWFFIC SIGNAL 
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2 1 s t A V E 

PROPOSED fA3-B3^ 

BEFORE - SSPACES 

« 

HIGH VlSIBlUrr CROSSWAU< 
WTTH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW U^NE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNC 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGENO 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REOUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 
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UWOSCAPE 

f ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ n r ^ 
i \ \ \ ^ 

« 

HIGH V IS iaUTT CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRWNS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 
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SHARROW LEGEND 
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" M D C H E L L ST 
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^ i 1 ^ ^ ^ l@^ 1 ^ ^ ^ 
|VAR1ES|. i a ' 1. 1 2 ' 1 1 2 ' 1 1 8 ' 

1. 
VARIESI 
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FIGURE 29. 
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BfiT UNE BfiT LAh£ ^ ^ 

PROPOSED f A I - B O 
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i BRT UNE BRT UNE 

PROPOSFD < 'A?-R7^ 
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UWOSCAPE 
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PROPOSED f A 4 - B 4 ^ 
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« 
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REQUIRES A 6 - F O O T U N E SHIFT FOR 
BRT THROUGH SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION 
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FIGURE 30 
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SDEWAU/ 
UWOSCAPE BRT UNE BRT UNE laWN W m . UNE " " ^ ^ ̂ ^ { UNDSCAPE 

PROPOSED fA1-Bn 

72' 

TURN UWE BRT UNE 

PROPOSED f A 7 - H ? ^ 

72 ' 

BHT IANE UEEWN TRAWaUNE ^*J'^'= S N S ' E 

i v w i 

^ ^ ^tr -̂ "-̂  «"^ u « it^^uNE iRAvauNE ^ t 5 S ? ° 5 S f f i 3 ^ ^ P ^ TRAVtLUNE' BRTUNE BRTUNE TRAVEL U « " S ^ ' . ^ S i 

PROPOSED fA3-B3^ 

TO 
DERBY AVE 

BEFORE - S SPACES 
ARER = 5 SPACES 

UEDHN 

PROPOSFD r A * - R * ^ 

BEFORE " 17 SPACES 

« 

HICH VISIBlUn' CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MD<EO FLOW UNE (AUTOMOBILE l i BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIXE UNE 

KAfiOSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA ' 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGENO 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

A R E R = 17 SPACES 

REQLJIRES CUTTER MOOIRCATION 

1 ^ ™ 
35 lh AVE 

- j i ^ 

200 

GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
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PRELIMINARY 
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J, VARIES] 16' J. 10' [ I T IT I 16' L B' fvARlEsJ. [vARIEsl. B' [ IS' J. 1T f I T f 10' \_ 1T j . B" j , VARIES J. 

TR*£L UNE TUW UNE ERI LANE ERT UNE TRAVEL UWE ''ff, 

PROPOSED f^1-Bn PROPosm fAg-B?^ 

72' 

T.RNUNETR«aU«E ™ STsSJ', 

l \ \ \ ^ 

UNDSCAPE UHt " " ™ - ' ' ^ ^'*' ^ ^ 
UEDUN 

PROPOSED fA5-B3^ 

BEFORE - 9 SPACES 

UWE TTiA\& LWE ™ ' ^ ' ^ SICEWAIX/ EOEVttLK/ 
LWE TTWitL UNE ^ANt LANDSCAPE UWDSOPE 

BRT UNE TURN UNE TTWVEL UWE ^ ^ [ ^ ' f 

341hAVE A R E R = 9 SPACES 

|. a' J, VARIES], fvAREsl. 15" J, 10' J. I T J, IT [ 10' j , 15' [vARlEsJ. 

TOMEL uwe UEDIAN BRI LWE 

PRQPOSFn f A 4 - B 4 ^ 

BEFORE > 4 SPACES , BEFORE - 14 SPACES . BEFORE = 7 SPACES 

^ 

ARER = 4 SPACES ARER o t 4 SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXEO FLOW LAHt (AL/TOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FQR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MOOIRCATION 

BEFORE - 9 SPACES ^ 
ARER = S SPACES ARER = 0 SPACES 

A 
72' 
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[vAfliES[ 20' [ I T 1 10' [ 1T 1 20' 

i. 
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= 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 
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f VARIES] 16' [ 9' f I T [ I T f 9' f ] VARIES ] fwMEs]. 6' ] I T ] I T ] 12' ] I T ] I T ] 6' ]VARIESI 

SIDEWALK/ 

UNDSCAPE 

BRI 
BRI UWE BRT UNE 

BRI 
STATBN " " ' ' " " - " " ' " " - SIATION 

PROPOSED fA1-B1> 
72' 

TRAWL UNE " ) e * A U < / 
TWVEL LANE J ^ D S C A P E S ^ " Z f ™ v ^ - ^ BRTUNE UEDLIN 

PRQPOSFn fA7-B2^ 

72' 

BRTUNE TRA^UNE ™ ^ J S 

SIOEWLK/ 
UWOSCAPE 

IR f t t L lANE n W J U f f BRT UWE 

PROPOSEn fA.-^-R.^^ 

VARIES I, B' ] I T J. 6' ] I T ] i T ] 10' ] 15' ] v A f i l E 5 ] 

H BRI U M : BRT UNE T 

PRQPOSFn f A ^ - B 4 ^ 

ERI LANE TRAva UWE " ^ ^ SSc i t fE U iSoPE ^ U ^ ' " " " ^ ^ ^ ' ' ° * " ' Sf\ MC. BRT UNE TURN U « THWa UNE ^^ESOrt 
« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEOICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED ROW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

Sa ihAVE 
BEFORE - 10 SPACES 

A R E R •=• 10 SPACES 
BEFORE - 7 SPACES 

A R E R = 8 SPACES 

^ M t O M M T ALL 
- l I ^ i U i R N S 

BEFORE - 4 SPACES 

A R E R = 4 SPACES 

^ . 

' " ' ' "RROHIBrtf^ 

- lwSmtrr ! rwi is :KS3e«c?rr / 
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A R E R = a SPACES 

TO 

HIGH ST 
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7 -
BEFORE. 
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PRELIMINARY • 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR O A K U N D 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD-3ath AVENUE TO 42nd AVENUE 
FIGURE 33 
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•] 10' ] IT ] 10' ] 9' ] 

SIDEWALK/ 
LANOSCAre 

1RA\Q. UWE TURN UNE Bfil UWE BRT UWE , 

PROPOSFD f A I - B l l 

TRAVEL UNE SIDEWALK/ TRAVEL UNE y ^ p j y p j 
S IDEWK/ 
UNDSCAPE 

6ltr 
STAnON 

BRT UWE BRT UNE TURN LANE 

PRQPOSFn fA7-B?^ 

SBEWALK/ 
UNDSOPE 

SIOOIAIK/ PARKIW - y ^ u « BIT UNE 
UWOSCAPE LANE ™ * ° - ^ * « B<' U N t I«EIAN 

PROPOSED fA3-B,-11 

BRTUNE IT^vaUNE ' Z t S i ^ 

« 

BEFORE - 7 SPACES B e = 0 R E B l 2 SPACES 

HICH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

OEDICAIO) 9RT LANE 

MIXED ROW LANE {AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

MARQSCAPE f<W 9 t D £ S T O « e 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 
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TQ 

461h AVENUE 

A 
72' 

K 
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'"'"'1^™°- ™«LL«e T1IWCW.C IRMIU^E TR«l/WW.e 
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fp 
FEHR &. PEERS 
H . N i m i A I H H Ca-SUITAIT} 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKUND 
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5icewAU(/ 
UWOSCAPE 

PROPOSED f A I - B O 
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TRAUe. UWE UEDIAN BRI UWE BRT LWE , 

PROPOSFD r A 7 - R 7 ^ 

•RAVFV I M F SOtTwlA/ 

1 i 
M- 12' I T ^ -^ L 12' ] a' ]VARIES] 

5S{ '^T ' ^ ^ ^ ^ MEDIAN BRI UNE TRAVEL LANE ^ T ^ f ! 5 ^ 
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UNE UWOSCAPE 
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200 

GRAPHIC SCALE 
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PRELIMINARY 
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FIGURE 35 



85 ' 86' 

1 ̂ ^ ^ ^ i. J ̂ ^ ^ 

LEGEND: 

mmm 
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B E F O R E - 1 3 SPACES 
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SOtWLK/ BKE 
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PROPOSED fA3-B31 
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« 
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BHT STOP 
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SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

TO 
S4thAVE 

BEFORE " 8 SPACES 
A R E R " 8 SPACES 

B E F O R E o 11 SPACES 
A R E R '^ a SPACES 

• REQUIRES GUnER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE a 18 SPACES TO 
A R E R 1 0 SPACES SEUINARY AVE 

A 
6 a 

^ ' r% i T ^ ^ H ^ ' - ^ f ^ J T ^ ^ ^ ^ ~ ^ ^ ^ 1 ^ ^ J^f—^ f 
[VARIESI, 17.5' 1 I T 1 11" 1, I T 1 17,5' IVARIESI 

mia. iwc IU«IH: LAHE nuvo. IMC 

EXISTING (TfPICALl 

BICYCLE LEFT-TURN ONLY FROM 
INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD TO 
SSUl AVENUE 

200 

V = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR &. PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR O A K U N D 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 54th AVENUETO 57th AVENUE 

I i iMi iVi i i i i i imi iM ng >f-4(Vii( i tanaiVMa ng M it-mg 



58' 

L ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ - g 
isssash 

B » H 

] VARIES J. H ' ] 9' I 10' ] I T ] . 1D' I. 10" 1.4' ] VARIES j . 

TRWEL UWE/ 
SHAAROW 

SIDEWALK/ 
UNDSCAPE 

SIKKAIX/ 
LANOSCAPE 

T R A V a u N E / 
SHARRCW 

BHT 
STATION 

PROPOSED f A T - B l l 

68' 

BRIUE BRI UWE 

PROPQSFn f A 7 - B 3 ^ 

TIKN LANE TRML UNE j ^ S E S 

f ^ ^ ^ j ^ , TTIML Uf£ TURN UNE efff UWE U X TTWVEL LANE ^ j ^ ^ J ^ UWOSCAPE UWDSCIPE UNE U « ™ ^ U*NE BRT UNE BHT lAfE TURN L ^ T R M L U N E « J I ^ ^ ^ , 

PROPOSED f A 3 - B 3 l PROPOSFD f A 4 - R 4 ^ 
« 

B ^ O R E - 1 2 SPACES 
A R E R " 8 SPACES 

B E F O R E - 1 2 SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED ROW LANE C*l-fTOM0eiLE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREEr PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

B E F O R E - 1 2 SPACES 
A R E R - 8 SPACES A R E R - 6 SPACES 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR & PEERS 
imNSHmTlTIOli CnilIll(TAIITt 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKUND 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 57th AVENUE TO 63rd AVENUE 

I «ni»m>ilinn«n« ng n-MVIri Iu> W l\a«J» ng JI n u l l 



] 10' ] 5' ] a' ] VARIES] J. VARIES J, 

TTUVa UNE BRT UNE 

PROPOSFD f A I - H l l 

68' 

BUT I iKF TOAwi I lur W t TWW6 ^reiXUt/ BflT UNE THAVEL UNE ^ ^ ^ ^ uwDSCAPE 

LEGPJD: 

BHI 
SIATION 

BRI 
STATION 

TWVEL U N V SIDEWALK/ 

SVPKOH lANDSOPE 

PROPOSED ( M ; - R 2 ) 
68' 

i j L ^ 
] 13' ] VARIES I [VARIES]. 5' ] 10' ] 8' 

^ ' - ^ 

^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
\ \ \ \ ' ^ 

] a' ] 10' ] 5' J.VARIESJ. 

TURN UNE BRT UWE 

PROPOSED ( A 3 . - B 3 ) 

Bfil UNE TURN LANE " * ^ ^ ^ SK*A1K/ SIOEKAU/ BIKE ^ v n LAKE UECWI 
l« i mnt lum w a SHARRO* UWDSCAPE UNCSCAPE UWE ' " ^ ' * * " ^ " ^ 

BEFORE - 4 SPACES 
A R E R - 8 SPACES 

BRI Uue BRI UNE UEDVN TRAVEL LANE 

PROPOSFD fA . l -FU. ' i 

BEFORE - 8 SPACES 

BIHE SDEWAIX/ 
LME LANDSCIPE 9 

A R E R - 5 SPACES -^ 
BEFORE - 0 SPACES 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED, FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRt S,TQP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUTTER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE - 4 SPACES 
A R E R - 0 SPACES A R E R - 4 SPACES 

IMl<L LWC [UI*C LAKE lAWtL lAMC 

EXISTING n V P I C A l ^ 

200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR &. PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR O A K U N D 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 63rd AVENUETO HAVENSCOURT BOULEVARD 

I * *H iv \>Hni r t -d ng I T - l ^ l a kHMBINMAa ng M-4* . * , 



58' 

LMA. Ai 
i£S£iiQx 

a 
[VARIES L a' ] 5' ] 10' ] I T ] IT ] 10" ] 5' ] a' ]VAR1ES] ] VARIES ] 4' ] l O' ] lO' ] l T ] l T ] S' ] ^0' j . 4' ] VARIES ] 

SIOEWAIK/ PARWNC BKE - . ^ ^ ^ _ . ^ . 
UNDSCAPE UWE UWE ™™- ^ ^ " " ^ ^ ATTUNE TRAvaUNES^, " S S t f ^ S S I S ^ ^ ^ ^ v a UNE TURN UNE BRIUNE • I M UEOAN m m U N E ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

PROPOSED f A I - a n 

66' 

PROPOSED fA?-B2^ 

L VARIES] 4'] 10' ] B' ] 
LL 

] 10' ] 10' ] 4'], VARIES] 

l \ \ \ ^ 

SIDEWALK/ BIKE 
UWOSCAPE UWE> 

T O 
HAVENSCOURT BLVD 

TRML L•̂ C UEDIAN BRI UWE BRT UNE 

PROPOSED fA3 -B3 l 

BEFORE - 6 SPACES 

TURN UNE TO^-UNE^JW/ 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAH 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STISET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

AREA = e SPACK ARER = 3 SPACES 
BEFORE - 6 SPACES BEFORE - 3 SPACES 

REOUIRES GUneR MODIFICATION 
.BEFORE-7 SPACES TO 

72nd AVE 

200 

GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR &. PEERS 
TBIBSHHTJITTON C C ' i U i r i M T l 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR O A K U N D 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- HAVENSCOURT BOULEVARD TO 71 st AVENUE 

I ng j7-4«vii( 1—III—vatM ng M It.—g 



LEGEND: 

IT ] -10' ] 5" ] a' ] VARIES] ]VAB1E51. a- ] 5 ' ] 10' ] 10' ] I T j . 10' ] 9' ] 12' ]5']VARIES] 

SIDEWAIX/ PARKINE BKE „ . ^ .jup f ^ , ; ^ F RfIT lu-F THAUFI UMF ^ ^ PMUWa SIDEWAU/ SICCKAtX/ PARKING BKE nsm iiNF niBN i i t fr Bin lu i r mr iiuF BHT „ . ^ , , „ , BKE SCtmx/ 
UNDSCAft UNE UWE ™™- l ^E Bfil UNE BRI UNE TRAVEL UNE ^^^ ^ ^ UNOSCtft UNC5C*E WIE i^ElURNUNETURNUICBRIUNEatTLANE NATION ™ ^ ' - ' ^ UNE UWOSCAPE 

PROPOSFD f A 1 - B n 

ao' 

tm± 
PROPOSFD fA7-H7^ 

aa' 

]vAJllEs] B' ] 5 " ] 10' ] 9" ] 10' ] . 11" ] 10' ] I T J,g;.J.,l 
LL Ami 

[ 8" L 5' I 10' i I T ] I T ] 10' ] 5'_t 6' [VARIES] 

S M " ^ " " ^ ^ ^ s S l W . BRTUNE K I UNE TURN U«ETWva WC .«« ,^'?Si:f^ SIDEWALK/ PARKINS aKE re.«i I M fmr I INF KJTIUIC Tnivri lu i r WS P*R"»*: SKKAU/ 
UNE UNDSCAPE UNOSCAfE U(£ UWE " * ™ - 1 > * « " LANE ERT UNE TRAVEL UNE ^ ^ y ^ UWOSCIff 

TO 
71st AVE 

PROPOSED fA5-B3^ 

^ BEFORE - 4 SPACES 

ARER - 0 SPACES 

PROPOSED fA4 -S4 l 

BEFORE - 3 SPACES 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITW ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AL/TOMOBILE 4 BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

A R E R = 0 SPACES 
BEFORE - 5 SPACES 

A R E R = 1 SPACE 

REQUIRES GLJnER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE • 7 SPACES TO 
. A R E R > > 7 S P A C ^ T 771h AVE 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

EXISTING fTYPICALl 

200 

r = 100" GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR & PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR O A K U N D 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 71 st AVENUE TO 76th AVENUE 

i-wia i w - i Bn-̂ «rgMMiq »—i^Vi i miii • ng 3T-4«viii ii*i.i—\a*«s r̂  n-M.** 



LEGEND: 

BHT 
STATION 

n W i B , UWE/ SDEWALK/ SIDEWAIK/ ITUva U N E / BHI 
SHASROW LANDSCAPE UNDSCAPE SKAjiRW SIATION 

B R T U « BRTUNE TURN UNE ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^^^ 

PROPOSED fA I -B l l 

56' 

PROPnsm (t.7-R7-\ 

JVARIES] B' ] 5' ] ID' ] I I T ] 10' ] 5" ] 8" ]VARIES] 

SIDWALX/ 
UWDSCAPE ' ' U N E ' ^ S N E ™ ' ' ^ UNE BRT UNE a n UNE TRAVEL LANE ^"'E f»^"l '*= SCEWAUV Oi l U N t IBAVH. UNE ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ UWOSCAPE 

TO 
76lh AVE 

PROPOSED fA3-B3^ 

• 2 SPACES. BEFORE - 5 SPACES 

« 

ARER - 2 SPACES ARER » 0 SPACES 
BEFORE - 4 SPACES 
ARER •• 0 SPACES 

BEFORE - S SPACES 
ARER - 5 SPAC^ 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP EAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (ALHOMOaiLE & BRT] 

SRT STOP 

BIKE LANE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGENO 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GLITTER MODIFICATION 

BEFORE - 8 SPACES _ TO 
AFTER - 3 SPACES 

™»: '2?*° - « « a i M IUWH: LAME TIWL IAI.E TWrtjA-**!: 

EXISTING fTYPICALl 

200 

I" = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR &. PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR O A K U N D 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 76th AVENUETO 80th AVENUE 

I ng u~MMil lianllHMWa ng J B I L ^ t 



68' 

11 LL J J 
] VARIES] 5' ] 10' ] 5- ] I T L IT ] 10' ] 10' ] S' fvAfiiES L ] VARIES] 5' ] 10" j . 10" ] 11" j , IT ] 6' ] 10' ] 5" ]vAfiiE5] 

Z S : * E TKAVa UNE ̂ LW an UNE HI I UNE TURN UNE TRAVEL LANE ^J^^ ^ ^ ^^^ ^ ^ TIWVEL LANE TURN UNE BRT UNE BRT UNE UETMN TWVEL UNE ^ ^ ^ ^ { 

PROPOSFD f A I - B l l 

68' 

PROPOSFD {*.-2-R7\ 

BD' 

L J ^ JS^Lm^Smm 

i£i£mi 
(Him 
iHfflW 

* -

• • • 1 
^ m ^ 
W ^ ^ ^ f l i ^ 

msiM 
i \ \ \ s 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAfi 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED ROW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

]. VlJtlES). U ' I 3' J. M' ] 1T J. 3' 1 14' I VARiES J. j.VAfiEs). B' J, 5'J. ID' J. i T J. 12' I I T ] 10" j . 5'J. 6" J.VAfilEsJ. 

SIDEMAtX/ TRA>IEL LWE/ BRI 
UWOSCAPE SWWKW SIAT1C« 

PRQPOSFD fA•^^-R,^^ 

ITWELLANE/ SCEIwm/ SlCeWAUV PARKNC ere nwva ~r, . ax ucr-.u mr m s " " ' ' tL BKE PAHMNC SOEWllK/ 
SHARROV UWOSCAPE UWOSCIPE W t UWE UWE >«' l '™ " ' " ^ w i Lwt IANE UWE W £ UNDSCAPE 

PROPOSFD f A 4 - B 4 ^ 

BEFORE - 8 SPACES 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

^ TTWFRG SIGNAL 

• REQUIRES GUnER MODIFICATION 

TO 
eo thAVE 

A 
68' 

t 
[VARIES), 17-5' 1, 11 ' [ 1 T 1 I T 1 17.5" IVARIESJ 

EXISTING fTYPICALl 

2. ExeTlNG 18-fOOT MEDIAN IS REDUCED 
TO 12 FEET TO ACCOMMODATE fl-FOOT 
PARKING ZONES. THIS COULD DAMAGE 
TTREES, 

1" = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR & PEERS 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR O A K U N D 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD-80th AVENUE TO 83rd AVENUE 

I «Wiw\Wii«rtnM ng V-4fi,iii i>*~iBil\3sa ng S - M A * 



80 ' ao' 

i-A^ ^ i mmvl 
iSSOtOi 

] v A f i l E 5 ] a' ] 5 ' ] 10' ] I T ] IZ- ] I T ] 10' ] 5 ' ] a ' t vARIEs ] ] VARIES ] B' ] 5 ' ] 1 ° ' ] 1 T ] 10' ] I T ] 10 ' ] 10' ] 5 ' ] v A H l E 5 | 

SIDEWALK/ PARKING BIKE™--, lujc c«r imr 
LANDSCAff UNE u w E ^ " * ^ ' ^ ^ " ' ^ ^ 

em UWE TSAva U N E ^ " ^ ' ' ' * " ' * s ' » ^ / 
oi l LANt IKAVtL L W ^ ^ j „ ^ UVmSCAPE 

PROPOSED f A l - B O PROPOSED f A 2 - B ? ^ 

li^J, 
] V A R I E S ] 5 ' ] 10' ] 9' ] I T ] 10' ] 11" ] 3' ] 10" ] S ' ] V A R I E S ] 

ERI UWE UEDIAN BRI UNE ^ ^ 

PROPOSED f A 3 - B 3 l 

BEFORE = 7 SPACES 

SSEWALK/ BKE VWCL 
UWOSCAPE UNE UNE 

BRT 
STATKH 

TRAVEL Bll£ SCEVAIK/ 
UNE UNE UNDSCAPE 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 

wrrn ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT UNE 

MIXED ROW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

LANDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGENO 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

REOUIRES GUHER MODIFICATION 

BEFO_RE - 3 SPACES BEFORE - 4 SPACES ^ 

A R E R - 6 SPACES 

SO' 

A R E R - 9 SPACES A R E R - 9 SPACES 

1 
[VAHIESJ. 20' ] 12' ] 

NOTES; 

1 
16' 12' 20' ).VA«E5| 

iRuo. lAiE ictw WHO. uwe 

EXISTING f T f P I C A L l 

LEFT-TURN PROHIBTKJNS AT; B4th AVENUE BGlh 
AVENUE. AUSEON AVENUE AND 87th AVENUE. 

REPUCE TREES BETWEEN a5th AVENUE AND a7th 
AVENUE FOR LEFT TURN UNES AND BRT STOPS 

EXISTING 16-FOOR MEDIAN CS REDUCED TO I Z FEET TO 
ACCOMMODATE B-FOOT PARKING ZONES. THIS COULD 
DAMAGE TREES. 

A R E R = a SPACES 

/ 

A R E R " 5 SPACES 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

; ^ - ^ 
100 100 200 

1" = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR & PEERS 
H.nirOtTATIBII COMJULriHIl 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR O A K U N D 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- a3rd AVENUETO STth AVENUE 

M ng n -wv iA «mniii\3Ma r^ M i i . t n 



LEGEND: 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (AUTOMOBILE Ic BHT) 

BfiT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGEND 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

A R E R - a SPACES 

80"' 

AFTER - 0 SPACES 

1 @ @ g j 
[VARIESJ. 20' '~L 16' -I 12 20 ' J.VARIESJ. 

tML UtC LEDM IKWQ. U M mO^flUIVt 

EXISHNG fTYPICALl 

ARER = 0 SPACES 

NOTES: 

1. LEFT-TURN PHOHiamONS AT; BBtn AVENUE. 89tn 
AVENUE 91st AVENUE AND 92na AVENUE. 

2. REPLACE TREES BETWEEN 89ttl AVENUE AND 95Ul 
AVENUE TO PROWOE LEFT TURN LANES AND BRT STOPS. 

3. EXISTING IB-FOOT MEDIAN IS REDUCED TO 12 FEET TO 
ACCOMMODATE 8-FOOT PARKING ZONES. 

A R E R = 5 SPACES AFTER - 5 SPACES d3rd AVE 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

-4 100 100 200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

FEHR & PEERS 
TBiiina«mriiii cmiuirtint . 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR O A K U N D 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD-87th AVENUE TO 92nd AVENUE 

•a ng u-a]\ii i iianoaNma ng U-«I.A« 



ao' 

" j . '"• j. '̂ " 
LL Alim 

iESEWL 

PROPOSED f A I - R T l 

60' 

|. a' ] 10' 1 5 ' ] VARIES] ] VARIES J . 5 ' ] TO' ] 9" ] '0 ' I 10' ] I T ] 10" j . 10' J5'J,VARIEs] 

UFTiUN TRlva BIKE SCEKrtlK/ SttVAUt/ BKE 1 
" " " " LANE LANE UNDSCAPE UNOSdrt UNE u~-i j i -vw. 

PROPOSED f A ? - B 7 ^ 

3 , ^ BRTUNE UHO Î HH UNE Tl«. UNE ^ ^ ^ ^ 

mm3 

LvAfllEsl S' ] 5 ' ] 10" ] I T I. T2' I I T f TO' I s - ] S' fvA^EsJ. 

UWDSCAPE UNE lAHE UWE * " ' ^ ' * tiAAfl a n i A « : LANE LANE UNE LJWEESPE 

PROPOSED f A 5 - R . 1 \ 
® 

HICH VlSlBlurY CROSSWALK 
WITM ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED BRT LANE 

MIXEO FLOW LANE (AOTOMOBiCE & BRT) 

BRT STOP 

BIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHAHflOW LEGENO 

TRAFRC SIGNAL 

B f f O R E -" 16 SPACES 

• REQUIRES GUHER MQDfFKlVTlQN 

BEFORE = 13 SPACES TO 
gSI I iAVE 

EXISTING fTYPLCAII 
3. EXISTING 16-FOOT MEDUN IS REDUCED TO 12 FEET TO 

ACCOMMODATE B-FOOT PARKING ZONES. 
GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR &. PEERS 
TMiinnnTroii eaiiiuir..Ti 

PRELIM/NARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

I r̂  i i-s]\iri uwDriVMia ng la-di.^. 

BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR O A K U N D 
INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 92nd AVENUETO 96th AVENUE 

FIGURE 4fi 



ao" 8D' 

10' ] . I T ] 10' ] I T L 10' ] 5 ' ] a' ]vARIEsl 

UEDIAN BRT LANE 

11 
LEGEND: 

] V A R I E S ] 5 ' ] 10' 

SIDEWALK/ BIKE TRma T, , ; , | . „ r HJT I ^ F 
UNDSCAPE UHE UWE TU« U*E HT UNE 

T1UVEL 9KE PAffilNG SSUAIX/ 
LANE UNE UrC LANDSCAPE 

PROPOSFD f A I - B I I 

60 ' 

I.VARIESJ.5'] 10' ] 8' ] I T ] 10' ] TT ] 10' ] 10' ] 5 ' ] v A R I E s ] 

SICEWiX/ BIK£ TRAVEL ^ g r ^ „ ^ ^ u s ^ HT UWE TURN UWE ™ * ' - * ^ SlDEKAl*/ 
UNDSCAPE uwt UWE ' ' ' ™ * ' " ' " * " ^ ^ ' ^ Wl UML lUKN UNt ^ J ^ y^^ LMWAPE 

PROPOSFD f A 7 - B 7 ^ 

80 ' 

IL^ i - ^ < -̂  - - ^ ^ < ^ 
]VARIES]5'] 10' ] 9' ] IT ] 10' ] IT J. 9' [ ID' J,5']vARIE5] fvARIESJ. B' ] 5 ' ] 10' ] 

u i \ \ \ ^ 

3' ] I T ] 10' ] 10' f S ' f v A R I E s ] 

£ K ^ S ^ ^ ««AN ^ILANE «E«AN W U N E 

PROPOSED fA.-^^B3^ 

t m c BIKE StWAUV 
UNE UNE UNDSCAPE UHtSCAPE UW U M UWE * " ' ^ " " " ^^ * " ' ^ " ^ ° ^ UNE LANE U N K O S E 

PROPOSFD f A 4 - B 4 ^ 

B ^ O R E - 14 SPACES 

« 

HIGH VISIBIUTY CROSSWALK 
WITH ADVANCE STOP BAR 

DEDICATED SRT LANE 

MIXED FLOW LANE (ALTTOMOBILE Ic BRT) 

BRT STOP 

SIKE UNE 

HARDSCAPE FOR PEDESTRIANS 

UNDSCAPED AREA 

STRIPED AREA 

ON-STREET PARKING 

SHARROW LEGENO 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

REQUIRES GUnER MODIFICATION 
BEFORE - 6 SPACES TO 

9 6 i h A V E A R E R = D S P A C E A R E R - 0 SPACES A R E R - 7 SPACES 

A 
80" 

1 1 ^ l@> «@> 1 ^ ' ^ ri@t t 
|VAR1£5| 20 ' 1 12' 1 16" 1 12" J. 20" |VAR1ES| 

tKHEfc 

' • " " " IVW^ TO«LIA« « « N TIWiaiA* ^WJiWW't 

EXISRNG fTYPICALl 

1, LEFT-TURN PROHIBITIONS AT; 97th AVENUE AND 99th 
AVENUE. 

2. REPLACE TREES BETWEEN 971h AVENUE AND lOOlh AVENUE 
TO PROVIDE LEFT TURN LANES AND BRT STOPS. 

EXISTING 16-FOOT MEDIAN IS REDUCED TO ID FEET TO 
ACCOMMODATE a-FOOT PARKING ZONES. 

PRINT IN COLOR FOR 
CLEAR VIEWING 

' ^ • ^ 
100 100 200 

r = 100' GRAPHIC SCALE 

fp 
FEHR & PEERS 
T l t l l l l lOATIT r i lM C O m U t T t H T l 

PRELIMINARY 
FOR DISCUSSION ONLY BUS RAPID TRANSIT FOR OAKUND 

INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD- 96th AVENUETO 100th AVENUE 
FIGURE 47 



]VARIE5] 8' ] 5 ' ] 10' ] I T ] 12' ] I T ] 10' J . 5 ' ] 8' j.VARIEs] 

SttJElTAlX/ IMKINO BIKE TRAVR -— , .^F UETKIU OU. I .UT ™ ^ BKE PARK1M5 SOEWALK/ 
UNDSCArt LANE LANE UWE » " ̂ ^ " ^ ^ BKI UNE LWE LANE UNE LANDSCAPE 

PROPOSED fA1-Bn 

80' 

LEGEtm; 

1 — 
^ 

IVARESLS'] 10' ] 9' ] IT [ ] 1T ] 9' ] 10" ] 5 ' ] 8' ]VAR[ES] 

BRI" BUT i k h f l 2_ooT , , u r SRT SICCTAUI/ BIKE TTWVa 
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