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Since the last SRTP, much has changed on the fiscal

landscape—both nationally and locally—which

directly impacts the future direction of the District.

The nation is suffering significant deficits, which

directly translate into state and local issues.  For AC

Transit, the downturn in the economy has resulted in

lower than expected revenues and shortfalls for the

next several years.  This condition has lead to cuts in

service, personnel lay-offs, and other cost controls

necessary to keep the District in operation.

In December 2003, AC Transit will reduce service

hours by the greatest percentage experienced in the

last 20 years.  Unlike the more robust future antici-

pated in the 2001-2011 SRTP, the future direction of

AC Transit relies heavily on efforts to maintain the

existing service and keep the system useful and oper-

ational.  In fact, the greatest challenge the District

faces is avoiding further service cuts.  Even our

System Expansion Plans indicated ways to not only

improve the service but to rebuild the service levels

that AC Transit has been forced to cut previously. 

This chapter sets out how AC Transit intends to

maintain and expand services within the 10-year

horizon of the SRTP.  The District’s plans for future

services and capital investment are based on antici-

pated funding levels. This chapter details the

District’s priorities for maintaining existing services

and expanding them as new revenues become avail-

able. It also describes the investment planned to

improve travel times on major corridors, which can

also assist in making the service more efficient. This

chapter also summarizes the District’s capital and

financial plans, which are contained in full in

Appendices A and B.

The plans here are those that AC Transit anticipates

are possible with anticipated levels of funding, togeth-

er with the new revenues expected from sources such

as the new parcel tax in District 1.  The District’s aspi-

rations should more funding become available are set

out in the Strategic Vision in chapter 5.

District Priorities

With the 2001 SRTP, the AC Transit Board adopted

a policy statement that clearly articulated the

District’s service priorities for the foreseeable future.

The highest priority of the District is to preserve the

existing system--which includes our current levels of

service as well as a well-maintained fleet of buses and

facilities.  Despite the current financial situation, this

priority remains sound.  In fact, preserving the sys-

tem and the current service levels without resorting

to further cuts is the biggest challenge facing the

District today.

Due to this challenge, the next priority is to rebuild

and enhance the system.  This priority includes
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planned improvements to the most heavily used core

transit services described further in this chapter, in

addition to system rebuilding efforts that may rein-

state some services that were recently cut.  

Rebuilding the system and enhancing the most heav-

ily used core transit services is consistent with the

Service Deployment Policies discussed in Chapter 3,

which call for the District to devote more resources

to the routes in the densest parts of the East Bay. The

only exception to this policy would be associated

with the rebuilding of service to 2002 levels, which

may involve other strategies to meet rider demands,

geographic coverage or social equity concerns.

Expansions to other services, including lesser-used

lines or times of day, Transbay or regional express

service, or new, innovative flexible service, would be

funded only once the needs of the major corridors

and other demand-based routes have been met, or if

funding was obtained specifically for these purposes.

SYSTEM PRESERVATION POLICIES
These polices should guide the District in achieving

their highest priority—Maintenance of the existing

system.

Policy: Vehicle Replacement
Optimally, vehicles should be replaced every 12 years.

The District can expedite the replacement process by

using leasing options, timing the award of vehicles to

funding availability or by other appropriate methods.

Rationale:
In order to keep the fleet modern, safe, efficient and

environmentally up-to-date, it is essential that vehicles

be replaced once they have completed their useful life. 

Policy: Vehicle Rehabilitation
The District should continue to seek funding to

complete mid-life overhauls, engine re-powering or

other projects that can assist in either extending the

life of the vehicle or ensure that the buses are as

useful and efficient as possible.

Rationale:
Intensive vehicle rehabilitation can affect the safety

and efficiency of the District’s fleet.

Policy: Maintenance of Service and Facilities
The District should continue to advocate for stable

funding sources to ensure that existing service levels

are maintained and facilities are kept in optimal shape.

Rationale:
In order to maintain service levels – even in the event

of a downturn in the economy – it is necessary to have

stable sources of operating revenue so that basic levels

of service envisioned in the Financially Constrained

Operating Plan can be maintained. This includes the

routine up-keep of facilities that are used to house

employees as well as maintain the District’s fleet.

Policy: Neighborhood Appropriate Vehicle Size
The District should match the size and type of bus

with anticipated services in the areas in which the

buses operate.

Rationale:
In order to improve community satisfaction with

buses that operate in all types of neighborhoods, the

District should have a mix of vehicles to provide the

most appropriate vehicle type for the services offered,

including smaller vehicles for low-density or flexible

services, as well as articulated vehicles for high rider-
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ship trunk corridors. To make that determination, an

assessment of the service area should include: land

uses, topography and street configuration, acceptable

noise levels, bus ridership and load factors, vehicle

durability and maintenance needs, service character-

istics and Title VI and Environmental Justice consid-

erations. The mix of fleet should also take into con-

sideration temporal changes in both service and

neighborhood activity to assess the most efficient and

neighborhood-appropriate vehicle for the anticipated

services.

SYSTEM EXPANSION POLICIES
System Expansion Policies are based on the under-

standing that the District’s priority for expansion

needs to include efforts to rebuild the system to lev-

els that are necessary to operate a useful and efficient

system.  In December 2003, the District was forced

to cut a significant portion of the service due to

budget deficits.  Planned increases to service have

been put on hold until the financial picture

improves.  As such, service levels over the next ten

years may not be adequate to meet the needs of the

community.  The District anticipates needing to

rebuild the system

to provide more

local service to our

riders, and to take

advantage of new

funding sources

that may be avail-

able for increases in our Transbay and Express service.

After the system has been rebuilt, the District can

begin to expand, recognizing that the Major

Corridor enhancement represents the highest priori-

ty for true expansion.

Policies: System Rebuilding
Rebuilding the system in the most productive way

possible using the service deployment policies to

determine the most appropriate reinstatements--tak-

ing into consideration rider demand, geographic

access and social equity. 

Rationale:
Much of the service that was eliminated in December

2003 was relatively unproductive and inefficient.

However, some of the service was only eliminated

because there were not sufficient revenues to support

their retention.  When rebuilding the system, some

of the more productive of the services that were cut

should be considered for reinstatement.  

Policies: Major Corridors and  Demand-based
Routes
❖ Use revenue increases to improve service levels

along trunk and demand-based routes

❖ Implement Rapid Bus service (“Limited Stop”

express service) on most heavily used trunk corri-

dor service

❖ Work with Cities and Counties to purchase hard-

ware or to coordinate traffic signals, and develop

policies for the implementation of signal priority

for buses on the major corridors or arterials

❖ Implement “Proof-of-Payment” fare collection on

trunk routes, contingent upon successful pilot

project 

Rationale:
Trunk and/or demand-based routes operate in the

areas with the most dense residential and commercial

development, carry the most people and are conse-

quently the most efficient. Priorities relative to the

major corridors and demand-based routes can also
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help both the District and our partner agencies in

planning efforts to increase the efficiency of bus

operations, including signal priority, proof of pay-

ment, or other capital improvements that can assist

bus operations. Additionally, some routes, which

operate on crosstown or feeder routes, may require

additional night and weekend service when warrant-

ed by usage.

Policy: Lower Productivity or Flexible Routes
Services should be increased on lower productivity

routes (or during the off-peak hours when ridership

is significantly lower), only after improvements to

the major corridors or demand-based routes have

been made, or contingent upon funding specifically

for that purpose.

Rationale:
While the five major corridor routes carry over 40%

of the system’s daily passengers, there is still a network

of over 90 lower productivity routes that carry the

remaining 60%. As a result, there should be enhance-

ment strategies for those routes – or time periods –

when productivity and efficiency is low.  The District

has been successful in obtaining funding for Welfare-

to-Work services (during the off-peak time period)

from a variety of sources including; Federal programs

and earmarks, Measure C in Contra Costa County,

and Alameda County CalWORKS funds. If the

District continues to be successful in obtaining these

grant funds, they can be used to implement programs

that may be useful to the community but are some-

what inefficient to operate.

Policy: Transbay and Express Routes
Use Transbay policies developed in the Transbay

Comprehensive Service Plan to expand, enhance or

sustain service on existing Transbay routes.

❖ Any increases in Transbay service should be

determined by the availability of external funds,

or the ability of the increase to sustain itself.

❖ Use opportunities for express bus funding to

develop innovative service to expand into new

markets.

Rationale:
The Service Deployment Policies recommended

that “The District Should Ensure that Transbay

Service is Self-Sufficient (Cost Neutral).” Funding

Transbay services through separate allocations from

state and federal sources has long-term benefits for

the District. Approximately $4 million of District

revenues currently spent on Transbay services each

year could be used to further the District’s Priorities

on local service. By securing separate Transbay

and/or express allocations, this type of service will

not be considered as competing for Local transit

service funding.

If separate allocations are not forthcoming, the

District continues to have a commitment towards

maintaining the operation of Transbay and/or express

service due to congestion improvement or communi-

ty support. Increases to these services should be the

result of additional funding coming to the District

via federal, local or state grant sources.

Financial Overview

The District regularly updates ten-year financial pro-

jections.  The most recent projections were approved

by the Board in December 2003, in conjunction

with the adoption of the FY 2003-04 First Quarter
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FIGURE 4-1: 25-YEAR FINANCIAL PROJECTION WITH AC REVENUES

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected

FY 04-2005 FY 05-2006 FY 06-2007 FY 07-2008 FY 08-2009

REVENUES AND SUBSIDIES
Operating
Farebox 40,400 40,400 40,400 40,400 40,400 
Farebox Increases/Ridership Growth 7,008 7,486 7,375 7,780 8,658 
Farebox decreases - Service Cuts (1,777) (1,777) (1,777) (1,777) (1,777)

Total Farebox 45,631 46,109 45,998 46,403 47,281 

BART Transfers 3,983 4,142 4,308 4,480 4,660 
Interest Income 350 725 1,250 1,294 1,339 
Advertising 2,065 2,106 2,148 2,202 2,257 
Other Revenue 6,345 2,070 2,070 2,070 2,070 
Lease To Service 750 -   -   -   -   
Contract Services -   -   -   -   -   
Other Operating Revenues 13,493 9,043 9,776 10,046 10,325 

Total Operating Revenues  59,123 55,152 55,773 56,448 57,606 

Subsidies 
Transportation Develop. Act (TDA) 45,846 48,138 50,545 53,072 55,726 
AB 1107 28,500 29,783 31,123 32,523 33,987 
Measure B 20,006 20,806 21,638 22,504 23,404 
State Transit Assistance (STA) 4,260 4,387 4,534 4,711 4,915 
Measure C 1,551 1,598 1,646 1,695 1,695 

Total Sales-Tax based Subsidies 100,163 104,711 109,486 114,505 119,726 

Property Taxes 50,694 52,722 56,331 58,584 60,928 
Measure AA (and Measure BB) 7,000 14,000 14,000 14,000 14,000 

Total Property Taxes based Subsidies 57,694 66,722 70,331 72,584 74,928 

ADA Paratransit Funding 4,644 4,748 4,854 4,980 5,111 
Federal Assistance (ADA)  3,942 4,021 4,101 4,204 4,309 
ADA Paratransit Vehicles  845 845 845 845 845 

Total ADA related SubsidiEs  9,431 9,614 9,800 10,029 10,265 

Federal Assistance - Bus Defer Income 16,236 15,054 2,519 -   -   
Bridge Toll - Bus Deferral Income 2,553 2,500 -   -   -   

Total Bus Deferral Income and related Subsidies 18,789 17,554 2,519 -   -   

Sales-based taxes subsidies growth -   -   11,491 11,184 8,755 

Supplemental Service 2,225 2,225 2,225 2,225 2,225 
Welfare To Work Funding 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 
Engine and Transmission Grant 710 -   -   -   -   
TFCA Grant 1,150 575 -   -   -   

Total Other Federal, State and Local grants subs 6,085 4,800 4,225 4,225 4,225 
Total Subsidies 192,162 203,401 207,852 212,527 217,899 

Total Revenues and Subsidies 251,286 258,553 263,625 268,976 275,505 

OPERATING EXPENSES
Salary & Wages 99,782 102,253 102,509 102,765 103,022 
Fringe Benefits 66,652 69,265 72,880 75,359 79,564 
Pension Fund 19,351 19,830 19,880 19,930 19,979 

Total Labor Costs 185,785 191,349 195,269 198,054 202,565 

Services 14,815 15,111 15,413 15,799 16,194 
Fuel & Lubricants 7,846 6,981 7,121 7,299 7,481 
Other Materials & Supplies 9,415 9,603 9,795 11,065 11,342 
Utilities & Taxes 4,777 4,872 4,970 5,094 5,221 
Casualty & Liability 5,026 5,127 5,229 5,360 5,494 
Debt Service 1,256 836 800 760 716 
ADA Consortium 18,634 18,711 18,934 19,065 19,828 
Other 2,053 1,227 1,251 1,282 1,314 

Total Operating Expenses 249,606 253,816 258,782 263,777 270,155 

CAPITAL PROGRAM
ADA Paratransit Vehicles 845 845 845 845 845 
District Funded Capital 3,895 3,982 3,999 4,353 4,505

Total Capital Expenses 4,740 4,737 4,844 5,198 5,350 

Total Expenses 254,346 258,554 263,626 268,975 275,505 

Surplus / (Deficit) (3,061) (0) (0) 0 0 

Transfer (to)/from Equity 3,061 -   -   -   -   

Adjusted Surplus / (Deficit) 0 (0) (0) 0 0 
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FIGURE 4-1: 25-YEAR FINANCIAL PROJECTION WITH AC REVENUES, CONTINUED

Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10
Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected

FY 09-2010 FY 10-2011 FY 11-2012 FY 12-2013 FY 13-2014

REVENUES AND SUBSIDIES
Operating
Farebox 40,400 40,400 40,400 40,400 40,400 
Farebox Increases/Ridership Growth 14,453 19,091 20,211 22,030 23,903 
Farebox decreases - Service Cuts (1,777) (1,777) (1,777) (1,777) (1,777)

Total Farebox 53,076 57,714 58,834 60,653 62,526 

BART Transfers 4,846 5,040 5,241 5,451 5,669 
Interest Income 1,386 1,434 1,484 1,536 1,590 
Advertising 2,336 2,417 2,502 2,590 2,680 
Other Revenue 2,070 2,070 2,070 2,070 2,070 
Lease To Service -   -   -   -   -   
Contract Services -   -   -   -   -   
Other Operating Revenues 10,637 10,961 11,298 11,647 12,009 

Total Operating Revenues 63,713 68,675 70,132 72,300 74,535 

Subsidies 
Transportation Develop. Act (TDA) 58,512 61,438 64,510 66,445 68,439 
AB 1107 35,516 37,114 38,785 39,948 41,147 
Measure B 24,340 25,313 26,326 27,379 28,474 
State Transit Assistance (STA) 5,150 5,330 5,517 5,710 5,909 
Measure C 1,695 1,695 1,695 1,695 1,695 

Total Sales-Tax based Subsidies 125,213 130,891 136,832 141,177 145,664 

Property Taxes 63,365 65,899 68,535 70,591 72,709 
Measure AA (and Measure BB) 14,000 14,000 14,000 14,000 14,000 

Total Property Taxes based Subsidies 77,365 79,899 82,535 84,591 86,709 

ADA Paratransit Funding 5,283 5,462 5,648 5,845 6,050 
Federal Assistance (ADA) 4,460 4,616 4,777 4,945 5,118 
ADA Paratransit Vehicles 845 845 845 845 845 

Total ADA related Subsidies 10,588 10,923 11,270 11,635 12,012 

Federal Assistance - Bus Defer Income -   -   -   -   -   
Bridge Toll - Bus Deferral Income -   -   -   -   -   

Total Bus Deferral Income and related Subsidies -   -   -   -   -   

Sales-based taxes subsidies growth 5,667 3,040 2,442 2,515 2,590 

Supplemental Service 2,225 2,225 2,225 2,225 2,225 
Welfare To Work Funding 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 
Engine and Transmission Grant -   -   -   -   -   
TFCA Grant -   -   -   -   -   

Total Other Federal, State and Local grants subs 4,225 4,225 4,225 4,225 4,225 
Total Subsidies 223,058 228,978 237,304 244,143 251,201 

Total Revenues and Subsidies 286,771 297,654 307,436 316,443 325,736 

OPERATING EXPENSES
Salary & Wages 105,855 108,766 112,029 115,390 118,852 
Fringe Benefits 84,902 87,449 90,072 92,774 95,558 
Pension Fund 20,529 21,093 21,726 22,378 23,049 

Total Labor Costs 211,286 217,308 223,828 230,542 237,459 

Services 16,761 17,347 17,954 18,583 19,233 
Fuel & Lubricants 7,743 8,014 8,294 8,585 8,885 
Other Materials & Supplies 11,738 12,149 12,575 13,015 13,470 
Utilities & Taxes 5,404 5,593 5,789 5,991 6,201 
Casualty & Liability 5,686 5,885 6,091 6,304 6,525 
Debt Service 669 619 558 499 435 
ADA Consortium 20,621 21,446 22,303 23,195 24,123 
Other 1,360 1,408 1,457 1,508 1,561 

Total Operating Expenses 281,268 289,770 298,850 308,223 317,893 

CAPITAL PROGRAM
ADA Paratransit Vehicles 845 845 845 845 845 
District Funded Capital 4,665 4,831 5,004 5,133 5,267 

Total Capital Expenses 5,510 5,676 5,849 5,978 6,112 

Total Expenses 286,778 295,445 304,698 314,201 324,005 

Surplus / (Deficit) (7) 2,208 2,738 2,241 1,731 

Transfer (to)/from Equity -   -   -   -   -   

Adjusted Surplus / (Deficit) (7) 2,208 2,738 2,241 1,731 
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FIGURE 4-1: 25-YEAR FINANCIAL PROJECTION WITH AC REVENUES, CONTINUED

Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15
Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected

FY 14-2015 FY 15-2016 FY 16-2017 FY 17-2018 FY 18-2019

REVENUES AND SUBSIDIES
Operating
Farebox 40,400 40,400 40,400 40,400 40,400 
Farebox Increases/Ridership Growth 25,832 27,819 29,865 31,973 34,144 
Farebox decreases - Service Cuts (1,777) (1,777) (1,777) (1,777) (1,777)

Total Farebox 64,455 66,442 68,488 70,596 72,767 

BART Transfers 5,896 6,132 6,377 6,632 6,897 
Interest Income 1,646 1,703 1,763 1,825 1,889 
Advertising 2,774 2,871 2,972 3,076 3,183 
Other Revenue 2,070 2,070 2,070 2,070 2,070 
Lease To Service -   -   -   -   -   
Contract Services -   -   -   -   -   
Other Operating Revenues 12,386 12,776 13,182 13,602 14,039 

Total Operating Revenues 76,840 79,218 81,670 84,198 86,806 

Subsidies 
Transportation Develop. Act (TDA) 70,492 72,606 74,785 77,028 79,339 
AB 1107 42,381 43,652 44,962 46,311 47,700 
Measure B 29,613 30,798 32,030 33,311 34,643 
State Transit Assistance (STA) 6,116 6,330 6,552 6,781 7,019 
Measure C 1,695 1,695 1,695 1,695 1,695 

Total Sales-Tax based Subsidies 150,297 155,082 160,023 165,126 170,396 

Property Taxes 74,890 77,137 79,451 81,835 84,290 
Measure AA (and Measure BB) 14,000 14,000 14,000 14,000 14,000 

Total Property Taxes based Subsidies 88,890 91,137 93,451 95,835 98,290 

ADA Paratransit Funding 6,262 6,481 6,707 6,942 7,185 
Federal Assistance (ADA) 5,297 5,482 5,674 5,873 6,078 
ADA Paratransit Vehicles 845 845 845 845 845 

Total ADA related Subsidies 12,403 12,808 13,226 13,660 14,108 

Federal Assistance - Bus Defer Income -   -   -   -   -   
Bridge Toll - Bus Deferral Income -   -   -   -   -   

Total Bus Deferral Income and related Subsidies -   -   -   -   -   

Sales-based taxes subsidies growth 2,668 2,748 5,581 5,748 6,124 

Supplemental Service 2,225 2,225 2,225 2,225 2,225 
Welfare To Work Funding 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 
Engine and Transmission Grant -   -   -   -   -   
TFCA Grant -   -   -   -   -   

Total Other Federal, State and Local grants subs 4,225 4,225 4,225 4,225 4,225 
Total Subsidies 258,484 266,000 276,506 284,594 293,144 

Total Revenues and Subsidies 335,324 345,218 358,176 368,792 379,950 

OPERATING EXPENSES
Salary & Wages 122,417 126,090 129,873 133,769 137,782 
Fringe Benefits 98,424 101,377 104,418 107,551 110,777 
Pension Fund 23,741 24,453 25,187 25,942 26,720 

Total Labor Costs 244,583 251,920 259,478 267,262 275,280 

Services 19,906 20,603 21,324 22,070 22,843 
Fuel & Lubricants 9,196 9,518 9,851 10,196 10,553 
Other Materials & Supplies 13,942 14,430 14,935 15,457 15,998 
Utilities & Taxes 6,418 6,643 6,875 7,116 7,365 
Casualty & Liability 6,753 6,990 7,234 7,488 7,750 
Debt Service 366 293 216 132 10 
ADA Consortium 25,088 26,092 27,135 28,221 29,350 
Other 1,616 1,672 1,731 1,791 1,854 

Total Operating Expenses 327,868 338,160 348,780 359,734 371,002 

CAPITAL PROGRAM
ADA Paratransit Vehicles 845 845 845 845 845 
District Funded Capital 5,405 5,547 5,694 5,845 6,001 

Total Capital Expenses 6,250 6,392 6,539 6,690 6,846 

Total Expenses 334,118 344,552 355,318 366,424 377,849 

Surplus / (Deficit) 1,206 665 2,858 2,368 2,101 

Transfer (to)/from Equity -   -   -   -   -   

Adjusted Surplus / (Deficit) 1,206 665 2,858 2,368 2,101 
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FIGURE 4-1: 25-YEAR FINANCIAL PROJECTION WITH AC REVENUES

Year 16 Year 17 Year 18 Year 19 Year 20
Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected

FY 19-2020 FY 20-2021 FY 21-2022 FY 22-2023 FY 23-2024

REVENUES AND SUBSIDIES
Operating
Farebox 40,400 40,400 40,400 40,400 40,400 
Farebox Increases/Ridership Growth 36,381 38,684 41,057 43,500 46,017 
Farebox decreases - Service Cuts (1,777) (1,777) (1,777) (1,777) (1,777)

Total Farebox 75,004 77,307 79,680 82,123 84,640 

BART Transfers 7,173 7,460 7,758 8,069 8,392 
Interest Income 1,955 2,023 2,094 2,167 2,243 
Advertising 3,295 3,410 3,529 3,653 3,781 
Other Revenue 2,070 2,070 2,070 2,070 2,070 
Lease To Service -   -   -   -   -   
Contract Services -   -   -   -   -   
Other Operating Revenues 14,493 14,963 15,452 15,959 16,485 

Total Operating Revenues 89,496 92,270 95,131 98,082 101,126 

Subsidies 
Transportation Develop. Act (TDA) 81,719 84,171 86,696 89,297 91,976 
AB 1107 49,131 50,605 52,123 53,687 55,298 
Measure B 36,029 37,470 38,969 40,528 42,149 
State Transit Assistance (STA) 7,264 7,518 7,782 8,054 8,336 
Measure C 1,695 1,695 1,695 1,695 1,695 

Total Sales-Tax based Subsidies 175,839 181,459 187,265 193,260 199,453 

Property Taxes 86,819 89,423 92,106 94,869 97,715 
Measure AA (and Measure BB) 14,000 14,000 14,000 14,000 14,000 

Total Property Taxes based Subsidies 100,819 103,423 106,106 108,869 111,715 

ADA Paratransit Funding 7,437 7,697 7,966 8,245 8,534 
Federal Assistance (ADA) 6,291 6,511 6,739 6,975 7,219 
ADA Paratransit Vehicles 845 845 845 845 845 

Total ADA related Subsidies 14,573 15,053 15,550 16,065 16,598 

Federal Assistance - Bus Defer Income -   -   -   -   -   
Bridge Toll - Bus Deferral Income -   -   -   -   -   

Total Bus Deferral Income and related Subsidies -   -   -   -   -   

Sales-based taxes subsidies growth 8,058 8,300 8,549 9,365 8,146 

Supplemental Service 2,225 2,225 2,225 2,225 2,225 
Welfare To Work Funding 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 
Engine and Transmission Grant -   -   -   -   -   
TFCA Grant -   -   -   -   -   

Total Other Federal, State and Local grants subs 4,225 4,225 4,225 4,225 4,225 
Total Subsidies 303,513 312,460 321,695 331,784 340,137 

Total Revenues and Subsidies 393,009 404,731 416,826 429,867 441,262 

OPERATING EXPENSES
Salary & Wages 141,915 146,173 150,558 155,075 159,727 
Fringe Benefits 114,101 117,524 121,049 124,681 128,421 
Pension Fund 27,522 28,348 29,198 30,074 30,976 

Total Labor Costs 283,538 292,044 300,806 309,830 319,125 

Services 23,642 24,470 25,326 26,213 27,130 
Fuel & Lubricants 10,922 11,304 11,700 12,109 12,533 
Other Materials & Supplies 16,558 17,138 17,738 18,358 19,001 
Utilities & Taxes 7,623 7,890 8,166 8,452 8,747 
Casualty & Liability 8,021 8,302 8,592 8,893 9,204 
Debt Service -   -   -   -   -   
ADA Consortium 30,524 31,745 33,014 34,335 35,708 
Other 1,919 1,986 2,056 2,128 2,202 

Total Operating Expenses 382,748 394,879 407,398 420,318 433,651 

CAPITAL PROGRAM
ADA Paratransit Vehicles 845 845 845 845 845 
District Funded Capital 6,163 6,329 6,501 6,678 6,861 

Total Capital Expenses 7,008 7,174 7,346 7,523 7,706 

Total Expenses 389,755 402,053 414,744 427,841 441,357 

Surplus / (Deficit) 3,254 2,678 2,082 2,026 (95)

Transfer (to)/from Equity -   -   -   -   -   

Adjusted Surplus / (Deficit) 3,254 2,678 2,082 2,026 (95)
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FIGURE 4-1: 25-YEAR FINANCIAL PROJECTION WITH AC REVENUES

Year 21 Year 22 Year 23 Year 24 Year 25
Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected

FY 24-2025 FY 25-2026 FY 26-2027 FY 27-2028 FY 28-2029

REVENUES AND SUBSIDIES
Operating
Farebox 40,400 40,400 40,400 40,400 40,400 
Farebox Increases/Ridership Growth 48,610 51,280 54,031 56,863 59,781 
Farebox decreases - Service Cuts (1,777) (1,777) (1,777) (1,777) (1,777)

Total Farebox 87,233 89,903 92,654 95,486 98,404 

BART Transfers 8,727 9,076 9,439 9,817 10,210 
Interest Income 2,322 2,403 2,487 2,574 2,664 
Advertising 3,913 4,050 4,192 4,338 4,490 
Other Revenue 2,070 2,070 2,070 2,070 2,070 
Lease To Service -   -   -   -   -   
Contract Services -   -   -   -   -   
Other Operating Revenues 17,032 17,599 18,188 18,799 19,434 

Total Operating Revenues 104,265 107,502 110,842 114,286 117,838 

Subsidies 
Transportation Develop. Act (TDA) 94,735 97,577 100,504 103,520 106,625 
AB 1107 56,956 58,665 60,425 62,238 64,105 
Measure B 43,835 45,588 47,412 49,308 51,280 
State Transit Assistance (STA) 8,628 8,930 9,242 9,566 9,900 
Measure C 1,695 1,695 1,695 1,695 1,695 

Total Sales-Tax based Subsidies 205,849 212,455 219,278 226,326 233,606 

Property Taxes 100,646 103,666 106,776 109,979 113,278 
Measure AA (and Measure BB) 14,000 14,000 14,000 14,000 14,000 

Total Property Taxes based Subsidies 114,646 117,666 120,776 123,979 127,278 

ADA Paratransit Funding 8,832 9,142 9,462 9,793 10,135 
Federal Assistance (ADA) 7,472 7,733 8,004 8,284 8,574 
ADA Paratransit Vehicles 845 845 845 845 845 

Total ADA related Subsidies 17,149 17,720 18,310 18,922 19,554 

Federal Assistance - Bus Defer Income -   -   -   -   -   
Bridge Toll - Bus Deferral Income -   -   -   -   -   

Total Bus Deferral Income and related Subsidies -   -   -   -   -   

Sales-based taxes subsidies growth 8,390 6,642 7,341 7,062 6,773 

Supplemental Service 2,225 2,225 2,225 2,225 2,225 
Welfare To Work Funding 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 
Engine and Transmission Grant -   -   -   -   -   
TFCA Grant -   -   -   -   -   

Total Other Federal, State and Local grants subs 4,225 4,225 4,225 4,225 4,225 
Total Subsidies 350,260 358,708 369,931 380,513 391,437 

Total Revenues and Subsidies 454,524 466,210 480,772 494,799 509,275 

OPERATING EXPENSES
Salary & Wages 164,519 169,454 174,538 179,774 185,167 
Fringe Benefits 132,274 136,242 140,329 144,539 148,876 
Pension Fund 31,906 32,863 33,849 34,864 35,910 

Total Labor Costs 328,698 338,559 348,716 359,178 369,953 

Services 28,080 29,063 30,080 31,133 32,222 
Fuel & Lubricants 12,972 13,426 13,896 14,382 14,886 
Other Materials & Supplies 19,666 20,354 21,067 21,804 22,567 
Utilities & Taxes 9,054 9,370 9,698 10,038 10,389 
Casualty & Liability 9,526 9,860 10,205 10,562 10,932 
Debt Service -   -   -   -   -   
ADA Consortium 37,137 38,622 40,167 41,774 43,445 
Other 2,279 2,359 2,442 2,527 2,616 

Total Operating Expenses 447,412 461,614 476,271 491,397 507,009 

CAPITAL PROGRAM
ADA Paratransit Vehicles 845 845 845 845 845 
District Funded Capital 7,049 7,244 7,445 7,652 7,866 

Total Capital Expenses 7,894 8,089 8,290 8,497 8,711 

Total Expenses 455,307 469,703 484,561 499,895 515,721 

Surplus / (Deficit) (782) (3,493) (3,788) (5,096) (6,445)

Transfer (to)/from Equity 4,500 4,000 4,000 5,500 6,500 

Adjusted Surplus / (Deficit) 3,718 507 212 404 55 
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Projection.  The projections were based upon eco-

nomic forecasts developed by the UCLA Anderson

Center for the East Bay region and the District’s his-

torical trends for revenues and expenses.  Extensive

analysis was developed to refine projections and

determine the potential impact of various economic

indicators.  Two scenarios have been established—

characterized as a milder economic recovery and a

stronger economic recovery to depict potential finan-

cial positions for the District.  The scenario that

Management proposes for current operations and the

Working Budget is the moderate scenario (Table

4.1).  Costs are projected assuming current levels of

service, with service reductions scheduled to occur in

December 2003.  A portion of planned service reduc-

tions have been deferred until June 2004.  For rev-

enues the District has two sets of assumptions for all

revenue categories:

❖ District staff ’s assumptions for all revenue 

categories

❖ Sales tax assumptions forecasted by the

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

(MTC)—with a lower projection determined by

District staff for TDA.

More detail of all of the revenue sources and expense

items, and the MTC revenue forecasts, are shown in

the detailed Financial Plan in Appendix B.

The 25-year projection scenario is shown in Tables

4.1.  Appendix B details revenue sources, expenses

and transfers to/from reserves for each scenario.

Long-term projections indicate that the District can-

not operate at the current level of service. While pro-

jections reflect deficits in Year 3 and beyond of the

stronger scenario and Year 4 and beyond of the

milder scenario, District Fiscal Policy No. 312

requires the adoption of a balanced budget.  Through

a combination of revenue enhancement strategies,

service reductions and other cost efficiencies, the

District will balance its future year budgets.

Financially Constrained 
Service Plan

OVERVIEW
In 1999, the AC Transit Board voted to reinstate

service to many of the routes and times of day that

it was forced to cut in 1996 due to lack of funds.

The District used reserve funds to cover the cost of

the service until proceeds from the reauthorization

of Measure B were available.  With the 2001 SRTP,

the District developed a plan to improve ridership,

system effectiveness and system usefulness by adding

a small amount of service in addition to maintaining

some of the reinstated services using anticipated rev-

enue increases from Measure B.

However, revenues from all sources have not been as

robust as was planned in the previous SRTP.  As a

result, in 2003, the District was forced to reduce

service by approximately 14% over the previous

year--eliminating all of the planned growth in serv-

ice hours.  Despite this service level reduction, the

District has developed a multi-phased approach to

service enhancement that uses near-term service

reductions as a basis for future system growth.

While the District's previous plans to enhance the

system still make sense, the direction over the next

several years will be to avoid further service cuts and



rebuild the system.  However, the District will con-

tinue to advocate for funds to expand and sustain

the system.

System Rebuilding
Plan

Because the District was unable to fully implement

the Service Deployment Plan as envisioned with the

planned service levels and projected ridership levels,

the first step towards enhancing the system must be

the rebuilding and stabilization of the District’s serv-

ice.  As stated, the greatest challenge over the next 10

years is ensuring that no further service cuts are need-

ed.  Beyond that, the District must consider how it

intends to build the system, in incremental steps, to

ensure that improvements can be sustained.  This

plan could include both increases in general revenue

to fund overall service improvements, or more

focused revenues such as those associated with pro-

posed increases in bridge tolls that would fund spe-

cific projects or programs.  The District estimates

that service levels should be increased by at least 10%

to simply meet basic mobility needs.

Using the Service Deployment Policies as a guide, as

discussed in the previous chapter, the District intends

to improve service in the following areas:

❖ Rebuilding the system to sustainable service levels

❖ More frequent service on trunk routes, including

limited stop service on some routes

❖ Completing the Service Deployment Plan to sim-

plify the network to make it easier for passengers

to use the bus

❖ Implementing Rapid Bus service on several of the

major corridors trunk routes

❖ Maintaining frequencies on core routes

❖ Expanding the span of service on a few routes that

warrant more service on weekends or later at

night

❖ Expanding Express and Transbay service provided

it is cost-neutral or external funds can be secured

through Regional Bridge Tolls or other sources

❖ Implementing “Flexible Service” in areas of low-

density or low-ridership in place of traditional

fixed route service

The next several phases will be implemented when

additional resources are secured.   This includes the

continued restructuring of service in the Central

Alameda County service area, which was the only

part of the District that had not experienced prior

service improvements that occurred in the 1990s.

Each phase is discussed below.

PHASE ONE: Rebuilding System and Central
Alameda County – 2004-2005
The District intends to rebuild the system to higher,

yet sustainable levels, than we are currently experi-

encing.  This includes service restructuring in both

Alameda and Contra Costa County.   Because

Measure B allocated a higher portion of operating

funds to expand service in Central Alameda County,

the first phase will:

a) Implement the remaining elements of the Central

Alameda County Transit Development Plan to

the level that funds are available

b) Reinstate some service in Northern Alameda
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County that was eliminated in December 2003

when funds are available

c) Restructure service in Contra Costa County

within existing revenue levels (i.e. at no increase

in costs)

The proposed revisions to Central Alameda County,

which have been developed with elected officials and

staff from the two cities, the County and other pub-

lic and private agencies, will increase the efficiency of

routes, introduce service to new areas, and extend the

span of service.  

Because Phase One includes a substantial effort to

determine any corrective actions related to service

reductions that were implemented in December

2003, the District anticipates that some routes war-

rant reinstatement when funds are available, while

other routes may be better served by some sort of

flexible service.  Toward that end, the District is cur-

rently in the process of determining service character-

istics and operating scenarios for flexible service in the

Southern Alameda County area that can be applied

elsewhere in the service area.  The District hopes to

be able to apply flexible service operation where it is

cost effective and useful to the community.  

During this phase, the District will closely monitor

service levels, bus loading issues, and other relevant

measures to develop the most effective and efficient

corrective action.

PHASE TWO: Major Corridor Routes  
Re-Configuration Northern Alameda County – As
funds become available

This phase combines both a restructuring and an

extension of service in North County. It also

improves arterial and trunk services on several of

the high-ridership corridors that are candidates for

capital improvements. These changes will be devel-

oped in consultation with the local jurisdictions

and the public.  This phase is wholly dependent

upon new operating revenues coming to the

District.  As such, which lines or areas that are

implemented first will be subject to further review

based on revenue projections.  
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A 10% - 20% increase in speeds

by 2005 should be the minimum

objective for operations in each

of the trunk corridors.



Focus on 
Major Corridors

Even though AC Transit operates more than one

hundred bus routes, just five of these carry more than

93,000 passengers daily – more than 40% of the

entire local system patronage. As a result, there is a

pressing need for the District to set priorities for new

services and capital projects in these corridors, and to

set standards for service frequency and reliability. 

The ultimate goal is to develop a system of trunk

lines with high quality, frequent and reliable service.

In turn, this will support the entire AC Transit sys-

tem by reducing travel time and wait time on the

busiest lines, and facilitating transfers to and from

the more lightly-used cross-town and local routes.

The rapid routes of the trunk line system should be

easy to understand and navigate for new or veteran

users. The investment here should pay returns in

terms of increased operating efficiencies, greater rid-

ership and substantial benefits to users of the system.

Improving trunk line service gives priority to areas

with the greatest potential for transit use, with good

patronage rewarded by better service and shorter

waits. This supports many of the Service

Deployment Policies discussed in Chapter 3, such as

coordinating service with land use, and advocating

for and/or implementing transit priority measures.

AC Transit, unlike a grade-separated rapid transit sys-

tem, operates in an external and complex environ-

ment. Buses generally operate on the street system

along with all the other traffic. Until recently, the

District had little influence over these conditions. As

traffic worsened, bus service experienced more

delays. In the last seventeen years, the system average

speed declined from 14.2 mph to 11.5 mph – about

a 20% slowing.  For every one percent decrease in

average speed either increases costs by a like amount,

or requires a decrease in service. Improving running

time is a high priority objective to meet the goal of

an effective and efficient transit system.

In the last several years, local cities and other agencies

with jurisdiction over local streets have warmed to

transit preferential projects designed to speed bus

flows and help the District carry more passengers at

a lower cost. Experiments along Hesperian Boulevard

in San Leandro indicated substantial improvements

in bus times, while the San Pablo Rapid is aiming to

decrease overall running times by at least 10% –

20%. 

A 10% – 20% increase in speeds by 2010 should be

the minimum objective for operations in each of the

trunk corridors operated by AC Transit. After these

projects have been completed, the District should

aim to at least maintain average speeds each year. The

specific treatments that should be pursued, such as
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bus-only lanes and Proof-of-Payment fare collection,

are discussed below.

Setting Priorities

In the Service Deployment Policies work completed

in 2001 an evaluation of the each corridor was

ranked according to the following factors.

❖ High Existing Ridership

❖ High Potential for New Riders

In April 2002, the AC Transit Board of Directors

established criteria for evaluating and assigning pri-

ority to infrastructure improvements in trunk corri-

dors. 

1. Service Readiness or Commitment

2. Institutional Readiness

3. Other Criteria

❖ Timeline 

❖ Cost-effectiveness

❖ Benefits (ridership)

❖ Compatible with other projects, enhance-

ments

Service readiness/commitment and institutional

readiness were the determining factors that estab-

lished the priority order. Projects that had funds to

implement the capital and operating improvements

associated with Rapid service ranked higher than

those with no programmed funds.  Factors such as

the time to implement, cost-effectiveness and rider-

ship were a second tier of the evaluation and were

used to distinguish between similar corridors.  As a

result, the highest priority corridors are those that

being implemented (San Pablo) or had a high degree

of institutional readiness and committed funding

(Telegraph/International/E. 14th Street). 

Since the initial corridor evaluation, changing condi-

tions have war-

ranted further

examinat ion.

On the positive

side, San Pablo

Rapid service

was implement-

ed, which

moves the cor-

ridor from the “planning phase” to a “monitoring

phase”. Also, Senator Perata has included the

Berkeley/Oakland/San Leandro corridor in the Tier 1

list of projects for a the Bridge Toll increase.

However, on a more somber note, the state funding

landscape has worsened dramatically, putting in jeop-

ardy most state-funded projects that currently pro-

grammed.  Additionally, District service reductions

were recently approved that have altered the route

structure of lines serving some of the major corridors. 

As a result, the District reviewed the impact of these

circumstances relative to the major corridor improve-

ments.  While the District must continue to plan in

anticipation that financial conditions will improve,

so that corridor priorities can be included in long-

range plans like the Regional Transportation Plan

(RTP), the District must also consider existing and

near-term conditions in developing corridor-level

work plans. These corridors are important arterial

streets with heavy transit ridership.  As such,

improvements along the corridors stand to have a

great impact on the system.
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Major Corridor
Capital Improvements

For the Major Corridors and Trunk Routes, the

investments are based on three levels of investment:

❖ Basic Improvements

❖ Rapid Bus

❖ Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)

The three tiers are additive, meaning that the lower

tiers of improvements contribute to the achievement

of the next higher level. The Rapid Bus tier incorpo-

rates all of the Basic tier and the BRT tier incorpo-

rates most of the Rapid Bus tier. The BRT improve-

ments are the most capital intensive and would be

applied to only the most heavily used corridors.

Other corridors would still warrant improvements to

signals or stops, yet might not necessarily be desig-

nated as “Rapid”.  This is primarily due to the antic-

ipated service levels. 

An additional benefit of funding these operational

and capital improvements is that they can be imple-

mented incrementally as funds become available.

Unlike rail projects, where benefits can not be real-

ized until the project is complete, each capital ele-

ment can contribute both individually and as a whole

package along the corridor. This also allows the

District to implement capital and operational ele-

ments throughout various stages of development

based on demand and available budget.  

TIER ONE: BASIC IMPROVEMENTS
Basic improvements are defined here as changes to

bus operations and new infrastructure that offer

modest reductions in vehicle travel time, enhance the

environment for passengers and help contribute to a

unified corridor identity. They represent the mini-

mum investment needed to result in measurable

changes in ridership and system efficiency, and can

generally be implemented at low cost through nor-

mal procurement channels or other existing pro-

grams. However, some basic improvements such as

traffic signal systems are capital-intensive and are

dependent on as yet unidentified sources of revenue.

Future Corridors 
Basic Improvements - Bancroft, Sixth/Hollis,

Sacramento, MacDonald/MLK, Mission/E.14th,

Hesperian

These bus routes have somewhat lower daily rider-

ship than the top five trunk lines. However, each cor-

ridor provides important connectivity and is a key

element of an improved trunk line system. None of

these corridors should have limited stop service but

each could benefit from basic improvements to fixed

infrastructure and service enhancements. The
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District would need to evaluate the additional capital

and operating requirements if limited stop service is

pursued in these corridors due to a change in rider

demand or other conditions that warrant considera-

tion. 

In December, 2002, the Central County Policy

Advisory Committee established the Mission / outer

E.14th Street corridor as their priority for further

action.  This is due to redevelopment efforts current-

ly underway, in addition to the current construction

of bus and pedestrian related improvements along

the corridor and changes to other infrastructure pri-

orities.  Additionally, the Hesperian Corridor was

included in MTC’s approved and final 2001

Regional Transit Expansion Program of projects.

Timeline:  Identify funds for Planning and

Operations Study by 2004

Basic Improvements—
Capital Elements

Vehicles 
The heavy ridership on the priority corridors war-

rants bus technology that speeds boarding and alight-

ing, in order to reduce dwell time at stops and over-

all travel time. At present, while passengers can exit

through any door, they are required to board through

the front door, and are often forced to squeeze

through crowded narrow aisles and doors. Apart

from the latest European low-floor models, the buses

also have interior steps.

To increase operational efficiency, speed boarding

and alighting for all passengers and contribute to a

unified corridor identity, buses should have the fol-

lowing features:

❖ Three doors on a 40-foot coach and four doors on

a 60-foot articulated coach, permitting passengers

to enter or exit from any door. The multiple doors

make a Proof-of-Payment fare validation system

possible, and significantly reduce dwell times at

stops.

❖ Simplified ramp access and securement for wheel-

chairs

❖ Low-floor design from front door to rear seats

❖ Modern design with large window area and rear

windows

❖ Large, bright, color-coded head signs

❖ Low emissions, compliant with CARB regula-

tions

❖ Customer-friendly seating arrangement

❖ Quiet

Stop Relocation
The current system of bus stops has evolved over

time, and stops have traditionally been placed at

locations that do not interfere with traffic or access to

adjacent properties. As such, bus stop placing is a

mixture of near side, far side and mid-block loca-

tions. 

A systematic review of bus stop placement should be

based on the goal of reducing travel time and realiz-

ing other operational efficiencies in priority corri-

dors. Unless prohibitively difficult, all near side bus

stops should be moved to far side locations, as traffic

signal priority systems function best with far side

stops.  For many intersections, the only costs will be

to relocate poles and flags, paint the curb and poten-

tially install bus pads. For locations that would affect

access to adjacent properties, there would be the
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added costs of relocating driveways.

Shelters and Other Stop Improvements
The current system of bus stops is a mixture of poles

with flags and benches and stops without benches.

The installation and maintenance of the benches is

the responsibility of the local jurisdictions that con-

tract with a private firm that earns revenue by selling

advertising space, and many are placed with the

needs of advertising rather than passengers in mind.

There is an immediate need to upgrade bus stops to

improve the comfort of passengers, increase ridership

and contribute to a unified corridor identity. 

AC Transit is in the process of installing bus shelters

in the cities of Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville,

Fremont, Hayward, Newark, San Leandro, and the

unincorporated areas of Alameda County through its

contractor, LamarTransit Advertising. The contractor

will be responsible for the installation, maintenance,

and upkeep of these shelters, which will protect pas-

sengers from the weather, provide a safe waiting loca-

tion, provide bus information, and make AC Transit

more identifiable in the community. 

AC Transit, LamarTransit, and the local jurisdictions

are now working together to install transit shelters

throughout Alameda County. Installation of the shel-

ters is expected to be complete by the end of 2004,

with priority given to shelter installation at heavily

used bus stops along trunk routes.  The City of

Oakland also has an advertising shelter program that

has just begun to install shelters at bus stops.  The

first to be installed were located at one of the

District’s most heavily used transfer locations:

Broadway at 14th Street in downtown Oakland.  

Bus Arrival Information
From the passenger’s perspective, the time spent

waiting for a bus is more onerous than the time spent

riding in the vehicle. As well as cutting the actual

time spent waiting through increasing frequencies,

AC Transit can reduce the perceived wait time by

providing accurate bus arrival information. Such sys-

tems use satellite-based tracking to predict the arrival

of buses at stops, and provide information via elec-

tronic signs at stops, the Internet, and portable

devices such as personal digital assistants and phones.

The capital components for a bus arrival information

system include:

❖ Automatic vehicle location transponders on buses

❖ Electronic information signs for shelters and sta-

tions

❖ Wireless communications system

❖ Software to manage data and predict arrivals

❖ Interface with World Wide Web and portable

devices

Traffic Signal Improvements
Traffic signal improvements should be sought for

every trunk route in the District. Currently, every bus

is susceptible to delays from traffic congestion and

poorly timed traffic signals, resulting in slower aver-

age travel speeds, compromised schedule reliability

and added operating costs.

While Transit Priority is one alternative described

below, in some instances there are other lower cost

solutions that can also provide benefit through the

corridors.  Transit signal timing also has the ability to

ease congestion along some streets and when coupled

with the relocation of bus stops, can provide signifi-

cant running time benefits.  
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Hot Spots
There are many intersections along major streets that

contribute to significant delays to current bus service.

There is an immediate need to address problems at

these hot spots in advance of other transit priority

measures for the corridors as a whole. This should be

given the highest priority for improvements because

benefits to operations and to the public could be real-

ized very quickly. The following are examples of tran-

sit preferential measures that should be considered at

key locations: 

❖ West Grand Avenue: Re-establish HOV lanes

westbound

❖ College Avenue: Develop overall plan including

signal timing optimization, relocation of curb

cuts, and selected queue jumps 

❖ Broadway (Oakland): Re-time outbound signals 

❖ MacArthur Boulevard: Identify issues related to

one-way operation between 14th Avenue and

Harrison

A complete list of hot spots targeted for immediate

transit priority treatments should be undertaken as

part of the general implementation of trunk line

improvements.

TIER TWO: RAPID BUS
Rapid includes all the Basic Improvements listed

above, plus additional measures to speed up service

and increase reliability, described below. The

improvements begin to allow for high quality limited

stop service with close headway spacing.  The

District recently implemented Rapid Service on San

Pablo Avenue and riders have experiencing a 17%

reduction in travel time as well as similar increases in

ridership.

Many transit agencies are advocating that the Federal

Transit Administration adopts a definition for BRT

that is closer to AC Transit’s Rapid concept. The idea

is to permit more projects to qualify for Federal New

Starts funding, which is generally restricted to proj-

ects with a transit guideway component. However,

the three tiers of improvements outlined here could

remain the same, regardless of the final Federal defi-

nition for BRT.

In September 2003, the District adopted a definition

for its Rapid service, which established minimum

thresholds of service and capital improvements to

match this designation.  Because there is a mix of

nomenclature that varies nationally and regionally,

the District felt that such a definition would help to

communicate the vision for the corridors to our part-

ner agencies.  This definition also help to communi-

cate which elements will be included when the

District implements Rapid service in specific corri-

dors.

At a minimum, Rapid service should exhibit the fol-

lowing characteristics:

❖ 12-minute headways (or better)

❖ Headway based scheduling

❖ Bus stops 1/2 to 2/3 of a mile apart

❖ Far-side bus stops when possible

❖ Traffic signal treatments such as signal timing or

coordination, transit priority, or queue jump

lanes

❖ Distinctive shelters with Rapid branding and bus

arrival information signs

❖ Distinctive vehicles with Rapid branding and fea-

tures to reduce dwell time.

❖ Proof of payment to the extent feasible
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Future Corridors
Rapid Bus -- Foothill, MacArthur,

Shattuck/Alameda, College/University/Broadway

Foothill Boulevard and MacArthur Boulevard serve

densely populated East Oakland neighborhoods.

Each of these routes carries over 15,000 daily riders.

The College/University/Broadway corridor and the

Shattuck/Alameda corridor links Berkeley with

downtown Oakland, with the latter serving Alameda.

Each of these corridors would have a high-frequency

limited stop service. Portions of “bus-only” lanes or

queue jump lanes would be sought only where sub-

stantial benefits to operations are possible.

Additional feasibility studies would be needed to

determine if these corridors warrant a Bus Rapid

Transit type of service and to determine the capital

and operating impact to the District. Both the

Foothill and MacArthur Corridors have been includ-

ed in MTC’s approved and final 2001 Regional

Transit Expansion Program of projects.

Timeline: Begin Planning and Operations Study

(including System Engineering Study for Signal

Treatments) by 2004

Additional Capital Components
In addition to the elements listed under the Basic

Improvements, Rapid Bus also includes the following

capital components:

Transit Priority
Transit priority is a technology that allows a bus to

communicate its location to the traffic signal net-

work and activate signals as it approaches. The soft-

ware gives priority to the approaching transit vehicle

but minimizes the impacts to cross traffic. Essentially,

as a bus approaches an intersection, the signal will

lengthen the amount of green time or shorten the

amount of red time to allow the bus to proceed

through the intersection with the least practical

delay. This system works most effectively if all stops

at signalized intersections are located on the far side

of the intersection.

Transit priority traffic signals require the following

capital investments:

❖ Upgrades to traffic signal heads and controllers

under jurisdiction of Cities, Counties, and

Caltrans

❖ Hard wire interconnection linking all traffic sig-

nals in a corridor with a traffic management cen-

ter

❖ Transponders installed on buses for signal priori-

ty applications

❖ Software to manage system

❖ Traffic/Transit Management Center

Limited Stop Service
The most important single element of Rapid Bus

service is the efficient operation of high-speed limit-

ed stop service in conjunction with a background

local bus service. This combination provides both a

faster trip for passengers willing to walk a little fur-

ther to a bus stop and preserves the easily accessible

Local service that stops every few blocks. Limited

stop services would likely stop at intervals up to _

mile apart. 

Queue Jump Lanes
Queue jump lanes are short bus-only lanes located on

the approach to intersections (usually at the curb)

that allow the bus to “jump the queue” of automo-

biles waiting at red signals and move to the front of
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the line. The benefit of the lane can be increased by

use of a bus-only signal that allows buses through the

intersection before other traffic.

Queue jump lanes require the removal of parking on

the approach side of the intersection. The greater the

average length of queues during the peak, the longer

the queue jump lane should be for maximum bene-

fit. The pavement in a queue jump lane should be

upgraded to be able to withstand the acceleration,

deceleration and lateral forces associated with heavy

vehicles.

Other Improvements
In all likelihood, a Rapid Bus program would require

that improvements be made to the roadway system to

either speed traffic as a whole or to mitigate the

impacts of queue jump lanes. This may include re-

striping lanes or upgrading signals.

Additional elements can be added to enhance the

Rapid corridor operation and performance.  This

includes Proof of Payment, enhanced station design,

small portions of bus-only lanes, improved passenger

amenities and real time passenger information.

Because the elements are additive, the District can

make these enhancements based on demand and

available funds.

TIER THREE: BUS RAPID TRANSIT (BRT)
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) involves the highest level of

capital investment, with the construction of fixed

infrastructure, and is intended for the most heavily

used corridors. BRT uses a dedicated, bus-only right-

of-way to speed service, and features highly devel-

oped stations, together with most of the basic

improvements and Rapid Bus improvements

described above. The intent is to create a more attrac-

tive riding experience for passengers and achieve the

fastest, most reliable bus service possible. BRT also

focuses on supporting transit-oriented development

and increasing the comfort and safety of passengers.

Bus-Only Lanes
The key operational and visual feature of BRT

Corridors is the provision of dedicated bus-only

lanes, either in the median or along the curb, to per-

mit buses to bypass the vagaries of traffic congestion.

Other motor vehicles would be prohibited from trav-

eling in these lanes, and turns across them would

only be permitted only at signal-controlled locations. 

The lanes also permit the bus to travel a straighter

path along the street, increasing the comfort of pas-

sengers and allowing the bus to pull more precisely

parallel to the boarding platforms or curb stops. Bus-

only lanes also reduce conflicts between buses and

bicycles and other motor vehicle traffic. 

Transit Stations
BRT stations would resemble smaller versions of

light rail transit stations, rather than conventional

bus stops. They could have varying designs for basic
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stations and for major transfer points or centers of

activity. Each station would have the following basic

features:

❖ Shelters and seating 

❖ Fare vending machines

❖ System information such as maps and schedules

❖ Electronic bus arrival signs, as discussed above

❖ Boarding platforms level with the bus floor

One on-going issue that will need to be addressed is

that some difficulty exists with state legislation,

which generally defines “Transit Stations” as being

rail specific.  This is  especially the case when the sta-

tions are included as part of a Transit Oriented

Development (TOD) project.

Lane Assist and Precision Docking
Emerging bus guidance technologies can aid the

driver of the bus, improve the comfort of passengers,

reduce accidents and increase operating efficiency.

They can be manually overridden by the driver at

any time. Automatic guidance offers two applica-

tions for BRT:

❖ Lane assist, which uses the guidance system to

travel between stations. This may help conserve

right-of-way by allowing for narrower lanes.

Additional benefits include a smoother ride for

passengers and greater safety. 

❖ Precision docking at bus loading platforms.

Tolerances of less than a half inch are possible

that could allow direct platform to bus boarding

of wheelchairs and easier entry and exit for all

passengers. 

Two technologies are available:

❖ Optical systems. These are in use in several

French cities, and involve a camera mounted on

the bus, which can read coded markings painted

on the road. The system keeps the vehicle on the

required route with a tolerance of a few inches,

and fits it accurately into bus bays at bus stops

for effortless level access. The optical guidance

bars are merely painted on the road surface and

can be relocated at minimal expense. 

❖ Magnetic systems. A magnetic guidance system,

developed by the PATH program at UC Berkeley,

is ready for commercial implementation. It uses

ceramic magnets imbedded just below the pave-

ment surface, read by on-board detectors. The

system is more accurate than the optical system

and is capable of precision movement within tol-

erances of two inches. 

PROOF-OF-PAYMENT
A Proof-of-Payment system with all-door loading

allows passengers with valid passes, tickets or trans-

fers to board through any door, without having to

show their pass to the driver. It allows passengers to

board the bus faster, reducing dwell time (which can

account for ten percent of a route’s running time

related to fare collection) and increasing the overall

average speed of the bus. 

The system combines flexibility and low cost with

the fewest impediments to passengers, in particular

those with disabilities. All passengers would be

required to display upon request a fare receipt (a

transfer, monthly pass, valid multiple ride pass, etc.)

while on any trunk line of the system. Roving

inspectors would ensure compliance by randomly

inspecting for fare payment, and issuing a citation

for those who do not have a fare receipt. Proof-of-

Payment systems are often combined with “self-serv-
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ice” ticket vending machines, and work more effec-

tively if a high proportion of fares are prepaid.

The San Pablo Avenue Rapid between Oakland and

Richmond was originally selected as the first to

implement Proof-of-Payment. Depending on the

timing of the pilot program for proof-of-payment,

the District may decide to begin with the

Berkeley/Oakland/San Leandro corridor rather than

San Pablo, as initially envisioned, since that corridor

will be the District’s first BRT corridor.  Following

evaluation of the test, the District would implement

Proof-of-Payment throughout its entire network of

major corridors.  All passengers on all lines should

have fare receipts or passes at all times. However, all-

door boarding with random inspection would be

restricted to appropriate trunk routes, and most

lines would continue to operate in essentially the

same manner as today: passengers will board at the

front door only and drivers will collect fares. 

Mitigation of Unavoidable Environmental
Impacts 
Installation of bus-only lanes and BRT stations

could require removal of traffic lanes, medians or

some adjacent parking. Mitigation of traffic conges-

tion and parking loss would be an important cost

component of any BRT project and a critical ele-

ment in gaining and retaining the support of the

public and city officials. 

Mitigation measures may include, but are not limit-

ed to the following:

❖ Street widening

❖ Displacement of structures

❖ Off-street parking lots or garages

❖ Signal upgrades on adjacent or parallel streets

❖ Streetscape improvements for removal of medians

Berkeley-Oakland-
San Leandro BRT
Project

Based on the criteria used to evaluate the corridors

presented above, the highest priority in the District

is Telegraph-International-E.14th Street, which

reflects the current planning activity and funding

status of the project.  This corridor is included in

both Track 1 of the RTP and the Regional Transit

Expansion Plan (RTEP), and is recommended for

funding as part of Senator Perata’s bridge toll meas-

ure. Congresswoman Barbara Lee and Congressman

Pete Stark have also submitted this project in the

reauthorization of TEA-21. This corridor also enjoys

a higher degree of readiness to implement capital

elements due to existing working relationships with

the local jurisdictions and the Congestion

Management Agency. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Project Features:
The Board adopted Bus Rapid Transit as the pre-

ferred technology for the Telegraph Avenue/

International Boulevard / E. 14th Street Corridor,
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with the understanding that light rail should be con-

sidered as a long-term goal. The BRT system in the

corridor will be designed in a way to maximize the

possibility of a potential future upgrade to light rail.

The project is currently under environmental review.

The BRT system will include the BRT features ref-

erenced above:

❖ Dedicated transit lane along the corridor

❖ Traffic signal priority and coordination through-

out the corridor

❖ Frequent BRT service with a background local

service (five to 7.5 minutes between BRT buses)

❖ Wider BRT station spacing than existing bus

service (1/3 to two miles between BRT stations)

❖ BRT stations including shelter, boarding plat-

form, benches, security features, fare machines,

real-time bus arrival information and other

amenities

❖ Proof-of-Payment ticketing

❖ Low-floor, multi-door, level-boarding, clean-fuel

BRT buses

Route Alignment 
The recommended alignment primarily uses

Telegraph Avenue in the northern portion of the cor-

ridor, and International Boulevard / E. 14th Street in

the southern portion. It begins in the north near the

Downtown Berkeley BART station. From there, the

alignment uses Shattuck Avenue, Bancroft

Way/Durant Avenue, Telegraph Avenue and

Broadway to Oakland City Center. It leaves down-

town Oakland using some combination of 11th,

12th or 14th streets, and proceeds on International

Boulevard and E 14th through Oakland and San

Leandro, with a possible deviation into the San

Leandro BART station. It terminates at Bay Fair

BART.  

A dedicated transit lane is being studied on Shattuck

Avenue, Telegraph Avenue, and Broadway, and on

the sections of E. 14th Street between the

Oakland/San Leandro border and Davis Street and

between San Leandro Boulevard and Bay Fair Drive.

Options such as converted sections of various streets

to a transit-only mall are also being considered

which would provide significant travel time benefits

to the rider. Access to Jack London Square will also

be studied.

Purpose and Need
Better accommodate high existing bus ridership:

The corridor encompasses some of AC Transit’s

most heavily used bus routes, and some of the high-

est employment and residential densities in the East

Bay. Services frequently operate with standing loads

during both peak and off-peak periods, despite six-

minute frequencies and the use of 60-foot articulat-

ed buses.

Improve speed and reliability of local transit serv-

ice: The average speed of buses in the AC Transit

service area has declined at a rate of one percent per

year for the last two decades. It currently takes up to

an hour and 40 minutes to travel the 18 miles from
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Berkeley to San Leandro. Heavy passenger loadings

combined with steadily worsening traffic conditions

have eroded reliability, reduced travel speeds and

increased operating costs.

Serve under-served travel markets: A key objective

of the project is to improve access to important

employment and educational centers in the East

Bay. There is a large existing travel market of

255,000 daily trips trying to reach major employ-

ment centers and educational institutions in the East

Bay, including downtown Oakland, UC Berkeley,

downtown Berkeley, and downtown San Leandro.

Of these 255,000 total weekday trips, 115,000 are

currently not well served by either BART or existing

AC Transit service. These trips could be better served

by an investment in improved AC Transit service in

this corridor. In

addition, there are

over 60,000 stu-

dents enrolled at

UC Berkeley,

Laney College and

the public high

schools, junior high

schools and middle

schools in the corridor. All these institutions are

located in dense, built-up urban areas where the

costs of expanding roadways or parking are prohibi-

tive.

Reduce auto use and congestion: To attract current

auto users, transit must be reliable and time-com-

petitive. The reliability and speed improvements

from BRT – as well as the more comfortable and

secure buses and stops, and amenities such as real-

time information – will help make transit a viable

and competitive alternative with the private car for

travel in the corridor.

Contribute to transit oriented development: The

project is intended to take advantage of existing

transit-supportive land use patterns, and also help

spur new development and redevelopment efforts.

Downtown Oakland has around 80,000 jobs, and

Mayor Brown is seeking to bring more new residents

to that area. The East Oakland neighborhood,

which accounts for about a third of the corridor, has

a population density of more than 25,000 persons

per square mile, while other parts of the corridor

have more than 11,000 persons per square mile. The

improved service is intended to focus and catalyze

redevelopment efforts along Telegraph Avenue and

International Boulevard in both Oakland and

Berkeley, and E. 14th Street in San Leandro and

Alameda County by providing better access.

Further goals of Environmental Justice: The cor-

ridor has 50% more non-white residents and twice

as many people living in poverty than the average for

the AC Transit service area. Transit investment in

this corridor would contribute to improved mobili-

ty for area residents and greater access to jobs.

Project Phasing
Recognizing that implementing the full BRT pro-

gram will take several years, the AC Transit Board

agreed to implement Rapid Bus features, such as bus

priority at traffic signals, as a first phase. This will

provide immediate benefits for corridor riders, while

putting in place many of the elements of the even-

tual BRT system.
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Phase 1 – Rapid Bus: The first phase consists of the

improvements possible with the Track 1 funding

identified in the Metropolitan Transportation

Commission’s Regional Transportation Plan. This

currently amounts to $175 million in dedicated and

potential funds. The goal is to begin construction

for most of these improvements by 2004:

❖ New, high-frequency limited-stop bus service

❖ Transit priority at traffic signals

❖ Bus arrival information

❖ Proof-of-Payment fare verification

❖ Improvements at some local bus stops

In addition, the following BRT components could

also be implemented as part of the Track 1 project.

These elements could be completed by 2007:

❖ A portion of the final design effort

❖ A portion of the total length of bus-only lanes

❖ A portion of the BRT Stations with associated

guideway improvements

❖ Mitigation of some environmental impacts

Phase 2 - Bus Rapid Transit: The Track 2 portion of

the project would consist of the following elements:

❖ Completion of final design

❖ Line haul portion of guideway between BRT sta-

tions

❖ Mitigation of environmental impacts

❖ Major utility relocation

EXPRESS/TRANSBAY BUS IMPROVEMENTS
The Service Deployment Policies recommended that

“The District Should Ensure that Transbay Service is

Self-Sufficient (Cost Neutral).” Funding Transbay

services through separate allocations from State and

State sources has long-term benefits for the District.

By securing separate Transbay and/or express alloca-

tions, this type of service will not be considered as

competing for Local transit service funding.

The District continues to have a commitment

towards maintaining the operation of Transbay

and/or express service. However, increases to these

services should be the result of additional funding

coming to the District via federal, local or state grant

sources.

As of December, 2003, AC Transit operates 26 dis-

tinct routes to the Transbay Terminal in downtown

San Francisco. These routes operate in areas that are

generally remote from BART and provide one-seat

rides to downtown San Francisco.  In addition, line

N operates as an “Owl” route, connecting San

Francisco to the East Bay 24 hours a day. The

District also operates Line M Express service across

the San Mateo Bridge.  And, through a consortium,

provides service on Line DB across the Dumbarton

Bridge.

Future Express/Transbay Services
The future is bright for Transbay Express services.

MTC’s recently completed Bay Crossing Study  in

2002 estimated future travel demand on all the

bridge corridors and evaluated many options to mit-

igate the travel increases.  The study forecasted that

daily vehicle volumes on the Bay Bridge will increase

by 100,000–from 325,000 to about 425,000 vehi-

cles by 2025.  The San Mateo Bridge is forecast to

increase by about 60,000 trips–to about 160,000

daily.  And, the Dumbarton Bridge can expect

another 23,000 vehicle trips– to about 101,000

daily.
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The Bay Crossing Study “alternatives evaluation”

gave the express bus option high marks as one of the

most cost-effective options available. The study esti-

mated that Bay Bridge bus patronage would increase

from about the current 15,000 daily passengers to

about 43,000.  San Mateo Bridge ridership would

increase to about 6,000 daily passengers and

Dumbarton services would increase to about 2,200.

The Bay Crossing Study recommended various

HOV improvements in the bridge corridors, in con-

junction with additional operations funding to pro-

vide peak hour bus trips in the Bay Bridge, the San

Mateo Bridge and Dumbarton Bridge corridors.

This includes the construction of street improve-

ments and park-and-ride lots.

In September 2003, the California Legislature

approved SB 916 which would increase tolls on Bay

Area state-owned bridges by one dollar (subject to

voter approval in March 2004). During the develop-

ment of the plan, the District submitted a program

of Transbay projects to improve mobility in the

Southern bridge corridor (Bay Bridge, San Mateo

Bridge and Dumbarton Bridge).  If passed, the

measure would generate funds operating Transbay

and express services, as well as necessary capital proj-

ects, including:

❖ Constructing Richmond Parkway Park and Ride

Lot

❖ Expanding HOV facilities, park and ride lots,

and Express service across the Dumbarton and

San Mateo Bridges

❖ Implementing Owl Bus service when BART is

not operating

Transfer Centers / Park and Ride Lots
The AC Transit vision, as articulated in the District’s

Short Range Transit Plan is to be the mobility man-

ager for the East Bay; allowing anyone to go any-

where they want safely, quickly and efficiently.  The

District’s efforts have been focused on providing

fixed-route and paratransit service, with some atten-

tion to infrastructure to support the service, such as

at transit centers.  But the major assumption has

been that people will access bus service at the origin

and destination of their trips either by

walking/wheeling, bicycling, or using other mass

transit. 

However, one of the possible components of suc-

cessful Transbay/express service is the park & ride

transfer center.  Studies around the Bay Area high-

light that need:

❖ The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s

2002 HOV Lane Master Plan recommended an

investment program to “add as many as 387 new

miles of carpool lanes around the region…and

build more than a dozen new express bus/park-

and-ride stations around the Bay Area.”  

❖ Caltrans has recently begun a state-wide Park and

Ride and HOV Transit Enhancements Project in
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consultation with local transit providers. 

❖ Caltrans’ Bay Area System Plan for Regional

Express Bus Service, being conducted by the UC

Berkeley Transportation Center, will identify

“Needed Infrastructure Improvements,” includ-

ing park and ride lots.

Newer AC Transit Transbay express bus markets are

located in the outer portions of the District and are

increasingly dependent on park and ride facilities to

bring passengers from their origins to Transbay serv-

ice.  Unlike traditional Transbay service, which pen-

etrates dense neighborhoods in urban areas and

relies on patrons who walk to the bus, Express buses

serve outlying areas by collecting riders at a few loca-

tions before entering the freeway, often with high-

occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, and proceeding to

one or more destination stops.   In some cases, the

pedestrian environment may be too poor to warrant

traditional Transbay or Express service, due to lack

of sidewalks or waiting areas.

Existing Transbay lines are currently supported by

several park and ride lots within the District, but the

lots have not been guided by any official planning or

policy recommendations.  As a consequence, the

location of the lots is based almost solely on avail-

ability of land, with little analysis of how well they

serve express bus markets.  Additionally, almost no

attention is given to security and maintenance of the

lots, which is a critical component to attracting cus-

tomers.  

The two most successful park and ride centers served

by Transbay buses are the Richmond Parkway Transit

Center (RPTC) and the Ardenwood Transit Center

at the Dumbarton Bridge; both of which fill very

early in the morning and there is significant demand

for additional spaces. Other park and ride facilities

that the District uses--such as Castro Valley, Island

Drive in Alameda, and the Hilltop Park and Ride--

suffer from poor locations that are not easily visible,

have no on-site security and thus have limited usage.  

The development of Park and Ride lots in the

District’s suburban fringes is consistent with AC

Transit’s service policies, which clearly identify the

need to provide transit service differently in the sub-

urban fringe than service that is provided in the

urban core.  While the District’s basic service model

for local and East Bay Rapid service is on-street

operation and pickup that reinforces a walkable and

pedestrian oriented urban design, there may be some

cases when it is appropriate to structure service

around the construction of a park and ride lot.

Specifically, when densities are too low to efficiently

provide service, or when pedestrian access to poten-

tial Transbay/Express routes is poor. Under those

cases, it is  appropriate that the District consolidate

passengers at Park

and Ride locations

to maximize

patronage, mini-

mize bus operating

cost and provide

greater passenger

access.

These park and ride lots are anticipated to be multi-

modal transfer centers, providing connections

between local and Express buses for multiple opera-

tors if necessary.  The District envisions park and ride

lots that provide both passenger amenities, such as

shelters and bicycle lockers, as well as safety and oper-
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ational improvements to ensure the security of our

riders and their property.  Capital costs for the park

and ride lots owned and/or operated by the District

would be funded by external capital and operating

sources, with on-going operation to be supplement-

ed by the users of the parking facility, including, if

needed, on-site security.

Staff will develop a list of other potential Park and

Ride Transit Centers that could provide greater

access for Transbay and Express Bus service in the I-

80, I-880, and other bridge corridors. That list will

be submitted for Board consideration and further

direction to staff. 

Capital Overview 

SUMMARY
AC Transit’s planning for capital projects involves

integration of Federal and State grant-funding

processes with the District’s internal planning, budg-

eting, and project approval processes. This section

provides an overview of the various programs and

projects that are included in the Capital Plan, which

is reproduced in full in Appendix A.  This Capital

Plan is submitted to the Metropolitan

Transportation Commission, which uses the infor-

mation to develop the Regional Transportation Plan

(RTP) that determines State priorities for capital

projects in the nine-county Bay Area.

One part of the Capital Plan is the Capital

Improvement Plan, which describes the District’s

Capital Replacement Program. This plan ensures the

continued viability of the equipment needed to sup-

port the baseline services. Current Federal and State

legislation requires that programs and projects for

which the District is seeking funding must first be

submitted in the Capital Improvement Plan in this

SRTP, whether as a specific project or as a general

program. Each year, AC Transit staff and the Board

work together to determine which programs and

projects should be submitted for possible Federal,

State or Local grant funding. 

Another important planning document is the

District’s Annual Budget. The capital element of the

Budget is based on the projects in the Capital

Improvement Program, but it also reflects any sub-

sequent changes that have taken place due to new

funding opportunities, changes in funding alloca-

tions, and changes to the District’s capital needs that

are identified in the budgeting process. However, the

District budget no longer includes all the grant

funded capital projects.

These programs or projects should also be included

in County Congestion Management Plans, and in

the State Transportation Improvement Program

(TIP) and Regional Transportation Improvement

Program (RTIP) that are developed by the

Metropolitan Transportation Commission and

County Congestion Management Agencies. The
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TIP includes projects for which Federal and State

funding is sought, while the RTIP is used to request

State administered transportation funds.

HIGHLIGHTS
AC Transit’s Capital Plan includes the following

highlights:

❖ New buses and other vehicles, including

European-style buses that offer features unavail-

able on their American counterparts

❖ Preventive maintenance

❖ Maintenance and replacement of facilities and

equipment, such as heavy equipment, buildings

and information systems

❖ On-board equipment for communications and

fare collection

❖ Transit centers

❖ Special programs, such as hydrogen fuel technol-

ogy and low-emission engines

Vehicles
The District’s Fleet Replacement Plan includes both

revenue vehicles (buses) and non-revenue vehicles

(service and support vehicles, such as road supervi-

sors’ cars).

Revenue Fleet

The District’s ongoing Revenue Vehicle Replacement

Program prescribes the replacement of buses and

small transit vehicles that have exceeded their useful

lives. The program establishes an acceptable life of 12

years for a bus, 16 years for over-the-road coaches, in

line with those established by the Federal Transit

Administration and in the Bay Area Region.

Although the District follows the Vehicle

Replacement Program, it also continually strives to

purchase innovative vehicles. Following the procure-

ment of the District’s first low-floor buses, the Board

established that only low-floor vehicles would subse-

quently be purchased for local service. The District

has also used innovative funding strategies to pur-

chase European-style vehicles that offer features

unavailable on current American models. The aver-

age age of the current fleet is 9.99 years. Current

plans indicate a need for vehicles necessary to accom-

modate the rebuilding of service when the economy

improves.  

Non-Revenue Fleet

The District has established a non-revenue Vehicle

Replacement Program that is currently funded with

its own funds, as it has not received Federal money

for this purpose since FY 1993/94. This program

Transit centers allow several buses from different

routes to be present at once so that patrons can

transfer with minimum waiting times.



dictates that vehicles are replaced at the end of their

cost-effective useful lives or when they have operat-

ed more than 100,000 miles. Although FTA guide-

lines allow a shorter life span of four to five years, the

MTC capital planning procedures require a seven-

year life for these vehicles. 

AC Transit has included replacement of non-revenue

vehicles in the District-funded Capital Budget since

the unavailability of grant funding for this program

has resulted in many vehicles that have far exceeded

their useful lives.  

Preventive Maintenance

The new flexibility under ISTEA and its successor,

TEA-21, allows for the capitalization of preventive

maintenance costs, including both labor and materi-

als, and without a limit on the total amount that

may be capitalized.  The District has requested the

use of 5307 funds for preventive maintenance sever-

al times over the last few years.  The first time was in

1999 prior to the passage of Measure B to augment

service levels for 4 years. Then again in 2003, the

District submitted a request to use the funds to keep

essential services in operation.

Under an arrangement with MTC, the District has

substituted a Preventive Maintenance Project for

funds originally programmed for bus replacement,

in order to facilitate the purchase of European-style

buses. Since these buses will be procured from out-

side the U.S., the Federal funds that are normally

used to purchase buses cannot be used. Instead, AC

Transit will use non-Federal funds from its operating

budget to purchase the buses, and use the Federal

money for preventive maintenance

Facilities and Equipment Program 

The Facilities and Equipment Maintenance Program

reflects the District’s priority of maintaining the

existing system before embarking on expansions.

The program was established to ensure that the

District’s facilities are properly maintained to avoid

deterioration, and that heavy equipment is upgrad-

ed or replaced to ensure optimum performance.

This program, which includes maintenance of facil-

ities, heavy equipment and information services

upgrades and replacement, will help the District

achieve the maximum economic life from existing

assets at the lowest cost.

The District does not anticipate receipt of adequate

funding for this program from Federal, State or State

resources in the foreseeable future. In an attempt to

address critical deferred maintenance and equip-

ment replacement needs, part of this program has

been included in the District-funded Capital

Budget, while a portion has received funding from

some Federal and State sources.

Operating Facilities 

In order for transit to support its constituent cities'

urban design and neighborhood compatibility objec-

tives, the District may develop new bus maintenance

and storage facilities, or may relocate and/or expand

such facilities to more appropriate and efficient loca-

tions. The District is looking at options to build a

new facility in South Oakland or Central Alameda

County. This would house approximately 250 buses,

leaving some room for future growth. 

These new or relocated facilities may be combined

with other District functions, such as central main-

tenance, or may be combined with park and ride
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facilities, depending on location and accessibility. In

the short term, the District may elect to expand an

existing facility to address immediate needs.

Improvements to the Hayward facility may provide

space for additional buses to fulfill the anticipated

service expansion plans associated with the Central

County service restructuring and planned express

bus routes. 

This program would also include any park and ride

lots that the District may embark upon operating

over the horizon of the plan.  

Fixed Asset Replacements 

The Facilities and Equipment Program also covers

the anticipated needs of the District’s other fixed

assets, such as replacement or upgrades for heavy

equipment. In addition, it includes improvements

that are necessary to meet increasingly stringent

Federal, State, and Local building codes, environ-

mental protection standards and toxic waste dispos-

al and handling restrictions.

As noted above, the District-funded Annual Capital

Budget has provided funds for a small portion of this

program, and limited funding has been received

from some State and Federal sources. However,

many scheduled replacements have been delayed due

to the lack of sufficient funding.

Information System Replacements

The Information Systems projects directly benefit

AC Transit service by providing timely, reliable and

up-to-date information to facilitate decisions on all

aspects of District operations, including fleet main-

tenance. The District has established an executive-

level Information Technology Steering Committee,

which is developing a five-year Information

Technology strategic capital plan to determine how

and when equipment and software will be replaced

or upgraded.

AC Transit has so far received limited external fund-

ing for its Information Systems capital replacement

needs. It was awarded $3 million from the Federal

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program to

replace its Maintenance and Materials Management

Information System with a new state-of-the art

Enterprise Asset Management System, which is now

complete.  

Further external funding for IS projects is very

unlikely as the result of the economic downturn

resulting in scarce available funds.  As such, further

IS projects will need to come from the District’s

budget. 

The District will continue to utilize its own funds to

maintain and upgrade information systems. The

PeopleSoft Human Resources and Payroll systems

were implemented in 1999, and provide ready access

to time reporting, payroll, human resources and

benefits information. Other projects proposed

include improving telecommunications throughout

the District, fully computerizing fuel islands, and

further upgrading management information sys-

tems, the computer network and computer hard-

ware.

On-Board Equipment
On-Board Equipment refers to additional or special

devices installed on revenue and non-revenue vehi-

cles to facilitate or enhance efficient bus operation.
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Radio Communication System/SATCOM 

The District has received Federal funds from several

different sources for the Radio Communication

System/SATCOM project, which continues to be a

priority for the District. There are a variety of sub-

components to the SATCOM project, including: 

❖ Advanced scheduling software upgrades

❖ Automatic Vehicle Location/Monitoring

❖ Internal and external announcements

❖ Materials Management Information Systems

❖ Technology improvements to allow strategies

such as signal priority, schedule prediction infor-

mation, and real-time passenger information at

stops and kiosks and over the Internet

Tire and Tube Replacement 

The Tire and Tube Replacement project directly

benefits passengers as it enables the District to main-

tain a fleet of buses that are safe and reliable.

Historically the Tire and Tube Replacement

Program has been funded with District operating

funds. The amount allocated annually for this proj-

ect is approximately $1.25 million. In recent years,

the District received STP funding for this project

which will provide funding through FY 2002/03.

Outside funding opportunities for this project are

minimal.

Engine and Transmission Replacement

Funding awarded for this project under the State

Transportation Improvement Program is providing

$1.7 million per year over a four-year period, begin-

ning in FY 1999/2000. It will partially fund the

rehabilitation of approximately 80 engines and 80

transmissions per year. These rehabilitated engines

will enable the District to maintain the major com-

ponents of its transit vehicles to ensure that the vehi-

cles achieve the planned service life.  Only a small

piece of the existing funding remains to be allocated

for this project.  Additional grant sources of funds

for this project are minimal.

Transit and Transfer Centers 
To ease passenger transfers between routes and

improve passenger comfort, transit centers are being

developed at key points throughout the system.

Transit centers allow several buses from different

routes to be present at once so that patrons can

transfer with minimum waiting times. The facilities

allow buses to arrive and depart without blocking

other buses, and provide a safe and pleasant waiting

environment. The centers are strategically located

where several routes naturally converge, resulting in

high transfer activity.

The centers are also located at major activity centers

that generate a significant number of walk-in pas-

sengers, and at intermodal stations to facilitate bus

to train connections. Most BART stations in the AC

Transit service area serve as transit centers to facili-

tate both State and local travel.

From the time the transit centers were initially envi-

sioned in 1987, construction costs were consistently

adjusted for inflation. However, other economic fac-

tors have resulted in rising construction costs.

Therefore, the District will be seeking additional

funds to complete the transit centers. A description

of the transit centers can be found in the Capital

Plan in Appendix A.

ADA Pedestrian Enhancements at Transit Centers 

This project would implement Transit Center

Design Enhancements that were developed in con-
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junction with the District’s Accessibility Advisory

Committee. These enhancements will improve safe-

ty and mobility for persons with visual and other

disabilities by providing clear travel paths to and

from bus loading areas, and navigation assistance

through the use of tactile surfaces.

Consistent with the guidelines of the State program

for this area, these improvements go beyond the spe-

cific ADA requirements. The improvements are esti-

mated to cost $50,000 per transit center site, and

the District has received Federal funding for the four

located in Contra Costa County. The District will

continue to seek funding to implement the improve-

ments at sites in Alameda County. The full list of

sites is as follows:

❖ BART Sites (Major transfer points) 

❖ Coliseum

❖ Fruitvale

❖ Union City

❖ El Cerrito del Norte

❖ Hayward

❖ West Oakland 

❖ El Cerrito Plaza

❖ Richmond

❖ Fremont

❖ South Hayward

❖ Non-BART Sites

❖ Contra Costa College

❖ New Park Mall 

❖ Eastmont Town Center

Special Programs
Special Programs are comprised of projects that may

not fall under general replacement or construction

categories, yet are active elements of the AC Transit’s

Capital Plan. This section includes plans or pro-

grams that are geared to improve District operation,

increase ridership or plan for upcoming Federal

mandates.

Hydrogen/Fuel Cell Technology

Hydrogen fuel cell technology offers the promise of

quiet, emission-free public transportation. Though

still in its infancy, it will profoundly change the way

we travel, equivalent to the transition from horse

and buggy to automobile.

Along with other members of the California Fuel

Cell Partnership, AC Transit will play a vital role in

developing and testing methods for operating an

entire fleet of fuel cell buses under the demands of a

large and busy system. The demonstration is

designed to show how fuel cell buses can be fueled

and maintained efficiently and perform consistently.

In the next two years, the District will build a $3

million hydrogen fueling and maintenance center

using grant sources, and acquire as many as nine

buses. It will also apply for additional funding to

expand the initial fleet to twelve. Maintenance per-
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will build a $3 million hydrogen

fueling and maintenance center and

acquire as many as nine buses.



MAY 2004Page 4-34

AC TRANSIT  TODAY

sonnel will study patterns of performance to deter-

mine whether a problem is due to random failure or

from conditions unique to the route, and report

back to the partnership on the results.

Hydrogen ICE Hybrid-Electric Transit Bus

The District is seeking additional grant funds to

build demonstration hydrogen ICE (internal com-

bustion engine) hybrid-electric 40’ bus that would

utilize the same vehicle and electric drive system as

the fuel cell bus, but an ICE would provide the elec-

trical supply in place of a fuel cell. Hydrogen fuel

cell technology offers considerable promise to signif-

icantly reduce and potentially eliminate harmful

emissions, while leading the way toward a sustain-

able energy economy. 

AC Transit has recognized the long-term value of

utilizing hydrogen as a source of fuel and committed

itself to the development of a $15 million fuel cell

demonstration program in partnership with public

agencies and private industry. Notwithstanding this

effort, the high cost and long lead-time to make fuel

cell buses commercially viable require the develop-

ment of affordable transition or “bridging” tech-

nologies that can utilize in the near term the many

environmental advantages of hydrogen fuel. If the

District is able to secure the necessary funds to build

this bus, it will be evaluated much in the same way

as the fuel cell buses.

Gasoline Hybrid-Electric Buses

As another possible transition technology, AC

Transit is exploring the possible use of gasoline

hybrid-electric buses in future procurements of 30’

low-floor community service buses. These engines

not only have very low emissions, but they are also

very quiet, and extremely energy efficient, expend-

ing half the fuel of a standard diesel bus.

Additionally, their electric drive systems are expect-

ed to be considerably cheaper to maintain and oper-

ate than standard ICE drive systems.

Bus Catalyst Retrofit Program

The District received approximately $3 million in

funding for the retrofit of particulate traps on 378

buses to meet the emission requirements of CARB.

MTC requested operators to further reduce NOx

emissions to address air quality issues in the Region.

Accomplishing this goal requires a more expensive

piece of equipment than a particulate trap, known as

a bus catalyst.  This device will reduce NOx emis-

sions by 25% and particulate material by 85%.  To

provide for the additional costs of the bus catalyst

equipment, MTC agreed to provide CMAQ funds

for the incremental costs of adding this equipment

to approximately 769 buses.  The funding requires

an 11.47% match.  However, MTC expects to allo-

cate Bridge Toll funds to cover the matching portion

if sufficient funds are available in the Bridge Toll

program.

Business Plan 

The District originally developed the Business Plan

in 1997 as a tool to summarize the large-scale proj-

ects that it would undertake in the 10 years of the

plan’s horizon. It provides an overview of the

Financially Constrained Operating Plan and related

capital plans, and provides a correlation between its

daily bus service and the longer-range aspects of its

operation. It is the tool to help the District carry out

its Vision, Mission and Goals. 



For the 2003 Short Range Transit Plan, however, the

Business Plan represents a more focused approach to

service delivery.  Due to the financial outlook, the

District does not intend to increase service levels at

all under the Financially Constrained Operating

Plan.  As such, only projects or programs that are

“cost-neutral” will be implemented over the 10 year

horizon in the Financially Constrained Plan.

However, the Business Plan does include projects that

the District intends to implement if outside funding

can be obtained for their operation.  This includes

those projects that have been included in the new

Regional Measure 2 Bridge Toll increase. If passed,

the measure will provide operating and capital funds

for several projects listed in the business plan.

The Business has been divided into the following

areas: Financially Constrained Operating Plan,

System Rebuilding Plan, Optimal System Operating

Program, and Major Projects and Programs. The

Base Operating Program includes projections of

service levels and operational projects that con-

tribute to those service hours, and assumes no

growth over the 10 year horizon of the Business

Plan. The Service Rebuilding Plan provides projec-

tions of service levels and ridership increases associ-

ated with services that the District would like to

operate, yet are reliant on increased funding levels.

The Optimal System Operating Program also pro-

vides projections of service levels and ridership asso-

ciated with programs aimed at increasing ridership

significantly over the next 10 years. The Major

Projects section includes projects that the District

intends to complete over the next several years with

committed or anticipated funds. 

FINANCIALLY CONSTRAINED OPERATING PLAN
The AC Transit Financially Constrained Operating

Program represents the fixed-route system that the

District can both operate and maintain through the

year 2013. The fixed-route System is predicated

upon the existing ten-year budgetary projections,

approved in June 2003 in conjunction with the FY

2004/05 and 2005/06 budget. This system assumes

no growth in service hours over the next 10 years.

However, it does assume a small amount of ridership

growth associated with a very modest economic

recovery–in fact, a 13% increase in passengers is

anticipated by 2013.

SYSTEM REBUILDING PLAN
The System Rebuilding Plan presents projections of

service hours that would be associated with the grad-

ual rebuilding of service to 2002 levels, which may

involve a variety of strategies to meet rider demands,

geographic coverage or social equity concerns.  The

system rebuilding assumes that “expansion vehicles”

would be necessary to implement the increased serv-

ice levels due to capital replacement adjustments

that AC Transit negotiated with the region.

Expansion to other services would only occur if

funding was obtained specifically for these purposes,

including that associated with the proposed increase

in Bridge tolls. 

OPTIMAL SYSTEM OPERATING PLAN
The Optimal System Operating Plan represents

changes to the system that, if fully funded and imple-

mented, would render a significant increase in rider-

ship. The strategies in the plan are described in

FY 2003 -  FY  2012
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Chapter 5: Strategic Vision. This plan would require

additional peak vehicles to support the increased lev-

els of service.

MAJOR PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS
Even though the Business Plan focuses on opera-

tional projects, there are also programs and projects

that are keeping the District in its forward trajectory

for the next several years. These Major Projects and

Programs are grouped in categories for easy reference.

They include both funded projects, such as the

Telegraph/International Rapid service, as well as

projects or programs that would be associated with

an increase in the Bridge toll (Regional Measure 2).

However, this is only a representation of the types of

programs and milestones that have been identified.

The projects listed are by no means the only impor-

tant ones that the District is undertaking during the

life of the SRTP. 

Due to the financial condition of the District, many

of the milestones for projects listed in the Business

Plan have been put on hold.  The greatest challenge

to the District is ensuring that no further service cuts

are needed.  As such, undertaking major projects and

programs—even those listed below--will be evaluated

on a year-to-year basis as part of the budget review

process. 

Major Corridor Improvements
Timelines for the Major Corridor Improvements are

listed on the Business Plan chart (Figure 4-3), and are

dependant upon outside funds. The project compo-

nents are more fully described in the “Focus on

Major Corridors” section earlier in this chapter. 

Research and Study Programs
Research and Study programs include projects that

assist the District in identifying both long and short

term needs. They can help the District during the

development of service options, as well as in deter-

mining how best to market the services to customers.

The Research and Study Programs are categorized

into several main areas, below.

❖ Data Collection and Surveying

❖ Telegraph/International/E. 14th Corridor

❖ Maintenance and Administrative Facility

Upgrades

Environmental Programs
Environmental Programs are those that help the

District to become a more environmentally “green”

organization. These programs not only help the

District be a good neighbor within the community,

but also will help the District move towards sustain-

ability goals.

❖ Fuel Cell Buses

❖ Engine Re-powering Program

❖ Environmental “Green” Programs

❖ Signal Priority Programs 

Fare Programs
Fare programs are those that either help the District

sustain its revenue sources or those that could facili-

tate the collection of fares on vehicles. These include

Capital and Operating projects associated with

Proof-of-Payment alternatives or specialty pass pro-

grams.

❖ TransLink

❖ Eco and Class Pass Program

❖ Fare Collection Programs
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Marketing and Public Information Programs
Marketing and Public Information Programs are

campaigns or efforts designed to inform the public,

heighten the public image of AC Transit, or improve

the information provided to the community and

riders. 

❖ New Service Campaigns

❖ Service Marketing Campaigns

❖ Image and Awareness Marketing

❖ Public Information Programs

❖ Community Outreach and Education

❖ Customer Service Programs

❖ Technological Opportunities

❖ Revenue Generating Projects

❖ Historical Projects

Resource Development Programs
❖ Apprentice and Journey Mechanic Training 

Passenger Access and Amenities Programs
❖ Transit and Transfer Center Development and

Construction

❖ Street Furniture and Passenger Amenities

❖ Telephone Center Upgrades

❖ ADA and Pedestrian Access Improvements

❖ Transit Signage Upgrades

❖ Advertising Bus Shelters

❖ Electronic Signage

Additional Service Needs
These projects are those that, if fully funded and

implemented, would result in ridership increases

and improvem ents to the community’s general

mobility within the service area. They are more thor-

oughly described in the following chapter, and

include:

❖ Implement Optimal Service Levels

❖ Enhancements in County Wide and Corridor

Management Plans (Alameda and Contra Costa

County)

❖ Enhancements on Bridge Services

❖ Serving Emerging Markets

❖ Access to Jobs/Welfare-to-Work

❖ Flexible Routing Service 

❖ Ferry Service Coordination/Administration

❖ Construction Mitigation Projects
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