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9.0 Evaluation of Alternatives
This chapter summarizes the evaluation of the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) and the
Downtown  Oakland  to  San  Leandro  (DOSL)  Alternative  for  the  East  Bay  Bus  Rapid  Transit
(BRT)  Project,  based  on  the  information  presented  in  previous  chapters  of  this  Final  EIS/EIR.
The LPA and DOSL Alternatives are described in detail in Chapter 2. The purpose of this
chapter is to evaluate the benefits, costs, and environmental consequences of each alternative
against the project’s goals and objectives as presented in Chapter 1. This chapter also provides an
overview of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) New Starts Criteria, and presents a list of
the issues to be resolved after circulation of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Final EIS/EIR).
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9.1 Evaluation Relative to Project Goals and Objectives
Following  publication  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  East  Bay  BRT  Project  and  closing  of  the
formal  public  comment  period,  AC  Transit  adopted  an  LPA  for  the  East  Bay  BRT  Project  in
coordination with the corridor cities, and in consideration of technical analysis and comments
received on the Draft EIS/EIR. The DOSL Alternative has also been carried forward for
evaluation in this Final EIS/EIR.

Table 9-1 presents a qualitative comparison of the LPA and DOSL Alternative based on project
features and performance measures that follow from the project Purpose and Need presented in
Chapter 1 as well as other technical information included in this environmental document.

Unless noted, comparisons in Table 9-1 are relative to the No-Build Alternative and assume
2035 conditions. The assessment was conducted for 24 measures, categorized under the four
basic  purposes  established  for  the  East  Bay  BRT  Project  and  a  fifth  category  covering
environmental impacts.
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Table 9-1 Summary of Effects Relative to Project Goals and Objectives

Measure LPA DOSL Alternative
Improve Transit Service in the Project Corridor
Express buses per hour (frequency) ++ ++
Capacity

- Bus seat-miles operated
- Roadway auto capacity
- Roadway person-trip capacity

+++
- -

0

++
-
0

Speed
- BRT bus average speed
- Auto average speed

+
-

+
-

Express bus travel time (Berkeley to San Leandro BART) ++ +
Express bus boarding time + +
Reliability (Berkeley to San Leandro BART) ++ +
Security, comfort and cleanliness + +
Improve Transit Ridership by Providing Transit Alternative
to Automobile
Weekday boardings

- New trips and total corridor/system
- Auto vehicle VMT/trips

+++
+

++
+

Improve and Maintain Efficiency of Transit Service Delivery
Capital costs – total - - -
Net operating costs – total - - -
Net operating costs – per trip ++ +
Annualized total cost – per new transit trip ++ +
Support Local and Regional Planning Goals
Weekday express buses between key activity centers (trips) ++ +
Point-to-point peak-period express bus travel time between key
activity centers

+ +

Potential for transit-oriented development ++ +
Environmental Impacts
Parking displaced - - -
Intersection and roadway LOS - - -
Construction impacts (traffic, utilities) - - -
Environmental Justice
(effect on low-income/minority)

+ + +

Other environmental effects
(air quality, hazardous materials, land use)

0 0

SCALE:  - worse/greater impact than No-Build
0 no change/similar impact to No-Build
+ better/lesser impact than No-Build
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9.1.1 Improve Transit Service in Project Corridor

The LPA and DOSL Alternative show improvement in corridor transit service frequency,
capacity and speed and passenger travel time, as quantified in Section 3.1, Transit
Conditions.  Both  the  LPA  and  DOSL  Alternative  would  offer  proposed  peak  period  BRT
headways averaging 5 minutes compared to 6.7 minutes with the No-Build Alternative.1 Due
primarily  to  the  implementation  of  the  dedicated  bus  lanes,  both  the  LPA  and  DOSL
Alternative would improve corridor average bus speed and peak period transit travel time
compared to the No-Build Alternative, by as much as 16 minutes end-to-end with the LPA.

Conversely, each of the alternatives would result in a decrease in roadway auto capacity as
a result of converting traffic lanes to transit-only lanes. Each alternative would have the same
general order of magnitude impact, although the DOSL Alternative is shorter and therefore
impacts are generally less. However, the total person-trip capacity of  arterials  along  the
alignment for the East Bay BRT Project would be approximately the same after
implementation of the project as before implementation due to the substantially higher
vehicle capacity of buses versus autos.

The average speed of autos would degrade somewhat and to the same extent under each of
the alternatives. This is caused by increased congestion in the remaining mixed-traffic lanes
and at intersections as a result of the project.

Improved travel time and improved reliability are two of the most important factors that
attract transit riders. The primary causes of unreliability in bus service, as in the case of the
No-Build Alternative, are buses operating in mixed-flow traffic combined with delays in
passenger boarding and alighting and fare collection. Because BRT buses would operate
primarily along exclusive transitways and have transit signal priority along with self-service,
and proof-of-payment fare collection, BRT service would be more reliable compared to the
No-Build Alternative. The LPA would be slightly superior to the DOSL Alternative in this
regard, because it has more miles of dedicated transitway.

Service characteristics such as safety and security, convenience and comfort are other
aspects of transit directly experienced by the passengers.  The ticket vending machines, real-
time arrival information, shelters, benches, security features, boarding platforms, and other
amenities that would be included in BRT station areas would ensure a higher degree of
security, comfort and convenience compared to standard bus service under the No-Build
Alternative. Under the LPA and DOSL Alternative, modern, aesthetically pleasing, low-floor
buses with multiple doors would stop at low-level boarding platforms, offering easy entry
and exit for all transit riders, including persons with disabilities. Compared to the No-Build
Alternative, the LPA and DOSL Alternative would produce a favorable improvement in
these areas.

9.1.2 Increase Transit Ridership

Both Build Alternatives would increase transit boardings in  the  project  corridor,  for  AC
Transit,  and  for  the  regionwide  transit  system  as  a  whole.  The  LPA  increases  corridor

1 Combination of 15 minute Route 1 headway and 12 minute Route 1R headway.
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boardings by 27,800 per day in 2035, while the DOSL Alternative increases it by 19,300.
The LPA increases AC Transit systemwide boardings in 2035 by 13,700.  The DOSL
Alternative increases boardings by 12,500.

New transit trips (“new riders” formerly using autos) would be generated by both the LPA
and DOSL Alternative.  The LPA would increase transit system ridership in the region by
approximately 9,000 per weekday in 2035, compared to the No-Build Alternative. The
DOSL Alternative would increase ridership by approximately 6,700 riders per weekday.

The increase in transit ridership is accompanied by a corresponding reduction in auto use,
reflected in vehicle miles traveled (VMT). This would occur under both of the alternatives.
The decrease in auto VMT would be proportional to the increase in (new) riders on the East
Bay BRT Project. The LPA would generate the greatest increase in both corridor transit trips
and new transit trips, and would decrease weekday auto use by approximately 42,200 VMT.
The DOSL Alternative would decrease weekday auto use by 28,200 VMT.

9.1.3 Improve and Maintain Efficiency of Transit

Implementation  of  the  East  Bay  BRT  Project  would  require  a  major  capital  investment  to
obtain the benefits described. The LPA, the longest project alternative, logically has the
highest capital cost to implement and therefore demonstrates a worse performance using this
performance measure.

Net operating costs to AC Transit would also increase modestly as a result of implementing
the East Bay BRT Project. The total net operating costs would increase for both the LPA and
the DOSL Alternative compared to the No-Build Alternative. Net operating costs account for
the increased fare revenue from increased ridership that offsets a portion of total operating
costs. Fare revenue is calculated to include revenue gained or lost on all bus transit services
operated by AC Transit systemwide.

Net operating cost per trip (or per boarding) would improve relative to the No-Build
Alternative. The net operating cost per trip, which adjusts for the change in fares systemwide,
would decrease by approximately $0.92 under the LPA and by approximately $0.76 for the
DOSL Alternative (year 2016).

The annualized cost per user benefit, where user benefit is most easily understood as hours
of travel time saved, is the measure used by the Federal Transit Administration to assess cost
effectiveness of a major transit investment..  For the LPA, the cost effectiveness is calculated
at $11.86, while for   the DOSL Alternative, cost effectiveness is calculated as $14.16.   Both
alternatives would have a high number of new riders and relatively small increases in
operating  costs.  Both  of  these  factors  help  offset  the  effects  of  higher  capital  costs  in  the
calculation of cost effectiveness.

9.1.4 Support Local and Regional Planning Goals

Express buses operated between key activity centers and point-to-point travel times
were quantified, relative to the No-Build Alternative. All Build Alternatives would increase
the number of express bus trips operated between key activity centers.
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Facilitation of transit oriented development is a key goal of many policy makers and
jurisdictions when deciding whether or not to make major investments in transportation
infrastructure. Cities along the project alignment, in particular Berkeley and Oakland, have
adopted transit-supportive land use policies. The East Bay BRT Project could help cities
achieve these objectives. BRT infrastructure would provide transit a strong identity, with
stations offering locations for organizing development. Both the LPA and DOSL Alternative
have more potential than the No-Build Alternative to facilitate development. Due to the
importance of stations for transit oriented development, the LPA, because it has more BRT
stations, would be viewed as having more potential to facilitate this type of development
when compared to the DOSL Alternative.

9.1.5 Environmental Impacts

Both the LPA and DOSL Alternative would result in degraded intersection and roadway
performance, measured in terms of level of service. However, mitigation can reduce the
number of adversely affected locations substantially. Under the LPA, no more than six
intersections out of 129 evaluated would experience impacts that could not be mitigated to
meet locally established thresholds. The DOSL Alternative would impact one intersection
that could not be mitigated to meet the same thresholds.

All Build Alternatives would result in the displacement of on-street parking spaces. Under
the LPA, 1,013 curbside spaces would be displaced. Approximately 54 percent of displaced
spaces would be mitigated through parking replacement or metering of currently unrestricted
parking along commercial frontages to ensure availability for local business customers.
Under the DOSL Alternative, 555 curbside spaces would be displaced, and approximately 45
percent of these spaced would be mitigated. Parking loss is possibly the most evident long-
term impact of either the LPA or DOSL Alternative. The DOSL Alternative has fewer
impacts to curb parking per mile and in total, and results in a lower total number of spaces
that would need to be mitigated.

Construction impacts would be temporary but would include roadway closures in limited
segments, traffic disruption, and access restrictions. Utilities would be relocated if in conflict
with proposed improvements although no major interruption in services is anticipated. Both
alternatives would have comparable effects relative to the No-Build Alternative, although the
LPA would have more effects since it is a longer corridor.

The project corridor has large populations of low-income, minority, and transit dependent
households (see Section 4.4.4, Environmental Justice). The East Bay BRT Project would
substantially improve transit access and mobility for disadvantaged populations. From an
environmental justice standpoint, the project would have more long-term benefits than
long-term adverse impacts and would be an improvement relative to the No-Build condition.
The LPA would offer slightly greater mobility benefits than the DOSL Alternative because it
is a longer corridor offering BRT service to more people.

Generation of greenhouse gases in the corridor would be reduced from 593,435 annual
metric tons of CO2 under the No-Build Alternative, to 590,217 under the LPA and 591,013
under the DOSL Alternative in the year 2035. Likewise, energy use would also decrease
annually from 8.326 trillion British Thermal Units (BTUs) under the No-Build Alternative;
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to 8.281 trillion BTUs under the LPA and 8.292 trillion BTUs under the DOSL Alternative in
the same timeframe.

Other environments impacts would be minor to non-existent. Neither the LPA nor DOSL
Alternative is viewed as resulting in permanent, adverse environmental effects after
implementation in such areas as air quality, noise, natural habitat, cultural resources, and
other environmental areas described in Chapter 4.

9.1.6 Summary of Evaluation

In summary, both the LPA and the DOSL Alternative achieve the purpose of the East Bay BRT
Project by improving transit service in the corridor, increasing transit ridership, improving and
maintaining the efficiency of transit, and supporting local and regional planning goals.  The LPA
generally performs better in these areas, primarily because it is a longer project than the DOSL
Alternative.  However, the DOSL Alternative achieves the purpose of the project at substantially
lower cost ($152.3 million versus $205.1 million) and with fewer intersection and roadway
performance impacts and fewer parking displacements.
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9.2 Small Starts Evaluation Process
This section describes how the East Bay BRT project is evaluated and rated by the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) as part of a standardized federal decision making process through
which projects will be recommended for Section 5309 New or Small Starts funding.  New Starts
projects are those that cost in excess of $250 million; Small Starts cost under $250 million.2  The
East Bay BRT project is a Small Start project.

The FTA has developed a consistent set of information that it requests from project sponsors and
then reviews to first determine if a project will be approved into the Section 5309 “pipeline”; the
pipeline refers to the set of projects that have been reviewed by FTA and determined to achieve
established criteria and other requirements, and are therefore eligible for future federal funding.
As projects are further developed through environmental review and design, updated information
is provided to the FTA at key decision points or if significant changes are made to the project.
Ultimately, a grant agreement is executed between the FTA and the project sponsor, providing
Section 5309 funds for the project’s implementation.

Ratings  for  projects  in  the  New  or  Small  Starts  pipelines  are  reported  each  year  to  Congress,
which approves all grant agreements, and are also disclosed in the environmental documents
prepared for the projects.  These ratings help inform reviewers of environmental documents of
the likely receipt of future federal funds.

The East Bay BRT LPA was approved into the Small Starts pipeline in December 2008.  At the
time it  was approved as a Small  Start  project,  it  was rated “High” by the FTA.  Changes were
made to definition of the LPA and, as a result, updated information was provided to the FTA for
re-review in the fall of 2010; additional minor updates were provided in fall of 2011.  The
following sections summarize FTA’s revised rating for the redefined LPA.

Note that FTA has only rated the LPA;  the DOSL Alternative has not been evaluated and rated
by the FTA.  That alternative would need to be rated by FTA if it is at some point in the future
determined by local decision makers to be the LPA for implementation.

Current Rating
FTA’s rating is divided into two basic categories:  project justification and local financial
commitment.   Additionally,  FTA  considers  the  overall  technical  capacity  of  AC  Transit  to
manage the design, construction and eventual operation of the project.

Project Justification
For Small Starts projects, project justification is evaluated based on the following three criteria,
which are all weighted equally:

Cost effectiveness, measured in terms of the cost of providing each hour of travel time
savings;

2 There is also a Very Small Starts designation, for projects that have specific characteristics as defined by
the FTA and that cost less than $50 million.
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Land use in the corridor served by the project; and

Economic  development  associated  with  the  project,  generally  considered  in  terms  of
transit supportive plans and policies and how well they have performed.

FTA’s most recent evaluation and rating of the East Bay BRT LPA’s project justification is
“High” overall and “Medium-High for “project justification” (Annual Report on Funding
Recommendations, Fiscal Year 2012 Capital Investment and Paul S. Sarbanes Transit in Parks
Programs, released February 2011).  This project justification rating is comprised of the
following factor ratings:

Cost effectiveness, rated as “High”

Land use, rated as “Medium”

Economic development, rated as “Medium”

 Local Financial Commitment
As described in more detail in Chapter 8.0, FTA rates the local financial commitment criterion as
“medium” if the incremental cost of operating a project is less than five percent of the agency’s
overall systemwide operating costs.  That is the case for the East Bay BRT project; the net
increase in operating and maintenance costs will be approximately 1.5 percent of AC Transit’s
overall costs.  Given this result, the local financial commitment rating for the East Bay BRT LPA
is “xx.”

Summary
As described above, the East Bay BRT LPA has been rated and determined by the FTA to meet
all requirements for future Small Starts funding.  That funding will be provided at the conclusion
of the final design phase of project development, anticipated at the end of 2013.  The funding,
which is anticipated to total $74.99 million, will be used to pay for design and construction costs
of  the  project.   More  details  on  other  sources  of  funds  needed  to  implement  the  project  are
provided in Chapter 8.0.


	Signature Page, Abstract, and Title Page 01-05-2012
	Table of Contents_01-23-2011
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY_01-23-2012_FINAL
	Chapter 1 Purpose and Need 01-20-2012
	Chapter 2 Project Alternatives 01-23-2012
	Chapter 3 Transportation Analysis
	3.1 Transit Conditions 01-23-2012
	3.2 Vehicular Traffic 01-23-2012
	3.3 Non-Motorized Transportation 01-23-2012
	3.4 Parking  01-23-2012

	Chapter 4.  Affected Environment
	4.1 to 4.3_01-23-2012
	4.4 Community Impacts_01-23-2012
	4.5 Utilities_01-23-2011
	4.6 Visual Impacts 01-23-2012
	4.7 Cultural Resources_01-23-2012
	4.8 Hydrology and Floodplain_01-23-2012
	4.9 Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff_ 01-23-2012
	4.10 Geology_01-23-2012
	4.11 Hazardous Materials_01-23-2012
	4.12 Air Quality_01-23-2012
	4.13 Noise and Vibration 01-23-2012
	4.14 Greenhouse Gas Emissions_01-23-2012
	4.15 Energy_01-23-2012
	4.16 Biological Environment_01-23-2012
	4.17 Construction Related Impacts 01-23-2012
	4.18  EJ 01-23-2012

	Chapter 5 Cumulative Impacts 01-23-2012
	Chapter 6 CEQA 01-23-2012
	Chapter 7 Consultation and Coordination 01-05-2012
	Chapter 8 Financial Analysis 01-05-2012
	Chapter 9 Evaluation of Alternatives 01-23-2012



