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TAWNS/T Report No: 

Meeting Date: 

Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District 

STAFF REPORT 

TO: AC Transit Board of Directors 

FROM: Michael A. Hursh, General Manager 

SUBJECT: Major Corridors Study Update: Preliminary Evaluation Results 

BRIEFING ITEM 

RECOMMENDED ACTION(S): 

16-056 

April 27, 2016 

Consider receiving an update on the Major Corridors Study preliminary evaluation results. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

This report summarizes the progress on the Major Corridors Study. In September 2014, staff 
initiated the Major Corridors Study in coordination with the Alameda Countywide Transit Plan 
(Alameda CTP) led by the Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTC). The Major 
Corridors Study provides the basis for capital planning for the District's top corridors through 
2040. Evaluation of existing and future conditions, as well as coordination with the Alameda 
CTP, informed recommended modifications to the Major Corridors Study and led to an initial set 
of capital improvement alternatives for evaluation. A survey conducted in fall 2015 validates 
that the existing riders support improving traveling speeds and making the system more 
efficient. The study's schedule allows final alternatives to be coordinated and included in the 
Alameda CTP with the goal of receiving future project investments. 

BUDGETARY/FISCAL IMPACT: 

There is no budgetary fiscal impact associated with this report. 

BACKGROUND/RATIONALE: 

The Major Corridors Study evaluates 11 high ridership corridors, which carry over 50 percent of 
the District's total ridership. The study will provide the basis for the District's long-range capital 
planning for corridor investments. The study identified potential short-term, by Year 2020, and 
long-term, by Year 2040, improvements through a technical screening process. 

The alternatives evaluation is a joint activity of AC Transit's Major Corridors Study and the 
Alameda CTP. It focused on the long-term improvements and is intended to assess how well the 
potential improvements on each corridor meet the study's established goals and performance 
measures. This analysis will inform the final strategies to be included in the Alameda CTP. 

AC Transit is expected to face a continued downward trend in travel speed through 2040 if no 
significant improvements are made. As shown in Figure 1, districtwide average fleet speed has 
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fallen nearly five percent in the last five years. The system wide average travel speed in fall 
2015 was 10.1 mph. The infrastructure investment strategies evaluated in the Major Corridors 
Study target to reverse the trend of slower buses and make transit a more reliable and 
attractive modal choice. 
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Figure 1: Historic Districtwide Average Traveling Speed (mph) 

Evaluation Methodology 

To evaluate the alternatives, the Alameda CTC Travel Demand Model and elasticity-based 
calculations were used, both of which measure how factors such as travel time and frequency 
affect ridership . In general, 2040 baseline ridership and travel time estimates were developed 
using the Alameda CTC Travel Demand Model. Ridership increases and travel time 
improvements attributed to the alternatives were calculated incrementally using factors to 
account for various project elements. 

2040 Baseline Condition 

By 2040, population and jobs within the District are expected to grow by 30 percent and 40 
percent, respectively. The Alameda CTC Travel Demand Model assumptions for land use and 
demographic information are consistent with Plan Bay Area 2040. Both Plan Bay Area and 
Alameda CTC models forecast that AC Transit's system-wide ridership would double by 2040 
even if no additional transit service or infrastructure investments were made. Slower travel 
speed coupled with increased ridership would be a challenge in delivering transit service 
efficiently. 
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Summary of Evaluation 

As shown in Figure 2, baseline travel speeds in 2040 (no project) are forecast to be slower than 
the existing travel speeds. In the short-term, the enhanced bus strategy (i.e., Line 51 and Line 
97 projects) will increase operating speeds. However, in the long-term, the speed improvement 
benefits erode, and travel speeds in those corridors are likely to be slower than today. Because 
BRT includes a significant amount of transit lanes, it will likely preserve operating speed and 
keep buses competitive with autos in the long-term compared to conventional mixed flow bus 
operations. If all bus improvements were implemented, operating cost per mile could be 
reduced by 25 percent over the 2040 Baseline (no project) scenario. 

Enhanced Bus 

Rapid Bus 

BRT 

LRT 

0.0 5.0 10.0 15.0 20.0 

• Existing Speed (MPH) • 2040 Baseline Project Speed (MPH) • 2040 + Project Speed (MPH) 

Figure 2: Estimated PM Peak Hour Travel Speed - Existing, 2040 Baseline and 2040 + Project 
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Figure 3: Estimated Ridership Increase by Investment Level - 2040 Baseline vs. 2040 + Project 

Travel speed and ridership are forecast to significantly increase with a higher-level investment, 
such as BRT or Light Rail Transit (LRT), compared to corridors evaluated for Rapid Bus and 
Enhanced Bus investments. In addition, taken together the Major Corridors Study projects are 

estimated to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 55,000 metric tons annually, 

representing a 1.3 percent reduction of GHG emissions from the county's transportation sector. 
A full summary of the evaluation by corridor is provided in Attachment 2. 

All bus alternatives will have similar operating cost per mile, and it is significantly cheaper than 
operating light rail as shown in Figure 4. Figure 5 summarizes capital costs per mile by 

investment strategy. Enhanced Bus and Rapid Bus alternatives are estimated to have a similar 

level of capital cost per mile, followed by BRT. The LRT alternative is estimated to have 
significantly higher capital cost per mile to account for all railroad tracks, new rail cars, and a 
new rail maintenance yard. 

The final staff recommendations will be presented for Board consideration when the study is 

complete. However, there are early indicators regarding some corridors and transit modes. 

First, the cost of LRT is prohibitively high, would not be affordable or sustainable by the District, 

and would not likely be recommended. In addition, the Adeline corridor does not perform well 

when modeled as BRT. This corridor will likely be recommended for a lower level of 

investment. 
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Strong population and employment growth are projected for both Special District 1 and Special 

District 2. Traffic speeds will likely continue to decline, requiring that investments be 

considered which span the District and address the ever-slowing traffic problem. 

Enhanced Bus 

Rapid Bus 

Bus Rap id Transit 

Light Rail Transit 

$0.00 $5.00 $10.00 $15.00 $20.00 $25.00 $30.00 $35.00 

Figure 4: Operating Cost per Mile by Investment Strategy 

Enhanced Bus I $9 

Rapid Bus I $9 

Bus Rapid Transit - $27 

Light Rai l Transit $439 

$- $100 $200 $300 $400 $500 

(in $ M ill ion ) 

Figure 5: Construction Cost per Mile by Investment Strategy 
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Summary of Outreach Activities 

Staff integrated outreach for the Major Corridors Study into the Service Expansion Plan 
meetings in October 2015 and Alameda CTC sponsored meetings in January and February 2016. 
Over 200 people attended each round of public outreach meetings. The meetings were 
intended to inform the public about the different types of transit investments and alternatives 
selected for evaluation. 

A total of 375 people participated in a survey conducted by the project team in fall 2015. The 
survey asked questions about types of transit investment (Enhanced Bus, Rapid Bus and BRT) 
and typical elements associated with each type. The majority supported all three types of 
transit investment. Certain project elements received strong support. Over 2/3 of respondents 
expressed support for "improving signal coordination," "bus transit lanes," and "all-door 
boarding using a Clipper Card for Rapid Bus service." See Attachment 3 for a summary of the 
survey. Overall, the respondents validated a strong need for investing in infrastructure and 
improving the existing service. 

Next Steps 

Staff will continue to coordinate with Alameda CTC to incorporate the Major Corridors Study 
alternatives in the Alameda CTP as well as Alameda CTC Multimodal Arterial Plan. 

The draft Major Corridors Study report, including both short-term and long-term 
improvements, will be presented for Board approval in summer 2016. The investment 
strategies identified in the study will not be prioritized. Like the 2001 Strategic Vision, the final 
report can be used as a blueprint to position the District to strategically pursue funding for 
project development and implementation. Board review and approval will be required for any 
project to advance to a project development phase. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is expected to announce the third round of 
the Transit Performance Initiative - Investment grant program this year. Staff expects one of 
the Major Corridors projects will be submitted for application. In addition, the City of Oakland 
has successfully applied for the 2016 National Association of City Transportation Officials 
(NACTO) Transit Program Accelerator, and AC Transitwill be working with the City and NACTO 
in developing transit improvement design concepts on the MacArthur Boulevard Corridor. 

A partnership with local jurisdictions and community support will be key to advance the 
alternatives identified in the Major Corridors Study to a project development phase 

ADVANTAGES/DISADVANTAGES: 

There are no advantages or disadvantages associated with this briefing item. 

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS: 

This report presents results of a study and as such, does not recommend an action. 
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PRIOR RELEVANT BOARD ACTIONS/POLICIES: 

SR 14-024 Major Corridors Study 

SR 14-119 Memorandum of Understanding between the District and the Alameda County 
Transportation Commission to perform work for the Major Corridors Study 

SR 15-053 Major Corridors Study Update 

SR 15-053a Major Corridors Study Update - Draft Initial Alternatives 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1: Map of Major Corridors 
2: Summary of Preliminary Evaluation by Corridor 
3: Survey Summary 

Executive Staff Approval: 

Reviewed by: 

Prepared by: 

Michael Cannell, Executive Director of Planning &Engineering 

Robert del Rosario, Director of Service Development 
Jim Cunradi, Transportation Planning Manager 
Mika Miyasato, Senior Transportation Planner 
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Map of Major Corridors 
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Summary of Preliminary Evaluation by Corridor 

SR 16-056 
Attachment 2 

Travel speed and ridership estimates for individual corridors are presented in Tables 1 and 2. 
Both travel speed and ridership estimates are provided for the existing (no project), 2040 
Baseline (no project) and 2040 Baseline plus project conditions. The ridership analysis revealed 
that, with robust transit investments, the San Pablo Avenue/Macdonald Avenue, Telegraph 
Avenue, MacArthur Boulevard/Grand Avenue, and International Boulevard/E. 14th Street would 
continue to show strong ridership increases. Where existing roadway characteristics and/or 
future land use do not support BRT level improvements (i.e., Fruitvale Ave/Park Street and 
Hesperian Boulevard), ridership and travel time improvements are limited. Table 3 presents 
each corridor's performance for each of the performance measures. 

Table 1: Summary of Travel Speed Estimates in 2040 

Corridor Investment PM Peak, Peak Direction Average Travel Speed 
Strategy 

Existing - NO 2040 Baseline 2040 Baseline % Travel 
PROJECT -NO + Project Speed 

(m ph) PROJECT (mph) Improvement 
(mph) {2040 Baseline 

to 2040 + 
Project) 

San Pablo Ave BRT 10.6 8.0 14.5 81% 
/Macdonald Ave 

Shattuck/ Martin Rapid Bus 8.9 8.5 11.5 35% 
Luther King Jr. Way Overlay 

College Ave Rapid Bus 9.0 7.4 9.0 22% 
/University Ave Replace Local 

Ad eline St BRT 13.2 11.0 13.4 22% 

Telegraph Ave BRT 8.0 13.0 63% 

LRT 
9.6 

8.0 17.7 121% 

Fruitvale Ave/Park Enhanced Bus 12.2 9.0 9.7 8% 
St 

M acArthur Blvd/ BRT 13.8 12.0 17.2 43% 
Grand Ave 

Foothill Blvd Rapid Bus 10.8 10.8 15.1 40% 
Replace Local 

Hesperian Blvd Rapid Bus 11.1 9.9 12.7 28% 
Overlay 

E. 14th St/Mission BRT 12.6 11.2 19.2 71% 
Blvd 

International Blvd BRT 9.6 
/E. 14th St 

12.1 13.6 12% 
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Table 2: Summary of Ridership Estimates in 2040 

Corridor Investment Weekday Ridership 
Strategy 

Existing- 2040 2040 % Ridership 
NO Baseline- Baseline+ Increase (2040 

PROJECT NO PROJECT Project Baseline to 
2040 + Project) 

San Pablo Ave BRT 14,800 27,500 43,600 59% 
/Macdonald Ave 

Shattuck/ Martin Rapid Bus 4,800 10,000 14,700 47% 
Luther King Jr. Way Overlay 

College Ave Rapid Bus 20,300 29,400 38,300 30% 
/University Ave Replace Local 

Adeline St BRT 3,100 4,200 6,400 52% 

Telegraph Ave BRT 13,700 35,600 160% 

LRT 
6,600 

13,700 49,500 261% 

Fruitvale Ave/Park St Enhanced Bus 5,100 8,200 11,400 39% 

MacArthur Blvd/ BRT 11,400 24,500 34,300 40% 
Grand Ave 

Foothill Blvd Rapid Bus 10,400 13,900 19,100 37% 
Replace Local 

Hesperian Blvd Rapid Bus 4,400 6,700 9,300 39% 
Overlay 

East 14th St/Mission BRT 4,200 6,400 20,700 223% 
Blvd 

International Blvd BRT 13,500 25,700 44,400 73% 
/East 14th St 



11 of 20

Table 3: Summary of Evaluation - Year 2040 + Project 

BR;-f 

Shattuck Avenue/Martin 
Luther King Jr. Way 

C0U:e"ge A\iel1ueYWn'iversi'ty 
~ em\ll~ 

Adeline Street 

Fruitvale Avenue/Park Street 
Bus 

BR11 

Foothill Boulevard 

lH1esperiram 8'0"':lllle"lfalid 

East 14th Street/Mission 
Boulevard 

lmt el'ma'ti:011al 8'0'11te'Val'<l:lfi East 
BRi 

lL4'1lfi S-trieet 

Notes: All dollars amounts are in 2015 dollars. 

Goal 1: 
Improve 
Access 

Travel Speed 
lmprovemen1 

81% 

35% 

22°'% 

40% 

28% 

71% 

12% 

Goal 2: 

Increase 
Ridership 

Estimated 
Weekday 
Ridership 

43,600 

14,700 

11,400 

19,100 

20,700 

44,400 

Goal 3: Increase 

Effectiveness/Reliability 

Effectiveness 
(Boardings per 
Service Hour) 

131 

78 

106 

22 

183 

261 

58 

111 

80 

38 

56 

123 

Reliability (Non

Congested vs. 
Congested travel 

time)2 

78% 

69% 

59% 

76% 

72% 

9'7% 

63% 

76% 

77% 

59% 

89% 

I 

Goal 4: Cost Efficiency 

Operating 
Cost per 
Boarding 

$1.15 

$1.77 

$1.33 

$2.32 

1.39 

$3.85 

$2.59 

$1.17 

Operating 
Cost per 

Vehicle Mile 

$8.20 

$9.27 

$10.81 

$9.21 

9.42 

$30.69 

$10.36 

7.30 

$7.19 

$8.69 

$6.62 

$8.82 

l Percentage change from projected peak-hour transit travel speed in 2040 Baseline No Project compared to projected peak-hour transit 
travel speed in 2040 With Project. 

2 
The percentage travel time for non-congested compared to congested. A larger number (closer to 100%) is considered more reliable service. 
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Major Corridors Study Update- Fall 2015 Survey Summary 

Fall 2015 Survey 

SR 16-056 
Attachment 3 

The second round of outreach efforts for the Major Corridors Study were conducted in conjunction with 

outreach activities for the Service Expansion Plan {SEP) in October 2015. Purpose of the second round of 

outreach is to explain different investment strategies considered and alternatives selected for each 

corridor. 

As part of the fall 2015 Outreach activities, a survey was administered. An outreach team reached out to 

transit riders and handed out the SEP/Major Corridors Study community meeting information and a link 

to Major Corridors Study on-line survey. Approximately 750 riders received the information at the bus 

stops. In addition, eNews was sent out to announce the community meetings and solicit participation in 

the survey. The outreach meeting attendees filled a paper-based survey. 

The survey asked about different types of transit infrastructure and the desirability of those elements as 

well as respondents' demographic information. 

Summary of Survey 
A total of 375 people participated in the survey conducted by the project team in fall 2015. 

Ql: Which of these major corridor lines do you take the most often? 
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Q 2- 6 for respondents who answered that they mainly ride Lines 18, 20 or 21. 

line 18 (Shattuck Ave.) and Lines 20/21 (Fruitvale Ave./Park Street) are being evaiuated for Enhanced Bus 

improvements for 2040. 

Enhanced Bus improvements are changes that can be applied quickly, usually in a five-year period or less. 

They can include any of the following: 

• Fewer bus stops for a quicker ride 

• longer bus stops and sidewalk extensions to make getting on and off the bus faster and safer 

Q2: For Enhanced Bus service on these lines, which of these do you think would be the most 

desirable? (Select all that apply.) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 

Fewer stops for quicker ride 

Sidewalk extensions 

Smarter signals 

Other (please specify) 

Other 

• Improve reliability 

• Increase frequency 

• Increase span of service 

• Transit signal priority in complement with pedestrian signal timing 

80% 

• Sidewalk extensions that complement bike facilities (i.e ., bike facilities behind a bus 

shelter) 

Page 2 
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Q3: For Lines 18, 20 or 21, are we going in the right direction to make improvements to your ride? YES 

or NO. 

Q4: From the description provided, would you support Enhanced Bus changes? YES or NO. 

QS: Do you have any additional suggestions not addressed above that could improve bus service for 

Lines 18, 20, or 21? 

• Improve reliability 

• Increase frequency 

• Coordinate bus schedule with BART 

• Re-route bus service so that AC Transit provides more direct bus services and serve major 

employers within the corridor. 

• Increase span of service 

• Work with local jurisdictions to improve pedestrian and bicycle access to bus stops 

• Some respondents felt there are too many bus stops, and others had a concern about removing 

bus stops 

Page 3 
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• Encourage Clipper Card usage and implement an off-board payment system 

• Respondents also suggested Wi-Fi service on-board, transit signal priority queue jump lanes, and 

transit lanes. 

Q 6- 9 for respondents who answered that they mainly ride Lines 40, 51A, 518 or 97. 

Line 40 (Foothill Blvd.), line 97 (Hesperian Blvd.) and Lines 51A/B are being evaluated for Rapid Bus 

improvements for 2040. 

Rapid Bus service is similar to AC Transit' s existing Line lR or Line 72R. These lines skip many of the 

stops along the full route. 

Rapid Bus changes to other bus lines can include the following: 

• More frequent bus service 

• Fewer bus stops for a quicker ride 

• Board from all doors using a Clipper card 

• Longer bus stops and sidewalk extensions to make getting on and off the bus faster and safer 

• Traffic signals that are coordinated and give buses more green lights 

• Bus-only lanes in specific locations to bypass congestion 

• Specially marked buses and enhanced shelters 

QG: For Rapid Bus service, which of these do you think would be the most desirable? (Select all that 

apply.} 

Bus-only lanes at selected locations 

More frequency service 

All doors boardingusing a Clipper card 

Smarter signals 

Enhanced shelters 

Fewer bus stops for quicker ride 

Sidewalk extensions 

Other (please specify) -

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 

Page 4 
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Other 

• Improve reliability 

• Increase frequency 

• Improve schedule coordination with school schedule 

• Improve signage 

• Improve pedestrian and bicycle access to bus stops 

Q 7: Are we going in the right direction to make improvements to your ride? YES or NO. 

Q 8: From the description, would you support Rapid Bus service? YES or NO? 

Q 9: Do you have any additional suggestions not addressed above that could improve bus service for 

Lines 40, SlA/B, or 97? 

• Make Lines 51A and Bone line 

• Stop bus bunching 

• Improvements on College Avenue seems improbable. 

• Traveling from downtown Berkeley to downtown Oakland should not require a transfer 

Page 5 
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• Need more frequent transit service 

Q 10-13 for respondents who answered that they mainly ride Lines 1, 1R, 57, SBL, NL, 72, 72M, 72R, 

99and F. 

The following corridors are being evaluated for Bus Rapid Transit for 2040: 

• Telegraph Avenue (Lines 1, lR) 

• MacArthur Boulevard (Lines 57, SSL, NL) 

• San Pablo Avenue/Macdonald Avenue (Lines 72, 72M, 72R) 

• East 141
h Street/Mission Boulevard. (Line 99) 

• Adeline Street/401
h Street (Line F) 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) is a system of improvements that build upon the features of Enhanced and 

Rapid bus that, when combined, make riding the bus similar to light-rail, including: 

• Bus-only lanes to improve transit speed and reliability 

• Level boarding so boarding is faster and easier 

• Fewer bus stops for a quicker ride 

• Traffic signals that are coordinated and give buses more green lights 

• Prepaid ticketing where riders pay before they get on the bus 

• Street improvements, such as pedestrian-scale lighting and high visibility crosswalks 

• Specially marked buses 

QlO: For Bus Rapid Transit service, which of these do you think would be the most desirable? (Select 

all that apply.) 

Bus-only lanes 

Smarter signals 

Bus stations similar to light-rail stations 

Buses make fewer stops 

Street improvements (i.e ., better lighting and 
visible crosswalks) 

Everyone pays their fare before getting on the 
bus 

Other 

Page 6 
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Other 

• Provide larger buses 

• Improve accuracy of real-time bus arrival information 

• Some signal improvements seem to come at an expense of pedestrians 

• Breaking up services to shorter segments do not help riders 

Q 11: Are we going in the right direction to make improvements to your ride? YES or NO. 

Q 12: From the description, would you support BRT? YES or NO. 

Page 7 
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Q 13: Do you have any additional suggestions not addressed above that could improve bus service for 

lines 1, lR, 57, 58, 72, 72M, 72R, 99, F, or NL? 

• Bus stops should not be removed 

• Make fare payment faster rather than implementing transit lanes 

Survey Respondents' Demographic Information 
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Hispanic/ 
Latino 

4% 

White, not 
Hispanic/Latino~ 

57% ""-
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