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-AI TI'?91VS/T Report No: 14-033c 
Meeting Date: February 11, 2015 

Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District 

STAFF REPORT 
TO: Planning Committee 

AC Transit Board of Directors 

FROM: David J. Armijo, General Manager 

SUBJECT: Update on the Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP)-Operating and Capital Budget 
Projections 

BRIEFING ITEM 

RECOMMENDED ACTION(S): 

Consider receiving an update on the SRTP operating and capital budget projections. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

This report transmits revised SRTP operating and capital budget projection chapters for the 
Board's review and comment. These chapters, particularly the operating budget, have been 
revised to incorporate funding from Alameda County Measure BB. Staff plans to bring a 
complete draft of the SRTP in March 2015, which will include a summary of the Comprehensive 
Operations Analysis (COA) process and guiding principles. 

BUDGETARY /FISCAL IMPACT: 

There are no budgetary/fiscal impacts associated with this report. 

BACKGROUND/RATIONALE: 

This is the fourth in a series of updates to the Board on the preparation and submission of the 
SRTP. The SRTP is a financial, regulatory, and planning document mandated by the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 
Each of the seven major transit agencies in the Bay Area is currently preparing an SRTP, per 
MTC's direction. 

The SRTP is also an opportunity for the District to consider its policies and service, particularly 
in conjunction with Comprehensive Operations Analysis (COA) and the upcoming Major 
Corridors study {MCS). These three planning projects constitute the Plan ACT program. 
Together with the upcoming review of Board Policy 550- Service Development- Plan ACT 
constitutes a wide-ranging effort to review and renew AC Transit's service and infrastructure. 

Operating Plan 

The operating budget projection, known in the SRTP as the Operating Plan is a core component 
of the SRTP. See Attachment One for the budget and narrative. The SRTP Operating Plan serves 
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as an outline of the District's operating budget-full details on the budget will be provided in 
the mid-year budget review. 

The SRTP is designed in part to assure MTC and FTA that AC Transit will have adequate funds to 
support the service we intend to provide. This chapter outlines expected funding, while the 
COA will describe the service we plan to operate. Therefore, a summary of the service must be 
included in the SRTP. Staff also plans to provide the Board with a more detailed analysis of 
projected Measure BB spending next month. 

Service Increases: The passage of Measure BB required staff to revise previous operating 
budget projections which did not include BB funds. The new operating plan/budget in the SRTP 
proposes, starting in FY 16-17, to use approximately 85% of anticipated Measure BB income to 
augment service. Measure BB revenue is projected to gradually increase from nearly $30 
million in FY 15-16 to $39.4 million in FY 24-25, the end of the SRTP period. These projections 
do not include potential revenue from the State's Cap and Trade program, or increases from 
other sources. 

The BB revenue would pay for some 256,000 additional (platform) operating hours per year. 
This increase would translate into 230,000 actual (revenue) service hours per year, or just over 
665 revenue hours per day. 230,000 new revenue hours would represent a nearly 14% increase 
over the current level of roughly 1,700,000 revenue hours per year. This would increase AC 
Transit's total revenue hours to nearly 1,930,000, which is the level of service provided in 2008-
09-the highest level of service in the last ten years and the level of service prior to significant 
service cuts in 2010-11. 

Assuming other sources of operating revenue are stable, Measure BB funding will allow a 
significant, but moderate, growth in District service. Staff expects that this new service will be 
financially sustainable over the ten year SRTP period, assuming that Measure BB sales tax funds 
increase at a moderate rate. The SRTP operating plan must be based on reasonable 
assumptions of anticipated costs and revenue, including farebox revenue. 

Service increases are proposed to begin next year (FY 15-16) at a lower level, due to a lack of 
available buses and division capacity. Staff expects to have additional buses-and D3 as a 
storage/maintenance site-available in FY 16-17 (see the discussion of the capital budget). 

Other Uses for BB funds: In the interim, Measure BB funds would be used in part as matching 
funds for capital grants. Funds not used for service in future years would also be applied to this 
purpose. This will improve AC Transit's ability to compete for grant funding. 

Measure BB funds-particularly FY 15-16 funds--would also be used to augment operating 
reserves held in case of financial difficulties. Within three years, it should be possible to reach 
the maximum level stated in the Reserves Policy (Board Policy 360) or 20% of the operating 
budget. 
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Capital Improvement Program 

The SRTP must also address the capital stock (equipment and facilities), which is necessary to 
provide the District's transit service. 

The proposed capital budget and supporting narrative is included as Attachment Two. The 
capital budget includes seven main categories: 

• Vehicle replacement-Replacement of existing buses and non-revenue vehicles 
• Vehicle expansion-Additional buses to provide additional service 
• Facilities rehabilitation and expansion-D3 reopening and new facilities 
• Technology-New electronic systems for buses and facilities 
• Corridor improvements-Additional Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) projects, contraflow lanes, 

other roadway improvements 
• Transit Centers-Transbay Transit Center capital commitment, transit centers at BART 

stations 
• Greenhouse Gas Reduction Initiatives-Efficient District operations and alternate fuels 

The full projected capital need, including all categories, is $1.4 billion over 10 years. Like the 
operating budget, the capital program (if fully funded) would represent a significant but 
moderate expansion of district facilities. The Richmond Division will be reopened adding 20 
percent to bus storage capacity. It should be noted that all vehicle replacement buses after 
2020 (and 25% of those buses before 2020) would be hybrid buses, except for zero emission 
vehicles. The budget does not assume that AC Transit would operate any potential new modes, 
such as streetcars, in our service area. 

Under current funding programs, the District can reasonably anticipate receiving approximately 
$700 million for capital projects from all sources. This funding-50% of the capital budget-is 
listed as "committed. "There is an additional over $600 million set of funding sources which AC 
Transit will have to compete for-these funds are listed as "discretionary." The discretionary 
funds include revenue from an anticipated bridge toll increase (known as "Regional Measure 
3"), a regional gas tax proposed to the ABAG/MTC Plan Bay Area, and from MTC's "Other 
Anticipated but Undetermined Revenues." Chart One of Attachment Two shows when 
committed and discretionary funds would likely be available. 

The SRTP capital improvement plan represents a working framework with the outer limits of 
the District's capital needs, rather than a detailed line item budget. The plan anticipates 
expanding the bus fleet by 104 buses. It anticipates an additional BRT project, subject to 
further analysis in the Major Corridors Study. The budget anticipates the relocation of 
Emeryville Division 2-a long held but to date infeasible goal of both AC Transit and the City of 
Emeryville. 

However, it is important to include projects which are somewhat speculative because projects 
must be listed in the SRTP to be eligible for funding in MTC's Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP). 
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ADVANTAGES/DISADVANTAGES: 

Not Applicable-this report does not recommend any action or expenditure. 

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS: 

The SRTP is required by MTC and the Federal Transit Administration, so there is no alternative 
to preparing it. 

Staff could take alternate proposals to drafting the operating and capital budget chapters of the 
SRTP such as a more vetted capital plan. However, such proposals could limit the District when 
MTC references the final SRTP for use in the RTP or when allocating funds. 

PRIOR RELEVANT BOARD ACTIONS/POLICIES: 

Report 14-033b, July 9, 2014, Update on the Development of the Short Range Transit Plan 
Report 14-033a, May 9, 2014, Report on the Development of the Short Range Transit Plan 
Report 14-033, February 12, 2014, Discussion Concerning the Short Range Transit Plan 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Draft SRTP Chapter 5- System and Service Evaluation 
2. Draft SRTP Chapter 6- Operations Plan and Budget 
3. Draft SRTP Chapter 7- Capital Improvement Program 
4. Draft SRTP Chapter 7- Capital Improvement Program Tables 

Department Head Approval: Aida R. Asuncion, Acting Chief Planning, Engineering and 
Construction Officer 

Reviewed by: James Pachan, Interim Chief Financial Officer 
Robert del Rosario, Director of Service Development 

Prepared by: Chris Andrichak, Acting Capital Planning and Grants Manager 

Hernan Vargas, Budget Manager 

Jim Cunradi, Transportation Planning Manager 

Ben Stupka, Senior Capital Planning and Grants Analyst 

Nathan Landau, Senior Transportation Planner 
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1 AC Transit plans to review Board Policy 550 in 2015,as a project implementing this SRTP. Policy 550 was initially approved in 
1994, and last updated in 2007. This review could lead to changes in service standards and/or the route classification system. 

 

CHAPTER 5—SYSTEM AND SERVICE EVALUATION 

Earlier sections of the SRTP have provided a description of AC Transit as an agency, our operation, and 
our goals.   This is the evaluative chapter of the SRTP.  The MTC Guidelines for the SRTP focus our 
analysis on effectiveness---how many passengers are we carrying, and on efficiency—what does it cost 
to do so.  After this chapter, the SRTP goes on to plan for the future—our operating plan, our operating 
budget, our capital budget, etc.  

This chapter draws on the Key Performance Indicators (the KPIs) outlined in the previous chapter as the 
basis for its evaluation.  The outward-facing KPIs, which focus on passenger service measures and 
system-wide impacts, are used in this chapter. It also uses service standards from Board Policy 550. 

This chapter also includes a review of planning and evaluation processes that AC Transit participates in, 
such as the Title VI program development process.   

Key Performance Indicators used in this chapter:  

• On Time Performance 
• Ridership level 
• Fare Revenue 

Policy 550 Service Standards Used in this Chapter:1 

• Frequency of Service by service type 
• Span of Service by service type 
• Distance to bus stops 

Transit Sustainability Policy Standards used in this Chapter 

• Cost per Revenue Hour 
• Cost per Passenger 

On time performance, ridership, frequency, and span of service are reviewed on a line by line level.  
Percentage of service operated, revenue service percentage, fare revenue, cost per revenue hour, and 
cost per passenger are reviewed on a system-wide level. Distance to bus stops is evaluated in terms of 
the percentage of the population with access to a bus stop.   
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Service Types under Policy 550. 

As noted above, AC Transit operates several different types of bus service. Service effectiveness is 
evaluated by type. Service types are defined in part operationally, such as for trunk and rapid routes, 
and Transbay (express) routes. Several service types are defined by the land use characteristics of their 
corridors—urban Crosstowns, suburban Crosstowns, and very low density routes.  

 *Trunk Routes—The main routes that operate—primarily in a north-south direction-- along 
major streets in high ridership areas, the “backbone” or “spine” routes of the AC Transit system 

 *Rapid Routes—Routes that operate along trunk corridors with elongated stop spacing and 
transit signal priority for greater speed 

 *Urban Crosstown Routes—The secondary routes in the higher density (generally over 10,000 
people per square mile) that connect to the trunk routes and form a four direction system 

 *Suburban Crosstown Routes—Connectors and feeders similar to urban Crosstown routes in 
lower density (5,000-10,000 people per square mile) portions of the district 

 *Very Low Density Routes—Routes that operate in areas with population densities below 5,000 
people per square mile.  

 *Transbay Routes—Routes that cross one or more of the San Francisco Bay bridges, operating 
between the East Bay and San Francisco or other West Bay destinations. 

When the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line begins to operate, generally with in-roadway stations on a 
dedicated right-of-way, it will represent an additional service type. 

Community Flex Routes which provide service to an area rather than a delineated route are another 
service type which is not currently used, although proposed for a pilot project. 

As noted above, this classification of service types will be reviewed and potentially modified as part of 
the review of Board Policy 550.  

A. EVALUATION OF SERVICE  

The indicators listed on Page 1 measure three different areas---effectiveness, service availability and 
quality, and efficiency. 
 
Ridership is the key measure of service effectiveness. Since AC Transit’s purpose is to transport people, 
that is measured by the number of people who ride the buses. The metric used is passengers per 
revenue hour (revenue hours are hours that the bus is actually operating on its route and collecting 
passengers) 
 
Service availability evaluates the bus service which passengers should be able to use.  Is there a bus stop 
within reasonable walking distance? What hours does the bus run, what is it “span of service”?   How 
frequently does the bus operate? Does the bus meet its schedule—what is its “on time performance?” 
 
Efficiency considers the resources AC Transit uses to provide service.  
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Effectiveness 
1. Ridership 
 
Service Availability and Quality 
1. Distance to Bus Stops 
2. Span of Service  
3. Frequency 
4. On Time Performance 
 
Efficiency 
2. Cost Per Revenue Hour 
3. Cost per Passenger Mile 
 
Effectiveness—Ridership 
 
System-wide 
Ridership is generally considered the single most important measure of a transit agency’s performance.  
Transit agencies exist to carry passengers, ridership statistics measure to what degree we are doing so. 
 
Policy 550 sets standards for the minimum level of ridership each type of AC Transit service should have. 
These standards are designed to assure that bus service provided is effective— used by an adequate 
number of riders.   Different types of service are expected to carry different number of riders—trunks, 
major corridor lines, and rapids should carry the most. Urban crosstowns operating in denser areas are 
expected to carry more passengers than suburban crosstowns, which operate in lower density areas. 
 
The standard used to measure ridership is “passengers per revenue hour.” This is the average number of 
passengers who get on a bus over an hour when the bus actually in operation—which is known as 
revenue service.   
 
Looking at these service types as a whole, almost all of them meet or exceed their ridership target.  
Rapids had the highest ridership per hour, followed by trunks and major corridors, urban Crosstowns, 
and suburban Crosstowns. The urban Crosstowns fail to meet their standard, on weekends only.  This 
may be in part due to the fact that many urban Crosstowns operate on reduced frequencies on 
weekends, due to financial constraints. In general, higher frequency service demonstrates more 
passengers per revenue hour. 
 
Very low density routes have no set standards under Policy 550 because they function purely as 
coverage routes.  In 2012, the District conducted an exercise with South County to eliminate routes that 
carry less than 10 passengers per hour.  In addition, the COA is investigating the potential to convert 
very low density routes to Flex Service.  Similar low density service provided by other agencies such as 
County Connection, LAVTA, SolTrans, TriDelta and WestCat carry between 14 and 18 passengers per 
hour. 
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Table 5.1 —Ridership and Ridership Standards by Type of Service (by passengers per revenue hour) 

Service Type Weekday Service 
Standard 

Weekday Service 
Actual (2013) 

Weekend Service 
Standard 

Weekend Service 
Actual (2013) 

Trunks & Major 
Corridors 

40 46.5 35 38.6 

Rapids 40 49.3 35 46.2 
Urban Crosstowns 30 33.3 25 24.3 Saturday 

22.1 Sunday 
Suburban 
Crosstowns 

20 21.6 15 19.6 Saturdays 
15.7 Sundays  

Very Low Density No standard set NA No standard  set  NA 
Transbay 25 per trip 31 per trip Most Transbay not 

operated 
NA 

 

Ridership by line 
Ridership can vary considerably even within a service type. The trunk and major corridor and the rapid 
lines average 46.5 passengers per revenue hour on weekdays.  However on any given line, performance 
can vary wildly and average ridership can fall anywhere between 27 and 75 passengers per revenue 
hour.  Most of the lines which fail to meet the ridership standard are “major corridors” rather than trunk 
routes, and have less frequent service than trunks. Shaded routes are below this productivity standard. 
 
  



5 
 

Table  5.2—Routes Ranked by Productivity within Service Types, 2013 
Part 1 - Trunk, Major Corridor and Rapid Routes  
Part 2 - Urban Crosstown Routes 
Part 3 - Suburban Crosstown Routes 
Part 4 – Transbay Productivity 
 
Table 5.2 – Routes Ranked by Productivity within Service Types, 2013  
Part 1, Trunk, Major Corridor and Rapid Routes 
 
 

Route Type  Route Description Weekday 
Passengers 

Revenue Hours  
per weekday 

Weekday 
Passengers per  
Revenue Hour 

51B Trunk College-University 10,532 140.4 75.0 
51A Trunk Broadway-

Alameda 
10,587 192.5 55.0 

40 Trunk Foothill, Oakland 10,558 198.8 53.1 
  1 Trunk International-

Telegraph local 
12,005 238.6 50.3 

57 Trunk 40th-MacArthur   7,543 157.5 47.9 
73 Major Corridor 73rd Ave.-

Hegenberger 
  3,096   66.9 46.3 

18 Trunk Albany-Montclair   8,293 191.6 43.3 
72M Trunk San Pablo- 

Macdonald 
  4,233 108.4 39.0 

97 Major Corridor Hesperian- Union 
City 

  4,550 122.1 37.1 

72 Trunk San Pablo   4,534 124.3 36.5 
88 Major Corridor Sacramento- 

Market 
  2,745   78.5 35.0 

99 Major Corridor Mission   2,786  102.1 27.3 
210 Major Corridor Fremont Blvd.   1,743   68.2 25.5 
1R Rapid International-

Telegraph Rapid 
10,964  198.9 55.1 

72R Rapid San Pablo Rapid   6,998  165.8 42.2 
 

Ridership on Urban Crosstown Routes 

Among urban Crosstown routes, 13 meet the weekday ridership standard, while 11 do not. Of the routes 
that do not meet the standard, 5 routes are within 2 boarding per hour of meeting the standard. The 
routes meeting the standard generally operate more frequently, in areas with more transit-supportive 
land uses.  Of the routes meeting the standard, eight of 13 operate every 20 minutes or more frequently 
in the peak period. By contrast, of the routes failing the standard, only two have 20 minute service or 
better.   

The routes meeting the standard—11 of 13 routes—generally operate in the higher density core cities of 
the district, especially Berkeley, Oakland, and Alameda. Only six of the 11 lower ridership routes operate 
in those cities, and generally in lower density areas within them.  Shaded routes fall below the standard. 
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Table 5.2 – Routes Ranked by Productivity within Service Types, 2013  
Part 2, Urban Crosstown Routes  
Route Type  Route 

Description 
Weekday 
Passengers 

Revenue 
Hours  
per weekday 

Weekday 
Passengers /  
Revenue Hour 

52 Urban 
Crosstown 

UC Berkeley-
Albany  Village 

  2,966   51.0 58.1 

54 Urban 
Crosstown 

35th Ave.-
Redwood Rd. 

  2,561   44.2 58.0 

39 UC Fruitvale-Skyline      642   13.9 46.1 
76 Urban 

Crosstown 
Del Norte-Hilltop 
via N. Richmond 

  2,629   61.6 42.7 

62 Urban 
Crosstown 

West Oakland-
Fruitvale 

  3,526   83.0 42.5 

20 Urban 
Crosstown 

Downtown-
Alameda-Fruitvale 

  3,084   75.2 41.0` 

14 Urban 
Crosstown 

Downtown-
Fruitvale BART 

  3,470   94.1 36.9 

46 Urban 
Crosstown 

Coliseum BART-
Oakland Zoo 

     491   13.4 36.8 

22 Urban 
Crosstown 

Winton-Tennyson 
loop 

  2,452   69.0 35.5 

49 Urban 
Crosstown 

Ashby-Dwight 
loop 

 2,273   66.4 34.2 

26 Urban 
Crosstown 

Emeryville-
Lakeshore 

 2,636   79.7 33.1 

12 Urban 
Crosstown 

Oakland-Berkeley 
via Grand, MLK 

 2,490   76.4 32.6 

21 Urban 
Crosstown 

Oakland Airport-
Dimond Dist. 

 1,975   60.9 32.4 

45 Urban 
Crosstown 

Sobrante Park-
Eastmont 

 2,314   78.6 29.5 

11 Urban 
Crosstown 

Piedmont-Dimond 
via Oakland Ave. 

 1,654   56.5 29.3 

70 Urban 
Crosstown 

San Pablo Dam- 
Appian 

 1,261   43.1 29.3 

31 Urban 
Crosstown 

Alameda-
Emeryville 

 1,841   65.3 28.2 

58L Urban 
Crosstown 

Downtown Oak-
Macarthur 

 1,107   39.2 28.2 

74 Urban 
Crosstown 

Marina Bay-  
El Sobrante 

 1,189   46.4 25.6 

32 Urban 
Crosstown 

Hayward-Castro 
Vly.-Bayfair loop 

    768   33.3 23.0 

25 Urban 
Crosstown 

North Berkeley- 
El Cerrito loop 

    886 ` 39.4 22.5 

37 Urban 
Crosstown 

Whitman- 
Santa Clara loop 

    501   28.9 17.3 

47 Urban 
Crosstown 

Fruitvale BART-
Maxwell Park 

    134     7.9 17.1 

48 UC Bayfair-Castro Vly.     440   28.7 15.3 
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Ridership on Suburban Crosstown Routes 
 
Suburban crosstown routes are concentrated in Central Alameda County, with some additional routes in 
the Berkeley Hills.  
 
Among the dozen suburban crosstown routes, 7 met the ridership standard, while 5 did not. Four of the 
routes not meeting the standard are within 2 boarding per hour of meeting the standard. The suburban 
routes  fell within a relatively narrow range of ridership. The most productive route—line 65 in the 
Berkeley Hills—had roughly twice as many passengers per hour as the least productive, line 94 in 
Hayward.   
 
The suburban crosstowns clearly had lower ridership than the urban crosstown routes. Only one 
suburban crosstown route—line 65-- would have met the urban crosstown productivity standard.  
 
Table  5.2—Routes Ranked by Productivity within Service Types, 2013 
Part 3, Suburban Crosstowns 
 
Route Type  Route 

Description 
Weekday 
Passengers 

Revenue 
Hours  
per weekday 

Weekday 
Passengers 
per  
Revenue Hour 

65 Suburban 
Crosstown 

Euclid- 
Grizzly Peak 

  921  29.6 31.1 

85  Suburban 
Crosstown 

San Leandro- 
Union Landing 

  876  30.6 28.7 

67 Suburban 
Crosstown 

Spruce St., 
Berkeley 

  322  12.5 25.7 

95 Suburban 
Crosstown 

Hayward BART-
Kelly Park 

  420  15.4 27.2 

93 Suburban 
Crosstown 

Bayfair-San 
Lorenzo-Haywd. 

  751  30.7 24.5 

  7 Suburban 
Crosstown 

The Arlington   743  30.9  24.1 

60 Suburban 
Crosswtown 

Hayward BART- 
CSU East Bay 

  762  34.7 22.0 

86 Suburban 
Crosstown 

Winton-
Tennyson 

  806  41.4 19.5 

83 Suburban 
Crosstown 

A St.-Tennyson, 
Hayward 

  588  31.4 18.7 

89 Suburban 
Crosstown 

San Leandro 
loop 

1,241  67.0 18.5 

75 Suburban 
Crosstown 

Eastmont-
Bayfair loop 

  545  29.7 18.3 

94 Suburban 
Crosstown 

East Av.-
Hayward Blvd. 

  171  10.6 16.2 
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Ridership on Transbay Routes 

Under Policy 550, Transbay routes are evaluated by a different standard than East Bay routes. Most 
Transbay routes are relatively long in both distance and time. They also often require “deadhead” trips 
not carrying passengers from San Francisco to the East Bay. So that these common characteristics do not 
overwhelm the comparative analysis, Transbay routes are evaluated by the number of passengers they 
carry on each trip.   

Most Transbay routes, unlike most other AC Transit routes, operate only during weekday commute 
hours, often only in the main commute direction (i.e.. into San Francisco in the morning).  Three 
Transbay routes—lines F from Berkeley and Emeryville, NL from the Grand/Macarthur corridor, and O 
from Alameda—operate all day, 7 days per week. Many passengers on these routes—especially the F 
and the NL—ride within the East Bay rather than to San Francisco.  

The Transbay ridership standard is 25 passengers per trip.  Eighteen Transbay routes meet this standard, 
7 do not.  Of those routes not meeting the standard, two are within 2 boardings per hour of meeting the 
standard.  In general, ridership on Transbay buses has been increasing in the wake of BART crowding 
and the BART strike. Now some Transbay lines have passengers standing. Policy 550, recognizing the 
length of Transbay trips, calls for a seat for each Transbay passenger, but AC Transit does not currently 
have capacity to meet this requirement.   

As part of the TransBay Core Capacity Study, further analysis will be conducted to determine why 
Transbay routes are less or more productive. In addition, a comprehensive analysis will be conducted of 
the number of TransBay stops, the stop spacing and relative route distance on local streets verses 
distance on freeways. 
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Table  5.2—Routes Ranked by Productivity within Service Types, 2013 
Part 4, Transbay Productivity by Line, 2013 

Route Type Route 
Description 

Weekday 
Passengers 

Weekday 
Trips 

Passengers 
per Trip 

U Commute Fremont-
Stanford 

   531    11   48.3 

F All day Berkeley-SF 3,344    78   42.9 
L Commute El Sobrante-SF    697    19   36.7 
SB Commute Newark-SF    477    13   36.7 
FS Commute Shattuck/ 

University-SF 
   293      8   36.6 

J Commute Sacramento 
St.-Emeryville-
SF 

   697    19   35.9 

H Commute Arlington-SF    597    17   35.1 
G Commute El Cerrito/ 

Albany-SF 
   345    10   34.5 

NL All Day Macarthur 
Blvd., Oak.-SF 

3,193    93   34.3 

V Commute Oakland Hills-
SF 

   761    23   33.1 

NX4 Commute Castro Valley-
SF 

   360    11   32.7 

NX Commute Eastmont-SF    293      9   32.6 
NX1 Commute Dimond-SF    228      7   32.6 
O All Day Santa Clara St. 

Alameda-SF 
1,981    63   31.5 

P Commute Piedmont-SF    751    21   34.3 
OX Commute Harbor Bay/ E. 

Alameda-SF 
   642    21   30.6 

W Commute Alameda-SF    527    19   27.7 
NX3 Commute Macarthur 

Blvd. south-SF 
   328    12   27.3 

CB Commute Montclair/ N. 
Oakland-SF 

   189      8   23.6 

S Commute Hayward/ San 
Leandro-SF 

   258    11   23.5 

LA Commute Richmond 
Pkwy.-SF 

   600    27   22.2 

LC  Commute Richmond 
Pkwy.-SF 

   63      3   21.0 

C Commute Piedmont Ave/ 
40th St.-SF 

   272    13   20.9 

E Commute Claremont 
Ave.-SF 

   267    14   19.1 

B Commute Trestle Glen-SF    252    15   16.8 
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Service availability and quality 
 

Service availability and quality is the key to how passengers judge transit, and can strongly affect their 
decision whether or not to ride. This overall attribute has several elements: 

1. Span of Service—What hours of the day is the bus running? This may vary between weekdays 
and weekends.  

2. Frequency—How often does the bus come? This is likely to vary between weekdays and 
weekends.  

3. On Time Performance—Does the bus operate on time and meet its schedule? 
 

Staff is developing information on another key transit characteristic—distance from the passenger’s 
origin and destination to bus stops. This information will be included in future versions of the SRTP. 

Board Policy 550 sets for the two items, on time performance is part of the District’s Key Performance 
Indicators system. 

1. Span of Service/Hours  of Operation 

A bus route is only useful to a passenger if it is operates at the time when the passenger needs it. 
Therefore, Policy 550 sets standards for the hour routes should be operating: 

 Trunks and Major Corridors: 19 to 24 hours per day, for example 5 a.m. to at least midnight 
 Rapids:    14 to 16 hours per day, for example 6 a.m. to at least 8 p.m. 
 Urban Crosstowns:  14 to 16 hours per day, for example 5 a.m. to at least 7 p.m.  

Suburban Crosstowns:  14 to 16 hours per day, for example 7 a.m. to at least 9 p.m. 
 Very Low Density Routes: 14 to 16 hours per day, for example, 6 a.m. to at least 8 p.m.  
 
Rapid routes have a shorter span requirement under the assumption that they will generally be 
operating on the same street as other service which will be available for longer hours. Since most 
Transbay lines only operate in the commute period, they are effectively exempt from standards for 
hours of operation. 
 
Most AC Transit lines meet or exceed  their minimum requirement for span of service. Of 70 lines 
covered by the standard, only 9 fail to meet it.  
 
AC Transit’s standard for trunk line span of service is similar to other agencies, such as San Francisco 
MTA (Muni), Metro in Los Angeles and VTA. However, some systems, such as Muni and LA Metro 
operate more extensive all night or “owl” service.  
 
  



11 
 

2. Frequency 
 
Frequent service is fundamental to attracting and retaining passengers. Most passengers are unwilling 
to accept long waits for the bus.   The transit industry in recent years has placed renewed focus on 
providing frequent service. Policy 550 sets these target frequencies for various service types during peak 
hours: 
  
 Trunks and Major Corridors  Every 15-20 minutes 
 Rapids     Every 10-14 minutes 
 Urban Crosstowns   Every 15-20 minutes 
 Suburban Crosstowns   Every 21-30 minutes 
 Very Low Density Routes  Every 31-60 minutes 
 Transbay    Every 21-30 minutes 
 

Almost 60% (36) of East Bay routes meet or exceed the frequency standard, while 26 routes do not. 
Trunks and major corridor routes generally meet the frequency standard. A number of urban and 
suburban Crosstown routes, especially in West Contra Costa County and Central Alameda County, fail 
the standard.  The Transit Sustainability Project has determined that improving frequency, especially on 
routes than run less than once every half hour, is important for service quality.  

In addition to the frequency standards, Policy 550 (in Attachment One) sets goals for greater frequency 
for most service types. The types with higher goals are: 

Trunks and Major Corridors   Every 10-14 minutes 
Urban Crosstowns    Every 15-20 minutes 
Suburban Crosstowns    Every 15-20 minutes 
Very Low Density Routes   Every 21-30 minutes 
Transbay     Every 15 minutes or greater during peak hours 
 
 

3. On-Time Performance, Weekdays, May, 2014  

On time operation of buses is critical for passengers.  Passengers need to be able to rely on a bus to 
deliver them on time to work, school, medical appointments, and other activities. AC Transit sets a 
standard that at least 72% of the trips on a line should arrive on time. On time is defined as between 
one minute early and five minutes late. 

 System-wide, 69.8% of weekday trips were on time as of July 2013. Lines which operate in lower density 
suburban areas were most likely to meet the on time performance standard. 
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As a service type, trunk/major corridor, and rapid lines are the most likely to be late—none met the 72% 
standard. These lines often operate on congested streets, and serve the most passengers. Because they 
serve the most passengers, the impact of late buses on passengers is magnified.   

 

Routes which failed to meet the standard are shaded.  

On Time Performance, Part 1—Trunks/Major Corridors, Rapids 

Route Route Description Type of Service On Time Performance 
51B College-University Trunk 71.0% 
51A Broadway-Alameda Trunk 70.2% 
88 Sacramento-Market Major Corridor 70.1% 
73 73rd Ave.-Hegenberger Major Corridor 69.6% 
18 Albany-Montclair Trunk 69.3% 
99 Mission Blvd. Major Corridor 68.9% 
40 Foothill Blvd., Oakland Trunk  67.9% 
97 Hesperian Blvd. Major Corridor 66.6% 
210 Fremont Blvd. Major Corridor 66.5% 
57 40th St.-Macarthur Trunk 63.7% 
72R San Pablo Rapid Rapid 60.9% 
72 San Pablo Ave. Trunk 59.2% 
1 International-Telegraph 

local 
Trunk  56.8% 

72M San Pablo-Macdonald Trunk  53.7% 
1R International-Telegraph 

Rapid 
Rapid 48.2% 
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On Time Performance Table, Part 2—Urban Crosstowns 

Route Route Description Type of Service On Time Performance 
48 Bayfair-Castro Valley BART Urban Crosstown 84.4% 
BSD Broadway Shuttle Circulator 80.7% 
70 San Pablo Dam-Appian  Urban Crosstown 79.2% 
52 UC Berkeley- 

Albany Village 
Urban Crosstown  75.9% 

71 El Cerrito-Contra Costa 
Coll.—Richmond Pkwy. 

Urban Crosstown 78.5% 

22 Winton-Tennyson –
Mission Loop, Hayward 

Urban Crosstown 75.8% 

37 Whitrman-Santa Clara 
loop, Hayward 

Urban Crosstown 75.5% 

45 Sobrante Park-Eastmont, 
East Oakland 

Urban Crosstown 75.4% 

46 Coliseum BART- 
Oakland Zoo 

Urban Crosstown 74.9% 

12 Oakland-Berkeley via 
Grand, MLK 

Urban Crosstown 74.8% 

47 Fruitvale BART-  
Maxwell Park, Oakland 

Urban Crosstown 73.6% 

31 Alameda-Downtown Oak.-
Emeryville via Peralta St. 

Urban Crosstown 72.3% 

25 North Berkeley- 
El Cerrito Loop 

Urban Crosstown 71.6% 

26 Emeryville-Lakeshore Urban Crosstown 69.9% 
11 Piedmont-Dimond Dist. 

via Oakland Ave. 
Urban Crosstown 69.6% 

20 Downtown Oakland- 
Alameda-Fruitvale 

Urban Crosstown 69.6% 

32 Hayward-Castro Valley-
Bayfair loop 

Urban Crosstown 69.5% 

14 Downtown Oak.-Fruitvale 
BART 

Urban Crosstown 68.1% 

54 35th Ave.-Redwood Rd. Urban Crosstown 67.7% 
74 Marina Bay, Richmond -El 

Sobrante 
Urban Crosstown  65.9% 

21 Oakland Airport-Dimond 
District 

Urban Crosstown 65.5% 

76 Del Norte BART-Hilltop 
Mall via North Richmond 

Urban Crosstown 65.4% 

49 Ashby-Dwight loop, 
Berkeley 

Urban Crosstown 65.3% 

58L Downtown Oakland-
Eastmont via Macarthur 

Urban Crosstown 65.0% 

62 West Oakland BART-
Fruitvale BART 

Urban Crosstown 62.3% 

39 Fruitvale BART-Skyline Urban Crosstown 60.2% 
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On Time Performance Table, Part 3—Suburban Crosstowns and Very Low Density Routes  

Route Route Description Type of Service On Time Performance 
86 Winton-Tennyson, 

Hayward 
Suburban Crosstown 85.1% 

60 Hayward BART-  
Cal State East Bay 

Suburban Crosstown 79.5% 

83 A Street-Hayward 
Industrial-Tennyson 

Suburban Crosstown 78.9% 

65 Euclid-Grizzly Peak, 
Berkeley 

Suburban Crosstown 77.1% 

 7 The Arlington, Berkeley-
Kensington-El Cerrito 

Suburban Crosstown 75.5% 

67 Spruce St., Berkeley Suburban Crosstown 68.6% 
93 Bayfair-San Lorenzo-

Hayward Loop 
Suburban Crosstown 68.3% 

94 East Ave.-Hayward Blvd. Suburban Crosstown 66.1% 
89 San Leandro Loop Suburban Crosstown 64.2% 
95 Hayward BART- 

Kelly Park 
Suburban Crosstown 62.6% 

85 San Leandro- 
Union Landing 

Suburban Crosstown 53.6% 

75 Eastmont-Bayfair Loop Suburban Crosstown 52.5% 
    
251 Paseo Padre-Thornton Very Low Density 80.1% 
275 Union City BART-Lido 

Faire via Thornton 
Very Low Density 80.1% 

232 Paseo Padre-Cedar 
Blvd. 

Very Low Density 76.0% 

239 Fremont BART-Warm 
Springs via Grimmer 

Very Low Density  73.3% 

215 Fremont BART-Warm 
Springs via Osgood Rd. 

Very Low Density 67.5% 

217 Mission Blvd. Fremont-
Warm Springs Rd. 

Very Low Density 64.9% 

200 Union City BART-
Newpark-Fremont BART 

Very Low Density 63.7% 

212 Fremont BART-Pacific 
Commons-Newpark  

Very Low Density 63.2% 

216 Union City-Newpark via 
Stevenson 

Very Low Density 61.1% 
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Efficiency 
The last section evaluated service effectiveness, seeking to answer the question of how well AC Transit 
is doing at a providing service. The evaluation of efficiency in this section seeks to answer the question 
of how well the District is doing at minimizing the cost of providing that service. Increasing the efficiency 
of AC Transit operations would allow AC Transit to provide more service, or to provide the same service 
at a lower cost.   

MTC is working with regional transit agencies to improve transit operating efficiency.  Plan Bay Area—
approved by MTC and ABAG—seeks to increase the transit share of travel in the region. More transit 
service can be funded if operating costs are lower. This was a central point of the Transit Sustainability 
Project. The TSP required the Bay Area’s major transit operators to commit to cost reductions, or at 
least slowing of the rate of cost growth. These reductions are to be achieved by Fiscal Year 2016-17.  

AC Transit has focused on three cost metrics as targets for reduction under the TSP—Cost per unlinked 
trip, cost per passenger mile, and cost per revenue hour. The operating costs listed below cover fixed 
route service, excluding the cost of operating paratransit service.  

Cost Per Revenue Hour 

Cost per revenue hour (hour when the bus is actually operating) is a fundamental measure of AC Transit 
operations, driving other costs.  Earlier in the 2000s, AC Transit’s per hour costs had been increasing 
faster than the Consumer Price Index—the rate of inflation—but this is no longer the case. 

Cost Per Revenue Hour 

2013-14 2016-17 projected Increase 

$182.97 $190.87  4.3% (within acceptable TSP cost range)  

Cost per Unlinked Trip 

Cost per unlinked trip is derived from the cost per revenue hour, and the number of passenger trips 
taken in that hour. An “unlinked” trip is a single trip on a vehicle, regardless of whether the passenger 
transfers to another bus. A journey from origin to destination could include one, two, or occasionally 
more unlinked trips. By attracting more passengers to the system, AC Transit hopes to drive down the 
cost per unlinked trip. 

Cost per unlinked trip 

2013-14 2016-17 projected Decrease 

$5.57  $5.45   -2.2% 

Cost per Passenger Mile 

Cost per unlinked trip shows the cost of each trip, but trips vary--some are  longer than others. Cost per 
passenger mile introduces the element of distance to the analysis of efficiency. Longer trips, 
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unsurprisingly, require more resources--primarily bus operating time--than shorter ones.  The change in 
cost per passenger mile closely mirrors the cost per unlinked trip. This is because the average length of a 
passenger trip on AC Transit (3.25 miles) is not expected to change significantly over the life of the SRTP. 

Cost per Passenger Mile 

2013-14 2016-17 projected  Decrease 

$1.71  $1.67   -2.3% 

AC Transit’s cost per revenue hour is higher than most Bay Area bus operators, but lower than Muni or 
VTA. Our cost per unlinked trip is relatively low, lower than most major operators except Muni, because 
of high ridership on AC Transit buses.  
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A. COMMUNITY BASED TRANSPORTATION PLANS (CBTPs) 
 
AC Transit has participated in MTC’s Community Based Transportation Planning Program (CBTP) 
in both Alameda and Contra Costa County.   The CBTPs are designed to help low income 
communities articulate their transportation needs, to serve as a basis for future planning and 
funding. The plans initially focused on transit needs, then expanded to include pedestrian and 
bicycle needs as well.  The two counties are now taking different approaches to the Plans which 
have been developed. 
 
1. Alameda County 

Between 2004 and 2009, five CBTPs have been prepared for the Alameda County portion of AC 
Transit’s service area. In order from north to south they covered the following areas: 

• South and West Berkeley 
• West Oakland 
• Central and East Oakland 
• City of Alameda 
• Central Alameda County—focusing on Ashland, Cherryland, and South Hayward 

 
The agency then known as the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) 
oversaw the development of these Plans. That agency, now known as the Alameda County 
Transportation Commission (ACTC), now intends to consolidate and update all of these plans 
and integrate the result into the Countywide Transportation Plan in 2015/2016. The original 
plans were done separately from each other and varied widely in approach, analysis, and 
recommendations. 
 
2.  Contra Costa County 

In AC Transit’s Contra Costa service area, a CBTP was prepared in 2004 for the Richmond area. It 
covered northwestern neighborhoods in the city of Richmond (including Parchester Village), as 
well as Old Town San Pablo. This plan remains in effect and there are no plans to update it.  
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B. PARATRANSIT SERVICE PROVIDED 
 
As a fixed route transit provider, AC Transit is required under the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) to fund paratransit service. Paratransit provides shared point to point transportation for 
people who cannot use fixed route service. People must live within ¾ mile of a fixed route to 
receive paratransit service. The great bulk of residents in the AC Transit district meet this 
criterion, although some people living in upper hill areas fall outside of it. Service is provided 
during the same hours and days of the week as it is on adjacent fixed route service. Most rides 
are provided within the AC Transit district, but paratransit rides to other parts of the Bay Area 
may be provided as direct or connecting service. 
 
AC Transit provides paratransit service through East Bay Paratransit, which is jointly managed by 
AC Transit and BART. Under the consortium’s agreement, AC Transit pays 69% of costs. This 
figure is estimated to be $24.9 million in the current Fiscal Year 2014-15.  This figure is projected 
to increase to $29 million by Fiscal Year 2018-19.  
 
In Fiscal Year 2012-13, East Bay Paratransit provided 716,681 rides. This figure is slightly over 1% 
of the rides taken on fixed route service. The total cost (not the AC Transit cost) of these 
paratransit rides was $34,015,000. The cost per ride was $47.46. Ridership was down from 
approximately 754,000 in 2011-12, which represented the highest level ever.  
 
AC Transit provides training to assist passengers who can use fixed route transit rather than 
paratransit to do so. This provides more travel flexibility for the passenger and cost savings for 
the District.  
 

C. TITLE VI REPORT 
AC Transit is required to assess its service performance on minority and non-minority transit 
routes.  The analysis was conducted in Spring 2014 using data from Fall 2011, 2012 and 2013. 
Staff assessed performance of each route according to definitions in Board Policy 550 and 
methods described in the FTA Circular. Differences found for the Minority and non-Minority 
transit routes in average load factor, maximum load factor, headway, on-time performance, 
service accessibility, vehicle assignment, and distribution of transit amenities did not find any 
discriminatory practice.   
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D. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE OUTREACH 
In preparation for updating Title VI compliance related Board Policies, AC Transit conducted a 
series of public outreach activities in May and June 2014 before a Public Hearing. The public 
outreach activities were not required by the Title VI program, but they were provided to ensure 
populations protected by Title VI and Environmental Justice executive orders have a full and 
meaningful opportunity to participate in the development and review of the proposed Board 
Policy updates. The most recent round of outreach activities included four community forums, 
one held in each of the planning areas of the District, advertising on buses, information packets, 
and advertisements in both traditional and social media outlets. In addition, staff directly 
contacted 160 community-based organizations and made presentations to 22 of them, and 
spoke directly about the proposals with more than 575 individuals. Five of the presentations 
were provided in Spanish. In addition, the materials were translated into Spanish, Chinese, 
Vietnamese, Korean and Tagalog.   
 
On June 11, 2014, AC Transit held public hearing to receive public comment on revisions to 
Board Policies 163, 501 and 551 to meet Federal Transit Administration requirements related to 
Title VI (Civil Rights Act) compliance. The Board subsequently adopted a revised Title VI policy 
and program.  
 

E. TRIENNIAL REPORT ISSUES  
There are no triennial report issues which require changes in service. 
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SRTP Operations Plan and Budget-Chapter 6 

INTRODUCTION 

SR 14-033c 
Attachment 2 

The purpose of this chapter is to demonstrate that funding will be available to support planned 

transit service. This chapter, together with Chapter 7, (Capital Improvement Program) is the 

key implementation chapters of the SRTP. They lay out what the District hopes to achieve in the 

next 10 years. 

Alameda County voters, with a 'yes' vote over 70%, approved Measure BB in November, 2014. 

Measure BB is an increase in the county's transportation sales tax, which makes substantial 

additional revenues available to AC Transit for service. Other sources-such as the state's new 

Cap and Trade funding programs-are expected to contribute additional, much smaller, 

amounts of operating revenue. The SRTP lays out a broad, high level, 10-year "road map" for 

the use of existing and additional funds. Specific annual expenditures will be reviewed and 

approved by the Board of Directors in the annual budget. 

The District is engaged in several planning activities, outlined below, which could generate new 

service plans that may require additional revenue. Staff is formulating a "Comprehensive 

Operating Analysis" (COA) which will review and restructure service throughout the district, 

based on the earlier MTC-initiated COA and on Board service development Policy 550. 

KEY ASSUMPTIONS 

• Measure BB will provide about $30 million per year in additional operating funds for 

Alameda County 

• Measure BB will support approximately 256,000 platform hours per year, or a nearly 

14% increase in service 

• About 85% of anticipated Measure BB funding will be used for service expansion, with 

the remainder used to augment the District's operating reserves and to make 

contributions to capital projects. 

• AC Transit will continue to seek funds to improve service in the Contra Costa County 

portion of the district (Richmond, San Pablo, El Cerrito, North Richmond, Kensington) 

1 
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OPERATIONS PLAN 

Comprehensive Operations Analysis (COAl 

SR 14-033c 
Attachment 2 

As noted above, the COA is intended to be a comprehensive, district-wide analysis of service. 

Staff plans to present a service proposal which provides improved frequencies, more 

understandable routes, and routes which can operate more reliably. The COA represents an 

extension and refrnement of MTC's Transit Sustainability Project. MTC managed the "Inner East 

Bay COA" which developed proposed service changes for BART and AC Transit within the AC 

Transit District. The public outreach process for the COA will begin in the spring, with a 

proposal to the Board anticipated in May/June. 

Improved frequency makes riding the bus easier and more attractive, and will therefore 

generate increased ridership. During the fiscal crisis of 2009-10, a number of routes which run 

in a circle ("loop routes") were created. These routes have not been popular with passengers, 

and one goal of the COA is to reduce the number of these routes, if not eliminate them entirely. 

To the extent that is financially and operational feasible to direct bus service to shorter, less 

congested roadways, this will help improve the reliability of service. 

Potential restructuring of service in the city of Alameda, known as the Alameda Transit Plan, is 

part ofthis effort. 

1. Transit Service Issues 

a. Service Cuts 

The SRTP must address the question of service cuts. Current plans do not assume 

that any service cuts will be a financial necessity. However specific routes may be 

reduced, eliminated, or increased as part of service restructuring plans with the 

goal of increasing ridership overall. 

b. Title VI 

No service changes are required now to address Title VI concerns. Major service 

changes will be reviewed under the District's Title VI policy, which the Board of 

Directors adopted in October, 2014. 

2 
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2. Existing Transit Service-Revenue Hours 

SR 14-033c 
Attachment 2 

In Fiscal Year 2013-14, AC Transit operated 1,685,688 hours of revenue service. This is 

AC Transit's baseline service level. Measure BB will allow the addition of some 230, 000 

new revenue hours, an increase of nearly 14%. AC Transit will then operate some 

1,930,000 revenue hours annually. That was the level of service provided in 2008-09, 

the highest level of service in a decade, and the service level before the 2009-10 cuts. 

In terms of comparative service intensity, AC Transit provides 1.19 revenue hours per 

resident of the district. Santa Clara County VTA provides .77 hours (bus and light rail) 

and Muni operates 3.95 hours per resident (one of the highest levels in the US). 

AC Transit operates local, trunk, rapid, and express (Trans bay service), each of which will 

be affected differently by upcoming changes. Existing service is described in Chapter 2 

and analyzed in Chapter 5. The COA is expected to increase the level of local and trunk 

service. The COA is not anticipated to propose changes in Transbay service, although 

changes may emerge from the Transbay Core Capacity Study (see below). A majority of 

the existing lR Rapid line-the International Boulevard/East 14'h segment-is being 

converted to Bus Rapid Transit. 

3. Potential Changes to Transit Service beyond the COA. 

AC Transit's four planning areas are as follows: 

West Contra Costa (Richmond, San Pablo, El Cerrito North Richmond, Kensington); 

Northern Alameda County (Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland, Piedmont, Alameda); 

Central Alameda County (San Leandro, Hayward, Ashland, Cherryland, Castro Valley) 

Southern Alameda County (Fremont and Newark). 

During fiscal year 2014-15, AC Transit is reviewing the bulk of its service, through a 

variety of planning projects. This includes local service throughout the district, 

Fremont/Newark service, trunk and major corridors throughout the district, and 

Transbay service. The Service Improvement Plan will provide small increases in bus 

service this fiscal year (FY 14-15). These will increase revenue service hours by over 1%. 

3 
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A. Service Improvement Plan 

SR 14-033c 
Attachment 2 

The approved 2014-15 budget includes about $2 million in additional operating 

funds to improve service. In December, 2014 there was an increase of peak hour 

frequency on line 97 (Hesperian) from every 20 minutes to every 1S minutes and 

line 99 (East 14'h/Mission) from every 30 minutes to every 20 minutes. In January, 

2015, the Board approved operation of line 72R (the San Pablo Rapid) on 

weekends-up to now the line has only operated on weekdays. Weekend service is 

scheduled to begin in March. 

B. Flex Service 

AC Transit is planning to implement "flex" service in low density parts of the district. 

Ridership is generally low in these areas, such as Fremont and Newark, where low 

population densities make it difficult to operate efficiently. Under the flex proposal 

for Fremont and Newark, fixed route service would be limited to a few major, 

frequent routes. Other service would operate from these trunk lines and BART 

stations to any bus stop within a specified flex zone. This model has been 

implemented by other transit agencies, notably the Regional Transit District in 

Denver. The Board of Directors has approved a pilot flex route to begin operating in 

summer 2015 as proof of concept. Ten buses have been purchased and delivered in 

fiscal year 2014-1S. The first use of these buses will be in the area currently served 

by Route 27S beginning in August 2014. 

C. Bus Rapid Transit 

Unlike the previous items, the BRT is a defined project which is being implemented. 

The East Bay Bus Rapid Transit line is a $178 million MTC Resolution 3434 (regional 

transit expansion) project. It will provide high speed, high capacity transit service 

between Downtown Oakland (Broadway & 19'h) and San Leandro BART. The BRT will 

operate every 5 minutes along its 10 mile route, using dedicated bus lanes over most 

of that distance. The District is now preparing a plan to restructure intersecting and 

overlapping service for maximum efficiency and effectiveness. There will be 34 

stations, which will be similar in design to small light rail stations. The BRT is 

scheduled to begin revenue service in 2017. 

4 
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D. Major Corridors Study 

SR 14-033c 
Attachment 2 

The Major Corridors Study (discussed further in the Capital Budget chapter) is 

primarily an analysis of appropriate capital improvements for each corridor where a 

major bus line operates. It may, however, lead to service changes in the SRTP time 

period. For example, corridors recommended for less intensive improvements, such 

as those funded by MTC's Transit Performance Initiative project rather than Bus 

Rapid Transit-scale projects, would be most likely to see corresponding service 

improvements. 

E. San Francisco Bay Area Core Capacity Transit Study 

AC Transit is working with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), 

BART, the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), the Water 

Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA), Caltrain and the San Francisco 

Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA)-Muni--to prepare the San Francisco Bay 

Area Core Capacity Transit Study. This study is intended to develop a regional 

strategy to address short-, medium- and long-term transit capacity challenges 

confronting the major high-capacity corridors serving downtown San Francisco, 

including the Transbay Corridor. The region has been awarded a $1 million United 

States Department of Transportation (US DOT) TIGER 6 Planning Grant for this study. 

Combined with the local funding, this will be a $2 million study. 

F. Other Agencies' Transit Planning Efforts 

Other agencies located within the AC Transit district are also engaged in transit 

planning efforts. These could lead, although this is by no means certain, to additional 

service by either AC Transit and/or other agencies during the SRTP period. Key 

Studies in this category include: 

1. West Contra Costa County High Capacity Transit Study (WCCHCTS). This study, 

being led by the West Contra Costa Transportation Advisory Committee 

(WCCTAC) and BART, is designed to evaluate transit solutions which could 

provide high capacity transit augmentations in the 1-80 corridor. This study is 

multimodal and could result in recommendations for either bus or rail projects. 

2. Contra Costa County Express Bus Study-this study is being managed by the 

Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA). It will update a 2002 study of 

5 
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express bus service in both the AC Transit service area and other parts of Contra 

Costa County. The study will make recommendations for improvements in 

express bus service, which could become part of a Contra Costa County 

transportation sales tax measure in 2016. 

3. Emeryville Berkeley Oakland Transit Study (EBOTS)-this study, which will be 

completed in a few months, is designed to recommend transit improvements for 

the West Oakland-Emeryville-West Berkeley corridor. The study is being 

managed by the city of Emeryville on behalf of the three cities in the corridor. 

4. Late Night Transportation Working Group - This study is sponsored by the City 

and County of San Francisco and explores solutions to improve late night service 

to and from San Francisco, including service to the East Bay along the Transbay 

Corridor. Recommendations from this study could include additional bus service 

between the AC Transit service area and San Francisco at times when BART is not 

operating. This study is scheduled for completion in mid-201S. 

6 
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Financial Plan 

Background 

SR 14-033c 
Attachment 2 

This section of the SRTP outlines AC Transit' s overall operating budget assumptions and 

expectations for the next ten years. It is designed to show that AC Transit will have sufficient 

revenue to operate the level of service planned. The section begins with the key revenue and 

cost assumptions for the upcoming decade. It then moves to a brief description of the District' s 

general financial outlook. It then discusses the key tradeoffs for using the increased revenue 

expected from BB and other sources, and recommends an approach. 

The passage of Measure BB, is anticipated to yield about $30 million per year in increased 

revenue beginning in FY1516 (see table below) . With these funds, staff is proposing a service 

improvement strategy (the COA) which will bring bus service to the highest level in over a 

decade. The strategy is also designed to improve on time performance. There are also other 

indicators of a much stronger economic recovery in the East Bay, suggesting that current 

operating revenues may be reaching levels not seen since before the Great Recession. 

The overall fiscal context for the SRTP financial projections for operating expenses is framed by 

MTC's Transit Sustainability Project (TSP). The TSP requires that the 7 largest transit agencies in 

the Bay Area submit and update strategic plans to MTC. The plans show the agencies will 

reduce cost metrics, such as cost per passenger, to an agreed upon level by FY 2017-18. 

In March 2014, the AC Transit Board approved an update to the 5-year projected TSP operating 

expense budget through FY 2017-18. This updated projection is the basis of the current SRTP 

operating budget forecast. 

AC TRANSIT SRTP DRAFT Year1 YearZ Year3 Year4 YearS Year6 Year7 YearS Year9 Year 10 

(In $000's), Nominal Dollars FY1S16 FY1617 FY1718 FY1819 FY1920 FY2021 FY2122 FY2223 FY2324 FY242S 

Total Operating Revenues 358,801 365,057 372,547 385,074 384,243 393,150 406,790 41S,191 426,031 440,003 

Total Operating Costs 348,006 357,257 367,507 379,395 383,831 395,471 405,592 418,821 429,480 442,822 

I Operating Surplus I (Deficit)· Before Measure 88 10,795 7,800 5,040 5,679 412 (2,321) 1,198 (3,630) (3,449) (2,819)1 

New Measure 88 additional revenue• 29,577 29,932 30,291 30,654 31,023 33,842 35,027 36,428 37,885 39,400 

Operating Surplus I (Deficit) - After Measure 88 40,372 37,732 35,331 36,333 31,435 31,521 36,225 32,798 34,436 36,581 

Reserve Contribution 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 
District Capital Contribution 27,547 12,960 9,920 10,218 4,635 7,967 11,938 7,656 8,407 9,528 
New Service Enhacement Ope rating Cost s 

(ne t of addtl fare box) 8,825 20,772 21,411 22,115 22,800 23,554 24,287 25,142 26,029 27,053 
Subtotal additional costs 40,372 37,732 35,331 36,333 31,435 31,521 36,225 32,798 34,436 36,581 

Note: Alameda CTC developed a five-year projection for Measure BB revenue. Because this is a ten-year document, AC Transit 
staff estimated revenues for the final five years. 

7 
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Financial Assumptions for the Ten Year Financial Plan 

Revenues 

SR 14-033c 
Attachment 2 

• Baseline or existing revenues (as of 2014) are estimated to grow at a faster pace in the 

initial part of the projection period. This is due to the improved economic performance 

in the San Francisco Bay Area economy and in the East Bay between late FY13-14 and 

FY14-15. 

• There will be biennial fare increases scheduled similar to the originally Board-adopted 

long-term fare policy but adjusted to better reflect projected Consumer Price Index (CPI) 

inflation trends for the San Francisco Bay Area for the upcoming years. 

• Other operating revenues like those received for Contracted services and other 

miscellaneous revenues would experience relatively minor growth. 

• Sales Taxes-based subsidies (other than STA), such as the Transportation Development 

Act (TDA), Measure BB and AB1107, would experience higher growth in the initial years 

ofthe SRTP than projected by MTC. They provide confirmation to the AC Transit FY14-15 

Adopted Budget revenues expected for this category. 

• Property Taxes-based subsidies, in particular the main Property Tax account (excluding 

Measure VV), will also experience slightly higher growth in the first few years of the 

SRTP long term forecast timeline. 

• State Transit Assistance (STA) subsidies will experience a gradual decline due to the 

reduced demand for diesel fuel. STA funds come from a tax on diesel fuel sold in 

California. In late FY1314, MTC reported a rescission in funds accruing to the District. 

This was due to a faster than expected drop in diesel fuel volume consumption 

statewide combined with lower than expected diesel prices. 

• Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) paratransit related revenues grow at an average 

3%, trending towards faster growth rates towards the end of the projection 

• There will be no federal operating assistance revenue during the period other than that 

associated with the ADA program 

• The MTC Lifeline program will continue, with funding provided every three years. 
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• Operating expenses are based on existing level of operations and enhanced services 

funded by Measure BB. 

• Salaries and wages are projected to increase at a rate commensurate with San Francisco 

Bay Area inflation and a wage structure based on existing labor agreements. 

• Fringe benefits would grow at a net rate 2% higher than projected in the original Transit 

Sustainability Project Strategic Plan (a change reflected in the recently updated TSP) due 

to the lower projected contributions towards healthcare by the unions. Healthcare 

costs are now projected to grow at a rate that is two percentage points higher than 

originally projected. 

• Savings on fuel and related costs are driven by projected reductions in the long term 

price of diesel fuel, as indicated by market futures. 

• The cost of consumption of bus parts, building repair materials and other office supplies 

is projected to decline as the average age of the fleet declines. 

• The SRTP reflects greater savings than previously in insurance premiums, liability and 

casualty costs. These are due to general safety improvements at the facilities. 

• Finally, the SRTP projection also includes a revised estimate for the added operating 

costs associated with the implementation of BRT starting in FY1718, as well as the 

reopening of the District's Richmond Bus Division. 

The SRTP and Other Budget Documents 

The SR differs from previous projections in that it includes updates reflecting trends and results 

confirmed during the second half of FY 2013-14. These updates also affect the SRTP's financial 

forecast for the period beyond FY 2017-18, a 5 year period not included in the MTC TSP 

forecast. Also, since the TSP does not include a projection for revenues, the present draft SRTP 

long term forecast presents for the first time a detailed update of all revenue sources for the 

ten year forecast period included in this financial plan. 

9 



115

SR 14-033c 
Attachment 2 

Ten Year Operating Financial Outlook 

The long term financial outlook is significantly better now than what was envisioned in past 

years.1 The District's existing operating revenue sources are projected to grow at an initially 

strong rate of 2.3% up to FY 2016-17, then moderately, and then again in a more conservative 

manner in the outer years. Because of its initial high growth rate, revenues would stay higher 

than operating costs during six of the next 10 years. 
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In addition to Measure BB, this projection assumes the continuation-at current revenue 

levels- of Measure VV, an important parcel tax Measure in Special District 1 (the entire district 

excluding Fremont and Newark). Renewing this measure requires a two-thirds affirmative vote 

from the public. The long term financial forecast includes the effect of estimated biennial fare 

adjustments under the adopted fare policy, which would maintain the inflation-adjusted 

revenues in place for existing fare media. The projection also assumes projected ridership 

growth. Because service will be increased, ridership growth is projected to be greater than this 

level, and will reduce the District's cost per passenger trip. However, estimated ridership 

growth is limited in the initial project years due to capacity constraints until the Richmond Bus 

Division opens and the District expands its fleet. 

The forecasted operating surplus is projected to peak in Fiscal Year 2015/16, then gradually 

decline. The long term financial forecast includes the potential impact of a projected slowing of 

the regional economic growth in FY 2019-20. 

The factors below reflect the projected growth trend for the District's operating revenues 

during the SRTP time period compared to other benchmark variables. 

o Staff's projection for revenues is somewhat higher than MTC's most updated forecast. 
The reason is that MTC's forecast uses a much lower baseline starting point due to its 
reliance on lower economic expectations for the current FY2014-15. By comparison, 
Staff's baseline reflects the most current information. For that reason too, Staff's 
revenue projection starts accelerating earlier than the forecast provided by MTC. 

o Staff projects that revenues will grow at a rate that is slightly lower than the average for 
past years for the District. This is a conservative assumption considering the higher 
growth rates after the Great Recession. 

o However, Staff's projections show revenues growing at a slightly higher rate than both 
regional economic growth in Plan Bay Area, the US and inflation. This reflects the 
improved performance of the regional economy since Plan Bay Area was finalized and 
the better economic performance of the San Francisco Bay Area compared to the rest of 
the nation. Inflation is projected to grow at a very subdued pace. 

The budget projection assumes a continuation of current trends and existing legislation and 

ongoing labor contracts. It also assumes the continuation of the positive effect of cost 

improvement initiatives in areas such as insurance/liability and safety expenses, and lower 

costs in bus parts consumption due to a reduction in the age and maintenance cost ofthe fleet. 

Among notable new items, total operating costs will increase for the delivery of Bus Rapid 

Transit (BRT) service and for the higher net cost of operating a reopened Richmond Division. 

The costs of reopening D-3 are mitigated somewhat by about $1 million annual savings in 

deadhead costs. 
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Revenue growth has been strong in the last two years. Based on preliminary pre-audited 

figures, the District has received greater funding than previously budgeted from sales tax 

sources in FY 2013-14. These include the Transportation Development Act {TDA) and AB 1107 

funds. Given the strong property market in the Bay Area, AC Transit's property tax revenues are 

also expected to increase more than originally expected in the short term. Finally, farebox 

revenues are expected to increase with higher ridership. These sources of funding contribute 

quite importantly to the earlier years' improved forecast for the District's operations. 

The long term financial plan indicates the District's operating budget should remain sustainable 

and balanced, given the planned level of service. Operating expenses include additional known 

costs associated with major initiatives like the implementation of BRT service. Another major 

cost is the planned reopening of an operating division in Richmond {Division 3) to provide 

service both within and beyond Contra Costa County. 

Tradeoffs in allocating forecast operating surpluses 

There are three potential and, to some extent, mutually exclusive strategies for the operating 

surpluses forecast described above: 

1. Capital Projects: Fund the District's contributions to the cost of our capital 
projects- estimated to require an average of $10 million per year; 

2. Reserves: Continue funding increases in the District's operating reserves. The 
District has currently $40 million in operating reserves or approximately 11.5% of 
the operating budget. Current policy recommends but does not mandate a 
maximum 20% of the operating expense budget. Reaching this maximum would 
set an annual maximum target level of $12 million under current policy and 
given current economic and operating factors. That level of reserve contributions 
would reach the maximum in 3-4 years. 

3. Service: Increase annual revenue service hours. 

The long term financial plan operating surplus presented in this chapter is not adequate to fully 
fund all of these expenses at the same time. This is particularly true in the out years of the long 
term projection, when an economic slowdown is projected. The surplus could be used to 
partially fund one or more areas. 

The Board of Directors will need to set a policy on the allocation of operating surpluses outside 
of the development of the SRTP. The Board will need to consider how to allocate this projected 
stream of operating surpluses in the context of both the COA and the SRTP. Allocations could 
vary on an annual, semiannual or quarterly basis depending on the District's needs, the status 
of the local, regional, state and national economy, potential natural disasters, and available 
new revenues. 
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As an initial proposal for consideration, AC Transit staff recommends the following allocation of 
surplus funds: 

1. Service-AC Transit would add 270,000 platform hours annually; 
2. Reserves-The District would add to reserves until reserves are at 15% of the annual 

operating budget 
3. Capital Projects-The District would use remaining funds for capital projects 

o Service Adding service would be a benefit for our passengers and would increase 
ridership. Another rationale for the proposed scenario is the fact that the District needs 
to achieve the cost reduction targets mandated by the MTC TSP. By increasing ridership 
and controlling costs, we expect to achieve a reduction in the cost per passenger that 
will meet TSP goals. 

o Reserves: The scenario presented here would prioritize increasing the operating reserve 
to 15% of the operating expense budget and not the maximum 20% as recommended 
but not mandated in the policy. A 15% share of the operating expense budget would be 
approximately $52 million or $12 million more than the current level. This could be 
accomplished by dedicating $2 million, $5 million and $5 million from the forecasted 
operating surpluses projected for FY 2014-15, FY 2015-16 and FY 2016-17, respectively. 
An operating reserve at this level would also be in compliance with the best practice set 
forth by the Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA), as it would represent 
approximately two months of operating expenses. 

o Capital Projects to 2016-17: In this allocation scenario, the next element would be 
dedicating the remaining balance of the forecasted operating surplus up through FY 
2016-17 to fulfill the requirement to fund the District contribution to capital projects. 
This would continue to renew the District's infrastructure. It would also help achieve a 
state of good repair and help assure adequate performance of critical facilities and 
equipment. It could also generate operating budget savings by reducing maintenance 
and continuous repair costs. 

o Capital Projects in the Out Years: Continue prioritizing reinvestment and renewal of the 

capital assets infrastructure in the out years by allocating the projected operating 

surpluses to fund the District's capital projects program as needed. 
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This chapter presents AC Transit's Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The CIP is a ten-year snapshot of AC 

Transit's capital needs and potential capital funding sources. The purpose of the CIP is to provide an 

overview of the capital projects that are needed to meet AC Transit's goals of maintaining a state of 

good repair and providing an efficient and financially sustainable service. The CIP is not financially 

constrained so it should not be considered a capital budget. Instead, it should be seen as overview of 

projected needs against reasonable funding forecasts. AC Transit maintains the flexibility to prioritize 

certain aspects of the CIP based on timing, funding, impact on overall agency goals, and capacity for 

project delivery. While the District has identified capital funding that it could reasonably access over the 

next ten years, there is still a significant shortfall between projected need and available funding. 

Additional funding at the federal, state, and local level will be needed to fully fund AC Transit's capital 

program. 

One of the key components of the CIP is identifying its interaction with the Operating Budget. The most 

direct relationship between the CIP and the Operating Plan is the capital contribution from the 

operating budget. Each year AC Transit contributes funding from the operating budget for capital 

projects, to fulfill local match requirements of grant funds and for projects that do not qualify for grant 

funds. Capital contribution has averaged $9 million over the last four years (FY 2012 - FY 2015). Further, 

service enhancements or cost efficiencies identified in the Operating Budget would need to be 

supported by associated capital investments. A clear example of this is an Operating Budget that calls for 

the expansion of service would require a capital investment in expansion transit vehicles. The Operating 

Budget in this SRTP calls for additional services funded by the operating surplus generated by Measure 

BB. 

This additional service will require additional vehicles and a facilities expansion, along with other capital 

needs that will require an average annual capital contribution of $17 million from a variety of sources 

1.1 Overview of Capital Needs and Financial Outlook 

AC Transit used the financial assumptions in Plan Bay Area: Final Financial Assumptions document to 

guide the capital funding projections in the SRTP. As in Plan Bay Area, the SRTP also defines Committed 

funding and Discretionary funding. Committed funding is funding already allocated or programmed to 

AC Transit, funding identified in an agreement or resolution, or funding that can be reasonably assumed 

to be available to AC Transit. Discretionary funding is more speculative as it may require voter approval, 

legislative action or is part of a highly competitive discretionary program. AC Transit uses Plan Bay Area 

as a source for discretionary revenues and therefore this estimate includes a new regional bridge toll; a 

regional gas tax; and other anticipated, but unidentified revenues. Section 8 will further describe the 

sources and methodology for the funding assumptions. 
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AC Transit has identified $1.5 billion in capital project needs over the ten-year SRTP time period (FY 2015 

- FY 24). Of the $1.5 billion there is $669 million in committed funding and $592 million in discretionary 

funding. Assuming that the District only receives committed funding there is an $893million (57%) 

shortfall against the full CIP. Assuming the District receives all committed and discretionary funding 

listed there is still a $301 million (19%) shortfall. This further highlights the need for new funding sources 

at the federal, state, and local levels. 

Table 1-CIP Project Need and Capital Financial Outlook (Attachment 4} 

1.2 CIP Chapter Overview 

The remainder of the cost section of the CIP chapter is organized around AC Transit's major capital 

program categories: Fleet, Facilities, Corridors, Customer Service, and Information Services and 

Communications. Each of those sections will discuss existing conditions of that program, pertinent 

agency policies and/or plans governing the implementation of the program, and the recommended CIP 

projects and associated cost projection for the program. The final section of the chapter will discuss the 

financial assumptions and provide an overview of all the capital funding sources. 

2. Fleet (includes revenue, non-revenue. and paratransit vehicles) 

AC Transit has a fleet of 586 revenue vehicles (buses) that is broken up into 354 40' vehicles, 90 30' 

vehicles, 86 60' vehicles, 46 45' vehicles, and 10 van-size "cutaways" (see Table 2 for more details). AC 

Transit maintains a spare ratio of 19.75% of its maximum service peak vehicle need of 471 revenue 

vehicles. 

Table 2- Revenue Fleet Overview (Attachment 4} 

AC Transit has a fleet of 154 non-revenue vehicles (everything other than buses) that is broken up into 

48 full-size cars, 30 pieces of support equipment (i.e. forklifts and yard tugs), 19 SUVs, 36 trucks, and 21 

vans (see Table 3 for more details). Two of the full-size cars are hybrids. 

Table 3- Non-Revenue Fleet Overview (Attachment 4} 

The current average revenue fleet age is 7.2 years, compared to the target average age of less than 6.0 

years. The target average age is based on an optimal average age that is half the useful life of the buses 

in the fleet; the federal standard useful life of 12-years for urban transit buses and 14-years for over

the-road commuter buses. Achieving the target average age is accomplished by maintaining the 

replacement schedule based on the useful life. Deviations from that target occur due to late or missed 

procurements, or extended periods of time from order to manufacture based on supplier backlog. Table 

4 shows the revenue vehicle replacement plan over the 10-year life of the SRTP (FY 2014-15 to FY 2023-

24). 

The current average age of the non-revenue fleet is 11.5 years. It is AC Transit's goal for non-revenue 

vehicles is similar to buses in that it is based on the useful life of the vehicles. The target average age for 

the fleet can vary a bit more with non-revenue vehicles, as the types and mix of vehicles can vary based 
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on District needs. Table 4 also shows the non-revenue vehicle replacement plan over the 10-year life of 

the SRTP (FY 2014-15 to FY 2023-24). 

The Comprehensive Operations Analysis and the resultant service planning and SRTP Service Plan show 

a need for an expansion of the fleet by 47 vehicles over the period 2015-2024. Table 5 shows the vehicle 

expansions over the 10-year life of the SRTP (FY 2014-15 to FY 2023-24). It includes a larger potential 

envelope of vehicle expansions which will not necessarily be implemented. 

Table 4- Vehicle Replacement Cost (Attachment 4} 

Table 5- Vehicle Expansion Cost (Attachment 4} 

The vehicle replacement plan shown in Table 4 is based on the simple assumption of replacing vehicles 

at the end of their mandated useful life. AC Transit regularly evaluates the fleet mix and needs of 

current and planned service, and makes required changes in fleet replacement projects. 

3. Facilities (includes maintenance and fueling facilities. administration building, and other 

operational facilities) 

3.1 Existing Conditions 

AC Transit has six operating and administrative facilities in regular use and seven transit centers that are 

utilized in regular service. AC Transit is also currently in the process of rehabilitating another operating 

facility (D3) for regular use: 

• Three open operating facilities (D2, D4, D6) 
• One maintenance facility (CMF) 
• One Administrative facility (GO) 
• One training facility (TEC) 
• Seven transit centers (Transbay Terminal, Ardenwood, Richmond Parkway, Eastmont, Contra 

Costa College, San Leandro BART Terminal, Uptown Transit Center) 

Table 6 (Attachment 4} details the size, location, age, and other characteristics of the facilities. Most of 

AC Transit's major operating facilities were built in the 1980s and have reached the point of needing 

major rehabilitation, including replacement of major subsystems. 

Facilities State of Good Repair- Most of AC Transit's operating and maintenance facilities are 25-30 

years old and are in need of significant rehabilitation and replacement of systems. Isolated projects to 

replace the most aged components such as roofs and yard paving/concrete have been completed in 

recent years, and a systematic rehabilitation schedule to address obsolete and aged components is 

being developed through the State of Good Repair Asset Management Project. 

D3 - AC Transit is beginning the process of reopening the Richmond D3 facility. The District is nearing 

capacity at its current facilities so reopening D3 is necessary to allow for proposed service expansion. 

The current schedule has the facility fully reopening for service in 2016. At the same time, the City of 

Richmond has expressed interest in having AC Transit move the facility so they can develop it for other 
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residential and commercial uses, given its proximity to the Richmond BART lntermodal Station. They are 

in the process of identifying other suitable sites for AC Transit to occupy. With a suitable alternate 

location and sensible financial and operational terms, AC Transit could relocate the facility. If an 

arrangement is worked out in the near term, AC Transit would likely reduce the rehabilitation scope to 

the minimum needed for short term operations until a replacement facility is developed. 

New Paratransit Facility- AC Transit, through the East Bay Paratransit Consortium, operates demand

responsive paratransit service for eligible passengers in its operating area. The service uses three 

contractors who operate their own facilities, and pass the cost of maintaining those facilities along to AC 

Transit through the contract costs. AC Transit could acquire or construct its own facility which the 

operators could use reducing contract costs, or could restart AC Transit provided paratransit service 

with its own facility. 

Additional Bus Facility - The re-opening of D3 will provide capacity for several years of service 

expansion, but AC Transit must continue looking towards future conditions and the possible need for 

another facility. 

Table 7- Facilities Rehabilitation/Expansion Cost (Attachment 4} 

4. Technology (includes all Information Technology and communications infrastructure projects (e.g. 

CAD/AVLII 

AC Transit is in the middle of major technology upgrades, and must continue to plan for replacement 

and upgrade of these systems. They have a relatively short useful life and there are efficiencies and 

opportunities that new technologies can bring. Major systems upgrades in progress include: 

• Computer Aided Dispatch/Automatic Vehicle Location/Radio System (CAD/AVL/Radio) 

• PeopleSoft financial tracking system 

• Hast us Integrated Operations (HIOPS) bus scheduling system 

The CAD/AVL/Radio project is AC Transit's largest and most costly system and provides schedule 

adherence information for the operator, real-time vehicle location and schedule adherence information 

for the controllers, and automatic data collection of the date, time, and location of many onboard 

events such as door openings, wheelchair ramp/lift use, and dwell times at service stops. The system 

provides an effective means for operators and controllers to share information on the current status of 

service, and is expected to improve on time performance. The current project is budgeted at over $39 

million and is expected to complete in 2018. A related project will relocate the Operations Controls 

Center from D2 to CMF to better serve the upcoming BRT line and reduce evacuation scenarios that 

might affect it. 

Table 8- Technology Cost (Attachment 4} 

5. Corridors (includes BRT, Line 51, and other improvements to the service on the routes (e.g. terminal 

upgrades like CCCTCII 
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AC Transit pursues corridor enhancement projects to improve efficiency and reliability of its service. The 

major corridors are particularly important, given that they carry almost half of AC Transit's ridership. 

Corridor enhancements include a range of treatments, including physical improvements like bus bulbs 

and queue-jump lanes to traffic signal modifications for bus priority. 'Rapid Bus' improvements package 

the physical and signal enhancements with service redesign of specific line that reduces of the number 

of stops to speed travel time and often includes special branding. At the high end of corridor 

enhancements is Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), which the District is implementing on East 14'h/lnternational 

Boulevard between Downtown Oakland and San Leandro. The East Bay BRT project includes all of the 

elements of the 'Rapid Bus' projects as well as level boarding with a specially modified bus fleet to 

accommodate it, raised platform center-median and side stations with enhanced lighting and security, 

off-board fare collection and vending, bus-only lanes, and further enhanced branding. 

The Line 51 Corridor project, currently in construction and planned for completion in the Spring of 2015, 

aims to improve performance along the 51A/B routes from Alameda through Oakland and into Berkeley. 

The East Bay BRT project, scheduled to open for service in late 2017, will be the region's first full BRT. AC 

Transit has also received funding from MTC's Transit Performance Initiative for signal and other 

improvements on line 97 from Hayward to Union City. Beyond these projects, AC Transit is currently 

working on a Major Corridors Study to identify the appropriate level of treatment for the District's top 

ten corridors and build local support for their implementation. 

Table 9- Corridor Enhancement Cost (Attachment 4} 

6. Transit Centers/Park and Rides 

Transit centers are focal points of District service, often at route terminals and/or intermodal 

connections such as BART stations. They are served by multiple bus routes. While the District does not 

have a formal policy for the development of transit centers, they often arise from a natural combination 

of service design and connection and land use particulars. 

AC Transit's use and development of park-and-ride transit centers is guided by Board Policy 317 'District 

Operated Park And Ride Lot Pricing and Cost Recovery Policy'. In essence the policy states that park-and

ride facilities are not a part of the District's primary on-street pickup service design, any such facilities 

must have a thorough planning process, and must be supported by user (parking) fees. 

AC Transit is also a member of the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA), an agency created to develop 

and operate the new Transbay Transit Center in downtown San Francisco. AC Transit currently operates 

28 Transbay lines to San Francisco, providing commute and some all-day service in an era when BART is 

at or above capacity. The TJPA created a temporary terminal near the site of the new Transbay Terminal 

for use by AC Transit and other operators during the construction period. The District is the major bus 

operations tenant of the temporary terminal and will be the main tenant when the new Terminal opens 

in late 2017. In 2008 the District signed a Lease and Use Agreement with the TJPA which includes a 

capital commitment of $57 million in 2011 dollars by 2050 and an operating commitment for the 

terminal. The District has contributed nearly $13 million of capital funding, and will program another 
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$22 million in FY 2016 and FY 2017. The remainder of the capital commitment will likely be funded by a 

passenger facility charge to be added to the standard rider fare, but the exact mechanism is still being 

developed. 

AC Transit and the TJPA currently receive RM2 funding to cover the operating costs of the Tempera ry 

Terminal. Costs will increase when the new Terminal opens, this may require significant additional 

funding starting in FY 2018. TJPA is currently working on updated operations cost estimates along with 

plans for increased grant funds. 

Table 10- Transit Centers/Park and Rides Cost (Attachment 4} 

The plan provides for the rehabilitation and maintenance of current transit and park-and-ride locations. 

Expansion projects in this category consists of a second District 2 park-and-ride facility based on the 

success of the Ardenwood facility in Fremont and a Downtown Oakland 'hub' transit center as 

Downtown revitalizes and grows in regional prominence. 

7. GHG Reduction Initiatives 

As noted in Board Policy 550, AC Transit's greatest contribution to greenhouse gas reduction comes 

from shifting travelers from cars to buses. The District is also deeply involved in efforts to reduce its own 

greenhouse gas emissions. 

AC Transit is the leading partner in the regional Zero-Emissions Bay Area (ZEBA) effort and a national 

leader in bringing fuel cell powered bus transit to commercial reality. The District has been operating 

buses powered by hydrogen fuel cells for nearly 14 years, with the current fleet of 12 fuel cell buses in 

their third year of operation. The buses run on many District routes and together have driven nearly 

900,000 miles and carried over 3.2 million passengers. As part of this effort, the District has built two 

hydrogen fueling stations and converted one maintenance bay to handle the fuel cell buses, with a 

second maintenance bay conversion in progress. Both of the fueling stations feature on-site hydrogen 

generation to meet the California State SB 1505 renewable hydrogen generation requirements. At 

Division 2 the electrolyzer for generating hydrogen is partially powered by solar, and at Division 4 the 

whole facility including the electrolyzer is powered by a directed-biogas fed solid-oxide stationary fuel 

cell. The District has also installed solar power generation at two additional facilities in an effort to 

reduce both power costs and greenhouse gas emissions. 

The ZEBA effort was initially prompted by still-pending California Air Resources Board (CARB) regulations 

that will likely require some level of zero-emission vehicles in public transit bus fleets. CARB plans to 

announce the updated regulations at the end of 2015. The District is currently developing a strategy to 

meet expected zero-emission regulations, and projects in this category will pursue that end. Most of the 

funding for these projects is expected to come from grant sources and agencies such as CARB, the 

California Energy Commission (CEC), or the Cap and Trade grant programs being developed. In the near 

term the District is investigating the expansion of its zero-emission bus fleet, and the replacement of key 

propulsion systems in the existing fuel cell bus fleet. 
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Emissions reductions through strategic facilities investments are also regularly considered, along with 

low- and zero-emissions vehicles for the District's non-revenue fleet. 

Table 11- GHG Reduction Initiatives Cost {Attachment 4) 

8. Overview of Funding Sources 

The chapter now shifts from discussion of the District's spending needs to discussion of the funding 

sources which are available to pay for those needs. 

One of the key methodologies used to develop this funding source projection was MTC's recently 

approved Core Capacity Challenge Grant program (MTC Resolution No. 4130). This 15-year funding 

program for the three largest operators in the Bay Area, AC Transit, BART, and Muni, includes funding 

for fleet replacements, fleet expansions, and facilities upgrades. AC Transit's share of the Core Capacity 

program includes $1.138 billion for fleet replacements ($780 million), fleet expansions ($90 million), and 

facility rehabilitation and replacement ($268 million). The funding is split among several fund sources, 

including Federal Transit Administration Formula funds, Cap and Trade funds, AB 664 Bridge Toll funds, 

BATA project savings, and various local fund sources. AC Transit used the assumptions in this program as 

a baseline for all of those sources. 

Committed Funding: 

Committed funding is funding already allocated or programmed to AC Transit, funding identified in an 

agreement or resolution, or funding that can be reasonably assumed to be available to AC Transit. 

Federal Sources 

Federal Transit Administration Formula Funds- The main source of AC Transit's FTA funding is from the 

Section 5307 program. AC Transit is eligible to receive this funding within the San Francisco-Oakland 

urbanized area along with 10 other operators, including BART and the San Francisco MTA. The large 

needs of this group of operators generally outstrip available funding. To handle the funding distribution, 

the MTC manages the Transit Capital Priorities (TCP) process to determine funding priorities on a 

recurring basis. For this SRTP AC Transit used the FTA funds programmed in MTC's Core Capacity 

program to project available funds over the term of the SRTP. The Core Capacity program includes $481 

million in FTA funds over a 16 year period (FY 2015- FY 2030) or $30 million/year. AC Transit assumed 

$38 million in FY2015 based on MTC programming recommendations. This leaves $443 million for the 

remaining 15 years of the Core Capacity program, or $29.53 million/year. This assumption is on par with 

amounts received by AC Transit over the past several years. 

Surface Transportation Program/Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Funds - Both of 

these fund sources originate from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Surface Transportation 

Program (STP) is generally considered flexible funding that can be used on a variety of transportation 

projects, including transit, bicycle, pedestrian, road, and highway projects. Congestion Mitigation and Air 

Quality Improvement (CMAQ) funding requires that projects reduce air pollution in areas that are 
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considered to be in non-attainment under the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. These funds are 

apportioned to the region and administered by MTC. AC Transit is eligible to receive funding from both 

of these federal programs through a variety of discretionary programs established by MTC and the 

Congestion Management Agencies for Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. These programs include, but 

are not limited to, the OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) program, the Transit Performance Initiative (TPI) 

program, and the Freeway Performance Initiative program. Plan Bay Area assumes $186.3 million total 

from both these funding sources in Fiscal Year 2013 with a 3% escalation rate per annum throughout the 

life of Plan Bay Area. AC Transit estimates that it could receive this funding distributed through a variety 

of regional programs (e.g. TPI and OBAG) at a rate of $7 million bi-annually. This amount is on par with 

amounts received by AC Transit over the past several years. 

State Sources 

Regional Transportation Improvement Program - The Regional Transportation Improvement Program 

identifies projects programmed to receive various state and federal funds, and acts as a proposal from 

MTC and the Congestion Management Agencies for Alameda and Contras Costa Counties to the 

California Transportation Commission (CTC) for programming State Transportation Improvement 

Program (STIP) funds. AC Transit anticipates $26 million in funds in the RTIP in the SRTP period for the 

East Bay BRT project. 

Infrastructure Bond Funds- In November 2006, the voters in the State approved Proposition 1B entitled 

the "Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006". Proposition 1B 

authorized the sale of $19.9 billion in general obligation bonds to fund State and local transportation 

projects aimed at relieving congestion, improving movement of goods, improving air quality, and 

enhancing safety and security of the transportation system. AC Transit receives funding from two Prop 

1B programs: the Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service Enhancement 

Account (PTMISEA) and the Transit System Safety, Security & Disaster Response Account (TSSSDRA). By 

the end of Fiscal Year 2014-15 AC Transit will have received approximately $100 million in PTMISEA 

funding and $15 million in TSSSDRA funding. Staff estimates that $43 million of that funding will be used 

for capital priorities within this SRTP; the bulk of which are existing projects that are carrying forward 

into this time period. 

Cap and Trade (Low Carbon Transit Operations Program)- The Low Carbon Transit Operations Program 

(LCTOP) is one of the main Cap and Trade funded programs that can be accessed by transit operators. 

Unlike the other programs, LCTOP funding will flow to transit operators and the region by formula. The 

funding must be used to support operating and capital projects that lead to greenhouse gas reductions 

with a priority to delivering those improvements to disadvantaged communities. AC Transit will receive 

$573,227 in FY 2015, and the draft state budget would approximately double this amount for FY 2016. 

How these funds would be used has not yet been determined. 

Local Sources 
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AB 664- AB 664 is an increment of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay, San Mateo-Hayward, and Dumbarton 

Bridge tolls and is intended to fund transit capital projects that relieve congestion in the bridge 

corridors. MTC commits these funds to match federally-funded transit projects. MTC Resolution 4123 -

Transit Core Capacity includes $25 million in AB 664 funds over a 16 year period (FY 2015 - FY 2030) or 

$1.5 million/year for AC Transit Core Capacity projects. 

Regional Measure 2 -Approved by voters in March 2004, Regional Measure 2 (RM2) increased tolls on 

the state owned bay bridges. RM2 allocates additional bridge toll revenues for various transportation 

projects and operations within to reduce congestion or to make improvements to travel in the toll 

bridge corridors. AC Transit anticipates $15 million in RM2 funds in the SRTP period to fund existing 

projects including the renovation of Richmond Parkway Transit Center, purchase of replacement buses 

for the Dumbarton Express Bus Service, and the East Bay BRT project. 

Transportation Fund for Clean Air- Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) funds have been developed 

by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. They are available through two main channels: the 

Regional Fund and the County Program Manager Fund. Eligible projects must result in the reduction of 

motor vehicle emissions within the Air District's jurisdiction. The Regional Fund receives about 60% of 

the TFCA revenues and is administered directly by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. The 

Program Manager Fund receives approximately 40% of the TFCA revenues and is administered in 

coordination with the Bay Area's nine county congestion management agencies (CMAs). The primary 

CMAs in the AC Transit service area in the Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTC) and the 

Contra Costa County Transportation Authority (CCTA). Both of these fund sources are available through 

discretionary programs on an annual basis. Generally, $4 million is available from the regional program 

annually and approximately $1 million is available from the county program annually for transit projects. 

AC Transit believes it can secure a small portion of that funding for projects that enhance existing 

operations. 

Bay Area Toll Authority (BATA) Project Savings- With the completion of the Regional Measure 1 highway 

and bridge projects and the opening of the New East Span of the Bay Bridge, BATA project savings are 

proposed to be directed to the Core Capacity Challenge Grant Program. Staff has determined that these 

transit projects are eligible bridge improvement projects because they will improve functioning or use of 

one or more of the state-owned bridges. As such, these project expenditures, in an amount of $250 

million, are proposed to be added to BATA's long-range plan and budget. The Core Capacity program 

includes $83 million in FTA funds over a 16 year period (FY 2015 - FY 2030) or $30 million/year. AC 

Transit $83 million in BATA Project Savings for AC Transit over a 16 year period (FY 2015 - FY 2030) or 

$5.18 million/year. 

Alameda County Transportation Commission Vehicle Registration Fee (VRF) - The Measure F Alameda 

County Vehicle Registration Fee (VRF) Program was approved by the voters in November 2010, the fee 

generates about $11 million per year by a $10 per year vehicle registration fee. The goal of the VRF 

program is to sustain the County's transportation network and reduce traffic congestion and vehicle 

related pollution. The program includes 25% for Transit for Congestion Relief, which seeks to make the 
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existing transit system more efficient and effective, and improve access to schools and jobs. AC Transit 

believes it can secure a small portion of that funding for projects that enhance existing operations. 

Measure BB Capital - ACTC's Transportation Expenditure Plan (TEP) includes $35 million for four Rapid 

Bus projects over 30 years (FY 2015 - FY 2045). This is a project specific program so AC Transit is 

assuming the use of funding for at least three of four projects within the SRTP timeframe. The TEP also 

includes $300 million for Community Development Investments that improve transit connections to jobs 

and schools, or $10 million/year. AC Transit assumes $1 million every two years in capital funding to 

mitigate impacts on transit of development. 

District Funding - AC Transit provides funding from its operating budget to support capital projects. 

From FY 2012- FY 2015 AC Transit provided an average of $9 million per year in capital funding. MTC 

Resolution 4123 -Transit Core Capacity includes a required contribution of $341 million in local funds 

from AC Transit over a 16 year period (FY 2015 - FY 2030) or $21 million/year. Early years of the 

commitment (FY 2015 - FY 2016) are offset by $38 million in Prop 1B PTMISEA funds. This lowers the 

necessary commitment to $18 million/year. This SRTP includes an increase of District Funding to an 

average of $17 million/year. The increase may be partially supported by the recent passage of Measure 

BB. AC Transit assumes that other state and local funds will be available to help off-set this need. 

Table 12- Committed Funding Projections (Attachment 4} 

Discretionary Funding: 

Discretionary funding is more speculative as it may require voter approval, legislative action or is part of 

a highly competitive discretionary program. AC Transit used Plan Bay Area as a source for discretionary 

revenues and therefore this estimate includes a new regional bridge toll; a regional gas tax; and other 

anticipated, but unidentified revenues-a residual funding category used by MTC 

Federal Sources 

FTA New Starts Program - AC Transit is working through a Major Corridors plan that will identify 

strategies for improvements for the 10 largest corridors in the service area. Those improvements could 

be a minimal as transit signal priority and as large as new proposed Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) projects. For 

the purposes of the SRTP, staff assumes that it will secure an additional $75 million Small Starts grant 

towards a future BRT project. 

Other US Department of Transportation (DOT) Discretionary Grants -There are several discretionary 

federal programs that are specific to the US DOT (i.e. FHWA and FTA) could support AC Transit projects. 

These include the TIGER program, the Elderly and Disabled, Alternative Fuel, Research and 

Development, and the Asset Management, and Safety Programs. 

Other Federal Grants - There a few federal programs outside of the US DOT that could support AC 

Transit projects, particularly advancements to the zero emission bus projects. AC Transit has included 
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some probable funding from the US DOE for possible enhancements to the zero emission bus projects. 

AC Transit has also included funding from FEMA and/or DHS to support safety and security projects. 

State Sources 

Active Transportation Program - The ATP consolidates existing federal and state transportation 

programs, including the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), Bicycle Transportation Account 

{BTA), and State Safe Routes to School (SR2S), into a single program. The purpose of ATP is to encourage 

increased use of active modes of transportation. AC Transit assumes that it can secure a modest amount 

of funding from this program to help support corridor projects, particularly complete street projects that 

are done in coordination with local jurisdiction. AC Transit may be able to draw on this program to 

improve pedestrian and bicycle access to transit centers and stops. 

Cap and Trade (Transit and Intercity Rail Capital. and Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities 

Programs) - The Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program and Affordable Housing and Sustainable 

Communities Program are both discretionary programs where AC Transit could compete for capital 

funding at the state-level. The focus of both of these programs is capital projects that reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions with a priority focus on those reductions in disadvantaged communities. AC 

Transit is looking at these programs through MTC Resolution 4123 - Transit Core Capacity, which 

includes $207 million in Cap and Trade funds over a 16 year period {FY 2015 - FY 2030) or $13 

million/year for AC Transit. 

Cap and Trade (Low Carbon Transportation) and California Air Resources Board's (CARB) Air Quality 

Improvement Program - The Air Quality Improvement Program (AQIP) is designed to support 

development and commercialization of advanced technologies that are necessary to meet California's 

air quality and climate goals. Because of the program's success, AQIP continues to expand. The 

Governor's FY 2014-15 proposed budget identifies $200 million from the State's share of auction 

proceeds under ARB's Cap-and-Trade program to be spent on Low Carbon Transportation projects that 

reduce GHG emissions primarily in disadvantaged communities. Because the Governor's goals for the 

investment of Cap-and-Trade. In Fiscal Year 2015 CARB staff combined the two funding sources (AQIP 

and Low Carbon Transportation Investments) into one funding plan. The key program of focus for AC 

Transit is the Zero-Emission Truck and Bus Pilot, which has $20 - $25 million available in FY 2015. AC 

Transit assumes it could receive $2 million from this program in FY 2015 and $1 million per year for the 

remainder of the SRTP. 

California Energy Commission (CEC)- The CEC's Alternative and Renewable Fuel and Vehicle Technology 

Program has a $100 million Investment Plan in FY 2015. AC Transit would most likely be eligible for the 

$15 million Medium-and Heavy-Duty Advanced Vehicle Technology Demonstration Program, $15 million 

from the Electric Charging Infrastructure program, and $20 million from the Hydrogen Fueling 

Infrastructure program. The latter two programs have more of a light-duty focus so AC Transit would 

need to examine how it could augment its non-revenue fleet to compete for those funds. AC Transit 

estimates it could receive $3 million every three years from this program based on prior awards from 

the program. 
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Additional Bridge Toll - $1 bridge toll increase assumed in Plan Bay Area (PBA). Expected to generate 

$2.7 billion over the life of PBA, FY 2013- FY 2040 (28 years) or $96 million/year. AC Transit received 6% 

of RM2. That assumption for RM3 would yield $5.8 million/year. 

Regional Gas Tax- PBA assumes $5.1 billion over a 22-year period starting in 2018, or $231 million/year. 

AC Transit assumes that it will be able to capture 5% of this revenue (-$11.59 million/year). 

Other Anticipated, but Undetermined Revenues- PBA assumes $14 billion over a 22-year period starting 

in 2018, or $636 million/year. AC Transit assumes that it will be able to capture 5% of this revenue (-$31 

million/year). 

Table 13- Discretionary Funding Projections (Attachment 4} 
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Table 1: CIP Project Need and Financial Outlook
Years 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Total %

CIP Need 131,670,000$         98,637,998$        91,209,781$       139,263,704$         191,711,645$         251,191,246$         228,123,150$         136,483,878$      116,264,192$      126,388,803$      1,510,944,397$         
CIP Funding (Committed) 96,492,000$           99,480,000$        65,294,000$       77,130,000$           52,486,000$           79,710,000$           64,210,000$           59,710,000$         64,210,000$         66,710,000$         725,432,000$            48%
CIP Funding (Discretionary) 7,000,000$             19,000,000$        20,000,000$       60,000,000$           62,390,000$           98,390,000$           87,390,000$           102,390,000$      68,390,000$         67,390,000$         592,340,000$            39%

Committed Shortfall ($785,512,397) 52%
Combined Shorfall ($193,172,397) 13%

 $-
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Table 2: Revenue Fleet Overview 
Manufacturer Series Bus# Range Year II of Vehicles Length (Feet) Seating capacity Wheelchair capacity Vehicle Type Retirement Year Age 

MCI 6000 6003 6040 2000 7 45 57 47 Over-the-Road Coach 2016 15 
Nabi 4050 4051 4090 2002 40 40 35 29 Urban Bus 2015 13 
VanHool 2000 2001 2057 2003 30 60 47 43 Articulated Bus 2015 12 
VanHool 1000 1001 1110 2003 88 40 32 28 Urban Bus 2015 12 
MCI 6050 6041 6079 2003 39 45 57 47 Over-the-Road Coach 2017 12 
VanHool 2100 2101 2110 2006 10 60 47 43 Articulated Bus 2018 9 
VanHool 5000 5001 5051 2006 51 30 25 21 Urban Bus 2018 9 
VanHool 2150 2151 2165 2006 14 60 47 43 Articulated Bus 2018 9 
VanHool 1200 1201 1227 2008 27 40 35 . 31 Urban Bus 2020 7 
VanHool 5100 5101 5139 2009 39 30 25 21 Urban Bus 2021 6 
VanHool 2190 2191 2199 2009 9 60 47 43 Articulated Bus 2021 6 
VanHool- Fuel Cell FC 4 16 2010 12 40 30 26 Urban Bus 2022 5 
Gillig 1300 1301 1365 2013 65 40 37 29 Urban Bus 2025 2 
Gillig 6100 6101 6116 2013 16 40 36 29 Urban Bus (Commuter) 2025 2 
New Flyer 2200 2201 2223 2013 23 60 52 46 Articulated Bus 2025 2 
Gillig 1400 1401 1468 2014 68 40 37 29 Urban Bus 2026 1 
Gillig 6100 6117 6154 2014 38 40 36 29 Urban Bus (Commuter) 2026 1 
ElDorado 3500 3501 3510 2014 10 24 14 12 Cutaway 2021 1 

586 

Table 3: Non Revenue Fleet Overview 

Pr!18r~ -_ .. ·- . ~----·---··.• . :- . O.ullriiit -· -. y 
Car Full Size Car 46 

Full Size Car (Hybrid) 2 

Truck Heavv Dutv Truck 9 

Light Duty Truck 9 

Mid Duty Truck 18 

suv Sport Utility Vehicle 19 

Van light Duty Van 16 

Mid DutvVan s 
Support Equipment Forklift 18 

Scrubber 2 

Sludge Removal 2 

Trailer 3 

Yard Tug s 
Total 154 
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2015 2016 2017 

Table 4: Vehicle Replacement Cost 

Type Qty 

Bus- 40' Urban Hybrids 25 $ 17,900,000 
Bus- 40' Urban Diesel 40 $ 21,200,000 
Bus- 40' Urban Diesel 37 $ 19,923,760 

Bus- 60' Articulated Diesel 29 $ 24,985,472 

Bus - 40' Commuter Diesel 29 $ 15,865,775 

Bus - 40' Commuter Hybrid 10 $ 7,390,953 

Bus- 30' Urban Diesel 37 
Bus- 30' Urban Hybrid 14 
Bus - 60' Articulated Diesel 7 
Bus - 60' Articulated Hybrid 3 
Bus- 60' Articulated Diesel 10 
Bus- 60' Articulated Hybrid 4 
Bus- 40' Urban Hybrid 27 
Bus- 30' Urban Hybrid 39 
Bus - 60' Articulated Hybrid 9 
Cut-Away- Under 26' 5-Year Gasoline 10 
Non-revenue vehicles 154 $ 400,000 $ 408,000 $ 416,160 

484 $ 39,500,000 $ 45,317,232 $ 23,672,888 

Table 5· Vehicle Expansion Cost 
Bus- 40' Urban Diesel 15 $ 8,250,000 
Bus- 40' Urban Diesel 25 $ 13,966,128 

Bus- 40' Urban Diesel 4 
Bus- 60' Articulated Diesel 29 
Bus- 60' Articulated Diesel 6 
Bus- 40' Urban Hybrid 25 
Vans- Paratransit 209 

313 $ 8,250,000 $ - $ 13,966,128 

Table 6: Facilities Overview 

Name Address Property Owner Year Built 

General Office (GO) 1600 Franklin 5t, Oakland, CA 94612 AC Transit 1989 
Central Maintenance Facility (CMF) 10626 E. 14th St, Oakland, CA 94603 AC Transit 1984 
D2- Emeryville Division 1177 47th St, Emeryville, CA 94608 AC Transit 1987 
D3- Richmond Division (closed) 2016 MacDonald Ave, Richmond, CA 94801 ACTransit 1989 

D4- East Oakland (Seminary) Division 1100 Seminary Ave, Oakland, CA 94621 ACTransit 1987 
66th Avenue (D4 Annex) 905 66th Ave, Oakland, CA 94621 ACTransit 1982 
06- Hayward Division 1758 Sabre St, Hayward, CA 94545 AC Transit 1987 
TEC- Training and Educational Center 20234 Mack St, Hayward, CA 94545 ACTransit 1987 
TT- Transbay Terminal (Temporary) First and Missions Sts, San Francisco, CA 94105 TJPA 2011 
Ardenwood Transit Center 34867 Ardenwood Blvd, Fremont, CA 94555 Cal trans 2009 
Richmond Parkway Transit Center Richmond Pkwy and Blume Dr, Richmond, CA 94806 Cal trans 1998 
Eastmont Transit Center Foothill Blvd and 73rd Ave, Oakland, CA 94605 Eastmont Mall 1997 
San Leandro BART Transit Center 1299 San leandro Blvd, San leandro, CA 94577 BART 1972 
~ptown Transit Center 20th Stand Broadway, Oakland, CA 94612 Oakland 2007 
Contra Costa College Transit Center Camous Dr, San Pablo, CA 94806 CCColle•e 1996 
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AC Transit SRTP- Capital Improvement Plan 

Projected Needs 

2018 2019 

$ 18,005,319 

$ 10,483,526 

$ 6,225,511 

$ 3,328,803 

$ 8,893,587 

$ 4,438,404 

$ 

$ 916,375 

$ 424,483 $ 432,973 $ 
$ 51,799,633 $ 1,349,348 $ 

$ 2,271,902 

$ 26,371,403 

$ 5,541,531 

$ 28,643,305 $ 5,541,531 $ 

Age Size (sqft) 

25 100,000 

30 517,000 

27 392,000 

25 266,000 

27 579,500 
32 453,000 
27 833,500 
27 29,000 

3 156,000 

5 144,000 
16 136,000 

17 30,800 

42 48,500 

7 7,000 

18 33 000 

2020 

20,928,848 

$ 
$ 

441,632 $ 
21,370,480 $ 

- $ 

2021 2022 2023 2024 Total 

$ 17,900,000 

$ 21,200,000 

$ 19,923,760 

$ 24,985,472 

$ 15,865,775 

$ 7,390,953 

$ 18,005,319 

$ 10,483,526 

$ 6,225,511 

$ 3,328,803 

$ 8,893,587 

$ 4,438,404 

$ 20,928,848 

30,628,453 $ 30,628,453 

10,473,466 $ 10,473,466 

$ 992,069 $ 1,908,444 

450,465 $ 459,474 $ 468,664 $ 478,037 $ 4,379,888 

41,552,384 $ 459,474 $ 468,664 $ 1,470,106 $ 226,960,209 

$ 8,250,000 

$ 13,966,128 

$ 2,271,902 

$ 26,371,403 

$ 5,541,531 

$ 25,203,638 $ 25,203,638 

$ 11,974,763 $ 12,097,932 $ 24,072,695 

- $ 25,203,638 $ 11,974,763 $ 12,097,932 105,677,297 

Page lofl 
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2015 2016 

Table 7• Facilities Rehabilitation/Expansion Cost 
03 Reopening/Rehabilitation $ 18,000,000 

Other Facility SGR- GO/D2/D4/D6 $ 4,310,000 $ 7,820,766 
Relocate Division 2 
Relocate Division 3 
New Paratransit Facility 
New Bus Facility (Expansion) 

$ 22,310,000 $ 7,820,766 

Table 8· Technology Costs 
OCC Relocation (for CAD/AVL) $ 3,000,000 
Systems (CAD/AVL +other) $ 23,110,000 $ 500,000 
03 Technology refit $ 1,000,000 
Trans bay Terminal & BSF IT Equipment $ 500,000 $ 1,000,000 
Hastus, DailyOps Upgrade 
Electronic Fare Media Usage Promotion 
Off Board Fare Payment 
PeopleSoft Upgrade (post 9.2) 

Storage Area Network Replacement 
Mise upgrades (LAN, WAN, Firewall etc) 

$ 26,610,000 $ 2,500,000 

Table 9· Corridor Enhancements Cost 
Corridor Improvements $ 20,000,000 $ 20,000,000 
Fixed Guideway Conversion (future BRT) 
EB BRT Extension (SL to BF) 
Contra flow lane on Bay Bridge 
Alternative Transit Access {Alameda/Oakland) 

$ 20,000,000 $ 20,000,000 

Table 10· Transit Centers/Park and Rides Cost 
lntermodal Transit Center Rehabs $ 6,000,000 $ 6,000,000 
Downtown Oakland Transit Hub 
New Park and Ride in District 2 
Transbay Capital Commitment $ 7,000,000 $ 7,000,000 

$ 13,000,000 $ 13,000,000 

Table 11· GHG Reduction Initiatives 
IGHG reduction initiatives I $ 2,000,000 $ 2,000,000 
!Alternate Fuel Enhancement Program I $ 8,000,000 

$ 2,000,000 $ 10,000,000 

https://actrans.sharepoint.com/actPEC/PianningandDevelopment/Staff Reports Plan and Dev/SRTP capital Improvement Tables January 23, 2015 

2017 

$ 7,820,766 

$ 7,820,766 

$ 5,000,000 

$ 750,000 

$ 5,750,000 

$ 20,000,000 

$ 5,000,000 

$ 25,000,000 

$ 6,000,000 

$ 7,000,000 

$ 13,000,000 

$ 2,000,000 

$ 2,000,000 

ACTransit SRTP- Capital improvement Plan 

Projected Needs 

2018 2019 

$ 7,820,766 $ 7,820,766 $ 
$ 10,000,000 $ 

$ 

$ 7,820,766 $ 17,820,766 $ 

$ 2,000,000 

$ 5,000,000 

$ 
$ 

$ 2,000,000 $ 5,000,000 $ 

$ 20,000,000 $ 20,000,000 $ 
$ 5,000,000 $ 70,000,000 $ 

$ 50,000,000 

$ 8,000,000 $ 
$ 5,000,000 

$ 30,000,000 $ 148,000,000 $ 

$ 6,000,000 $ 6,000,000 $ 
$ 2,000,000 $ 
$ 1,000,000 

$ 3,000,000 $ 3,000,000 $ 
$ 9,000,000 $ 12,000,000 $ 

$ 2,000,000 $ 2,000,000 $ 
$ 8,000,000 $ 
$ 10,000,000 $ 2,000,000 $ 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Total 

$ 18,000,000 

7,820,766 $ 7,820,766 $ 7,820,766 $ 7,820,766 $ 7,820,766 $ 74,696,891 

45,000,000 $ 45,000,000 $ 100,000,000 

$ 10,000,000 $ 45,000,000 $ 45,000,000 $ 100,000,000 

5,000,000 $ 25,000,000 $ 20,000,000 $ 50,000,000 

$ 20,000,000 $ 20,000,000 $ 20,000,000 $ 20,000,000 $ 80,000,000 

57,820,766 $ 97,820,766 $ 57,820,766 $ 72,820,766 $ 72,820,766 $ 422,696,891 

$ 3,000,000 

$ 23,610,000 

$ 1,000,000 

$ 1,500,000 

$ 2,000,000 

$ 5,000,000 

$ 5,000,000 

4,000,000 $ 4,000,000 

2,000,000 $ 2,000,000 

$ 750,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 2,500,000 

6,000,000 $ 750,000 $ - $ - $ 1,000,000 $ 49,610,000 

20,000,000 $ 20,000,000 $ 20,000,000 $ 20,000,000 $ 20,000,000 $ 200,000,000 

100,000,000 $ 30,000,000 $ 205,000,000 

$ 50,000,000 

14,000,000 $ 14,000,000 $ 14,000,000 $ 50,000,000 

$ 10,000,000 

134,000,000 $ 64,000,000 $ 34,000,000 $ 20,000,000 $ 20,000,000 $ 515,000,000 

6,000,000 $ 6,000,000 $ 6,000,000 $ 6,000,000 $ 6,000,000 $ 60,000,000 

13,000,000 $ 13,000,000 
$ 1,000,000 

3,000,000 $ 3,000,000 $ 3,000,000 $ 3,000,000 $ 3,000,000 $ 42,000,000 

22,000,000 $ 22,000,000 $ 9,000,000 $ 9,000,000 $ 9,000,000 $ 131,000,000 

2,000,000 $ 2,000,000 $ 2,000,000 $ 2,000,000 $ 2,000,000 $ 20,000,000 

8,000,000 $ 8,000,000 $ 8,000,000 $ 40,000,000 

10,000,000 $ 2,000,000 $ 10,000,000 $ 2,000,000 $ 10,000,000 $ 60,000,000 

Page 1 of 1 
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Table 12· Committed Funding Projections 

Funding Sources 2015 2016 

Committed Funding 

feder.ol . _· 
.· . _· 

FTA Formula Funds s 38,400,000 $ 29,530,000 

5TP/CMAQ s 7,000,000 

Federal TOTAL $ 45,400,000 $ 29,530,000 

state:--~- < .. • __ .. ·-. < ·-
.. -.-.-_ 

RTIP s s -
Prop 1B 

Existing Prop 1B PTMI5EA FY 15 Budget s 14,160,000 s -

Existing Prop 1B PTMISEA s 2,000,000 s -

New Prop 1B PTMISEA s s 21,000,000 
Prop 1B TSSSDRA s 2,100,000 s 2,100,000 

Cap & Trade 

Low Carbon Transit Operations s 652,000 $ 2,SOO,OOO 

5tateTOTAl $ 18,912,000 $ 25,600,000 

'ocaLJ · c ;\:_;-:~.··.:~:-', ;"•.-' ·. • /: · .. <·.,.-..-' ,. 
;~.,y: ';-· :-;:, 

AB664 s 1,500,000 $ 1,500,000 

RM2 $ 15,000,000 s 

TFCA $ 500,000 $ -

BATA Project Savings $ 5,180,000 s 5,180,000 

ACTC - VRF Program $ - s -

Measure BB s 10,700,000 

District Funds s 10,000,000 s 26,970,000 

Local Total $ 32,180,000 $ 44,350,000 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

s 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

s 
s 

$ 

$ 

2017 2018 

·.- -_-· 

29,530,000 $ 29,530,000 $ 

7,000,000 $ 

36,530,000 $ 29,530,000 $ 

_---_ ·_., ••• -._.·_.·<·_· 

$ 12,000,000 s 

$ - s 

$ - s 

$ - s 
2,100,000 $ - $ 

2,SOO,OOO $ 2,SOO,OOO $ 

4,600,000 $ 14,500,000 $ 

AC Transit SRTP- Capital Improvement Plan 

Projected Funding 

2019 2020 2021 

·_ . . . 

29,530,000 s 29,530,000 $ 29,530,000 s 

7,000,000 $ 7,000,000 

36,530,000 $ 29,530,000 $ 36,530,000 $ 

.. . -_.· .... __ --• .. -- · .. 
$ 12,000,000 s s 

$ - $ s 

$ - $ s 

$ s - $ 
$ s - s 

2,SOO,OOO $ 2,500,000 $ 2,500,000 s 
2,500,000 $ 14,500,000 $ 2,500,000 $ 

' ;; . '>~O>j;.- ~ '·"-:/>;_, <.',::/;(~ ·---,-:: -.T. , .... 

1,500,000 $ 1,500,000 $ 1,500,000 $ 1,500,000 $ 1,500,000 s 
- $ - $ - s - $ $ 

500,000 $ s 500,000 s s 500,000 s 

5,180,000 s 5,180,000 s 5,180,000 s 5,180,000 s 5,180,000 s 
1,000,000 s s 1,000,000 s s 1,000,000 $ 

$ 3,000,000 $ 12,000,000 s 

15,984,000 $ 23,420,000 s 5,276,000 $ 17,000,000 s 17,000,000 s 
24,164,000 $ 33,100,000 $ 13,456,000 $ 35,680,000 $ 25,180,000 $ 

2022 2023 2024 Total Source/Notes 

.. 

--··· 
_.-· 

' 
. -· -. _· 

MTC Res. 4123- Transit Core Capacity includes $481 million in FTA 

funds over a 16 year period (FY 2015- FY 2030) or $30 million/year. 

AC Transit assumed $38 million in FY2015 based on MTC 

programming recommendations. This leaves $443 million for the 

remaining 15 years of the Core Capi~ity program, or $29.53 

29,530,000 s 29,530,000 $ 29,530,000 $ 304,170,000 million/year. 

Plan Bay Area assumes $186.3 million in FY 2013, 3% escalation, for 

the entire region. AC Transit could receive this funding distributed 

s 7,000,000 s 35,000,000 through a variety of regional programs {e.g. TPI and OBAG) 

29,530,000 $ 36,530,000 $ 29,530,000 $ 339,170,000 

----·-· 
. • ..---··--···,·-: . . . ... _· ., .•.-. ... . . . .... , . ·_· ... -·._·• .. · ... ·._·.- -

Includes $8 million for EB BRT and a $25 million payback from EB BRT 

2,000,000 $ - s $ 26,000,000 advancement. Programming corresponds with ACTC proposal. 

- $ - s $ 14,160,000 Amount in FY 15 budget 

Remaining unprogrammed amounts, and unspent amounts from 

- s - $ $ 2,000,000 completed projects 

Remaining amount for allocation in FY 2015. Most likely available in 

s s s 21,000,000 FY 2016 based on the probable timing of state bond sales. 

$ s $ 6,300,000 Remaining amounts through FY 2017. 

LCTOP is a formula program. MTC Res. 4130- Cap and Trade 

Framework includes $35 million over the life of Plan Bay Area (25 

years, FY 2015- FY 2040) for ACTransit in the Transit Operating and 

2,500,000 $ 2,500,000 $ 2,500,000 $ 23,152,000 Efficiency Program. 

4,500,000 $ 2,500,000 $ 2,500,000 $ 92,612,000 

--,,,,-._.,-::·E·?;~ .. --. ·.' :-· ........ --:c:_o·~'·'· " .. ''',_ . ..-. .. , ... ; '·· ... 
MTC Res. 4123- Transit Core Capacity includes $2S mlllion in AB 664 

1,500,000 $ 1,500,000 $ 1,500,000 $ 15,000,000 funds over a 16 year period (FY 2015- FY 2030) or $1.5 million/year. 

$12 million for BRTfrom Richmond Pwrc and Express Bus South, $3 

- $ - $ $ 15,000,000 million for Richmond PwrC 
Combined ACTC Program Manager and the Regional programs. 

Assumes funding in every other cycle to help support TFCA eligible 

projects (e.g. transit signal priority, alternative fuel vehicles and 

s 500,000 s s 2,500,000 infrastructure). 

MTC Res. 4123- Transit Core Capacity includes $83 million in BATA 

Project Savings over a 16 year period (FY 2015- FY 2030) or $S.18 

5,180,000 s S,180,000 $ 5,180,000 s 51,800,000 million/year. 

- s 1,000,000 $ s 4,000,000 ACTC VRF FY 2014 Allocation Plan 

Measure BB includes $35 million for four Rapid Bus projects over 30 

years (FY 2015- FV 2045). This is a project specific program so AC 

Transit is assuming the use of funding for at least three of four 

projects within the SRTP timeframe. Measure BB also includes $300 

million for Community Development Investments that improve 

transit connections to jobs and schools, or $10 million/year. AC 

2,000,000 $ 11,000,000 s 38,700,000 Transit assumes $1 million every two years in capital funding. 

MTC Res. 4123- Transit Core Capacity includes $341 million in local 

funds over a 16 year period (FY 201S- FY 2030) or $21 million/year. 

Early years of the commitment (FY 2015- FY 2016) are offset by $38 

million in Prop 1B PTM15EA funds. This lowers the necessary 

commitment to $18 million/year. ACTransit assumes that other 

17,000,000 s 17,000,000 s 17,000,000 s 166,650,000 state and local funds will be available to help off-set this need. 

25,680,000 $ 25,180,000 $ 34,680,000 $ 293,650,000 

ITOTAL s 96,492,ooo s 99,48o,ooo s 65,294,ooo s n,13o,ooo s 52,486,ooo s 79,71o,ooo s 64,21o,ooo s s9,71o,ooo s 64,21o,ooo s 66,71o,ooo s n5,432,ooo I 
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Table 13· Discretionary Funding Projecfons I 

Discretionary Funding 

Federal . 

AC Transit has included another Small Starts grant for a second BRT 

FTA New Starts Program $ - $ - $ - $ - $ $ 25,000,000 $ 25,000,000 $ 25,000,000 $ - $ - $ 75,000,000 project. 

Includes Elderly and Disabled, Alternative Fuel, Rea search and 

Development, Asset Management, and Safety Programs. Assumes 

Other US DOT Discretionary $ - $ 3,000,000 $ - $ 13,000,000 $ 3,000,000 $ 13,000,000 $ - $ 3,000,000 $ 35,000,000 two TIGER grants 

Other Federal Discretionary $ -
FEMA/DH5 $ - $ 1,000,000 $ - $ 1,000,000 $ - $ 1,000,000 $ - $ 1,000,000 $ - $ 1,000,000 $ 5,000,000 Possible security related grants. 

DOE $ - $ 1,000,000 $ - $ 1,000,000 $ - $ 1,000,000 $ - $ 1,000,000 $ - $ 1,000,000 $ 5,000,000 Possible alternative fuel related grants. 

Federal TOTAL $ - $ 5,000,000 $ - $ 15,000,000 $ - $ 30,000,000 $ 25,000,000 $ 40,000,000 $ $ 5,000,000 $ 120,000,000 

State . . . . · .... · . . . .· ... . ·.·.··· .··. .. ·; 
. ··.··· .· ·. . . · · . .. ··· . . .. . · .. · ·• .. . ... ·. ; . .·.· .. 

Assumes $3 million/3-year cycle, State Program= $59 million/year, 

ATP $ - $ - $ 3,000,000 $ - $ - $ 3,000,000 $ - $ - $ 3,000,000 $ - $ 9,000,000 MTC = $10 million/year; formerly TE, State SR2S, BTA 

Cap and Trade 

MTC Res. 4123- Transit Core Capacity includes $207 million in Cap 

and Trade funds over a 16 year period {FY 2015- FY 2030) or $13 

Transit and Intercity Rail Capital, and Affordable million/year. Funding for this program would most likely come from 

Housing and Sustainable Communities Programs $ 5,000,000 $ 13,000,000 $ 13,000,000 $ 13,000,000 $ 13,000,000 $ 13,000,000 $ 13,000,000 $ 13,000,000 $ 13,000,000 $ 13,000,000 $ 122,000,000 the Transit and Intercity Rail competitive program. 

In Fiscal Year 2015 CARS staff combined the two funding sources 

(AQIP and Low Carbon Transportation Investments) into one 

funding plan. The key program of focus for AC Transit is the Zero-

Emission Truck and Bus Pilot, which has $20- $25 million available 

in FY 2015. AC Transit assumes it could receive $2 million from this 

program in FY 2015 and $1 million per year for the remainder of the 

low Carbon Transportation $ 2,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 11,000,000 5RTP. 
The CEC's Alternative and Renewable Fuel and Vehicle Technology 

Program has a $100 million Investment Plan in FY 2014. AC Transit 

was eligible for $37 million/year of that program. AC Transit 

assumes it will receive $3 million every three years from this 

CEC $ - $ - $ 3,000,000 $ - $ - $ 3,000,000 $ - $ - $ 3,000,000 $ - $ 9,000,000 program. 

State TOTAL $ 7,000,000 $ 14,000,000 $ 20,000,000 $ 14,000,000 $ 14,000,000 $ 20,000,000 $ 14,000,000 $ 14,000,000 $ 20,000,000 $ 14,000,000 $ 151,000,000 

I.OC!Iv:> ... -, .~-~:• • •o -; .-... ·; ;('_.';",',· .··,· ..... ,., .. ; . ··. ·' ·• :: ·-·· : ··•. ; .- ... ·.····•· ... ... _ .. ··· ·- ............. ,. •--. . ... - :· .. ','; ;·-·: . - ·. '• • 
,. . ...... - .... ...... ,· . - : •,, ·•· - . , .. ........ >• . . . ,· .. 

$1 brld.ge toll increase assumed in Plan Bay Area (PBA). Expected to 

generate $2.7 billion over the life of PBA, Fy 2013- FY 2040 (28 

years) or $96 million/year. AC Transit received 6% of RM2. That 

Additional Bridge Toll $ 5,800,000 $ 5,800,000 $ 5,800,000 $ 5,800,000 $ 5,800,000 $ 5,800,000 $ 34,800,000 assumption for RM3 would yield $5.8 million/year. 

Plan Bay Area assumes $5.1 billion over a 22-year period starting in 

2018, or $231 million/year. AC Transit assumes that it will be able to 

Regional Gas Tax $ 11,590,000 $ 11,590,000 s 11,590,000 $ 11,590,000 $ 11,590,000 $ 11,590,000 $ 69,540,000 captur'e 5% of this revenue ("'$11.59 million/year). 

Plan Bay Area assumes $14 billion over a 22-year period starting in 

2018, or $636 million/year. AC Transit assumes that it will be able to 

Other Anticipated, but Undetermined Revenues $ 31,000,000 $ 31,000,000 $ 31,000,000 $ 31,000,000 s 31,000,000 $ 31,000,000 s 31,000,000 s 217,000,000 capture 5% of this revenue {"'$31 million/year). 

Local Total $ - $ - $ - $ 31,000,000 $ 48,390,000 $ 48,390,000 $ 48,390,000 $ 48,390,000 $ 48,390,000 $ 48,390,000 $ 321,340,000 

TOTAL $ 7,000,000 $ 19,000,000 $ 20,000,000 $ 60,000,000 $ 62,390,000 $ 98,390,000 $ 87,390,000 $ 102,390,000 $ 68,390,000 $ 67,390,000 s 592,340,000 
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