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1 Executive Summary 

Alameda ς Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit) operates over 150 transit routes within the district 

as well as providing service to neighboring cities and counties, including Union City, Milpitas, Menlo 

Park, Palo Alto, Foster City, San Mateo, San Francisco and Pinole. Weekday ridership on the top 12 

Major Corridors is approximately 100,000, representing over 50% of the system-wide daily ridership. By 

focusing on those corridors and routes with the highest bus ridership, the study identifies opportunities 

to benefit the greatest number of customers and attract new riders. 

AC Transit buses have been facing slower travel speeds and worsening on-time performance. At the 

same time, Plan Bay Area is projecting an increase in population and employment of 30 percent and 40 

percent, respectively. As a result, transit 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 to riders. The public transportation system must evolve to meet 

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

ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ǘƻǇ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ нлпл to help meet these 

transportation demands and needs.  

Like its predecessor document, the Strategic Vision, the Major Corridors Study lays out a phased 

approach and a ƳŜƴǳ ƻŦ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ōǳǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƻƴ !/ ¢ǊŀƴǎƛǘΩǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǊƛŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎΦ Lǘ 

aims to increase transit ǊŜƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƘŜƭǇǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ 

ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ нр ȅŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ŀƴǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜŘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŀƴŘ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƘƛƎƘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ 

high-capacity transit. For example, existing peak hour transit travel speeds are projected to decrease by 

11 percent by 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 

improvements and increase ridership.   

AC Transit assessed the 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 develop projected performance for the year 2040, the alternatives 

were evaluated against the established goals and performance measures. Preliminary capital and 

ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ Ŏƻǎǘ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎΩ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎΦ  

Development of Investment Alternatives     Short-term and long-term capital investment strategies 

were developed for each corridor and included four basic modes: Enhanced Bus, Rapid Bus, Bus Rapid 

Transit (BRT), or Light-rail Transit (LRT). Short-term investment strategies were chosen based on 

improvements that could be implemented within a five-year period and that would be compatible with 

long-term improvements under consideration. Long-term investment strategies considered sufficient 

household density in 2040 to support the level of investment, available street widths (or right-of-way) to 

accommodate the mode evaluated, and neighborhood-level operational considerations. The investment 

types considered for each corridor for the short- and long-term are shown in Table A.  
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Table A: Short-term Investments and Initial Long-Term Investments for Evaluation 

Corridor Short-Term (by 2020) Long-Term (by 2040) 

San Pablo Avenue/Macdonald Avenue Rapid Bus Upgrades BRT 

Shattuck Avenue/Martin Luther King Jr. Way Enhanced Bus Rapid Bus - Overlay Local 

Broadway/College Avenue/University Avenue Enhanced Bus Rapid Bus - Replace Local 

Adeline Street Operational Improvements BRT 

Telegraph Avenue Rapid Bus Upgrades BRT or Light Rail 

Fruitvale Avenue/Park Street Enhanced Bus Enhanced Bus Upgrades 

MacArthur Boulevard/40th Street Enhanced Bus Rapid Bus - Replace Local 

West Grand Avenue/Grand Avenue BRT* BRT Upgrades* 

Foothill Boulevard Enhanced Bus Rapid Bus - Replace Local 

Hesperian Boulevard Enhanced Bus Rapid Bus - Overlay Local 

East 14th Street/Mission Boulevard/Fremont 
Boulevard 

Enhanced Bus BRT 

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

* The Grand Avenue BRT project would likely have most features of BRT, but it may not have all BRT 
characteristcs. See Section 5.3.1 (Page 26) for additional discussion.   

Evaluation of Investment Alternatives     To evaluate the alternatives tentatively selected for each of 

the corridors, the study team used a combination of !ƭŀƳŜŘŀ /¢/Ωǎ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ demand model and elasticity-

based calculations. These tools measure the impact of factors such as travel speed and service 

frequency on ridership. Given growth projections for jobs and housing and absent transit investments, 

bus service quality (travel speed and service reliability) is expected to degrade. 

The transit improvements evaluated for each corridor were based on the mode (LRT, BRT, Rapid Bus, or 

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

transit benefit, the highest level of transit investment was evaluatedΣ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊΩǎ 

physical limits and future land use. Generally, the more intensive the investment, the greater the 

improvement to bus service, including faster transit speeds, 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 

investments evaluated result in improved performance measures established for this study.  

As shown in Figure A, by 2040, Enhanced Bus improvements are expected to have the least impact on 

transit travel speed, while BRT and LRT, which include the most investment-intensive transit features 

including significant segments of exclusive transit lanes, would provide the greatest benefit to transit 



Major Corridors Study 
Final Report 

 

  Page 3 

travel speed. The BRT improvements would increase transit travel speed by an average of nearly 50 

percent compared to taking no action. 

  

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

Transit improvements that increase transit travel speed could compete well with automobiles for many 

trips. This is confirmed in the ridership forecasts. Figure B 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 increase. 

 

Figure B: Ridership Increase by Mode (2040 with Project vs. 2040 Baseline) 
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Figure C: Ridership per Route Mile by Mode (2040 with Project) 

Similar results were found for service effectiveness, reliability, and cost effectiveness. Generally, a more 

efficient, reliable, and cost-effective service was linked with a higher level of transit investment on a 

corridor. An important goal of the transit improvements is to provide more cost-effective transit service. 

For example, the corridors with the highest ridership have a corresponding lower cost per trip. BRT is 

projected to have the lowest cost per trip as well as a competitive cost per mile, as shown in figures D 

and E, indicating a high return on investment for this transit strategy. 

  

Figure D: Operating Cost per Unlinked Passenger Trip by Mode 
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Figure E: Operating Cost per Mile by Mode 

Capital cost estimates range from $5 million to $22 million per mile for bus-based investment strategies 

and $428 million per mile for light-rail investment (in Year 2020 dollars). As shown in Figure F, Enhanced 

Bus and Rapid Bus costs per mile are similarly grouped, ranging from $5 to $11 million per mile. The 

difference in the estimated cost per mile was mostly due to the potential for adding transit lanes to 

bypass congestion. BRT costs are nearly triple or quadruple that range, given its more intensive capital 

improvements. Finally, rail costs are exponentially higher in comparison to the three other modes. 

 

Figure F: Capital Cost per Mile by Mode (in million dollars) 
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Revised Short-Term and Long-Term Investment Strategies     Given the findings from the evaluation and 

the input received on the Draft Final Report, the study team recommends that all investment strategies 

initially proposed be advanced for further consideration, with the following exceptions:  

¶ The results for the Adeline Street corridor are inconclusive. The Major Corridors Study 

considered upgrading the corridor initially through operational improvements by 2020 and with 

BRT implementation 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 moderate improvement. 

While BRT investments would improve transit service quality on this corridor, the discrepancy 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƳƻŘŜƭŜŘ ǊƛŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀƴŘ !ƭŀƳŜŘŀ /¢/Ωǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 

would be necessary to justify the cost of BRT. The Alameda C¢/Ωǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜŘ 

the trip between downtown Berkeley and Emeryville as a strong transit market, while the 

!ƭŀƳŜŘŀ /¢/Ωǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǊƛŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ. Therefore, an Operational 

Improvement strategy is recommended for the short-term horizon. More detailed studies may 

or may not indicate that a higher level of investment is justified in the long-term.   

¶ It is recommended that the rail option for the Telegraph Avenue corridor not be pursued and 

that the BRT option be advanced. Both mƻŘŜǎ ŦŀǊŜŘ ǿŜƭƭ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊΩǎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ 

performance measures. While the BRT performance was lower when compared to light rail, the 

BRT investment is projected to yield much more cost-effective service than the LRT investment. 

BRT costs per trip and per mile were forecasted to be less than half that of light rail. In addition, 

the $3 billion estimated total capital cost for light rail is 22 times more than the estimated $136 

million total capital cost for BRT. For these reasons, the BRT investment in this corridor is 

recommended as the preferred option for future consideration. 

¶ The West Grand Avenue and Grand Avenue segment was separated from the MacArthur 

Boulevard Corridor. The short-term recommendation for this corridor is BRT; however, all BRT 

features may not be included. A critical feature in the short-term is installation of transit lanes in 

coordination with the MTCΩǎ Core Capacity Study and the Bay Bridge Forward project and other 

improvements by the City of Oakland. All transit routes, including Lines NL, 12 and other 

Transbay routes, could use the transit lanes to provide reliable and frequent service connecting 

neighborhoods along the West Grand Avenue/Grand Avenue, in downtown Oakland and near 

the Transbay Transit Center as well as bypassing congestion on I-580. The long-term 

recommendation would be for BRT upgrades. Additional BRT elements, such as all door 

boarding, could be added in coordination with the MacArthur Boulevard/40th Street Rapid Bus 

improvements.   

¶ The MacArthur Boulevard/40th Street Corridor is recommended for Enhanced Bus for the short-

term and Rapid Bus Replace Local for the long-term. Some wide right-of-way exists for potential 

transit lanes, especially on 40th Street and MacArthur Boulevard east of 73rd Street. Due to the 

challenging roadway configuration with some narrow right-of-way segments and multiple 

crossings of Interstate 580 (I-580), creating a consistent roadway design treatment is difficult. 



Major Corridors Study 
Final Report 

 

  Page 7 

Thus, Rapid Bus-Replace Local is recommended for improving the service and meeting the 

expected ridership increase.   

Table B summarizes ǘƘŜ aŀƧƻǊ /ƻǊǊƛŘƻǊ {ǘǳŘȅΩǎ Ŧƛƴŀƭ recommendations.   

Table B: Final Short-Term and Long-Term Investment Strategies for Major Corridors 

Corridor Short-Term (by 2020) Long-Term (by 2040) 

San Pablo Avenue/Macdonald Avenue Rapid Bus Upgrades BRT 

Shattuck Avenue/Martin Luther King Jr. Way Enhanced Bus Rapid Bus - Overlay Local 

Broadway/College Avenue/University Avenue Enhanced Bus Rapid Bus - Replace Local 

Adeline Street Operational Improvements TBD 

Telegraph Avenue Rapid Bus Upgrades BRT  

Fruitvale Avenue/Park Street Enhanced Bus Enhanced Bus Upgrades 

MacArthur Boulevard/40th Street Enhanced Bus Rapid Bus ï Replace Local 

West Grand Ave/Grand Avenue BRT* BRT Upgrades* 

Foothill Boulevard Enhanced Bus Rapid Bus - Replace Local 

Hesperian Boulevard Enhanced Bus Rapid Bus - Overlay Local 

East 14th Street/Mission Boulevard/Fremont 
Boulevard 

Enhanced Bus BRT 

International Boulevard/East 14th Street BRT (under construction) Extensions to BRT Service 

* The West Grand Avenue/Grand Avenue BRT project would likely have most features of BRT, but it may not have all BRT 
characteristcs. See Section 5.3.1 (Page 25) for additional discussion.   
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2 Background and Context 

In 2001, the Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit) 

adopted its Strategic Vision1 and expressed its intent to 

provide a world-class transit system for the East Bay. The 

Strategic Vision set forth a phased approach to improve bus 

ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƻƴ !/ ¢ǊŀƴǎƛǘΩǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǊƛŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎΦ !/ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ 

delivered or is in the process of delivering some of the 

corridor projects described in the Strategic Vision. The 

projects identified in the document and implemented are the 

East Bay BRT project in the International Boulevard/E. 14th 

Street corridor, Rapid Bus projects on the San Pablo Avenue 

and Telegraph Avenue Corridors, and the Travel Time Delay 

Reduction project on the Broadway/College 

Avenue/University Avenue corridor. The District is also in the 

early planning stages for a Travel Time Delay Reduction 

project on the Line 97 Hesperian Boulevard corridor.   

At the same time, service and ridership levels have changed 

since 2001. Some bus lines have been rerouted, while other 

bus lines require modification due to District-led projects or 

projects sponsored by others. Thus, there is a need to update 

the corridor definitions and types of improvement envisioned 

for the major corridors.  

In addition, one of the major changes in the Bay Area is 

adoption of Plan Bay Area. Through the designation of Priority 

Development Areas (PDAs) and linking transportation and 

land use planning, population and job growth will be directed 

to the ƛƴƴŜǊ ŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ŀȅ !ǊŜŀΣ ƭƛƪŜ !/ ¢ǊŀƴǎƛǘΩǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ 

area.   

 Challenges 2.1

While the Major Corridor routes have been successfully 

carrying high ridership and demonstrate strong potential for ridership growth, AC Transit faces 

significant operational challenges.   

Declining Operating Speeds  

AC Transit is expected to face a continued downward trend in travel speed through 2040 if no significant 

improvements are made. As shown in Figure 1, districtwide average fleet speed has fallen nearly five 

percent in the last five years. The system wide average travel speed in fall 2015 was 10.1 mph. The 

                                                           
1
 AC Transit. Strategic Vision 2001 ς 2010.  

About AC Transit 

The district stretches along the 

eastern side of San Francisco Bay 

from Richmond to the north of 

Fremont to the south, a distance of 

some 50 miles. AC Transit serves 13 

cities and portions of unincorporated 

Alameda and Contra Costa Counties.  

In FY 2013-14, AC Transit operated 

1.7 million hours of revenue service. 

With Measure BB, AC Transit will 

increase service by 14 percent in 

Alameda County and provide a total 

of 1.9 million hours of revenue 

service. Service increase will be 

implemented over a year period with 

the first phase implemented in June 

2016. The Measure BB funding allows 

AC Transit to operate at the pre-2010 

service cut level.   

Despite the degradation in the 

service network from the 2010 

service cuts, ridership increased by 

nearly 5 percent from 2012 to 2014. 

AC Transit operates over 150 transit 

routes, including 29 Transbay routes. 

Systemwide weekday ridership in FY 

2014-15 was 178,851, including 

13,233 Transbay passengers.   
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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.  

 

Figure 1: Historic Districtwide Average Traveling Speed (mph) 

 

Meeting On-Time Performance Goals 

Most aŀƧƻǊ /ƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎ ǊƻǳǘŜǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ тн ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ on-time 

performance. A customer survey conducted for this study revealed that riders value good on-time 

performance because schedule adherence allows riders to schedule their trip. Poor reliability is a key 

challenge.   

Future Scale of Service Delivery 

The AC Transit District is expected to have a 30 percent population increase and 40 percent employment 

increase through 2040, but with little roadway capacity increase. Thus, ridership in the District is 

forecast to double ridership even without additional transit investments. This scenario presents a 

serious problem in transporting a significantly larger number of riders on increasingly congested 

roadways.  

 Opportunities 2.2

Focusing on investments on the Major Corridors could have the greatest benefit to the existing riders 

and potential future riders. Key opportunities to improve transit performance and increase transit 

ridership are summarized in the section below.   

 

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

A
c
tu

a
l S

p
e

e
d

 (
m

p
h

) 



Major Corridors Study 
Final Report 

 

  Page 10 

Strong Ridership Growth Expected 

Today, ridership on the Major Corridors is strong and is forecasted to grow through Year 2040. Some 

areas, such as Warm Springs, Brooklyn Basin and Alameda Point, will create new neighborhoods, and 

ǘƘŜ aŀƧƻǊ /ƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŜǊǾŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƴŜǿ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ !ƭŀƳŜŘŀ /¢/Ωǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅǿƛŘŜ 

Transit Plan notes strong potential transit markets throughout the District.2 The plan also notes that 

transit may not have yet captured full potential ridership.   

Many Streets Can Accommodate High Investment Levels  

Seven of the 12 Major Corridors have a minimum of 70 feet width on 50 percent of their lengths. This 

width can accommodate an intensive transit improvement, such as BRT, and reallocates the roadway 

from a car-centric design to a more balanced multimodal environment with transit supportive design. 

This type of investment is likely to improve transit travel time significantly and attract more ridership.   

Improved Coordination and Collaboration with Regional and Local 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 Countywide Transit Plan. In addition, 

AC Transit coordinated with Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) on the Transbay Core 

Capacity and Bay Bridge Forward projects as well as updates of the Plan Bay Area. There are great 

opportunities in coordinating and collaborating to create transit-friendly policies and work jointly to 

develop and implement projects.   

 Study Purpose and Goals  2.3

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

5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ {ǘǊŀǘŜgic Vision. The study focuses on developing and analyzing capital improvements for AC 

¢ǊŀƴǎƛǘΩǎ ƪŜȅ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘǎ ǎƘƻǊǘ- and long-term investment strategies to help shape AC 

¢ǊŀƴǎƛǘΩǎ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǘǿƻ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎΦ .ȅ ŦƻŎǳǎing on those corridors and 

routes with the highest ridership, the study is identifying the best opportunities to benefit the largest 

number of customers and to attract new riders by 2040.  

¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ !/ ¢ǊŀƴǎƛǘΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƻƴ ƛǘǎ highest ridership corridors to meet the 

following goals:  

                                                           
2
 Alameda CTC, Countywide Transit Plan Final Report, Jun 2016 

Goals: 

1. Increase ridership;  

2. Improve access to work, education, services, and recreation;  

3. Increase effectiveness/reliability;  

4. Increase cost efficiency; and 

5. Reduce emissions. 
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As depicted in Figure 2, the Major Corridors Study is an early step in project development. At this 

planning stage, alternatives or investment strategies are identified and evaluated before a decision 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 Alameda /¢/Ωǎ 

Countywide Transit Plan, Contra Costa Transportatƛƻƴ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΩǎ (CCTA) Countywide Transportation 

Plan, and the a¢/Ωǎ Regional Transportation Plan, as well as start the process of seeking funding from 

the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).  

Figure 2: Project Development Process 

 

The Major Corridors Study is part of the planning stage 

 Study Process 2.4

The study was structured using an iterative process that included significant interaction and 

ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ !/ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ¢ŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ !ŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘee, composed of 

staff from local jurisdictions ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΤ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ !ƭŀƳŜŘŀ /¢/Ωǎ 

Countywide Transit Plan development; and public outreach, including three rounds of community 

meetings with the public and individual stakeholder meetings.  

¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ōŀǎŜƭƛƴŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΣ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ 

performance measures, and the development of alternatives for each of the corridors. The alternatives 

were subsequently evaluated against these goals and performance measures for 2040 conditions using a 

travel demand modeling exercise. Preliminary capital and operating cost estimates were also developed 

ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎΩ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴΦ Figure 3 

ƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ 
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Figure 3: Major Corridors Study Process 

  

 Relationship to Other Studies and Planning Efforts 2.5

¢ƘŜ aŀƧƻǊ /ƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎ {ǘǳŘȅΩǎ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ of Alameda /¢/Ωǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅǿƛŘŜ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ tƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ 

ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ a¢/Ωǎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ό¢tLύΦ !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ 

Major Corridors Study takes into account the development of goals outlined in the regional Plan Bay 

Area and the designation of Priority Development Areas (PDAs) by local jurisdictions. 

The study was ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ !/ ¢ǊŀƴǎƛǘΩǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ !/ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ .ƻŀǊŘ 

approved the Service Expansion Plan (SEP) in January 2016, which focuses on short-term operational 

improvements to increase reliability and speed. The SEP, now branded as AC Go, will be rolled out over 

an 18- to 24-month period beginning in June 2016. While in some cases, the SEP recommendations may 

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

important streets for AC Transit, regardless. The SEP service changes were assumed in the analysis of 

Year 2040 Baseline conditions. 

In addition, AC Transit is coordinating planning efforts on ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎ ǿƛǘƘ !ƭŀƳŜŘŀ /¢/Ωǎ 

aǳƭǘƛƳƻŘŀƭ !ǊǘŜǊƛŀƭ tƭŀƴΣ ²Ŝǎǘ /ƻƴǘǊŀ /ƻǎǘŀ ¢ŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ !ŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ IƛƎƘ-Capacity Transit 

{ǘǳŘȅΣ ŀƴŘ a¢/Ωǎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎōŀȅ /ƻǊŜ /ŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ Transit Study.   
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3 Study Corridors and Baseline Conditions 

!/ ¢ǊŀƴǎƛǘΩǎ aŀƧƻǊ /ƻǊǊƛŘors are the highest-ridership corridors, and together, they transport over 50 

ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǊƛŘŜǊǎƘƛǇΦ Most corridors were selected because they have historically 

been high ridership corridors. Some corridors and modifications to the existing corridors were selected 

based on its transit market potential. AC 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 Jr. Way (Line 18)  

¶ College Avenue/University Avenue/Broadway (Lines 51A, 51B)  

¶ Telegraph Avenue (Line 6)  

¶ Adeline Street (Line F) 

¶ MacArthur Boulevard/40th Street (Lines 57, NL)  

¶ West Grand Avenue/Grand Avenue (Line NL) 

¶ International Boulevard/East 14th Street (Lines 1, 10)  

¶ Foothill Boulevard (Line 40)  

¶ Fruitvale Avenue/Park Street (Lines 20, 21) 

¶ Hesperian Boulevard (Line 97)  

¶ Mission Boulevard/East 14th Street/Fremont Boulevard (Lines 99, 10) 

The 12 Major Corridors, illustrated in Figure 4, travel on approximately 100 miles of roadway, carrying 

over 100,000 passengers daily. Corridor descriptions are provided in Appendix A. Details of the corridor 

selection process are explained in Appendix B. 

While most corridors orient in a mostly north-south direction, some corridors provide east-west 

connections. Together they form a high frequency, high-capacity transit network stretching from 

Richmond to Fremont.   

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

to improve reliability and operational efficiency in a short-term. One of the major changes is splitting the 

International Boulevard/E. 14th Street segment (Line 1) and the Telegraph Avenue segment (New Line 6) 

as two independent corridors as the former will be under construction for BRT. In addition, the Mission 

Boulevard/East 14th 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).   

 Land Use Context 3.1

The estimated 2010 population of the AC Transit service area is approximately 1,404,000 persons. 

Population and employment in the District are forecasted to increase by 30 percent and 40 percent, 

respectively, between 2010 and 2040. Figures 6 and 7 illustrate population and job densities in Year 

2010 and 2040 within the District. By 2040, the areas that are dense in 2010 generally either maintain or 

increase their level of density.  
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Figure 4: Map of Major Corridors 
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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 appropriate places for development or growth that would be transit-

supportive and pedestrian-friendly.  

!/ ¢ǊŀƴǎƛǘΩǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ пл t5!ǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ hŀƪƭŀƴŘΣ Ŏƛǘȅ 

centers (e.g., downtown Berkeley), and new neighborhoods (e.g., Alameda Point, South Fremont/Warm 

Springs). These areas include locations ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ 9ŀǎǘ .ŀȅΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ƛƴ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 

population are anticipated as well as the overall job 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 majority of the Major 

Corridors travel through multiple PDAs as shown in Figures 8 and 9. Three quarters of the projected 

housing and population growth within the District is forecasted to take place in areas designated as 

PDAs.    

 

 

Figure 5: Population and Employment in the AC Transitõs Service Area 
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Figure 6: Year 2010 Population Density (Left) and Year 2040 Projected Population Density (Right) 
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Figure 7: Year 2010 Employment Density (Left) and Year 2040 Projected Employment Density (Right)


































































































































