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1 Executive Summar

Alamedag Contra Cost Transit District (AC Transit) operates ovB0 transit routes within the district
as well as providing service to neighboring cities and counties, incluidiiogy City Milpitas, Menlo
Park, Palo Alto, Foster City, San Mateo, Bancisco and Pinol&/eekday ridership othe top 12
Major Corridords approximately 100,000, representinger 50% of thesystemwide daily ridership. By
focusing on those corridors and routes with the highest bus ridership, the &lledifies opportunities
to benefit the greatest number of customers and attract new riders.

AC Transit buses have been facing slangrel speeds and worsening eéime performanceAt the

same time Plan Bay Area is projecting an increaspopulation and employmentfi0 percent and 40

percent, respectivelyAs a resultfransit ridership within the District is expected to double. A

combination of the forecast ridership increase and slower bus speed poses a great challenge in

providing efficient and reliable service tiders.The publidransportation system must evolve to meet

the needs of future residents and commuters. The Major Corridors Stddresses these needs and

LINE GARSE GKS oFaia F2NJ OFLRAGETE LY Fohélpyiethdse NJ 6§ KS 5
transportation demands and needs

Like its predecessor document, the Strategic Vision, the Major Corridors Study lays out a phased
approachandiYSydz 2F 2LJiA2ya (2 AYLINROS o6dza aSNBAOS 2y !
aimsto increasetransitNS f A 6 Af Ade | yR &aSNBAOS ljdzrftAde FyR KSftl
AYLINR@SYSyiGa T2N) GKS ySEG wp @SINAR (2 YSSi GKS NB
high-capacity transit. For example, existipgak hourtransit travel speeds are projected wecreasevy

11 percentby 2040 as a result of increased travel congestion that will slow traffic, including buses.

However, implementation of corridor improvements are projected to result in transit travel speed

improvemens andincrease ridership.

AC Transit assess#tk current service, established future goals and performance measures, and
developed and evaluated investment concepts for each of the study corridors. Using transportation
models and other technical tools to ddae projected performance for the year 2040, the alternatives
were evaluated against the established goals and performance mea®naliminary capital and

2LISNF GAYy3 O02aid SadAYlFidSa gSNB Ot Odz F iSR F2NJ SI OK
Development of hvestment Alternatives Shortterm and longterm capital investment strategies

were developed for each corridor and included four basic modes: Enhanced Bus, Rapid Bus, Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT), dight-rail Transit (LRT). Shetérm investment strategis were chosen based on
improvements that could be implemented within a fiyear period and that would be compatible with
long-term improvementunder considerationLongterm investment strategiesonsideredsufficient
household density in 2040 to suppdhte level of investment, available street widths (or rigtftway) to
accommodate the mode evaluated, and neighborhéexdel operational considerations. The investment
types considered for each corridor for the shahd longterm are shown in Table A.

Pagel
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Table A: Shoterm Investments and Initial LeFgrm Investments for Evaluation

San Pablo Avenue/Macdonald Avenue Rapid Bus Upgrades BRT

Shattuck Avenue/Martin Luther King Jr. Wa  Enhanced Bus Rapid Bs- Overlay Local
Broadway/College Avenue/University Avent  Enhanced Bus Rapid BusReplace Local
Adeline Street Operational Improvement BRT

Telegraph Avenue Rapid Bus Upgrades BRT or Light Rall
Fruitvale Avenue/Park Street Enhanced Bus Enhanced Bldpgrades
MacArthur Boulevafdh Street Enhanced Bus Rapid BusReplace Local
West Grand Avenue/Grand Avenue BRT* BRT Upgrades

Foothill Boulevard Enhanced Bus Rapid BusReplace Local
Hesperian Boulevard Enhanced Bus Rapid BusOvelay Local
East 14th Street/Mission Boulevard/Fremor Enhanced Bus BRT

Boulevard

International Boulevard/East 14th Street* BRT Extensions to BRT Servict

* The Grand Avenue BRT projeabuld likelyhavemostfeatures of BRT, but it may not havé BRT
characteristcsSeeSection 5.3.1 (Pad#6) for additional discussion.

Evaluation of Investment Alternatives To evaluate the alternatives tentatively selected for each of
the corridors, the study team usedcombinationof f I YS R / demaddmodeNandeasticity
based calculations. These tools measure the impact of factors such as travel speed and service
frequency on ridership. Given growth projections for jobs and housinghednttransit investments,
bus service quality (travel spd and service reliability) is expected to degrade.

Thetransit improvements evaluated for each corridor were based on the mbB& BRT, Rapid Bus, or

Enhanced Bus) and on the physical characteristics unique to each corridor. To achieve the maximum

transt benefit, the highest level of transibtvestment was evaluatgéd I A Ay 3 O2y aARSNI (A 2
physical limits and future land use. Generally, the more intensive the investment, the greater the

improvement to bus service, including faster trangiésds, increased reliability, and improved

effectiveness and cost efficiency of the service. In other words, BRT and LRT improvements tended to

result in better performance than Rapid Bus or Enhanced Bus improvements. However, all the potential
investmentsevaluated result inmprovedperformance measures established for this study.

As shown in Figure, Ay 2040, Enhanced Bus improvements are expected to have the least impact on
transit travel speed, while BRT and LRT, which include the most invesimemsive transit features
including significant segments of exclusive transit lanes, would provide the greatest benefit to transit

Page2
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travel speed. The BRT improvements would increase transit travel speed by an average &early
percentcompared to taking naction

Enhanced Bush

Rapid Bus -

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120% 140%

Figure A: Percent Travel Speed Increase by Mode (2040 with Project vs. 2040 Baseline)

Transit improvements that increase transit travel speedldcompete well withautomobilesfor many

trips. This is confirmed in the ridership forecastsufégB shows the projected percent ridership

increase by mode, and Figure C shows projected ridership per route mile by mode. The modal analysis
indicates that the higher the level of transit improvements in a corridor, the higher the projected
ridership ircrease.

Enhanced Bus-
Rapid Bus -
Bus Rapid Transit_

0% 50% 100% 150% 200% 250% 300%

Figure B: Ridership Increase by Mode (2040 with Project vs. 2040 Baseline)

Plan ACT oo
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Enhanced Bus-

Bus Rapid Transit

- 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000 7,000

Figure C: Ridership per Route Mile by Mode (2040 with Project)

Similar results were founfibr service effectiveness, reliability, and cesfectiveness Generally, anore
efficient, reliable, and costffectiveservice wadinkedwith a higher level of transit investment on a
corridor. An important goal of the transit improvements is to provide more esff¢ctivetransit service.
For example,tie corridors with the fghest ridership have a corresponding lower cost per trip. BRT is
projected to have the lowest cost per trip as welllaompetitive cost per mile, as shownfigures D
and E, indicating a hightten on investment for this transit strategy.

Enhanced Bus
Rapid Bus
Bus Rapid Transit

Light Rail Transit

$0.00 $0.50 $1.00 $1.50 $2.00 $2.50

Figure DOperatingCost per Unlinked Passenger Trip by Mode

Plan ACT g

Help shape AC Transit's future!



F’
Major Corridors Study ﬂll émvsxr

Final Report

Enhanced Bus

Rapid Bus

Bus Rapid Transit

Light Rail Transit

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

Figure E: Operating Cost per Mile by Mode

Capital cost estimates range from $5 million 22%nillion per mile for busased investment strategies
and $428 million per mile for lightil investnent (in Year 2020 dollars). As shown in Figure F, Enhanced
Bus and Rapid Bus costs per mile are similarly grouped, ranging from $5rolfon per mileThe
difference in the estimated cost per mile was mostly du¢h®potential for adding transitanes to

bypass congestioBBRT costs are nearly tripde quadruple that range, given its more intensive capital
improvements Finally rail costsare exponentially higher in comparison to the three other modes.

Enhanced BusI $5
Rapid Bus I $8

Bus Rapid Transitl $22

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

Figure F: Capital Cost per Milevtmde (in million dollars)

Plan ACT oo
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Revised ShofTerm and Longrerm Investment Strategies Giventhe findings from the evaluatioand
the input received on the Draft Final Repadhe study team recommends dlh allinvestment strategies
initially proposed be aghnced for further consideration, with the followirxceptions:

9 The results for the Adeline Street corridor are inconclusive. The Major Corridors Study
consideredupgrading the corridomitially throughoperational improvementdy 2020andwith
BRTimplementation by 2040. The evaluation in the Major Corridors Study and the Alameda
Countywide Transit Plan showed conflicting performance for all measures, except travel time
improvement and cost per vehicle mile, which were rated as having a moderateverpent.

While BRT investments would improve transit service quality on this corridor, the discrepancy
0Si6SSYy Y2RSt SR NARSNBKALI FyR !'fFYSRF /¢/ Q& YI
would be necessary to justify the cost of BRfie Alameda®©/ Qa Y I N} SdG FylFfe&aia
the trip between downtown Berkeley and Emeryvilleaastrong transit market, while the

LflYSRI [/ ¢/ Qa Y2RSft Ay RAIHelefdr§ ROperatioralf NA RSNE KA LJ
Improvementstrategy is recommaded for the shorterm horizon More detailed studies may

or may not indicate that a higher level of investment is justifiethe longterm.

1 Itis recommended that the rail option for the Telegraph Avenue corridor not be pursued and
that the BRT option be advanced. BotBrRSa FI NBR ¢Sttt Ay GKA& O2NNA
performance measures. While the BRT performance was lower when compared to light rail, the
BRT investment is projected to yield much moosteffectiveservice than the LRT investment.
BRT costs peripr and per mile were forecastito be less than half that of light rail. In addition,
the $3 billion estimated total capital cost for light raiP@times more than the estimated1B6
million total capital cost for BRT. For these reasons, the BRT iremtsimthis corridor is
recommended as the preferred option for future consideration.

1 The West Grand Avenue and Grand Avenue segment was separated from the MacArthur
Boulevard CorridoiThe shoriterm recommendation for this corridor is BRT; howewairBRT
features may not be included critical feature in the shotterm is installation of transit lanes in
coordination with theMTQ) @ore Capacity Stugynd theBay Bridge Forward project and other
improvements by the City of Oaklandl transitroutes, including Lines NL, 12 and other
Transbay routes, could use the transit lab@provide reliable and frequent service connecting
neighborhoods along the West Grand Avenue/Grand Aveinudgwntown Oakland andear
the Transbay Transit Centas well adypasing congestioron F580. Thelongterm
recommendationvould be forBRT upgrade#dditional BRElements such as all door
boarding, could be added in coordinativith the MacArthur Boulevard0™ Street Rapid &s
improvemens.

1 TheMacArthur Boulevartt0" StreetCorridoris recommended for Enhanced Bus tlog short-
term and Rapid Bus Replace Localtlierlongterm. Some wide righbf-way existdor potential
transit lanes especially on 40Street andViacArthurBoulevard east of 73Street.Due to the
challenging roadway configuration with somarrowright-of-way segments and multiple
crossings of Interstate 580%B0), creating a consistent roadway design treatment is difficult.
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Thus, Rapid BeReplae Local is recommended for improving the service and meeting the
expected ridership increase.

Table B summarizés K S al 22 NJ / 2 NN#oRmeNdatjorisdzRe Q& FAY | f

Table BFinalShortTerm and Lonr@erm Investment Strategies for Major Corridors

Corrido ShortTerm (by 2020) LongTerm (by 2040)

San Pablo Avenue/Macdonald Avenue | Rapid Bus Upgrades | BRT

Shattuck Avenue/Martin Luther King Jr. Way  Enhanced Bus Rapid BusOverlay Local
Broadwagbllege Avenue/University Avenue Enhanced Bus Rapid BusRepéce Local
Adeline Street Operational Improvements TBD

Telegraph Avenue Rapid Bus Upgrades BRT

Fruitvale Avenue/Park Street Enhanced Bus Enhanced Bus Upgrades
MacArthur Boulevafti/Street Enhanced Bus Rapid Bus Replace Local
West Grand A@&andAvenue BRT* BRTUpgrades*

Foothill Boulevard Enhanced Bus Rapid BusReplace Local
Hesperian Boulevard Enhanced Bus Rapid Bus- Overlay Local
East 14th Street/Mission BoulEvamtbnt Enhanced Bus BRT

Boulevard

International Boulevard/Edth Street BRT (under construction) Extensions to BRT Service

* TheWest Grand Averaend Avenue BRT project wouldhdiketgostfeatures of BRT, but it may not have all BRT
characteristcs. Sgection 5.3.P4ge25)for additional discioss

Plan ACT g
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2 Background and Context About AC Transit

In 2001, the Alamed&ontra Costa Transit District (AC Transg
adopted its Strategic Visiband expressed its intent to
provide a worldclass transit system for the East Bay. The
Strategic Vision set forth a phased approdc improve bus
ASNIBAOS 2y '/ ¢NIXyaraidQa KA
delivered or is in the process of delivering some of the
corridor projects described in the Strategic Vision. The
projects identified in thelocumentand implemented are the
East Bay BRT project in the International Boulevard/f. 14 USRSV EIVACR FE [l Re o1 C
Street corridor, Rapid Bus projects on the San Pablo Avenu =S eIgRa Tl EReI I TR (eoF
and Telegraph Avenue Corridors, and the Travel Time Delg \ALLRY L ER=1=FVAOR FE R
Reduction project on th8roadway/College increase sevice by 14 percent in
Avenue/University Avenueorridor. The District is also in the [RACUIEERCEIIVA R el [SReR e
early planning stages for a Travel Time Delay Reduction [ B RuIeIRaTelNIEReI TN [V

project on the Line 9Hesperian Boulevarcorridor. service. Service increase will be
implemented over a year peri with

the first phase implemented in June
2016. The Measure BB funding allov
AC Transit to operate at the p010
service cut level.

The district stretches along the
eastern side of San Francisco Bay
from Richmond to the north of
Fremontto the south, a distance of
some 50 miles. AC Transit serves 1!
cities and portions of unincorporated
Alameda and Contra Costa Counties

2 NNA R 2

At the same time, service and ridership levels have change
since 2001. Some bus lines have been rerouted, while othe
bus lines require modification due to Distretd projects or
projects sponsored by others. Thus, there is a need to upda

the corridor definitions and types of improvement envisione
for the major corridors. Despite the degradation in the

service network from the 2010
service cuts, ridership increased by
nearly 5 percent fsm 2012 to 2014.

In addition, one of the major changes in tBay Area is
adoption of Plan Bay Area. Throuidie designation of Priority
Development Areas (PDAs) and linking transportation and
land use planning, population and job growth will be directe

AC Transit operates over 150 transit
routes, including 29 Transbay routes

A~ = ~ 7 A . x | . ~
totheA yy SNJ O2NB 2% GKS . ke | Systemwide weekday ridership in F) AuQa
area. 201415 wasl78,851 including
2.1 Challenges 13,233Transbay passengers.

While the Major Corridor routes have been successfully
carrying high ridership and demonstragtrongpotential for ridershipgrowth, AC Transit faces
significantoperational challenges.

DecliningOperating Speeds

AC Transit is expesd to face a continued downward trend in travel speed through 2040 if no significant
improvements are made. As shown in Figlirélistrictwide average fleet speed has fallen nearly five
percent in the last five years. The system wide average travel spdall 2015 was 10.1 mph. The

! AC Transit. Strategic Vision 2a02010.
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infrastructure investment strategies evaluated in the Major Corridors Study target to reverse the trend
of slower buses and make transit a more reliable and attractive modal choice.
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Figurel: Histoic Districtwide Average Traveling Speed (mph)

Meeting OnTime Performance Goals

Mostal 22NJ / 2NNAR2NE NRdziSa R2 y2i YSSonth&kS | 3SyOeQa
performance A customer survegonducted for this studyevealed that ridervaluegood ontime
performancebecauseschedule adherence allows riders to schedule thrg. Poorreliability is a key

challenge.

Future Scale of Service Delivery

The AC Transit District is expected to had® percent population increase and 40 percentployment
increase through 204Mut with little roadway capacity increase. Thuslership inthe District is
forecastto double ridershipvenwithout additionaltransitinvestments. This scenario presents a
serious problem in transporting a significandyger number of riders oimcreasinglycongested
roadways.

2.2 Opportunities

Focusing on investments on the Major Corridors cddlde the greatest benefit to thexisting riders
and potential future riderskeyopportunitiesto improve transit performancand increase transit
ridership are summarized in the section below.

Paged
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StrongRidership Growth Expected

Today ridership on the Major Corridoiis strong ands forecastdto growthrough Year 2040. Some

areas, such as Warm Springs, Brooklyn Basin andedtafointwill create newneighborhoodsand

GKS al 22N/ 2NNAR2NER O2dZ R 0S Y2RAFTASR (G2 aSNBS (K
Transit Plan notes strong potential transit mark&teoughout the Districf The plan also notes that

transit maynot haveyet captured full potential ridership.

Many Streets Can Accommodate High Investment Levels

Severof the 12 Major Corridorshave a minimum of 70 feet width on 50 percafttheir lengths. This
width can accommodate aintensive transit inprovement, such as BRandreallocates the roadway
from acarcentricdesignto amore balanced multimodal environment withansit suppative design.
This type ofnvestmentis likely to improveransittravel time significantly and attract more riderghi

Improved Coordination andCollaboration with Regional andLocal Agencies

AC Transit worked closely with Alameda CTC in developing the Countywide Transit Plan and Multimodal
Arterials Plan.Nine of the 12 Major Corridors are included in the @atywide Transit Plarin addition,

AC Transitoordinatedwith Metropolitan TransportationCommission (MTQ)n the Transbay Core

Capacity an@®ay Bridge Forwarprojects as well aspdates of the Plan Bay Areghere are great
opportunities in coordinatig and collaboratingo createtransit-friendly policges and work jointly to

develop and implemenprojects.

2.3 Study Purpose and Goals

The Major Corridors Study is being carried out to refresh the capital investment recommendations in the

5 A & NR @id \sion. The Blilidyi f8cuses on developing and analyzing capital improvements for AC
¢CNIyaridaoa 1Se O2NNA-Br hdgtedmyhiRestiNgdt@teatcoiesS 46 Redp shape AGLI

CNF yaAidQa OFLMAGEHE Ay@SadySyd infNégh thosk oorrido dlid i KS y SE
routes with the highest ridership, the study is identifying the best opportunities to benefiatigest

number of customers and to attract new riddrg 2040.

¢tKS aiddzRe O2yldAydzSa !/ ¢ NI yhighest fd@rsh Eofridokslioamedt the A Y LINR
following goals:

Goals:

Increase ridership;

Improve access to work, education, sees, and recreation;
Increase effectiveness/reliability;

Increase cost efficiency; and

Reduce emissions.

o s~ wDN PR

% Alameda CTC, Countywide Transit Plan Final Report, Jun 2016
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As depicted in Figur2 the Major Corridors Study is an early step in project development. At this
planning stage, alternatives or investment strategiesidentified and evaluated before a deidn is

made to advance them for more focused study and development. The identified alternatives enable the
District to develop and refine projects for inclusion in regional plans including the Aladmeéda Q a
Countywide Transit Plan, Contra Costa Transpbriaty’ | dz{GCFATBuiitgmde Transportation

Plan, and thex ¢ / Regional Transportation Plan, as well as start the process of seeking funding from
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).

Figure2: Project Development Proses

Conceptual oY ¢ Final
F Engineering and
Plannin Design Environmental Design

Clearance

The Major Corridors Study is part of the planning stage

Construction

2.4 StudyProcess

The study was structured using an iterative process that included significant interaction and
O2ftfF02NFGA2Y GAGK '/ ¢NFXyaArd t €I yy e BomposdddfT | y R
staff fromlocal jurisdictond YR 2 G KSNJ G NI yALRNIFGA2Y | 3SYyOASAT 022
Countywide Transit Plan development; and public outreach, including three rounds of community

meetings with the public and individual staketiet meetings.

¢KS adddzReQa SIFNIeé aidl3aSa Ay@2ft @SR LINBLI NI GA2Yy 27
performance measures, and the development of alternatives for each of the corridors. The alternatives

were subsequently evaluated againkesegods and performance measurésr 2040conditionsusinga
traveldemand modeling exercise. Preliminary capital and operating cost estimates were also developed
F2NJ SFOK 2F (GKS O2NNAR2NBQ |t GSNYI A @S &FigireBR 6 SNB
INI LIKAOFf @ &adzYYFINAT S& GKS &dddzReQa 20SNIff RS@St 2
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Figure3: Major Corridors Study Process
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2.5 Relationship to Other Studies and Planning Efforts

¢CKS al22NJ/ 2NNAR2NE { (dzefd@vedaAe)r Da | RBzy e ARSRC BRA
GK2aS 2F a¢/ Qa ¢NIyaArd {daAadlrAylroArtAade t Nea2SOG |yR
Major Corridors Studtakesinto account the developmenif goals outlined in the regional Plan Bay

Area and the ddgnation of Priority Development Areas (PDBg)ocal jurisdictions

The studywvasRS @St 2 LISR Ay O22NRAYIFGA2Y GAGK !/ ¢NI¥yaradaQa
approved the Service Expansion Plan (SEP) in January 2016, which focusestenrstupérational

improvements to increase reliability and spedthe SEP, now branded as @€ willbe rolled out over

an 18 to 24-month period beginning in June 2016. While in some gdkesSEP recommendations may

change alignments on the major corrigg streets included in the Major Corridors Study would remain

important streets for AC TransitegardlessThe SEP service changes were assumed in the analysis of

Year 2040 Baseline conditions.

In addition, AC Transit is coordinating planning effortgioh YA f  NJ O2 NNAR2NBA 6A (K !
adA GAY2RIFE | NISNRIFE tflys 28ad / 2ydapatity Trasitdl ¢ S0
2

£ 1
3 Ky
{GdR&83T FyR a¢/ Qa Trabitgadg.l @ / 2NB /I LI OAd e
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3 Study Corridors and Baseline Conditions

'/ ¢ NI y &A ( ara arathk l8ghdstriderahdirigtors, and together, they transport over 50
LISNDSy G 2F (KS 5 A Kdstddrridersaere s@edté&dhhbcaube tHehBve NgiokcallyJd
been high ridership corridors. Some corridors and modifications to tisieg corridors were selected
based on its transit market potentiahC Transit plans to focus infrastructure improvements on the
following 12 Major Corridors:

San Pablo Avenue/Macdonald Avenue (Lines 72, 72M, 72R)
Shattuck Avenue/Martin Luther King Way (Line 18)

College Avenue/University Aven@goadway(Lines 51A, 51B)
Telegraph Avenue (Lir®

Adeline Street (Line F)

MacArthur BoulevardfOth Street(Lines 57, NL)

West Grand Avenu&rand Avenue (Line NL)

International Boulevard/Esd 14th Street (Lines 10)

Foothill Boulevard (Line 40)

Fruitvale Avenue/Park Street (Lines 20, 21)

Hesperian Boulevard (Line 97)

Mission Boulevard/East 14th Stréetemont BoulevardLines99, 10

= =4 =4 =4 -4 4 -4 -8 -4 -8 4

=

Thel2 Major Corridors, illustrated in Figudg travel on approximately 100 miles of roadway, carrying
over 100,000 passengers daiorridor descriptions are provided in AppendiD&tails of the corridor
selection process are explained in Appertlix

While most corridor®rient in a mostlynorth-south direction, some corridorprovide eastwest
connections. Together they form a high frequency, Rigpacity transit network stretching from
Richmond to Fremont.

During the course of this study, service on some routes have been changed or will becchraarder

to improve reliability and operational efficiency in a shtmtm. One of the major changes is splitting the
International Boulevard/E. 14 Street segment (Line 1) and the Telegraph Avenue segment (New Line 6)
as two independent corridors ahe former will be under construction for BRi.addition, the Mission
Boulevard/East 1t Street Corridor was split into Line 10 (from the San Leandro BART Station to
Hayward BART station) and Line 99 (from Hayward BART station to Fremont BART station).

3.1 Land Use Context

The estimated 2010 population of the AC Trassitvice areas approximately 1,404,008ersons.
Population and employment ithe District are forecasgtd to increaseby 30 percent and 40 percent,
respectively, between 2010 and 2040. Fegé and7 illustrate population and job densities in Year
2010 and 2040 within the DistridBy 2040, the aresthat aredense in2010generally eithemaintain or
increase their level of density
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Figured: Map of Major Cadtdrs
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POPULATION EMPLOYMENT

2010 2010
2040
2040
Figures: Popul ation and Employment in t

Local jurisdictions in the Bay Area have adopted nearly 200 Priority Development Areas (PDAs), based on
existing conditions and future expectations. PDAs are existing neighborhoods in the Bay Area that local
jurisdictions have identified as approgte places for development or growth that would be transit

supportive and pedestriafriendly.

I/ ¢NIFyaridQa aSNBAOS I NBF AyOfdzRSa nn t5!azx AyOf dz
centers (e.g., downtown Berkeley), and new neighbortealg., Alameda Point, South Fremont/Warm

Springs) These areas include locatiodsk SNB G KS 9l aid .rFreQa fFNBSad | oazi
population are anticipated as well as theeralljob growth. Large portions of the cities of Oakland and

Emeryville are designated as PDAs. Additionally, San Pablo Avenue is a PDA where it travels through the
cities of San Pablo, Richmond, El Cerrito, Albany, Emeryville, and Oakland. The mafarivyapdr

Corridors travel through multiple PDAs shownn Figures 8 and Jhree quartersof the projected

housing and population growth within the Districf@secasedto take place in areas designated as

PDAs.
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Figure6: Year 2010 Population Density (Left) and ¥é@iP2ojected Population Density (Right)
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Figure7: Year 2010 Employment Density (Left) and Year 2040 Projected Employment Dgnsity (Right
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