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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
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March 9, 2016 

On January 13, 2016, the Board approved the Service Expansion Plan (SEP). Because it 
represents a major change of service, the Board is required - under Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) regulations and the District's Title VI program- to consider and approve a 
service equity analysis before the District can implement the SEP. This ensures the plan will not 
result in any disparate impacts on populations protected by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. 

The attached report contains an in-depth analysis of the proposed changes and the effects on 
populations protected by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. The report finds that the proposals 
contained in the SEP carry no disparate impacts on minority people and no disproportionate 
burdens on low-income people. 

An additional requirement of the Title VI process includes reporting to the Board of Directors the 
outcome of public outreach conducted to publicize the proposed service changes. Initial results 
of that process were presented to the Board at the public hearing held on November 11, 2015, 
and a summary of the activities and outcome of additional public outreach conducted since then 
is contained in the report. 

BUDGETARY/FISCALIMPACT: 

There are no budgetary/fiscal impacts associated with this evaluation. 
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BACKGROUND/RATIONALE: 

In the Fall of 2014, staff conducted the initial round of public outreach for the SEP (formally 
titled the Comprehensive Operations Analysis or COA). As a result of the outreach, staff 
developed a set of guiding principles to serve as the basis for the service improvement 
recommendations. From the guiding principles, staff developed the SEP. 

On December 9, 2015, staff presented a Title VI service equity analysis based on the initial SEP 
proposals in Staff Report 15-218b. This initial analysis found no disparate impact of the 
proposals on minority populations and also no disproportionate burden on low-income 
populations. 

On January 13, 2016, the Board adopted Resolution No. 16-002 which approved the 2015 SEP 
and the associated California Environmental Quality Act analysis and findings. Based on details 
in the final plan, staff conducted a second service equity analysis which verified the initial 
analysis. According to federal regulations and AC Transit policy, the Board must approve the 
findings of the final analysis prior to implementation of the SEP. 

The complete SEP will require a substantial increase of resources, including additional buses, 
maintenance and yard capacity for those buses, and additional operators. Since the District is 
nearly at operating capacity, staff provided a phased implementation plan with temporary stop
gap measures until the District has the full complement of resources to operate all of the SEP 
recommendations. Staff intend to begin implementation in June of 2016 in conjunction with 
the Summer Sign-up. The service equity analysis assumes full implementation of the SEP. This 
follows the District's Title VI program, which directs staff to "conduct a service equity analysis 
for changes which, when considered cumulatively over a three year period, meet the major 
service change threshold." Staff will monitor additional service changes within the three year 
period and conduct additional service equity analyses as required. 

The final Title VI Evaluation also provides details of public outreach conducted and comments 
received since the last report to the Board, provided at the November 11, 2015 public hearing. 

Though a Public Hearing on the Title VI analysis is not required, the Board, according to federal 
regulation and AC Transit policy, is required to approve the analysis before implementation of 
the SEP. 

ADVANTAGES/DISADVANTAGES: 

The advantage of approving the Title VI analysis is that it will allow staff to move forward with 
implementation ofthe SEP. There are no disadvantages to approving the analysis. 
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ALTERNATIVES ANAL VSIS: 

As staff followed FTA and District requirements and methods to conduct this service equity 
analysis, no alternative methods were considered. 

PRIOR RELEVANT BOARD ACTIONS/POLICIES: 

SR 15-218c- Service Expansion Plan 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1: Title VI Evaluation of Service Expansion Plan 

Executive Staff Approval: 

Reviewed by: 

Prepared by: 

Michael A. Hursh, General Manager 

Denise C. Standridge, General Counsel 
Robert del Rosario, Director of Service Development and 
Planning 
Sally Goodman, Title VI Coordinator 
Michael Eshleman, Service Planning Manager 
Campbell Jung, Manager of Systems Analysis 
Zaric Wong, Statistician 
Kim McCarl, Marketing Administrator 
Austin Lee, Transportation Planner 
John Urgo, Transportation Planner 
Stephen Newhouse, Transportation Planner 
Vanessa Hernandez, Planning Intern 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

In 2014, AC Transit embarked on Plan ACT: a vision for improving AC Transit service and for 
creating a sustainable transportation system in the East Bay. Out of Plan ACT, Service 
Development staff developed the Service Expansion Plan (SEP), which was presented before 
the Board for public comment on September 16, 2015 (Staff report 15-218). Following a round 
of outreach and the receipt of public comment, a public hearing was held on November 11, 
2015. Final proposals incorporating public input were presented and approved by the Board, 
pending a final Title VI service equity analysis, on January 13, 2016 (Staff report 15-218c). 

The Title VI analysis contained in this report investigates how the service change proposals 
contained in the SEP impact 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 report contains a statistical analysis of the process and the findings contained herein. 

Finally, this report describes how the public, in particular communities protected by Title VI, 
was engaged in the planning process; describes how comments were solicited and obtained; 
and provides details of how many comments were received through different means. 

According to Federal Transit Administration (FTA) requirements and the District's Title VI 
program, this service equity analysis must be approved by the Board of Directors before the 
SEP may be implemented. 

I 

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." 

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. 

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 
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adverse health and environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority 
populations and low-income populations. 

Together with several Board policies, these two circulars guide AC Transit's compliance with 
federal requirements, because AC Transit is a designated recipient of FTA funding. 

Requirement to Conduct a 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. 

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. 

Requirement for 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 civil rights 
legislation. Outreach to the community recognizes the importance of the diversity within the 
AC Transit service area from both a racial and economic perspective. 
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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. A report about the 
public engagement conducted up to the November 11, 2015 public hearing was included in the 
Staff Report to the Board of Directors presented at that time. Staff continued to engage the 
public during development of the final recommendations, which were presented to the Board 
on January 13, 2016. This report contains a description of the public engagement campaign 
conducted for the SEP. 

Ill. SERVICE EQUITY ANALYSIS 

Because the SEP is a system-wide service restructuring, it would not be 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 the 
"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, and where it was not possible to 
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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. This 
process aligns with past AC Transit methodology. This analysis was conducted at the system
wide level and also at a smaller, planning area level. For population analyses, the Remix 
application uses 2009-2013 5-year estimate data from the US American Community Survey. 

For the service quality analysis, staff used the Remix "Jane" software module, which calculates 
how many key destinations could be reached by 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 key destinations. This process used route and 
schedule data uploaded from AC Transit's publically available Data Resource Center for 
existing service, and similar data entered into the Remix platform directly by District 
transportation planners for the proposed service. 

For the cost analysis of 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 perform additional statistical 
tests on a variety of the data points in the data set. These tests are performed where sample 
mean differences approach or exceed the current thresholds as set by current Board Policy. 

Discussion 

It's important to remember that the findings of this analysis are based on the assumption that 
all proposals in the SEP will be implemented, even though the implementation will be phased 
in over time. At individual points in the implementation there may be some transient impacts 
that this analysis does not catch: if municipalities within the District delay the bus stop 
implementation process, for example; or if one piece of the plan is implemented before 
another, and network/transfer connections aren't quite as established during that transition. 

Issues such as these present challenges because of the large scope of the SEP and because 
the analysis is a cumulative one, so it is almost impossible to separate out specific changes 
and assess their effect on the overall analysis. 
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Staff will monitor the implementation of the SEP, paying attention to additional service changes 
that are proposed and implemented in the coming months, and conduct additional service 
equity analyses as required . 

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." 

In each piece of the analysis, the effects of the SEP proposals on protected populations 
(minorities and low-income people) were compared to the effects of the proposals on non
protected populations. If the difference between the effects was less than the Disparate 
Impact or Disproportionate Burden threshold, there was no finding of discrimination. 

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, however none of the differences met the thresholds contained in AC Transit policies 
for finding discriminatory effects. 

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 full contents of the service equity analysis are contained in Appendix A of this report. The 
District Statistician reviewed the findings for the three analysis areas: service intensity, service 
quality, and cost analysis. After review, it has been confirmed that there were no disparate 
impact on minority populations and no disproportionate burden on low-income populations as 
the overall difference in change are well within the 15% threshold . No further in- depth 
analysis was needed. 

IV. PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT 

The SEP is based upon a set of guiding principles that aim to significantly improve transit 
service for new and existing bus riders. However, any change necessarily affects existing 
riders and residents in the service area. The purpose of public engagement is to ensure that 
affected people receive information about the proposals and have an opportunity to voice their 
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opinions about them. 

In addition, recipients of federal funding are required to ensure that populations protected by 
Title VI are fully included in the planning process; accordingly, when designing the public 
engagement strategy for the SEP, staff followed the recommendations contained in the District 
Title VI program's Public Participation Plan (PPP) and Language Assistance Plan (LAP). 

Initial Outreach 

In October of 2014, Staff began outreach on the Service Expansion Plan (then called Plan 
ACT) to receive input on developing guiding principles for the plan. After generating the initial 
set of draft recommendations for the SEP, staff conducted a round of public outreach in March 
of 2015 to solicit feedback. In addition, staff presented the draft recommendations to key 
stakeholder groups and the general public at meetings throughout the District. 

Based on feedback from these meetings, staff developed a revised draft of the SEP 
recommendations and conducted another round of public outreach in June and July, 2015. 
This round of outreach focused on distribution of information through electronic 
communications, events, and key stakeholder meetings. In addition to external outreach, staff 
presented the draft recommendations to the Amalgamated Transit Union (ATU) Local 192 
Drivers Committee and Executives. This round of outreach generated nearly 500 comments 
for staff to review and make adjustments to the plan accordingly. 

In advance of the November 11th public hearing, staff hosted a final series of community 
meetings in Hayward, Alameda, Berkeley, and Oakland, and made detailed presentations at 
the October 14th and October 28th Board meetings, which were held in the cities of El Cerrito 
and San Leandro, respectively. On average, an estimated 30 members of the public attended 
each meeting with the highest amount in Berkeley with about 50 attendees. Staff also 
distributed brochures and electronic materials, posted information on buses, and advertised 
the community meetings and the public hearing in local publications to solicit formal public 
comments in order to facilitate the Board's decision on the SEP. 

Specific outreach tactics included: 
• Brochures were mailed to almost 400 city and county offices and community centers 

throughout the service area. 
• Print and radio advertisements ran for about four weeks throughout the service area. 

There was an additional concentration on digital and electronic advertising including 
email blasts to 100,000 email addresses through SF Gate. The purchase of front page 
strips included a value ad (unpaid) digital campaign for both desktop and mobile users. 
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• Car cards were placed in all buses with the capability to display them. Specific 
information about the community meetings ran from Sept. 29-0ct. 29. On Nov. 2, car 
cards were switched out to inform the public of the public hearing information. 

• Two eNews messages were sent to almost 10,000 email addresses belonging to people 
who have opted to receive information from AC Transit. 

In addition, staff met with or made presentations to the following stakeholders about the plan: 
• United Seniors of Oakland and Alameda County 

• Oakland Vice Mayor Kaplan 

• Alameda/AC Transit Inter-Liaison Committee 
• Staff to Oakland Mayor Schaaf 
• West Contra Costa Transportation Advisory Committee Board of Directors 

• San Leandro City Council 

Public Hearing 

The public hearing was held in downtown Oakland at the AC Transit General Offices with 
approximately 80 to 100 people in attendance. Comments provided at the public hearing were 
transcribed and made available to the Board and staff for consideration in preparing the final 
proposals. 

Language Assistance 

In order to assist limited English proficient (LEP) persons to access information about the SEP 
proposals and provide input about them, staff undertook a variety of language assistance 
measures throughout the public engagement. 

The most comprehensive and detailed information about the SEP proposals and the online 
surveys were available on the district's website in Spanish and Chinese. Detailed brochures 
outlining all SEP proposals were produced in Spanish and Chinese, and mailed to more than 
40 locations where those languages are prevalent. Separate phone numbers for Spanish and 
Chinese (both Mandarin and Cantonese) were set up to receive comments about the SEP. 

Interpreters were provided for approximately 10 public meetings. Spanish and Chinese 
interpretation was provided at the public hearing and advertised in advance through the public 
hearing notice. 

Approximately 645 car cards in Spanish and Chinese were hung on board buses announcing 
the dates and locations for the community meetings from October 5-29, 2015. A second 
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version of the car card with information specific to the public hearing was presented in Spanish 
and Chinese in November. 

The District purchased advertising to announce the community meetings and to inform the 
public about how to submit comments. These advertisements ran for about 25 days before and 
during the weeks of the community meetings and before the public hearing, including radio 
spots in Spanish, Cantonese, and Mandarin and media ads in Spanish and Chinese print 
outlets. 

Comments Received 

A total of 1640 comments were received during the period of public comment leading up to the 
public hearing, including 330 online survey responses and 164 signatures on petitions. The 
largest number of comments was received by email (770 in total , including 586 comments 
specifically about the line F proposals). 274 comments were received at public meetings, 
where attendees were able to view presentations, study detailed information packets, and ask 
staff questions. All comments were transcribed and/or collated into spreadsheets for counting, 
and the content provided to Planning staff so they could take into consideration the public's 
opinions about the proposals contained in the SEP. 

Details about the public engagement campaign leading up to the public hearing is included in 
Appendix B. 

Additional Outreach 

At the Public Hearing, the Board directed staff to reconsider some of the proposals contained 
in the SEP, and as a result, additional public outreach was conducted . Between the public 
hearing and January 13, 2016, when the Board voted to approve the SEP, AC Transit 
participated in the following outreach activities: 

• 11/16 - Director Elsa Ortiz joined representatives from BART and TransForm on a 
transportation panel hosted by the Latino Young Democrats of the East Bay. About 25 
people were in the audience 

• 1/14 - Staff gave a presentation about changes to routes in the Jackson Triangle area 
to a community meeting sponsored the Hayward Promise Neighborhood (HPN). There 
were approximately 20 attendees, about 6 of whom required Spanish translation. It was 
publicized through the HPN's agenda 

• 11/12 - Staff presented the SEP alternatives in the City of Alameda as part of the State 
of Alameda Transportation panel discussion hosted and publicized by the League of 
Women Voters. Approximately 75-100 people attended 
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• 11/24- Staff met with City of Emeryville staff. 

Balance Sheet 

Many public outreach activities were carried out in the process of developing SEP proposals, 
and staff made efforts to reach populations protected by Title VI using approaches 
recommended in the District's Title VI program. 

The outreach campaigns provided an opportunity to look at public engagement methods, to 
see where we might improve. Despite the availability of translated materials and provision of 
interpreters at many meetings, almost no comments were received in languages other than 
English. In addition, because people who attended public meetings were not surveyed about 
their racial/economic identity, it is difficult to say how well the advertisements reached minority 
and low-income people. Finally, the outreach campaign was conducted across the entire broad 
geographic area covering the SEP, meetings were held at different times of day - both on 
weekdays and weekends -and anecdotally staff reported diversity among attendees. 
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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: all Local 
(including 300 series) routes and Transbay lines F, NL, and 0 

- The analyses excluded the following route groups without proposed changes: OWL, 
600-series (i.e. supplemental service), and Transbay routes other than the 3 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 SEP proposed route changes as approved by the Board 
was used for the analyses 

- Minority populations include all persons who self-identify as not white in the US Census; 
persons who identify as Latino or Hispanic (regardless of race) are also considered 
minority. 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 30% people who live in low-income households 
(Table 1). 

Total 
Minority 
Low Income 

1,520,863 
70.68% 
29.98% 

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 system-wide; the amount of service was also analyzed on a smaller 
area-wide basis. 

Methodology 
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Staff utilized a new cloud-based software platform, called Remix, to generate the data used in 
this analysis. Staff first generated a map of existing service using Remix, which utilizes 
publically available data from the Data Resource Center on the AC Transit website. Planning 
staff then created a second map containing data representing the proposals contained in the 
Service Expansion Plan. 

Staff used the Remix software to estimate the number of people living within Y4 mile of bus 
stops. The Remix software was also used to count the number of bus trips available to those 
people, based on the service data contained in the two maps. 

Staff used the Remix software to generate route shapes, then used ArcGIS to generate a Y4 
mile buffer around the routes and estimate the population around the routes. 

Remix uses Census data provided by the American Community Survey 2009-2013 5-year 
sample, the most current data available at the 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 the minority and low-income population 
under the proposed service. This analysis was repeated for non-minority and for not low
income people, and the results were compared (Table 2). (Note: Total population numbers in 
these racial and economic data sources are slightly different.) 

Existing Proposed Change %Change 
Total 2,710,958 2,621 ,139 -89,819 - 3.31% 
Minority 1,991 ,686 1,898,380 -93,306 -4.68% 
Non-Minority 719,272 722,759 3,487 0.48% 

Difference 5.17% 
Low-Income 1,117,256 1,068,292 -48,964 -4.38% 
Not Low-Income 1,593,702 1,552,847 -40,855 -2.56% 

Difference 1.82% 

Table 2- Population within 1/4 mile of service 

This analysis found that the overall population within 1/4 mile of service decreased by over 3%. 
This is likely due to the concentration of service in corridors under the SEP rather than the 
wider-distribution of low-density existing service, particularly in Central Alameda County. The 
minority population within a 1/4 mile of service decreased by more than that, and the change to 
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minority populations was more than the change to non-minority populations (by about 5%). 
This 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, and the decrease was almost 2% more than the decrease to populations that were 
not low-income. Again , because the difference is less than the Disproportionate Burden 
threshold, it also does not represent any discriminatory effect. 

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 calculation was repeated for non-minority, 
low-income, and not low-income population groups, and was repeated using both existing and 
proposed service (Table 3). 

Person Trips Existing Proposed Change % Change 
Total 51,706,003 61,579,629 9,873,626 19.10% 
Minority 13,689,719 16,550,672 2,860,953 20.90% 
Non-Minority 38,000,357 45,003,009 7,002,652 18.43% 

Difference 2.47% 
Low-Income 32,800,981 38,911 ,955 6,110,974 18.63% 
Not Low-Income 18,770,573 22,448,877 3,678,304 19.60% 

Difference -0.97% 

Table 3- Person Trips by Census Block Group 

This analysis found that there was an overall increase in service, measured by person trips per 
year (+19.10%). In addition, the analysis found that minority populations received a slightly 
greater increase in service (2.47% more) than non-minority populations, and low-income 
populations received a slightly smaller increase in service (0.97% less) than not low-income 
populations. 

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

Staff then took a closer look at the amount of available service 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. 
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- Area C: East Oakland, Piedmont, and the city of Alameda -from downtown Oakland to 
the border with San Leandro 

- Area 0 : The portions of the SEP south of Oakland; what's commonly referred to in the 
District as Central Alameda County 

~----. 
c:::J AC Transit Service A rea 
- Area A 
- Area s 
- Areac 
- Area D 

Figure 1 - Analysis areas in Service Expansion Plan 

Staff analyzed demographic data to understand the proportion of minority and low-income 
populations in each area. The proportion of protected populations in the four areas varies 
somewhat from the service area wide demographics (Table 4). 

Minority % Low-Income % 

AC Transit Service Area 70.68% 29.98% 

Area A 74.77% 36.37% 

Area B 51 .96% 33.43% 

Area C 72.83% 38.25% 

Area 0 73.90% 30.19% 

Table 4 - Minority and low-income populations in the AC Transit service area and analysis 
areas 
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The amount of service assigned to each analysis area was then calculated using data from the 
Remix process. In this round, staff used the analysis area demographics as the metrics to 
determine if there was an equitable distribution of additional service to both minority and low
income people. 

Findings 

In all analysis areas, both minority and non-minority people living within 1/4 mile of bus stops 
would experience significant increases in trips (Table 5) . 

Existing Proposed Change % Change 

Minority 3,855,740,448 4,393,252,249 537,511,801 13.94% 

Area A Non-minority 1 ,903,529,196 2,323,323,633 419,794,437 22.05% 
Difference 8.11% 

Minority 13,808,587,932 17,083,016,205 3,27 4,428,273 23.71 % 

Area B Non-minority 7,574,816,567 9,377,624,854 1 ,802,808,287 23.80% 
Difference 0.09% 

Minority 17,873,236,912 20,097,434,584 2,224,197,672 12.44% 

Area C Non-minority 9,176,559,028 10,479,721,213 1 ,303, 162,185 14.20% 
Difference 1.76% 

Minority 7,608,614,202 9,214,040,713 1,605,426,511 21 .10% 

Area D Non-minority 2,171 ,618,199 2,725,301 1157 553,682,958 25.50% 
Difference 4.40% 

Table 5- Summary of person trips by race/ethnicity in SEP proposals by analysis area 

As can be seen in the table, there are some differences in the amount of change experienced 
by minority and non-minority groups, however in all areas the amount of difference is lower 
than the threshold set in the District's Title VI policies for identifying discriminatory effects. In 
addition, there are no adverse effects as defined in the policy. Therefore, there is no finding of 
disparate impact on minority persons in this area analysis. 

Staff next looked at the impact of the proposals on low-income people in the analysis areas, 
and found that, in all areas, both low-income and not low-income people living within 1/4 mile 
of bus stops would experience significant increases in trips (Table 6). 

As can be seen in the table, there are some differences in the amount of change experienced 
by low-income and not low-income groups, however in all areas the amount of difference is 
lower than the threshold set in the District's Title VI policies for identifying discriminatory 
effects. In addition, there are no adverse effects as defined in the policy because all groups 
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would experience an increase in service. Therefore, there is no finding of disproportionate 
burden on low-income persons in this area analysis. 

Existing Proposed Change %Change 

Low-Income 3,182,956,519 3,657,696,358 474,739,839 14.92% 

Area A Not Low-Income 2,576,313,125 3,058,879,524 482,566,399 18.73% 

Difference 3.82% 
Low-Income 12,911,324,721 16,044,942,205 3,133,617,484 24.27% 

Area B Not Low-Income 8,472,079,778 10,415,698,854 1 ,943,619,076 22.94% 

Difference 1.33% 
Low-Income 16,463,296,138 18,361 ,802,178 1,898,506,040 11.53% 

Area C Not Low-Income 10,586,499,802 12,215,353,619 1,628,853,817 15.39% 

Difference 3.85% 
Low-Income 2,755,348,518 3,648,219,230 892,870,712 32.41% 

Area D Not Low-Income 995,868,196 1 ,294, 763,577 298,895,382 30.01% 
Difference 2.39% 

Table 6- Summary of person trips by income status in SEP proposals by analysis area 

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 0-0) 
exercise. 

Methodology 

Staff designated 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 random 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: 

- Del Norte BART station, El Cerrito 

- Center Street & Shattuck Avenue, downtown Berkeley 

- Broadway & 13th Street, downtown Oakland 
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- 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 generate lines of equal amount of time - or 
"isochrones" - from single geographic points. Figure 2 shows an example of an isochrone 
generated by the Remix software based on one of the key destination points with nearby 
random origin points and minutes of travel displayed. 

Key Destination 

• Random Origin 

Distance Traveled 

il 15 m nutes 

- il 30 m nutes 

- n 45 m nutes 

- il 60 mnutes 

" -J 
· ~ 
',--\ 

~~ 

\~ 
'f,-1., 

Figure 2 - lsochrone around a key destination in Oakland 
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Staff ran the module from each of the key destination points, noting how many and which of 
the origins could be reached within an hour. The same parameters were used 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). 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 directly by 
District transportation planners for the proposed service. Staff uploaded these isochrones into 
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a traditional Geographic Information Systems (GIS) map and counted how many trips between 
random origins and key destinations were possible 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 0. 76% increase in the number of destinations reached, 
and all population groups would experience an increase (Table 7). 

Existing Proposed Change % Change 

Totals 132 133 +1 + 0.76% 
Minority 37 37 0 0 
Non-Minority 34 33 -1 -2.94% 

Difference 2.94% 
Low Income 34 34 0 0 
Non Low-Income 27 29 +2 + 7.41% 

Difference 7.41% 

Table 7- Number of key destinations reachable from random origins 

The proposals would have no impact on the number of destinations reachable from the 
random origins in minority and low-income areas. The number of 0 -0 trips that could be 
accomplished by non-minority and not low-income people would change slightly (decreasing 
by 1 for non-minority and increasing by 2 for not low-income people). The difference between 
the groups would be less than the thresholds established for finding discriminatory effects on 
either protected population. 

Next staff analyzed the average time it would take for trips from the random origin points to the 
key destinations (Table 8). 

Existing Proposed Change % Change 

Minority 43.24 41 .36 - 1.88 -4.35% 
Non-Minority 45.97 46.88 +0.91 +1.98% 

Difference -6.33 

Low Income 47.73 45.00 -2.73 - 5.72% 
Not Low-Income 44.40 46.80 +2.40 +5.41 % 

Difference -11 .13% 

Table 8- Average time between random origins and key destinations (in minutes) 
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For this exercise, staff used only 0-D pairs that were common to the isochrones for both the 
existing and proposed service. In this exercise it is important to note that a decrease in the 
amount of time needed to accomplish a trip represents an improvement to service. 

Minority populations would experience a decrease in the average amount of travel time 
needed to accomplish the trips, while non-minority populations would experience an increase. 
The difference between the two groups is lower than the disparate impact threshold, and 
because the change benefits minority people, there are no adverse effects, and no finding of 
disparate impact. 

Low-income populations would also 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 (11.13%), it is less than the disproportionate burden threshold. In 
addition, because the change benefits low-income populations, there are no adverse effects, 
and so no finding of disproportionate burden. 

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 to complete their trip. According to the most recent AC Transit on-board survey, 56% of 
riders currently have a "one seat ride," 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 consistent 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 shown in Table 9) were chosen. In all, 120 0-D pairs 
were used in the analysis. 
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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 9- Destinations by analysis area for cost analysis 

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 
- Assume a Day Pass was bought if trip required 3 or more local buses 
- 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 decrease in the average fare for every population group 
(Table 1 0). It's important to note that a decrease in the fare represents an improvement to 
service. 

Existing Proposed Change %Change 

Minority $3.05 $2.62 - $0.43 -14.10% 

Non-Minority $3.23 $2.83 - $0.40 -12.38% 
Difference + 1.71% 
Low-Income $3.21 $2.80 - $0.41 -12.77% 
Not Low-Income $4.08 $3.18 -$0.90 -22.06% 
Difference -9.29% 

Table 10- Average fare 
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Minority people would experience a greater decrease in the average fare than non-minority 
people. Low-income people would experience a decrease in the average fare, but not low
income people would experience a greater decrease; however the difference between the two 
groups' average fare change (9.29%) is less than the threshold to identify discrimination in AC 
Transit Title VI policies. In addition, the average low-income fare remains lower than the 
average not low-income fare. 

This analysis finds no Disparate Impacts on Minority persons and no Disproportionate Burden 
on Low-Income persons. 

Conclusions 

Along with complying with District and federal policy requirements, conducting a service equity 
analysis provides an opportunity for staff to become very familiar with service change 
proposals. In the course of this data analysis, various issues related to details of proposed 
route shapes and schedules were highlighted, providing staff another chance to fine-tune the 
SEP proposals. 

According to findings of the Service Intensity, the Service Quality, and the Cost analysis 
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 B: DETAILS OF PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT 

On-line Information 

The most comprehensive and detailed information about the SEP proposals was placed on the 
district's website in English, Spanish and Chinese. The introductory page included an overview 
of the project with links to background information that included: 

- Existing Service Conditions 
- What We've Heard 
- Goals and Guiding Principles 
- Funding 
- Process and Schedule 
- Building a Better Service Network 
- Get Involved 

The specific proposals themselves, along with animated GIFs showing the changes proposed 
to each line, were broken out into geographic regions. Those regions included: 

- Richmond/San Pablo/EI Cerrito 
- Albany/Berkeley/ Emeryville 
- Alameda/Oakland/Piedmont 
- San Leandro/Hayward 

Each of the proposals was linked individually to a survey form that allowed members of the 
community to comment specifically and in detail about the changes. People visiting the site 
were presented with a profile of the new service, maps showing service before as compared to 
after, and details as to frequency of service and service span. 

Advertising 

The District purchased ads in the following outlets. 

Radio 
- Total Traffic & Weather Network 

October 6-21, November 2-10 2015 Campaign: 70 Spots per Week x 3 Weeks; Total 
Number of Spots: 210 
Station Dial Format 

KCBS-AM 740 News 
KDOW-AM 1220 Business 
KFAX-AM 1100 Christian Talk 
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KIOI-FM 101.3 Adult Contemporary 
KISQ-FM 98.1 Rhythmic Oldies 
KKSF-AM 910 News!Talk 
KMEL-FM 106.1 Rhythmic 
KMVQ-FM 99.7 Top 40 
KNEW-AM 960 Talk 
KOSF-FM 103.7 Classic Hits 
KQED-FM 88.5 News!Talk 
KYLD-FM 94.9 Rhythmic 

- Univision Spanish Language 
October 5-November 10, 2015; Total Spots: 54 
Station Dial Format 

KBRG-FM 101.3 Spanish Music 
KSOL-FM 98.9/99.1 Regional Mexican Music and Talk Shows 

- KEST Cantonese and Mandarin Languages 
October 6-November 10, 2015; Total Spots: 93 
Station Dial Format 

KEST 1450-AM News, Talk, Information 

Print 
- Bay Area News Group 

Front Page Strips 
Oakland Tribune; Publishing October 17, 21, 22, 23, 24 
Hayward Daily Review; Publishing on October 3 and 10 
West County Times; Publishing on October 9 and 10 

- El Mundo Spanish Language Newspaper 
Display Ads; 1/8 page publishing October 15, 22 and 29 

- World Journal Chinese Language Newspaper 

Digital 

Display Ads; 12 inch x 5 inch publishing October 9, 11, 16, 18, 23, 25, 30, 
November 1, 6, 8 

- SF Gate; Digital Ads; October 9-November 4 100,000 impressions targeting East Bay 
- E-mail Blasts; October 8, 20 to 50,000 East Bay residents per distribution 
- Online Streaming: KEST 1450-AM News, Talk, Information 

lnsidebayareanewsgroup.com digital ads 
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Distribution of materials 

Detailed brochures outlining all SEP proposals were produced in English, Spanish and 

Chinese languages and were mailed directly to community centers, organizations, libraries, 

and government offices throughout the district. Coloring of the row indicates how many 

brochures were sent in different languages as follows: 

50 Spanish and 20 Chinese 

50 Chinese and 20 Spanish 

25 brochures in each language 

Organization/ Agency Address City 

Alameda Family Services 2325 Clement Ave. Alameda 

La Familia Counseling Service 26081 Mocine Ave. Hayward 

East Bay Asian Local Development 1825 San Pablo Avenue Oakland 

La Clinica de Ia Raza 1515 Fruitvale Ave. Oakland 

San Antonio Community Development Corporation 2228 E. 15th St. Oakland 

Hong Lok Senior Center 168 11th Street Oakland 

Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 1840 Embarcadero Oakland 

Oakland Chinatown Chamber of Commerce 388 9th Street Oakland 

Alameda Public Library - Bay Farm 3221 Macartney Rd. Alameda 

Alameda Public Library - Main 1550 Oak St. Alameda 

Alameda Public Library - West End Branch 788 Santa Clara Ave. Alameda 

Albany Public Library 1247 Marin Ave. Albany 

Berkeley Public Library - Central Branch 2031 Bancroft Way Berkeley 

Berkeley Public Library - Claremont Branch 2940 Benvenue Ave. Berkeley 

Berkeley Public Library - North Branch 1170 The Alameda St. Berkeley 

Berkeley Public Library - South Branch 1901 Russell St. Berkeley 

Berkeley Public Library - Wes~ Branch 1125 University Ave. Berkeley 

Castro Valley Public Library 3600 Norbridge Ave. Castro Valley 

El Cerrito Public Library 6510 Stockton Ave. El Cerrito 

El Sobrante Public Library 4191 Appian Way El Sobrante 

Hayward Public Library - Main 835 Center St. Hayward 

Hayward Public Library - Weekes Branch 27300 Patrick Ave. Hayward 

Kensington Public Library 61 Arlington Ave. Kensington 

Oakland Public Library -Asian Branch 388 9th St. , #190 Oakland 

Oakland Public Library - Brookfield Branch 9255 Edes Ave. Oakland 

Oakland Public Library - Cesar E. Chavez Branch 3301 E. 12th St. Oakland 
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Oakland Public Library - Dimond Branch 3565 Fruitvale Ave. Oakland 

Oakland Public Library - Eastmont Branch 7200 Bancroft Ave. Oakland 

Oakland Public Library - Elmhurst Branch 1427 88th Ave. Oakland 

Oakland Public Library - Golden Gate Branch 5606 San Pablo Ave. Oakland 

Oakland Public Library - Lakeview Branch 550 El Embarcadero Oakland 

Oakland Public Library - Main Branch 125 14th St. Oakland 

Oakland Public Library - Melrose Branch 4805 Foothill Blvd. Oakland 

Oakland Public Library - MLK Jr. Branch 6833 International Blvd. Oakland 

Oakland Public Library - Montclair Branch 1687 Mountain Blvd. Oakland 

Oakland Public Library - Piedmont Ave Branch 160 41st St. Oakland 

Oakland Public Library - Rockridge Branch 5366 College Ave. Oakland 

Oakland Public Library- Temescal Branch 5205 Telegraph Ave. Oakland 

Oakland Public Library - West Oakland Branch 1801 Adeline St. Oakland 

Richmond Public Library - Main 325 Civic Center Plaza Richmond 

Richmond Public Library LEAP 325 Civic Center Plaza Richmond 

San Leandro Public Library - Main 300 Estudillo Ave. San Leandro 

San Leandro Public Library - Manor Branch 1241 Manor Blvd. San Leandro 

San Leandro Public Library - Mulfor-Marina Branch 13699 Aurora Dr. San Leandro 

San Leandro Public Library - South Branch 14799 E. 14th St. San Leandro 

San Lorenzo Library 16032 Hesperian Blvd San Lorenzo 

City of Alameda 2263 Santa Clara Avenue Alameda 

City of Albany 1000 San Pablo Avenue Albany 

City of Berkeley 2180 Milvia Street Berkeley 

City of El Cerrito 10890 San Pablo Avenue El Cerrito 

City of Emeryville 1333 Park Ave Emeryville 

City of Hayward 777 B Street Hayward 

City of Oakland 1 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza Oakland 

City of Piedmont 120 Vista Avenue Piedmont 

City of Richmond 450 Civic Center Plaza Richmond 

City of San Leandro 835 East 14th Street San Leandro 

City of San Pablo 13831 San Pablo Ave San Pablo 
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Stakeholder Outreach Events 

*NOTE Blue Highlight Denotes Presentation to official municipal body i.e 
City Council, Committee of the Council, Transportation Commission, etc. 

Date Event/Meeting Audience City 

United Seniors of Oakland 
and Alameda County USOAC Board 

1/30/2015 Board Retreat Members Oakland 

AC Transit COAIMCS 
3/18/2015 Outreach Meeting General Public Richmond 

AC Transit COA Outreach 
3/19/2015 Meeting General Public Berkeley 

AC Transit COA Outreach 
3/24/2015 Meeting General Public Hayward 

AC Transit COA Outreach 
3/26/2015 Meeting General Public Oakland 

AC Transit COA Outreach 
3/31/2015 Meeting General Public Fremont 

4/1/2015 ACCE COA Presentation ACCE Members Oakland 

Berkeley Transportation 
4/9/2015 Commission Commissioners Berkeley 

Amalgamated Transit 
Union 192 Drivers AC Transit 

4/16/2015 Committee Offices 

Type (Festival, 
Community Org. 
Mtg, Parade, 
Etc.) 

Membership Mtg 

Community Mtg 

Community Mtg 

Community Mtg 

Community Mtg 

Community Mtg 

Membership Mtg 

Commission Mtg 

Committee Mtg 

Notes/Comments 

Presentation and 
Discussion 

Presentation and 
Open House 

Presentation and 
Open House 

Presentation and 
Open House 

Presentation and 
Open House 

Presentation and 
Open House 

Presentation and 
Discussion 

Presentation and 
Discussion 

Presentation and 
Discussion 

SR 15-218d 
Attachment 1 

Language 
Assistance 

Interpretation service 
and translated 
materials provided 

Interpretation service 
and translated 
materials provided 

Interpretation service 
and translated 
materials provided 
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Alameda County 
Unincorporated Services 
Committee Meeting-GOA San Lorenzo Village San Presentation and 

4/22/2015 Presentation Homes Association Lorenzo Committee Mtg Discussion 
Oakland Chinatown 
Chamber Board of Chinatown Chamber Board Presentation and Translated materials 

5/12/2015 Directors Business Owners Oakland Mtg Discussion provided 

Albany Traffic & Safety Presentation and 
5/28/2015 Commission Commissioners Albany Commission Mtg Discussion 

San Presentation and 
6/18/2015 San Lorenzo Village HOA HOA Lorenzo Community Mtg Discussion 

City of Oakland Bicycle & 
Pedestrian Advisory City Commission Presentation and 

6/18/2015 Committee Oakland Mtg Discussion 

Alameda Chamber Gov't & 
7/1/2015 Econ. Dev. Committee Chamber Members Alameda Committee Mtg Announcement 

AC/Aiameda AC Transit Presentation and 
7/8/2015 AC/Aiameda ILC Elected Officials Offices Committee Mtg Discussion 

Announcement and 
SPUR Forum -"The Future Distribution of 

7/8/2015 of the Bus" Transit Advocates Oakland Community Mtg Materials 

West Oakland West Oakland Presentation and Translated Materials 
7/9/2015 Neighborhood Meeting Residents Oakland Community Mtg Discussion provided 

Park Alameda 
Event for Park Alameda Residential Easy Pass Distribution of Translated materials 

7/11/201 5 Residential Community Community Alameda Outreach Materials provided 

Easy Pass Distribution of Translated materials 
7/13/2015 EasyPass Celebration City of Berkeley Berkeley Outreach Materials provided 

Information Table 
San Leandro Town Hall San Leandro San and Distribution of Translated materials 

7/1 3/201 5 Meeting Residents Leandro Community Mtg Materials provided 

1326 Allston Way, 
EasyPass Celebration at Bldg. A, Berkeley, EasyPass Distribution of Translated materials 

7/14/2015 the Corporation Yard CA Berkeley Outreach Materials provided 
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East Oakland Boxing Presentation and 
7/14/2015 Association Youth Oakland Membership Mtg Discussion 

EasyPass Celebration at EasyPass Distribution of Translated materials 
7/15/2015 the City of Berkeley City of Berkeley Berkeley Outreach Materials provided 

Interpretation service 
Fruitvale Unity Monthly Presentation and and translated 

7/15/2015 Meeting Fruitvale Residents Oakland Community Mtg Discussion materials provided 
Jackson Triangle Presentation and 

7/16/2015 Apartment Community Residents Hayward Community Mtg Discussion 
Information Table 

Carmen Flores Recreation Community and Distribution of Translated materials 
7/21 /2015 Center Open House Fruitvale Residents Oakland Resource Event Materials provided 

Presentation and 
7/21 /2015 Newark Rotary Club Member Meeting Newark Membersh ip Mtg Discussion 

El Cerrito Mayor & 
City Council Presentation and 

7/21 /2015 El Cerrito ~ity Council Members El Cerrito Council Mtg Discussion 
City of Alameda 
Transportation Presentation and 

7/22/2015 Commission Commissioners Alameda Commission Mtg Discussion 

Presentation and 
7/23/2015 City of Fremont Staff Fremont Staff Mtg Discussion 

Newark Mayor and 
City Presentation and 

7/23/2015 Newark City Council Councilmembers Newark Council Mtg Discussion 

Bay Area Transportation Community Presentation and 
8/17/2015 Working Group Member Meeting Oakland Stakeholder Mtg Discussion 

Sierra Club Bay Chapter 
Transportation & Compact Sierra Club Presentation and 

8/18/201 5 Growth Committee Members Berkeley Committee Mtg Discussion 

Amalgamated Transit 
Union 192 Drivers AC Transit Presentation and 

8/20/2015 Committee Offices Committee Mtg Discussion 

Transportation Presentation and 
9/1/201 5 Oakland Mayor's Office Policy Director Oakland Stakeholder Mtg Discussion 
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San Leandro City San Presentation and 
9/8/2015 San Leandro City Council Council Leandro Council Mtg Discussion 

East Bay EDA - Land & Committee Presentation and 
9/8/2015 Infrastructure Committee Members Oakland Committee Mtg Discussion 

Mtg with the 
9/9/2015 Mayor of Alameda Mayor of Alameda Alameda Mayor Discussion 

AC Transit Seminary Bus Internal Presentation and 
9/22/2015 Division Oakland Stakeholder Mtg Discussion 

AC Transit Emeryville Bus Internal Presentation and 
9/30/2015 Division Emeryville Stakeholder Mtg Discussion 

Mtg with the Vice Presentation and 
10/1/201 5 Vice Mayor of Oakland Oakland mayor Discussion 

Accessibi lity Advisory Presentation and 
10/13/2015 Committee Oakland Stakeholder Mtg Discussion 

Kenneth C. Aitken Senior Castro Presentation and 
10/13/2015 Center Valley Stakeholder Mtg Discussion 

Translation Services 
AC Transit Public Hearing Presentation and and Translated 

10/13/2015 Community Meeting Hayward Community Mtg Discussion Materials Provided 

Presentation and 
10/14/2015 AC/Aiameda ILC Alameda Committee Mtg Discussion 

Translation Services 
Presentation and and Translated 

10/14/2015 AC Transit Board Meeting El Cerrito Board Mtg Discussion Materials Provided 
Translation Services 

AC Transit Public Hearing Presentation and and Translated 
10/21/2015 Community Meeting Alameda Community Mtg Discussion Materials Provided 

Presentation and 
10/23/2015 WCCT AC Board Meeting El Cerrito Board Mtg Discussion 

Translation Services 
AC Transit Public Hearing Presentation and and Translated 

10/24/2015 Community Meeting Berkeley Community Mtg Discussion Materials Provided 

AC Transit Public Hearing Presentation and Translation Services 

10/26/2015 Community Meeting Oakland Community Mtg Discussion and Translated 
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Materials Provided 

Presentation and 
10/27/2015 City of San Pablo Staff San Pablo Staff Mtg Discussion 

Translation Services 
San Presentation and and Translated 

10/28/2015 AC Transit Board Meeting Leandro Community Mtg Discussion Materials Provided 

Mtg with the Vice Presentation and 
10/29/2015 Vice Mayor of Oakland Oakland mayor Discussion 

Presentation and 
11/3/2015 Oakland City Council Oakland Council Mtg Discussion 

Mtg with 
Berkeley Councilmember Berkeley 

11/5/2015 Meeting Berkeley Councilmembers Discussion 
Internal Presentation and 

11/6/2015 AC Transit G.O. Meeting Oakland Stakeholder Mtg Discussion 
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