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TI?-9'/VS/T Report No: 

Meeting Date: 

Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District 

STAFF REPORT 
TO: Planning Committee 

AC Transit Board of Directors 

FROM: Michael A. Hursh, General Manager 

SUBJECT: Service Expansion Plan Update 

BRIEFING ITEM 

RECOMMENDED ACTION(S): 

15-218b 

December 9, 2015 

Consider receiving an update on the Service Expansion Plan (SEP) approval process, the 
associated Title VI Service Equity process and the associated implementation plan . 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

As a response to the public comments received throughout the SEP planning, including those 
received from the Public Hearing, Staff has adjusted the SEP with regard to current routes 48, 
72, 72M, 72R, 99, F and J. For some of these service recommendations, Staff is proposing to 
engage in a more detailed planning and outreach process in order to develop alternatives that 
maximize benefits and minimize impacts. 

In addition to these adjustments and based on comments received during the Public Hearing, 
Staff is also investigating the feasibility of SEP proposals for existing routes 12, 18, 67, 89 and 0 
in addition to the alternatives for a new local route in Alameda. 

For the Board's review prior to potential approval of the SEP in January, Staff has also provided 
an Initial Title VI service equity analysis for the plan and a summary of the findings. The results 
of the initial analysis show no disparate impact to minority populations and no disproportionate 
burden to low-income populations. Staff will develop an updated service equity analysis after 
the Board's approval of the SEP. 

Finally, this update discusses the necessary elements of the SEP Implementation Plan, including 
tentative implementation schedule through June 2017, and key milestones, tasks and 
deliverables to ensure successful implementation. 

BUDGETARY /FISCAL IMPACT: 

Staff developed the SEP based on revenues available through the passage of Measure BB in 
2014. Based on the Alameda County Transportation Commission's (ACTC) estimated $29.9 
million in projected annual revenue for AC Transit from the sales tax in fiscal year 2016-17, Staff 
developed a plan that uses 85% of the revenues toward service expansion in Alameda County. 
The remaining funds would be used for capital items related to providing service. This equates 
to $25.4 million annually or 249,874 revenue hours assuming an hourly rate of $101.82. 
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Included in the total hours are 3,760 in annual platform hours for service recommendations in 
Special District 2 that are not the subject of this proposed hearing. In addition to the hours 
proposed for Alameda County, 28,100 in annual platform hours are included for West Contra 
Costa County; Measure BB funds are not eligible for use in that area. This increase in hours 
equals a 14% increase in service for Alameda County and would bring service levels for the 
District back to pre-2010 levels. 

If the Board approves these recommendations, the SEP would be fully implemented by June 
2017. Staff anticipates that both the hourly rate for service and the projected revenue from 
Measure BB will increase each year. 

BACKGROUND/RATIONALE: 

On November 18, 2015, AC Transit held a Public Hearing on the SEP to receive comments on 
the individual route proposals in the plan and the accompanying Initial Study - Negative 
Declaration filing for compliance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In total, the 
District received 1,643 public comments with a vast majority on the proposed changes on the F 
and 67. Staff will provide response to comments to the Board as part of the January 13 Staff 
Report requesting approval of the SEP, including formal response to any comments on the 
CEQA document. Based on the Public Hearing comments, input during the planning process 
and feedback from the Board, Staff has made the following adjustments to the SEP: 

• Line 72/72M/72R - Despite the additional services hours proposed for West Contra 
Costa County and the San Pablo Corridor under the SEP, Staff has elected to remove the 
recommendations for the 72/72M/72R from the plan. This action will allow Staff to 
conduct a focused planning and outreach process that will improve service for the 
corridor and allow for stakeholder and public input on the service alternatives. 

• Lines F and J -Similar to the 72/72M/72R proposals, Staff has decided to remove the F 
and J recommendations from the SEP in order to provide more time for developing 
alternatives and conducting additional stakeholder and public outreach. Staff is working 
with City of Oakland staff on the details of North Oakland community meeting 
tentatively scheduled for January 11, 2016. Staff will also coordinate with affected 
communities in Emeryville and Berkeley along the F and J lines. 

• Line 99 (M3)- In order to meet the City of San Leandro's Conditions of Approval for the 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project, staff is recommending to amend proposed Line M3 to 

travel to the Oakland/San Leandro border in order to create a continuous route along 

E.14th in San leandro between the Hayward and Oakland borders as required in the 

condition. Staff is currently investigating alternatives for layover space and a turnaround 

near the Oakland/San leandro border. Staff intends to meet this condition in 

conjunction with the start ofthe BRT service in 2017. 
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• Line 48- Under the SEP comment period, Staff received requests to serve the Kenneth 
C. Aitken Senior Center in Castro Valley along Redwood Road. Though not part of the 
SEP approval process, Staff will target serving the senior center as an expansion to the 
upcoming Flex Service Pilot Program. 

In addition to the adjustments mentioned above, Staff is considering the following adjustments 
based on public comment received: 

o Line 67 (L25) - On November 16, 2015, Staff tested a 40-foot bus on Line 65 in 
order to consider additional capacity on the route. The test proved that the 
additional length of the bus compared to a 30-foot vehicle created numerous 
clearance issues and turning restrictions, particularly along the "Senior Loop" 
segment of the route. Despite this conclusion and the anticipation of additional 
passenger loads from adjusting the schedule to better meet Berkeley High School 
start times (as requested by the Berkeley City Council), Staff acknowledges the 
concerns of riders on Line 67 and the residents along Eunice Street. As a result, Staff 
is recommending not to proceed with the L25 proposal at this time and will 
continue to identify other alternatives to address passenger overcrowding along 
Euclid Avenue. 

o Line 0 (T1) - Based on comments received from the public and City of Alameda staff, 
Staff is considering maintaining the 0 in its existing condition, which is to terminate at 
the Fruitvale BART Station and travel along Santa Clara Avenue. Though there are 
merits to the proposal to have the route terminate on Alameda side of the Estuary and 
travel along Encinal, the impacts of this change need to be taken into consideration, 
especially breaking the connection from the east end of the island to the Fruitvale BART 
Station and moving the route off of Santa Clara, which is the central spine for Alameda. 

o City of Alameda Alternatives (L2)- Staff is currently working with the City of Alameda 
to develop a funding proposal for the alternative along Buena Vista. Funding sources 
would include the District's share of Measure BB, existing developer shuttle funds and 
developer fees that would increase as development increases. Staff is also investigating 
potential funding sources to operate the Encinal/Main Street Ferry Terminal alternative 
though these are less defined. In addition, Staff would need to identify bus stops along 
Encinal prior to operating service along that corridor. 

o San Leandro Crosstown Alternatives (LS) - In response to concerns from San Leandro 
elected officials and the school district, Staff has looked at crosstown alternatives to 
better serve schools along Williams Street and along the southern end of San Leandro. 
Since the total ridership serving the schools on Williams Street is twelve passengers, 
Staff believes the resources would be better used on Davis Street (as proposed) to 
provide 15-minute frequency on a corridor with more activity. In addition, Davis Street 
is only a 1/3 mile away from the back of the schools fronting Winton. 

Staff is investigating the feasibility of re-routing the proposed LS to provide another 
crosstown along Farnsworth, Floresta, Halycon and Fairmont via the Bayfair BART 



70 of 388

Report No. 15-218b 
Page 4 of 8 

Station similar to existing Line 89. This proposal would provide a 30-minute crosstown 
route in southern San leandro that would get closer to schools but would still require a 
transfer to San Leandro High School. However, this would come at the expense of 
creating a frequent and consistent line along Lewelling and Meekland in the 
Ashland/Cherryland District, which has requested more service for many years. 

• Shattuck and MLK Proposals (L20 and L23) -Though Staff believes the proposal to have 
both routes intersect at Center and Shattuck at the focal point of Downtown Berkeley, 
the District did receive comments from City of Berkeley elected officials and staff to 
maintain a consistent route along Shattuck without reducing frequency. As a result, 
Staff has explored the possibility of not crossing the routes and maintaining 15-minute 
frequency along Shattuck. However, this would leave the MLK corridor with 20-minute 
frequency. With the current proposal, the combined frequency on Shattuck with the 
current F Line is every 12 minutes. With a potential improvement to the F, combined 
frequency along Shattuck could improve. 

Staff is also considering whether to run the L23 proposal along MLK south of 20th Street 
to serve the western edge of Downtown Oakland or to following the existing routing 
along 20th Street and Broadway into Downtown where there are more destinations. 

Title VI Analysis 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 states: "No persons in the United States shall, on the 
grounds of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the 
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal 
financial assistance." Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidance and AC Transit policy 
require staff to perform a Title VI service equity analysis whenever a major service change is 
proposed. 

To ensure data accuracy in the past, staff has waited to conduct the analysis until after the 
service change proposals were finalized and approved by the Board. (The Board was asked to 
approve the proposals pending the Title VI analysis.) That typically meant that the Board was 
asked to make a decision about the proposals without the benefit of understanding the impact 
ofthe proposals on Title VI-protected populations. 

In order to help the Board make an informed decision, and because of the availability of some 
new transit planning software, staff has conducted a draft initial service equity analysis. This 
analysis (contained in Attachment 1} investigates how service changes contained in the original 
SEP proposals would affect populations protected by the Civil Rights Act. This initial Title VI 
service equity analysis found no disparate impact of the SEP proposals on minority populations 
and also no disproportionate burden on low-income populations. 

The Board may use these initial findings in their deliberations as they consider the final SEP 
proposals. On January 13, 2016, the Board of Directors will hear final adjustments to the SEP 
proposed by Staff, and make decisions to finalize the Plan. Staff will then conduct this service 
equity analysis again, to ensure that the final proposals also do not carry any discriminatory 
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effects and to verify the initial draft analysis. According to federal regulations and AC Transit 
policy, the Board must approve the findings of the final analysis before the proposals can be 
implemented. 

Implementation Plan 

Staff is in the process of determining the implementation requirements for the SEP. This effort 
will result in a formal implementation plan document that will guide staff through key 
milestones and tasks to implement the SEP. The basis for the implementation plan is the 
development of packages that staff proposes to put into effect in six-month increments. This 
schedule provides staff with sufficient time to prepare for each phase. The driving factors for 
the packages are: bus yard capacity, fleet size, operator availability and training requirements. 
The table below summarizes the implementation order of the packages, estimated cost, 
operator and vehicle need, and number of impacted bus stops. 

Package 
Reve nue Hours (Annual) 

Net Yearly Cost 
Ve hicle Operator 

Need Need 
Bus s tops 

Existing Proposed Net Impacted 

1. Freque ncy Enhance ments {675,487} 738,163 62,676 $ 6,381,652 7 36 630 
2. Berkeley/ Oakland (279,851} 382,233 102,382 $ 10,424,500 15 59 960 

3. Central County (310,305) 380,456 70,150 $ 7,142,712 10 41 971 

Total (1,265,644) 1,500,851 235,208 $ 23,948,864 32 136 2,561 

The description and schedule for implementation of each package is: 

• Package #1 (June 2016 Sign-up) - Frequency improvements, span improvements and 
route adjustments that do not affect other routes; BRT route alignment in order to 
iso late service delays as a result of BRT construction 

• Package #2 (December 2016 Sign-up in conjunction with the re-opening of Division 3) 
-New North County route network (Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville and Oakland) 

• Package #3 (June 2017 Sign-up) - New Central County route network (San Leandro, 
Hayward and Unincorporated Alameda County) 

In addition to the implementation schedule for the proposed packages above, the SEP 
Implementation Plan will address the following in detail: 

• Staffing and Training - Hiring and training additional staff directly responsible for 
increased service operations is a key component to successful implementation of the 
SEP. As shown in the table above, the SEP requires 136 operators to operate. This does 
not include Extra Board operators or other staff such as mechanics, road supervisors 
and service employees that allow the District to operate service on a daily basis. Given 
current attrition rates, challenges the District faces with hiring employees in the current 
economic environment, and other initiatives that will require significant training and 
staffing, the Implementation Plan must include sound strategies for intensified 
recruitment and expanded training programs 

• Fleet - Equally as important as staffing for the SEP is the availability of buses to operate 
the service. In CY 2016, the District will receive 80 new Gillig 40-foot buses, which will 
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replace 65 existing buses and expand the fleet size by 15. Since the SEP will require 32 
additional vehicles (not including the 20% vehicle spare ratio), the District will need to 
consider operating buses beyond the 12-year standard life cycle and work with the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) on purchasing additional vehicles 
service expansion. 

• Bus Yard Capacity - Like staff and fleet requirements, bus yard capacity is a primary 
factor in the District's ability to implement the SEP. As the Board is aware, the existing 
bus yards approach or exceed full vehicle capacity. With careful coordination with the 
Maintenance Department, the District will be able to park and service an additional 15 
buses at Division 6 in order to accommodate implementation of Package #1. The 
remaining packages cannot be implemented until more vehicle space becomes available 
with the re-opening of Division 3. 

• Restrooms - Clean and accessible operator restroom facilities in the District's service 
area are critical for operator comfort and health, which in turn, can also result in more 
reliable service for the customer. Under the SEP, Staff identified five new layover 
locations and investigated the feasibility of restroom access at these locations. 
Fortunately, each new location has a viable restroom facility. Under the 
implementation process, Staff will work with the facility owners or managers to develop 
agreements for operator restroom access. This process and task will be detailed in the 
Implementation Plan. 

• Marketing and Communications- This aspect of the Implementation Plan is critical to 
advertising the new and improved service throughout the District, and informing 
existing riders of the significant service changes. Communications also includes the 
updating of bus stops and re-numbering all new routes. As noted in the table above, 
Staff will need to update over 2,500 bus stop flags as part of the SEP. This will not only 
require a coordinated and systematic effort, but it may also require additional staff to 
assist the District's Pole Crew with updating and changing decals, flags and at-stop 
schedule information. 

Fares and Transfers 

Under the Public Hearing Staff Report (SR 15-218a), Staff identified the potential impacts to 
fare payment under the SEP. As previously mentioned, the primary impact would be to those 
passengers that ride routes that the SEP proposes to split in order to improve reliability. Since 
Package #1 does not include any of these proposals, Staff does not propose a fare policy change 
at this time. However, Package #1 does include the BRT route alignment to mitigate for BRT 
construction, which will force some passengers to transfer one or two times depending on the 
length of their trip. Since this mitigation must happen, Staff is investigating the feasibility of a 
unique fare policy for the M3, M6 and M7 SEP proposals along the BRT corridor. This policy 
could include a free or discounted transfer between these routes in order to minimize fare 
impacts. Staff will update the Board and seek the appropriate approvals for a fare policy 
change for the BRT alignment as it develops. 
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Next Steps 

As discussed in this report, here is the tentative timeline for implementation of the SEP pending 
approval from the Board of Directors: 

• January 13, 2016 - Potential approval of the SEP and further development of the 
Implementation Plan 

• End of January 2016- Completion of Implementation Plan 

• February 2016- Approval of potential BRT fare policy adjustment 

• April 2016- Start of significant BRT construction under Bid Package #3 

• June 2016 -Implementation of Package #1 

• December 2016- Implementation of Package #2 in conjunction with the re-opening of 
Division ,3 

• June 2017 -Implementation of Package #3 

In addition to reporting on these major milestones, Staff will provide the Board with regular 
updates on the SEP or as issues arise that require formal discussion and/or approval. 

ADVANTAGES/DISADVANTAGES: 

Though there are no advantages or disadvantages associated with this Briefing Report, there 
are multiple advantages to approving the SEP and implementing the plan in 2016. The plan 
uses Measure BB revenues to increase service for Alameda County and increase ridership for 
the District. 

Though there are challenges associated with implementation of the SEP as detailed in this 
report, staff will develop solutions and mitigations for the challenges, and further develop an 
implementation plan in order to be able to add more service and effectively use Measure BB 
revenues for their intended purpose. 

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS: 

There are no alternatives associated with this Briefing Report. Approval of the SEP in January 
2016 will include some alternatives for the Board to consider along with associated benefits 
and impacts. 

PRIOR RELEVANT BOARD ACTIONS/POLICIES: 

SR 15-218a- SEP Public Hearing Report 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1: SEP Initial Title VI Service Equity Analysis 
2: Proposed SEP Implementation Packages 
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Executive Staff Approval: 

Reviewed by: 

Prepared by: 

Michael A. Hursh, General Manager 

Denise C. Standridge, General Counsel 
James Pachan, Interim Chief Financial Officer 
Robert del Rosario, Director of Service Development and 
Planning 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

In 2014, the District embarked on Plan ACT: a vision for improving AC Transit service and for 
creating a sustainable transportation system in the East Bay. One element of Plan ACT, the 
Comprehensive Operations Analysis (COA), was a detailed, comprehensive study of AC 
Transit's system that identified strengths and weaknesses, and opportunities for improvement. 

Out of the COA process, Service Development staff developed the Service Expansion Plan 
(SEP), which was presented before the Board and presented for public comment on 
September 16, 2015 (Staff Report 15-218). The SEP is based upon a set of guiding principles 
that aim to significantly improve transit service for new and existing bus riders. Through the 
use of Measure BB revenues and the reallocation of service hours from unproductive route 
segments, the plan proposes to increase span and frequency on both weekdays and 
weekends, improve reliability through simpler route design and schedules that better match 
current traffic conditions, and develop a Frequent Network of routes at 15-minute frequency or 
better that provides new and existing riders with more opportunities to get to multiple 
destinations within a reasonable timeframe. Following a round of outreach and the receipt of 
public comment, a public hearing was held on November 11, 2015. 

The initial Title VI analysis contained in this report investigates how service changes contained 
in the original SEP proposals would affect populations protected by the Civil Rights Act. The 
analysis finds no disparate impact of the proposals on minority populations and also no 
disproportionate burden on low-income populations. The Board may use these initial findings 
in their deliberations as they consider the final SEP proposals. 

In January, 2016, the Board of Directors will hear final adjustments to the SEP proposed by 
staff, and make decisions to finalize the Plan. Staff will conduct a service equity analysis after 
the Board's approval, to ensure that the final proposals do not carry any discriminatory effects. 
In addition, that service equity analysis will describe how the public, in particular communities 
protected by Title VI, was engaged in the planning process; describe how comments were 
solicited and obtained; and provide details of how many comments were received through 
different means. The final service equity analysis will be brought back to the Board for 
approval. 

Title VI Evaluation of 2015 SEP- Initial Findings Page 2 
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II. TITLE VI BACKGROUND 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 states: 

"No persons in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national 
origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be 
subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal 
financial assistance." 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) issued a circular in 2012 to help transit agencies 
meet the mandate of Title VI. Also in 2012, the FTA issued an Environmental Justice circular 
to help FTA funding recipients avoid, minimize, and mitigate disproportionately high and 
adverse health and environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority 
populations and low-income populations. Together these two circulars guide AC Transit's 
compliance with federal requirements, because AC Transit is a designated recipient of FTA 
funding. 

Commitment to Title VI compliance is an essential element of the AC Transit Title VI Program 
and the District's operation. It is AC Transit's goal to ensure that all transit service is equitably 
distributed and provided without regard to race, color, national origin, or low-income status. It is 
also AC Transit's goal to ensure equal opportunities to all persons to participate in transit 
planning and decision-making processes related to providing that service without regard to 
race, color, national origin, or low-income status. Several Board policies provide guidance to 
ensure these goals are met. 

Service Equity Analysis 

Board Policy 551 (Title VI and Environmental Justice Service Review and Compliance Report 
Policy) requires staff to conduct a Title VI service equity analysis whenever there is a major 
service change. A major service change, as defined in Board Policy 163 (Public Hearings 
Processes for the Board of Directors), is generally one that constitutes a significant aggregate 
change in route miles or hours, and can include system wide route restructuring, changes in 
frequency, or adding and deleting service. Under these policies, the SEP qualifies as a major 
service change. 

For such major service changes, the Board policies require staff to assess the quantity and 
quality of service provided and populations affected. According to BP551, "For a major service 
equity analysis, the District will measure service in terms of current AC Transit standards for 
frequency, span of service, and/or distance to bus routes. Title VI equity analyses will compare 
existing service or fares to proposed changes, and calculate the absolute change as well as 
the percent change." The service equity analysis aims to identify if, in implementing proposed 
changes, minority or low-income populations or riders would experience any greater adverse 
effect than non-minority or not low-income populations or riders. 

Title VI Evaluation of 2015 SEP ···· Initial Findings Page 3 
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If the District finds that the service proposals result in disparate impacts on minority 
communities, the District must identify alternatives to the proposal that could serve the same 
legitimate objective with less disparate impact. If a less discriminatory alternative does not 
exist and AC Transit has substantial legitimate justification that cannot otherwise be 
accomplished, AC Transit must identify measures to mitigate the negative impacts of the 
changes. Additionally, if the District finds that the service proposals result in disproportionate 
burdens on low-income communities, the District must identify alternatives available to affected 
low-income riders and take steps to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts where practicable. 

The service equity analysis contained in this report is based on initial proposals presented to 
the Board and brought out to the public for a comment period culminating in a public hearing 
that was held on November 11, 2015. Out of this process, staff is preparing revisions to the 
Plan, and the Board will make a decision about final proposals in January, 2016. Staff will 
conduct a final service equity analysis after that decision. 

Public Engagement 

In addition to the mandate to conduct a service equity analysis, the District's Title VI program 
contains requirements to ensure equal opportunities to all persons to participate in planning 
and to provide input about new service, regardless of race, color, national origin, or low-income 
status. The program provides guidance on how best to reach people protected by the civil 
rights legislation. Outreach to the community recognizes the importance of the diversity 
inherent within the AC Transit service area from both a racial and economic perspective. 

The Public Participation Plan (PPP) in the program was created to identify ways of 
communicating with and engaging communities that may have been traditionally underserved, 
and determine the most effective strategies to encourage the participation of these 
communities in decision-making processes. The Language Assistance Plan (LAP) contains 
recommendations for communicating with people who speak English less than very well in 
ways that make sense for those populations. 

Staff followed the recommendations contained in the PPP and the LAP to conduct a range of 
outreach activities, and solicit feedback and opinions in a variety of ways. Because staff 
continues to engage the public during development of the final recommendations, details of the 
public engagement strategy and comments received will be provided in the final service equity 
analysis. 

Title VI Evaluation of 2015 SEP ···Initial Findings Page 4 
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Ill. SERVICE EQUITY ANALYSIS 

Because the SEP is a system-wide service restructuring, it is not possible to analyze every 
route change by segment within the time frame allowed. As a result, staff developed several 
methods to determine if there were any adverse effects on protected populations. For the 
purpose of Title VI compliance, minority (i.e. non-white) and low-income people are "protected" 
populations. 

Methods 

District staff conducted three separate analyses, which will be described further in this 
document: 

- the service intensity analysis, which asks how the proposed service changes will 
affect the amount of service available to protected populations compared to non
protected populations; 

- the service quality analysis, which asks how the proposed service changes will affect 
the amount of time it takes for protected populations to complete transit trips 
compared to non-protected populations; and 

- the cost analysis, which asks how the proposed service changes will affect protected 
populations' financial costs of completing their trips compared to non-protected 
populations' costs. 

In 2014, staff identified a new cloud-based software, called Remix, that proposed to automate 
some Title VI activities. Staff worked closely with the developers of this software, in the hope 
that the software would meet the requirements of the District's very specific analysis methods. 
Throughout this process, staff used Remix where possible, but where it was not possible to 
verify the findings, more traditional methods were employed. 

Data Sources 

A variety of data sources were used for these analyses. 

For the service intensity analysis, staff used the Remix "Title VI" software module to count the 
number of people who lived within 1/4 mile of existing and proposed bus stops; and also to 
count the number of trips available to those people in existing and proposed service. The 
process aligned with past AC Transit methodology. This analysis was conducted at the 
system-wide level and also at a smaller, planning area level. 

For the service quality analysis, staff used the Remix "Jane" software module, which calculates 
how many key destinations were accessible to persons in minority, non-minority, low-income, 
and not low-income communities using the existing and the proposed service within 15, 30, 45, 
and 60 minutes. The analysis also calculated the average travel time from randomly 
generated points in those communities to those destinations. This process used route data 

Title VI Evaluation of 2015 SF.P · Initial Findings Page 5 
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uploaded from AC Transit's publically available Data Resource Center for existing service, and 
data entered into the Remix platform directly by District transportation planners for the 
proposed service. 

For the cost analysis using existing service, staff used the 511 website to calculate how much 
it would cost to travel between randomly generated origin points to key destinations. The 511 
website uses data exported directly from AC Transit's Hastus scheduling system. For the cost 
analysis of proposed service, service planning staff manually determined the number of buses 
and transfers needed to complete the same origin-destination trips, and calculated the costs. 

Results of all analyses were forwarded to the District statistician to determine the thresholds of 
significance and explain the findings. The statistician then performed an independent-samples 
t-test on a variety of the data points in the data set. This statistical procedure tests the 
significance of the difference between sample means. 

Discussion 

This service equity analysis is based on initial service change proposals and so represents 
only initial findings. Staff will conduct another analysis after the Board makes a final decision 
about the Plan. 

It's important to remember that the findings would be affected if the implementation didn't 
happen all at once, but was put into effect a little bit at a time (so network/transfer connections 
wouldn't be as good as the plan projects). It would also be affected if the municipalities within 
the District take too long to provide bus stops (or just plain won't provide them). Issues such 
as these would present challenges because the analysis is mostly a cumulative one, and so it 
is almost impossible to separate out specific changes and assess their effect on the overall 
analysis. 

Summary of Findings 

The Disparate Impact policy in Board Policy 551 states, "When minority populations or riders 
as a whole will experience a 15% (or more) greater adverse effect than that borne by the non
minority populations or riders, such changes will be considered to have a disparate impact." 
The Disproportionate Burden policy states, "When the proportion of low-income populations or 
riders as a whole adversely affected by the proposals is 15% (or more) than the proportion of 
non-low-income populations or riders adversely affected, such changes will be considered to 
have a disproportionate burden." The analyses described in this report found no disparate 
impact of the SEP proposals on minority populations and also no disproportionate burden of 
the SEP proposals on low-income populations. 

The Plan seeks to improve transit access throughout the District, including where bus service 
was reduced or eliminated during recent economic downturns, and the analysis found some 
differences between the effects of the proposals on populations protected and not protected by 

Title VI Evaluation of 2015 SLOP · ·· lnitinl Find inns 
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Title VI. None of the differences between effects on different communities met the thresholds 
contained in AC Transit policies for finding discriminatory effects. 

The full contents of the service equity analyses are contained in Appendix A of this report. The 
statistician's findings can be found in Appendix B. 

Title VI Evaluation of 2015 SEP ···Initial Finding!> Page 7 
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APPENDIX A: SERVICE EQUITY ANALYSIS 

As stated in the report, District staff used three different methods to conduct the service equity 
analysis: the Service Intensity, Service Quality, and Cost analyses. 

Throughout the Service Equity Analysis, the following parameters were used: 

Data related to all routes with proposed changes were included in the analysis: Local 
(including 300 series) routes and Transbay lines F, J, NL, and 0 
The analyses excluded route groups without proposed changes: OWL, 600-series (i.e. 
supplemental service), and Transbay routes other than the 4 mentioned above 
The analysis also excluded the South County planning area, with the exception of the 
few trunk routes that also travel within the Central County planning area 
The spreadsheet containing proposed changes as presented to the Board was used for 
the analyses with the following exceptions: the analysis did not include the proposed 
changes to lines 72, 72M, 72R; and it included an extension to proposed line M3 north 
to 1051h Ave 
Minority populations include all persons who self-identify as not white in the US Census, 
including all persons who identify as Latino or Hispanic. Low-income populations 
include all persons living in households with income less than 200% of the federal 
poverty level. 

For background information, the AC Transit service area population of over 1.5 million people 
is approximately 71% people of color and 31% people who live in low-income households 
(Table 1 ). 

Total 
Minority 
Low Income 

1,520,863 
70.68% 
30.79% 

Table 1 - Population in AC Transit Service Area 

Service Intensity Analysis 

The Service Intensity Analysis asks the question: how will the proposed service changes affect 
the amount of service available to protected populations compared to non-protected 
populations? Staff analyzed access to service and the amount of service to protected and 
non-protected groups, on a system-wide; the amount of service was also analyzed on a 
smaller area-wide basis. 
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Methodology 

Staff utilized a new cloud-based software platform, called Remix, to generate the data used in 
this analysis. Remix first accessed publically available data for routes and bus stops in 
existing service from the Data Resource Center on the AC Transit website and generated a 
map from those data. Planning staff created a second map, entering data representing the 
proposals contained in the Service Expansion Plan. 

The Remix software generated a 1/4 mile buffer around bus stops in both maps, and estimated 
the amount of population within the buffers. The Remix software also automatically counted 
the amount of bus service, i.e. trips, available in each of the buffers based on the service data 
contained in the two maps. 

Remix uses Census data provided by the American Community Survey 2008-2013 5-year 
sample, the most current data available at this time. Minority status is coded by subtracting 
the white, non-Hispanic population from the total population (in table 803002003), and low
income status is coded at 200% of the US federal poverty rate (in table C17002). 

Access to service 

Staff first analyzed how many minority and low-income people lived within 1/4 mile of a bus 
stop under the existing service, and compared it to how many minority and low-income people 
would live within a 1/4 mile of a bus stop with the proposed service. This analysis was 
repeated for non-minority and for not low-income people, and the results were compared 
(Table 2). 

Existing Progosed Change %Change 
Total 1,018,364 989,273 - 29,091 - 2.86% 
Minority 730,784 707,298 - 23,486 - 3.21% 
Non-Minority 287,580 281,975 - 5,605 - 1.95% 
Difference 1.26% 
Low Income 372,943 365,132 - 7,811 -2.09% 
Not Low-Income 645,421 624,141 -21,280 -3.30% 
Difference 1.21% 

Table 2- Population within 1/4 mile of service 

This analysis found that the overall population within 1/4 mile of service decreased by 2.86%. 
This is due to the concentration of service to denser corridors under the SEP rather than the 
wider-distribution of low-productive existing service, particularly in Central Alameda County. 
The minority population within a 1/4 mile of service decreased by slightly more than that 
(3.21 %), and the change to minority populations was slightly more than the change to non-
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minority populations (by 1.26%). This small difference is less than the Disparate Impact 
threshold, so does not represent any discriminatory effect. The change to low-income 
populations within 1/4 mile of service also decreased (by 2.09%), but the change was 1.2% 
less than the change to populations that were not low-income. 

Amount of Service 

Along with counting the number of people who lived near bus service, staff counted the 
amount of service available to the different population groups. This involved counting the 
number of trips that pass through minority census block groups within 1/4 mile of bus stops 
and multiplying that by the population in those census block groups, resulting in the number of 
annual minority person trips near bus stops. This analysis was repeated for non-minority, low
income, and not low-income population groups, and was repeated using both existing and 
proposed service. 

This analysis found while there was an overall increase in service, measured by hours per year 
(+40.05%), minority populations received a slightly smaller increase in service (2.57% less) 
than non-minority populations, and low-income populations received a slightly larger increase 
in service (1.24% more) than not low-income populations (Table 3). 

Neither of these findings represents a discriminatory effect on minority or low-income persons. 

Overall service Existing Proposed Change %Change 
(hours/year) 1,402,897.50 1,964,702.80 561,805 40.05% 
Minority 40,484,768,746 49,273,790,559 8,789,021,813 21.71% 
Non-Minority 27,603,405,856 34,306,720,223 6,703,314,367 24.28% 
Difference 2.57% 
Low-Income 43,113,210,663 53,117,748,666 10,004,538,003 23.21% 
Not Low-Income 24,974,963,939 30,462,762,116 5,487, 798,177 21.97% 
Difference 1.24% 

Table 3- Person Trips by Census Block Group 

Staff then took a closer look at the service intensity analysis by smaller areas. The geographic 
area covered by the SEP was divided into 4 analysis areas as follows (Figure 1): 

- Area A: The portion of West Contra Costa County included in the AC Transit service area 
- Area B: Northern portions of Alameda County, from the border with Contra Costa to 

downtown Oakland, including the cities of Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville, and Piedmont. 
- Area C: East Oakland, Piedmont, and the city of Alameda - from downtown Oakland to 

the border with San Leandro 
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- Area D: The portions of the SEP south of Oakland ; what's commonly referred to in the 
Planning department as Central Alameda County 

Figure 1 -Analysis areas in Service Expansion Plan 

./-' ,./}'· 
if}/ 
~. -'· 

The amount of service assigned to each analysis area was then calculated using the Remix 
software. 

Findings: 

In all analysis areas, all people living within 1/4 mile of bus stops experienced an increase in 

trips, and in all analysis areas except for one, person trips for protected populations would 
increase by more than person trips for non-protected populations (Table 4). 

Proposed 
Area A Area B Area C Area D 

Person Trips 
Minority 1 ,409, 750,344 1,741 ,834,477 2,898,707,083 3,146,055,908 
Non-Minority 497,306,972 3,741,187,027 1 ,607 ,525,524 910,1 78,842 
Difference 91 2,443,372 1 ,999,352,550 1 ,291 ,181 ,559 2,235,877,066 
% Difference 64.72% 114.78% 44.54% 71.07% 

Low-Income 1,025,085,913 3,828,024,455 2,828,677,235 2,291,141,074 
Not Low-Income 881 ,971 ,403 1,654,997,049 1,677,555,372 1,765,093,676 
Difference 143,114,510 2,173,027,406 1 , 151 , 121 , 863 526,047,398 
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I %Difference 13.96% 56.77% 40.69% 22.96% I 

Table 4- Summary of person trips in SEP proposals by analysis area 
There is one analysis area where the non-protected population would receive a greater 
increase in service than the protected population: in analysis area B, the increase in non
minority person trips would be 14.78% greater than the increase in minority person trips. This 
could be do to the changing demographics in the densest parts of Area B where the SEP also 
focuses significantly more service. AC Transit Board Policy 551 says: "When minority 
populations or riders as a whole will experience a 15% (or more) greater adverse effect than 
that borne by the non-minority populations or riders, such changes will be considered to have a 
disparate impact. An adverse effect is defined as a geographical or time-based reduction in 
service which includes but is not limited to: elimination of a route, short turning a route, 
rerouting an existing route, or an increase in headways." The difference between minority and 
non-minority person trips is less than the threshold, and because there is an increase in all 
trips there are no adverse effects, so this analysis finds no disparate impacts on minority 
persons. 

AC Transit Board Policy 551 also says, "When the proportion of low-income populations or 
riders as a whole adversely affected by the proposals is 15% (or more) than the proportion of 
non-low-income populations or riders adversely affected, such changes will be considered to 
have a disproportionate burden." In all planning areas, low-income person trips increased by a 
greater percentage than not low-income person trips. There are no adverse effects on low
income persons, and no disproportionate burdens. 

Service Quality Analysis 

The Service Quality Analysis asks the question: how will the proposed service changes affect 
the amount of time it takes for protected populations to complete bus trips compared to non
protected populations? To accomplish this, staff carried out an Origin-Destination (or 0-D) 
exercise. 

Methodology 

Staff first generated random ong1n points, by designating census block groups from US 
Census Bureau data within the SEP plan area as minority, non-minority, low-income, and not 
low-income census block groups. The District statisticians generated random block groups 
from among these block groups to identify 12 block groups per area, 3 for each population 
group, and planning staff used the geographic centers (the centroids) of these block groups as 
the origins for this study. In all, 48 random origins were chosen. 

Next, Service planners identified the following intersections to represent key destinations 
throughout the District: 
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- Del Norte BART station, El Cerrito 

- Center Street & Shattuck Avenue, downtown Berkeley 

- Broadway & 13th Street, downtown Oakland 

- Shellmound Street & Bay Street, Emeryville 

- International Boulevard & 34th Avenue, Oakland 

- E 14th Street and Estudillo Avenue, San Leandro 

- A Street and Mission Boulevard, Hayward 

Staff used the Remix "Jane" lsochrones module to conduct the analysis. The Remix module 
generates lines of equal amount of time- or "isochrones" -from each origin point. Figure 2 

shows an example of an isochrone generated by the Remix software based on one of the 
random origin points with key destinations and minutes of travel displayed. 

• Origin Point 

e Key Doatlnation 

Distance Traveled 

Figure 2 - lsochrone around a random origin point in Richmond, CA 

Staff ran the module from each of the origin points, using the same parameters for the before 
and the after trips (departure time of 8 a.m. on a weekday and limiting the amount of walking to 
1/4 mile), and using the same analysis areas created for the service intensity analysis. This 
process used route data uploaded from AC Transit's publically available Data Resource Center 
for existing service, and data entered into the Remix platform d irectly by District transportation 
planners for the proposed service. Staff uploaded these isochrones into a traditional 
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Geographic Information Systems (GIS) map and counted how many of the destinations could 
be reached within 15, 30, 45, and 60 minutes. 

The isochrones data were also used to calculate the average travel time from the randomly 
generated points to the key destinations. 

Findings 

Overall, staff found there would be a 9.02% increase in the number of destinations reached, 
and all population groups would experience an increase (Table 5). 

Existing Proposed Change % Change 
Totals 133 145 +12 +9.02% 
Minority 38 41 +3 + 7.32% 
Non-Minority 34 36 +2 + 5.56% 
Difference 1.76% 
Low-Income 33 36 +3 + 8.33% 
Non Low-Income 28 32 +4 +12.50% 
Difference 4.17% 

Table 5- Number of key destinations reachable from random origins 

Minority populations would experience a greater increase in number of destinations reached 
than non-minority populations (by 1.76%). While low-income populations would experience 
less of an increase than not low-income populations, the difference between them would be 
less than 5%, which is less than the Disproportionate Burden threshold in Board Policy 551. 

Next staff analyzed the average time it would take for trips from the random origin points to the 
key destinations. For this exercise, staff used only 0-D pairs that were common to both the 
existing and the proposed service. It's important to note that a decrease in the amount of time 
needed to accomplish a trip represents an improvement to service. 

Existing Proposed Change %Change 
Minority 43.75 42.50 - 1.25 -2.86% 
Non-Minority 47.21 46.32 -0.89 - 1.89% 
Difference 1.06% 
Low Income 45.00 42.58 -2.42 -5.48% 
Not Low-Income 42.93 45.52 +2.59 + 6.03% 
Difference 11.51% 

Table 6- Average time from random origins to key destinations (in minutes) 
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Minority populations would experience a greater decrease in the average amount of travel time 
needed to accomplish the trips, compared to non-minority populations; the difference between 
the two groups is slightly greater than 1%. Low-income populations would experience 
decrease in average travel time, while not low-income populations would experience an 
increase. While the difference between these two groups is rather large (11.51 %), it is less 
than the Disproportionate Burden threshold, and there is no adverse effect on the low-income 
populations. 

Cost Analysis 

The Cost Analysis asks the question: how will the proposed service changes affect the 
financial cost of completing a trip for protected populations compared to non-protected 
populations? This is important because one stated goal of the SEP is the emphasis on a bus 
route network, which could potentially increase the number of transfers a rider would need to 
make. According to the most recent AC Transit on-board survey, 56% of current riders have 
"one seat rides," i.e. they do not need to transfer to a second bus in order to reach their 
destination. The cost analysis assessed whether the changes proposed by the SEP would 
result in an increase in the number of transfers, and the associated increased fare cost, and 
whether any increased costs would be borne more by minority or low-income communities. 

Methodology 

Staff planned trips between random origins and key destinations, using existing service and 
using proposed service, and calculated the cost of each trip. Specific 0-D pairs were chosen 
in order to maintain apple-to-apple comparisons for existing service and for proposed service. 
The 48 origin points previously identified for the service quality analysis, and two to three key 
destinations for each analysis area (as described in Table 7) were chosen. In all, 120 0-D 
pairs were used in the analysis. 

Area Destinations 

A 
- Del Norte BART station, El Cerrito 
- Center St & Shattuck Ave, Berkeley 
-Center St & Shattuck Ave, Berkeley 

B -Broadway & 13th, Oakland 
- Shellmound & Bay, Emeryville 
- Broadway & 13th St, Oakland 

c - Shellmound St & Bay St, Emeryville 
- International Blvd & 34th Ave, Oakland 

D 
- E 14th St & Estudillo Ave, San Leandro 
-A St & Mission Blvd, Hayward 

Table 7- Destinations by analysis area for cost analysis 
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The following parameters were used to plan the trips: 
- Walk no more than 1/4 mile 
- Begin trip at 8:00a.m. on a weekday 
- If trip required 3 or more local buses, assume a Day Pass was bought 
- Utilize all AC Transit routes including OWL, 600-series, all Transbay 

Staff used the 511.org website to plan and estimate the cost of trips using existing service. 
Service area planners estimated the cost of trips for proposed service using their in-depth 
knowledge of the proposals contained in the SEP. 

Findings: 

Overall, staff found there would be a more than 17% decrease in the average fare, with every 
population group experiencing a decrease in the average fare (Table 8). It's important to note 
that a decrease in the average fare needed to accomplish a trip represents an improvement to 
service. 

Existing Proposed Change %Change 
All $3.39 $2.81 -$0.58 -17.22% 
Minority $3.05 $2.59 - $0.46 -15.08% 
Non-Minority $3.17 $2.83 -$0.34 -10.73% 
Difference -4.36% 

Low-Income $3.27 $2.78 -$0.49 -14.98% 
Not Low-Income $4.08 $3.03 - $1.05 -25.74% 
Difference 10.75% 

Table 8- Average fare 

Minority people would experience a greater decrease in the average fare than non-minority 
people (by more than 4%). Low-income people would experience a decrease in the average 
fare, but not low-income people would experience a greater decrease; the difference between 
the two groups' average fare would be 10.75%, which is less than the threshold to identify 
discrimination in AC Transit Title VI policies. This analysis finds no Disparate Impacts on 
Minority persons and no Disproportionate Burden on Low-Income persons. 

Conclusions 

According to the three analyses carried out by District staff in this service equity analysis, the 
proposals contained in the Service Expansion Plan carry no disparate impacts on minority 
people and no disproportionate burdens on low-income people. 
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APPENDIX 8: TITLE VI STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF SERVICE EXPANSION PLAN 

Summary of Analysis 

Statistical tests and analyses were performed on the dataset to examine if any disparate 
impacts exist between minority/non-minority and low/not low-income groups with regard to the 
proposed service changes. Statistical tests supplement Board Policy 551 disparate impact 
and disproportionate burden thresholds which have been set at 15% (or more) greater adverse 
effect that is borne by minority group compared to non-minority group, or low-income group 
compared to not low-income group. Where the overall change (%) difference is well within 
15%, no further statistical tests are necessary. A disparate impact exists when the mean 
differences are significant AND the change also negatively impacts the protected minority 
population. A disproportionate burden exists when the mean differences are significant AND 
the change also negatively impacts the protected low-income population. Analyses were 
performed for each of the following measures: 

• Person trips 
o by census block group 
o by analysis area 

• Average Travel Time 

• Average Cost Per Trip 

Results of the statistical analysis showed that there were no disparate impacts on the minority 
group and no disproportionate burden on the low-income group when assessed on the above 
criteria. 

Analysis 

Analysis - Person Trips by Census Block Group and by Analysis Area 

First the data at the system-wide level were analyzed, and no disparate impacts or 
disproportionate burdens were identified (Table 1). 

Before After Difference Change(%) 

Minority 40,484,768,746 49,273,790,559 8,789,021,813 21.71% 

Non-Minority 27,603,405,856 34,306,720,223 6,703,314,367 24.28% 

Difference -2.57% 

Low-Income 43,113,210,663 53,117,748,666 10,004,538,003 23.21% 

Not Low-Income 24,974,963,939 30,462,762,116 5,487,798,177 21.97% 

Difference . 1.23% 

Table 1 -System-wide person trips by Census Block Group 
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Next, the analysis looked at four different regions of the proposed service expansion: Area A
West Contra Costa County, B - North Alameda County, C - East Oakland, and D - Central 
County (Table 2). 

Area A Area B Area C Area D 
Change Minority 
Person Trips 1,409,750,344 1,741,834,477 2,898,707,083 3,146,055,908 
Change Non-Minority 
Person Trips 497,306,972 3,741 '187,027 1,607,525,524 910,178,842 
Diff between 
Minority/Non-Minority 912,443,372 -1 '999' 352' 550 1,291 '181 ,559 2,235,877,066 
Change Low-Income 
Person Trips 1 ,025,085,913 3,828,024,455 2,828,677,235 2,291 '141 ,074 
Change Not Low-
Income Person Trips 881,971,403 1,654,997,049 1,677,555,372 1,765,093,676 
Diff between Low 
Income/Not Low-
Income 143,114,510 2,173,027,406 1 '151 '121 ,863 526,047,398 

Table 2- Summary of proposed person trips by SEP analysis area 

Of the four regions, only North Alameda County showed a higher increase in trips for non
minorities compared to minorities. After further investigation, the analysis shows that the 
increase in trips is proportional between minority and non-minority groups (Table 3). 

Area B- North Alameda County (Person Trips) 

Before After Change Change(%) 

Minority 7,370,919,723 9,112,754,200 1,741,834,477 23.63% 
Proportion of 

0.345 0.339 0.318 
Total 

Non-Minority 13,997,680,934 17,738,867,961 3,741 '187,027 26.73% 

Proportion of 
0.655 0.661 0.682 

Total 
Difference (%) Between 

3.10% 
Minority and Non-Minority 

Table 3- Person trips in Area B 

The chart shows the summary for Area B - North Alameda County, with a percent change 
between before and after the proposed change for minorities and non-minorities at 23.63% 
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and 26.73% respectively. Also, the difference in the change in percent between the two 
groups is 3. 1 0%. 

Average Travel Time 

The analysis calculated average travel time for persons in minority, non-minority, low-income, 
and not low-income areas (Table 4). 

Before After Change(%) 
Low Income 45 42.6 -5.33% 

Not Low-Income 42.9 45.5 6.06% 

Minority 43.8 42.5 -2.97% 

Non-Minority 47.2 46.3 -1.91 % 

Table 4- Average travel time (in minutes) 

After analysis of the data for travel time from randomly selected centroids to predetermined 
destinations, all but one group had a decrease in travel time to the destination. For the one 
group, not low-income, that showed an increase in travel time, the analysis showed that the 
difference was not statistically significant (Independent sample t-test shown below) . 

Group Statistics 

Before Afte r N P.,<\esn Std. Oevistion Std. Error Mesn 

Trsvei T1me 1.00 29 42.9310 14 .8514~ 2.75785 

2.00 29 45.5 1n 14 . 1 638~ 2.63017 

Independent Samples Test 

!·test for Equa l~y of Means 

9 5% Confidenoe 

lntervs l of the 

Diffe rence 

Std. Error 

Sig. (2-ta 1led) Mesn Oifferenoe Difference Lower 

Travel T1me Equalvsrisnoes sssumed .500 ·2.58621 3.81097 · 10.22051 

Equal vsrisnoes not .500 ·2.58621 3.81097 ·10.22088 

sssumed 

Table 5- Independent sample t-test for not low-income results 
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Based on the results, low-income and minority groups were not adversely impacted by the 
proposed changes, thus no discriminatory effect exists. 

Average Cost Per Trip 

The analysis next compared the data for the cost of travel from randomly selected centroids 
(Table 6). 

. Existing Proposed Change Change(%) 

All $3.42 $2.81 -0.61 -17.94% 

. .· . .. ·· . 
I 

. 

Minority average $3.05 $2.59 -0.46 -15.08% 
Non-Minority average $3.17 $2.83 -0.34 -10.73% 
Difference -4.36% 

Low-Income average $3.27 $2.78 -0.49 -14.98% 
Not Low-Income 
average 

$4.08 $3.03 -1.05 -25.74% 

Difference 10.75% 

Table 6- Average cost per trip 

After studying these data, staff found the cost of traveling to pre-determined destinations 
decreased across the board as a result of the proposed service expansion for all groups. 
Minority groups on average received a greater reduction in average cost per trip compared to 
non-minority groups, thus there is no disparate impact. Both low-income and not low-income 
groups receive lower average trip costs. The difference (%) change between low-income and 
not low-income groups is well within the policy threshold, thus there is no disproportionate 
burden, and therefore, no further statistical tests were needed. 
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Additional Revenue Hours Bv Packaee 

Package 
Revenue Hours (Annual) 

Existing Proposed Net 

1. Frequency Enhancements (675,487) 738,163 62,676 

2. Berkeley/Oakland (279,851) 382,233 102,382 

3. Central County (310,305} 380,456 70,150 

Total (1,265,644) 1,500,851 235,208 

Net Yearly Cost 
Vehicle 

Need 

$ 6,381,652 7 

$ 10,424,500 15 

$ 7,142,712 10 

$ 23,948,864 32 

Staff Report 15-218b 
Attachment 2 

Operator 

Need 
Bus Stops 

Impacted 

36 630 

59 960 

41 971 

136 2,561 
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P k 1 F I ac age ' regueng ncreases 

Headway, 
Headway, Minutes 

Minutes Revenue 
Existing 

Weekday 
Span Buses(WD Revenue Hours 

Cost (Annual) 
Weekday Span (Weekend Span) Buses {WD 

Hours Cost {Annual) 
Route Peak) {Annual) 

Proposal New Route 
(Weekend) Peak) 

(Weekend) {Annual) 

Peak Base Start '"' Peak Base Start '"' 
15 20 5:30am 11:30pm 

Split long route at Downtown Oakland. Create consolidated 58,505 $ 
(20) (20) {5:30am) (11:4Spm) 

M6 Telegraph 10 12 5•m 12am 11 5,957,013 
service on Telegraph Ave between Downtown Oakland and 

1/1R (34) (156,813) $ (15,966,650) 
Downtown Berkeley with 1/3-mile stop spacing. Create 

consolidated service on International Blvd from Bay Fair BART 
12 12 6:30am 6:45pm to Downtown Oakland until implementation of International M71nternational 8 10 5•m 12am 14 71,625 $ 7,292,817 

(15) (15) (8:30am) (5:15pm) Bus Rapid Transit(BRT) in 2017. 

7 
40 40 6•m 7:45pm 

(3) $ 
Maintain existing route. Increase frequency from 40-minutes 

$ (10,498 {1,068,879) 7 Arlington 30 30 6•m lOpm(Bpm) 3 15,724 1,601,018 
(45) (45) (Bam) {6:30pm) to 30-minutes 

51A 
10 12-20 5•m 11:30pm 

(17) $ $ (15-20) {15-20) (5:45am) (11:4Spm) 
(66,743 (6,795,731) No change Broadway lA 13 63,429 6,458,341 

15-30 35 6•m 11:30pm 
$ 

No route change. Increase frequency to 15 minutes in the 
$ 52 (5) (16,956 (1,726,448) 52 Cedar-University 15 20 6•m 12am 5 21,552 2,194,459 

(35) (35) (8:30pm) (7:15pm) peak, 20 minues off peak. 

15 15 5:30am !2:15pm Extend Line 57 to Emeryville Public Market via 4dh Street and 
$ 57 (12) {62,046 $ (6,317,571) MS Macarthur 15 15 5•m 12am 13 68,176 6,941,731 

(15-30) (15-30) (5:45am) (11:4Spm) Shel!mound. 

30 30 7:30am 6:15pm Eliminate route. Re-invest resources on MacArthur corridor to 
MS Macarthur 15 15 5•m 12am Cos ted Above 

SBL 
(none) (none) (none) (none) 

(1) {10,128 $ (1,031,191) 
extend Line 57 to Emeryville and increase frequency of Nl 

Nl Macarthur 15 20(30) 5•m 12am Casted Below 

20 20 6:15am 12am 
(5) 62 

(30) (30 (6:15am) (12am) 
(27,979 $ (2,848,857) Increase frequency in peak and off peak 52-7th Street/23rd Ave 15 20 6•m 12am 7 36,885 $ 3,755,614 

40 40 6•m 7:30pm 
(4,900) $ $ 67 

(none) (none) (none) (none) 
0 (498,911 Adjust route to serve Euclid between Hearst and Eunice. l25 Spruce 30 30 6•m 8pm 2 8,175 832,379 

30 30 5:15am 11:30pm 

72/72M 
(30) (30) (5:30am) (11:30pm) 

(16) (94,253 $ (9,596,831) Placeholder for Future Improvement TBO 16 81,544 $ 8,302,810 
30 30 5:45am llpm 

(30) (30) (Gam) (12am) 

12 12 6•m 7pm 
$ 72R 

(none) (none) (none) (none) 
(14) {60,863 $ (6,197,093) Placeholder for Future Improvement TBD 18 79,220 8,066,146 

20 30 5:30am 9:45pm 
$ 88 

(30} (30) (5:45am) (9:45pm) 
(5) {26,339 $ (2,681,859) Increase peak frequency to 15 minutes. Sacramento 1A 15 20 6•m 12am (lOpm) 6 32,136 3,272,071 

l13 85th Ave/90th Ave 20 20 {30) 6•m 11pm {10pm) 3 15,982 $ 1,627,321 
20 30 6•m 9:45pm 

(5) $ 98 
(40) (40) {7:30am) {9pm) 

(19,824 {2,018,432) Split into two routes 

l14 98th Ave 20 20 (30} 6•m 11pm (lOpm) 4 21,457 $ 2,184,786 

Sp!it route at Hayward BART. Extend northern section from M3 E. 14th St 15 20 5•m 12am 6 34,367 $ 3,499,231 

20 20 5•m 12am Hayward BART to San leandro BART. Terminate southern 
99 

{30-45) (30-45) (Gam) (12am) 
(13) (53,185 $ (S,415,297) 

section at Union City BART. Service on Decato and Fremont 

Blvd covered by LB. Service on Walnut covered by ll. M2 Mission Blvd Interim 20 20 5•m 12am 8 44,198 $ 4,500,240 

F 
30 30 7•m 11:45pm 

(5) (29,712 $ $ 
{30) (30) (lam) (10:4Spm) 

(3,02S,235) Placeholder for Future Improvement TBD 6 29,832 3,037,528 

15-30 30 6•m 11:30pm 
$ $ Nl 

(30) (30) (Gam) (11:30pm) 
(9) (35,250 (3,589,113) Peak frequency increased to IS-minutes, 20-minutes midday. Nl Macarthur 15 20 (30) 5•m 12am 8 38,200 3,889,524 
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New route (stmilar to old Lone 63) w1ll connect Fruitvale BART 
l2 Shorel ine 30 30 6am 

to H1gh 51, Shoreline, and Main St Ferry Terminal. 
IOpm 3 I 17, 1551 s 1,746,722 

New route (similar to old line 63) will connect Fruitvale BART 
l 2 (Ai t "2 · Encinal 30 30 6am IOpm Costed Above 

10·30 60 6am 9pm to High St, Shoreline, and Main 5t Ferry Terminal. 
0 

(60) (60) (6am) (9pm) New route (similar to old line 63) w ill connect Fruitvale BART 
l2 (Ait n3 · Buena Vista) 30 30 6am IOpm Cos ted Above 

to H1gh St, Shoreline, and Main 5t Ferry Terminal. 

0 service brought back to old terminus at Tilden w ith 
T1 Encinal 15 

realignment to continue stra1ght on Encinal and Central. 
60 6am IOpm No Addttionol Cost 

I 30 30 6am·9am 4pm·7pm Placeholder for Future Improvement TBO No Additi onal Cost 

Total (144) (675,4!7) $ (68,718,098) 146 7!8,163 75,159,750 
Tolll Cost to lmpk!ment 2 62,676 $ 6,381,652 
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k 1 I kl d Pat age 2: Ber e ey Oa " 
Headway, Minutes 

Revenue 
Headway, Minutes 

Revenue 
E>cistiflg Weekday Span Buses(WD 

Hours Cost (Annual) Proposal New Route 
Weekday Span (Weekend Span) Buses (WD 

Hours Cost (Annual) 
Route (Weekend) Peak) 

(Annual) 
(Weekend) Peak) 

(Annual} 

Peak Base Start ,,, Peak Base Start ,,, 
Split route in Downtown oakland. 

Connect Oakland Av/Harrison Av segment (Downtown Oakla11d-
L16 Oakland/Park 15 20 6•m 12am 7 36,093 $ 3,675,023 

30 30 "m 7:45pm Piedmont) with Park Blvd segment of existing Line 18. 
11 

[60) (60) {7am) {8pm) 
(5) (17,591) $ {1,791,102) 

Connect 14'h Av segment {Dimond District-Downtow11 Oakland) 

to Alameda segment (Downtown Oakland-Alameda Point) of l2814th Ave 30 30 "m lOpm 4 21,900 $ 2,229,858 

existing line 31. 

Direct service from Dow11town Oakland to Downtown Berkeley 

via MLK, co11tinuing via Shattuck to North Berkeley and Solano L13 MLK/Solano 15 20 6•m 12am 11 52,080 $ 5,302,785 

20 30 6:15am 
District. 

10pm 
(6) (26,750) $ (2,723,715) 12 

(30) (30) {6am) {lOpm) 
Jack london Square to Grand Lake via Broadway ;md Grand, 

continuing via Piedmont Av and Shattuck Av to Downtown L20 Shattuck/Grand Lake 20 20 6•m llpm 10 48,957 $ 4,984,758 

Berkeley a11d to Gilman district via Hopkins and Gilman 

14 
15 15 6:15am 10pm 

(7) {31,306) $ (3,187,573) 
Extend existing Line 14 to West Oakland via 14'" Street, Wood, 

l1714th/High 15 15 {20) S•m 12am {10pm) 10 55,163 $ 5,616,580 
(30) {30) (7:15am) {9:45pm) and 7'0Street. 

Split route in Temescal and Downtown Oakland. 

Jack London Square to Grand Lake via Broadway and Grand, 
continuing via Piedmont Av and Shattuck Av to Downtown L20 Shattuck/Grand Lake 20 20 6•m llpm Casted Above 

15 20 6:30am 11:30pm 
Berkeley and to Gilman district via Hopkins and Gilman 

18 
(30) {30) (6:30am) (11:30pm) 

(14) (70,04S) $ (7,131,988) 
Direct service from Downtown Oakland to Downtown Berkeley 
via MLK, continuing via Shattuck to North Berkeley and Solano l23 MLK/Solano 15 20 6•m 12am Cos ted Above 

District, 

Connect Oakland Av/Harrison Av segment (Downtown Oakland-
L16 Oakland/Park 15 

Piedmont) with Park Blvd segment of existing Line 18. 
20 6•m 12am Casted Above 

Split route. 

Connect Colusa segment of existing Line 25 {Downtown 
l15 Colusa/Claremont 30 30 6•m 

Berkeley- Plaza BART) with Claremont segment of Line 49. 
10pm (Spm) 4 17,135 $ 1,744,686 

40 40 7:15am 7:40pm 
Serve Gilman/Hopkins segment of exi~ting Line 25 (Gilman-

LlOShattuck/Grand lake 20 20 6•m llpm Casted Above 
25 

(50) (50) (Sam) (5:45pm) 
(3) (13,043) $ {1,328,054) Downtown Berkeley) with new line e~tending from Shattuck. 

Serve Pierce Street segment {from Plaza BART to 4th Street) 
with new line extending from Ashby Av. Ashby to 4th Street will 

l21 Ashby 
be lS minutes with every other trip going to Plaza BART or to 

15 15 {20) 6•m 12am 7 39,552 $ 4,028,237 

the Berkeley Marina. 

20 30 6•m 9:30pm 
Simplify route by eliminating uloopu through West Oakland. 

26 (6) (28,432) $ {2,894,983) Provide more direct connection between West Oakland, l19 Lakeshore/Hollis 20 20 6•m 10pm 6 31,195 $ 3,176,27S 
(30) (30) (5:45am) (9:30pm) 

Emeryville, and Downtown Oakland 

Split route in Downtown Oakland. Connect Alameda segment L19lakeshore/Hollis 20 20 6•m 10pm costed Above 

30 30 5:45am 9:45pm 
(Downtown Oakland-Alameda Point} to 14 1~ Av segment 

31 
(30} (30) (6:15am) (9:45pm) 

(4) (21,583) $ (2,197,630) (Dimond District-Downtown Oakland} of e~isting Line 11. 

Conned Peralta segment to Downtown Oakland and 

Lakeshore. L2814th Ave 30 30 6•m 10pm Casted Above 

Split route. 

Serve Dwight with 20-minute service between UC Berkeley 
L12 Dwight 

Campus, Emeryville, and West Oakland. 
20 20 6•m 12am 6 35,712 $ 3,536,196 

30 30 6:15am 7pm 
(5) (22,964) $ (2,338,176) Connect Ashby to 4th Street with service every 15·minutes, 49 

[40) (40) (7am) (7pm) with every other trip continuing to Berkeley Marina or Plaza Lll Ashby 15 lS (20) "m 12am Cos ted Above 

BART via UC Village and Pierce St. 

Serve Claremont with 3D-minute route connecting Plaza BART 
via Colusa to Downtown Berkeley, UC Berkeley campus, L1S Colusa/Claremont 30 30 6•m lOpm {Spm) Casted Above 

Claremont, and Rockridge BART 
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SIB I 10-20 ~ 12-20 I 5:30am 1 11:4Spm I 
(15·20) {lS-20) I (S:4Sam) (11:30pm) (10) 1 (48.136)1 s (

4
•
901

.
2271

1servtce to Untverstty rema.ns the same 

_
1
(Servtce to Berkeley Marina replaced by L21 Ashby. 

IMS College·Umvers•ty I 10-lO 1 12·20 I 5:30am I 11:4Spm I 
(lS·lO) (15·20) (S:4Sam) (!1:30pm) 

10 I 4,524,440 

Total (60) (Z79.8Sl ) $ (28,494,447) 7S 382,233 $ 38,918,947 
Tot1l Co$t to Implement I S 102,382 $ 10,424,500 



100 of 388

Packar;e 3: Central Counr,: 

Headway, 
Headway, Minutes 

Minutes Revenue Revenue 
Existing Route Weekday 

Span Buses {WD 
Hours Cost (Annual) Proposal New Route 

Weekday Span {Weekend Span) Buses (WO 
Hours Cost (Annual) 

(Weekend) 
Peak) 

(Annual) 
(Weekend) Peak) 

(Annual) 

Peak Base Start Eod Peak Base Start '"' 
L6 Winton 20 20 (30) 6•m 10pm 5 23,564 $ 2,399,320 

30 30 G•m 10:4Spm Create new route by connecting Hesperian and Wirllon 
22 (4( {21,972) $ {2,237,226) 

{60) {60) (6:45am) (ll:lSpm) segments of Line 22 with Line 60 to CSUEB. 
M2 Mission Blvd 20 20 {30) s.m 12am 4 26,319 $ 2,679,767 

Eliminate CW/CCW loop. Connect Center Street segment of 

60 60 5:30am Spm 
Line 32 to Center Street and Redwood Rd segments of line 48. 

32 (4( (11,753) $ (1,196,674) Maintain existing alignment between Castro Valley BART and LtD Castro Valley 30 30 G•m 10 pm {9 pm) 4 22,204 $ 2,260,811 
(60) (60) {6:45am) (6:30pm) 

Bay Fair BART. Replace line 89 weekend service to Alameda 
Juvenile Detention Center. 

60 60 6•m Spm 
Eliminate loop. Maintain Santa Clara, Underwood, Amador. 

37 
{none) (none) (none) (none) 

0 {7,451) $ {758,646) Continue on current Line 85 south of Tennyson to Union t11 South Hayward 30 30 6•m lOpm {9pm) 5 24,734 $ 2,518,423 

landing and extend to Union City BART. 

Connect Center Street segment of line 32 to Center Street and 

Redwood Rd segments of line 48. Continue to serve Grove and 

Foothill with line 83 extension from Hayward BART. Peak L10 Castro Valley 30 30 6•m 10 pm (8 pm) Co5ted Above 

60 60 period service provided by NX4 and NXC on discontinued Line 
6:30am 7:30pm 

48 (none) {none) (2( (7,S12) $ {764,828} 48 segments. 
(none) (none) 

Extend route to Castro Valley BART and increase frequency. L83 Tennyson/A Street 30 30 6am (none) 10 pm (none) 5 18,469 $ 1,880,514 

20 20 5:30am 10pm Create new route by connecting Line 60 with Hesperian and 
60 

(40) (40) {6:15am) (7:15pm) 
(2( {10,624) $ {1,081,722) L6 Winton 20 20(30) G<m 11pm (lOpm) Co5ted Above 

Winton segments of line 22. 

Eliminate loop. Realign oo Estudillo to Grand and exteod south 
60 60 6•m 7:30pm on Fargo, Lewelling, Meekland, and West A Street. 

$ 7S {2( (9,364) s (953,395) L3 Meekland/Davis 30 30 Gam (Sam) lOpm (Spm) 4 20,108 2,047,397 
{none) (none) {none) (none) Discontinued segments on Foothill and Grand maintain peak 

period servi(e with NX4 and NXC. 

83 
60 60 5:15am Spm 

Casted Above 
(none) (none) (none) (none) 

(2( (8,205) s (835,412) htend route to Castro Valley BART and increase frequency. L83 Tennyson/A Street 30 30 Gam (none) 10pm {none) 

Split route in two. Realign to Alvarado and Halcyon from San L9 San Lorenzo 30 30 6•m lOpm (9pm) 4 21,452 $ 2,184,243 

60 60 6•m 8pm 
Leandro BART to Bay Fair BART, continuing onto existing Line 

85 
{60) (60} (7am) (7pm) 

(4( (16,876) $ (1,718,281) 93 routing through San Lorenzo. Connect south Hayward 

segment to Whitman and Huntwood and extend to Union 
L4--Wh itman/Huntwood 30 30 6•m 10pm (9pm) 4 21,452 $ 2,184,243 

Landing and Union City BART. 

86 
60 none 5•m 7pm 

(3( (11,685) $ 12am 4 24,148 s 2,458,749 
(none) (none) (none) (none) 

(1,189,732) Extend on Corsair. Realign from Winton toW A Street. L86-Tennyson/WASt 30 30 4•m 

Eliminate loop. Continue on Estudillo to Grand, extending north 

89 
30 30 5:30am 7:45pm s to Foothill Square and south to Lewelling, Meekland, and West 

4 22,348 $ 2,275,473 (S( (22,239) {2,264,425} LS Lewelling/Oavis 30 30 G<m 10pm 
{60) {60} (7:30am) {6:30pm) A Street. Discontinued segments on Bancroft still covered by 

Line 40. 

M3 E. 14th St 15 20 S•m 12am Cos ted Below 
Eliminate loop. Maintain existing alignment from Bay fair BART 

60 60 5:45am 7:45pm to Hayward BART, with exception of extension on Blossom and 
93 (2) {10,846) $ (1,104,361) 

(60} (60) (7:45am) (7:15pm} Western. Extend northern end to San Leandro BART via 
L9 San Lorenzo 30 30 6•m 10pm {9pm} Cos ted Above 

Halcyon, Alvarado, and Washington. 

94 
60 6•m 8pm Maintain peak period service through L6 Winton. Every other 

Co5ted Above {1( {3,206} s (326,38S) l6 Winton 40 None Sam ·9am 3pm·8pm 
(none} (none) (none) (none) trip will run to Hayward Highlands on weekdays. 
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IS 20 6·1Sam 11pm End route at Umon land•ng. Ma•ntam frequency on Alvarado 
97 (14) (SI,S71) $ (S,2S0,941) Ml He1.pe r•an IS 20 6am 12am 8 42,43S s 4,320,732 

(30) (30) (7a m) (10:4Spm) N1les Blvd w•th new routes. 

M 71ntematlonal 8 10 Sam l2am (14) (71,62S) s (7,29 2,817) International BRT IS 20 6am 12am 22 112,840 s 11,489 ,399 

M2 MISSIOn Blvd In te 8 10 Sam 12am (8) (44, 198) s (4,S00,240) M2 MISSIOn Blvd I S 20 6am 12am Costed above 

386 8 10 Sam 12am 0 (I, 180) s (120,196) 186-Tennyson/W A St 30 30 4am 12am Costed above 

Tot• I I I (67) I (Jlo,)OS) $ (31,595,281) I I 73 I 3&0,073 $ JS,699,070 
Cost to lmpl~ttnent I I I 6 I 69,76! 1 $ 7,103,790 




