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Purpose of the Performance Report
Each year, the Alameda County Transportation Commission 
(Alameda CTC) evaluates the state of transportation in Alameda 
County, tracks trends in a series of performance measures, and 
prepares a Performance Report based on these trends. Using 
quantitative metrics to track progress toward specific goals,  
the performance measures in the Alameda CTC Performance 
Report are designed to be evaluated using existing data 
sources and to align with the goals of the Alameda Countywide 
Transportation Plan (CTP) and the Congestion Management 
Program (CMP) statute. 

Alameda CTC identifies transportation needs and guides 
investments through the CTP, CMP, and Comprehensive 
Investment Plan (CIP) documents prepared on regular cycles  
to identify short, medium, and long-term projects and programs. 
The Performance Report is critical to assessing the success of 
past transportation investments and provides information on 
transportation system performance that helps identify needs 
that may require future investments. The Performance Report—
together with Alameda CTC’s other monitoring and analysis 
activities—provides a performance-based evaluation of projects 
and programs in Alameda County and provides a framework for 
identification of projects and programs for inclusion in the CTP and 
CMP that can deliver benefits to all users.

Ultimately, the Performance Report is a component of  
Alameda CTC’s legislatively mandated duties as the County’s 
congestion management agency and is a vital part of  

The Performance Report fulfills 
Alameda CTC’s requirements 
as the congestion management 
agency for Alameda County 
pursuant to California 
Government Code Section 
65089(B)(2). The Performance 
Report includes performance 
measures consistent with 
goals required by the CMP 
statute and articulated in 
Alameda CTC’s adopted 
Countywide Transportation 
Plan. The Performance 
Report is designed to use 
either publically available 
data sources that have 
widespread use within the 
transportation planning 
industry or data sources 
that are readily available 
from local jurisdictions and 
agencies. Emphasis is placed 
on measures for which new 
data are available on an annual 
basis. The Performance 
Report is published in the 
spring following the most 
recently completed fiscal 
year. However, due to lags 
in availability of some data 
sources, data on several 
measures may be from before 
the stated year of the report. 
Appendix B provides detailed 
information regarding all 
data sources used in the 
Performance Report.
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Alameda CTC’s overall work to plan, fund, and deliver 
transportation projects and programs throughout  
Alameda County. 

This Performance Report is intended to cover fiscal year 2013-2014 
(FY2013-14). However, some data sources are reported based on 
calendar years, and some data sources lag preparation of this 
report. Therefore, this report uses the most current data available 
in the early-2015 time frame, when Alameda CTC prepared the 
2014 Performance Report.

Purpose of the Performance Report

Alameda CTC's mission 

is to plan, fund and 

deliver transportation 

programs and projects 

that expand access 

and improve mobility 

to foster a vibrant and 

livable Alameda County.

Alameda County
Population:  1.5 million
Land Area:  739.02 sq. miles
No. of Jurisdictions:  15
No. of Highways:  6
No. of Transit Operators:  6
No of Road Miles:  3,600 
   (centerline miles)

Note: Planning areas designated by purple dash lines.
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Executive Summary
Alameda County’s extensive multimodal transportation network 
provides mobility and access for people and goods traveling 
within the County and beyond. Alameda CTC’s fiscal year  
2013-14 (FY2013-14) Performance Report describes trends in a 
series of performance measures that track progress toward key 
goals across overall travel patterns, roadways, transit, biking, 
walking, and livable communities.

Travel Patterns

Commutes of Alameda County residents have become more 
regional in recent years. From 2005 to 2013, the percentage of 
residents who also work within the County decreased from  
67 percent to 65 percent. Significant job growth in San Francisco 
and the Peninsula/South Bay may be leading to this growth in  
commuting outside Alameda County. 

Alameda County residents commute to work using various 
transportation modes. In 2013, 63 percent of Alameda County 
residents drove alone to work, while 10 percent carpooled. More 
than a quarter of residents used a non-driving mode to work, with 
transit riders accounting for more than half of workers who do  
not drive. 

In the last decade, Alameda County's commute-to-work mode 
share has become more multimodal. Driving-alone and carpool 
mode shares to work have declined several years in a row and 
were at 63 percent and 10 percent in 2013, respectively. From 
2000 to 2013, BART exhibited the largest commute mode share 

In the last decade, 

Alameda County 

residents' commutes 

to work have beome 

more regional, more 

multimodal, and longer. 

From 2005 to 2013, the 

percentage of residents 

who work and live 

in Alameda County 

decreased from  

67 to 65 percent, due  

to job growth in  

other counties.
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Executive Summary

increase (3 percent), followed by work from home (2 percent), 
and bicycling (1 percent).

Alameda County residents’ journey to work travel times also 
increased across all travel modes from 2005 to 2013; overall 
average travel time to work increased by about 3 minutes. During 
this time period, residents who commuted by bus saw the largest 
increase in average travel time (nearly 6 minutes). Alameda 
County workers commuting by BART experienced the longest 
average travel time; more than 40 percent of these workers 
experience commutes of longer than 1 hour.

The drivers' licensing rate of Alameda County residents has also 
decreased from 2005 to 2013; this trend is consistent with the 
national drivers' licensing rate trend. The greatest decrease in 
drivers' license rate is among drivers below age 35. From 2005 to 
2013, the drivers' licenses per 100 people dropped from 49 to 39 for  
16-19 year olds and from 96 to 80 for 20-34 year olds.

Roadways

A robust economy and regional employment growth have led  
to roadway traffic volume increases, particularly at freeways  
and bridges leading into Alameda County. From FY2012-13 to  
FY2013-14, median daily volumes at these key gateways grew 
around 1-2 percent. Traffic volumes on the San Mateo and 
Dumbarton Bridges grew around 8-9 percent, and could be 
attributed to employment growth on the Peninsula and in the  
South Bay.

The increase in roadway traffic volume led to slower and more 
congested roadway system performance in 2014. Average freeway 
speed in all time periods (weekday a.m., weekday midday, 
weekday p.m., and weekend midday) declined from FY2012-13 to 
FY2013-14. The a.m. and p.m. peak-hour speeds declined by more 
than 5 percent at many key freeway segments in the County. The 
most severe freeway delay (excess travel time from speeds dropping 
below 35 mph) climbed by 15 percent in FY2013-14 over the previous 
year. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) found that 
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In Alameda County,  

22 percent of roads 

are considered in 

poor condition. 

Addressing outstanding 

maintenance needs 

will require significant 

future funding.

Executive Summary

in 2013, six of the Bay Area’s 10 most congested freeway segments 
are in Alameda County; this finding corroborated the County’s 
trends in freeway volume, speed, and congestion.

Local street and road average pavement condition Index (PCI),  
a measure of pavement quality, has remained relatively constant in 
recent years as cities have been unable to reduce a considerable 
backlog of deferred maintenance due to available repaving 
funding levels. In 2013, the local street and road PCI was 67. Around 
22 percent of local street and road centerline mileage in Alameda 
County has a PCI of “poor” or “failed,” and additional miles are “at 
risk,” meaning they will deteriorate rapidly if preventive maintenance 
is not undertaken. 

Pavement condition on the state highway system is assessed using 
three levels of distress—poor ride only, minor pavement distress 
(pavement in poor condition with significant cracks), and major 
pavement distress (pavement in poor condition with extensive 
cracks). The most recent California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) evaluation shows that in 2012, 22 percent of Alameda 
County’s state highway system lane miles were in these three levels 
of distress with 7 percent and 3 percent of lane miles in minor and 
major distress, respectively. Poor pavement quality affects road  
users of all types, and addressing outstanding maintenance  
needs will require significant future funding and adherence to  
“fix it first” commitments.

Collisions on Alameda County roadways declined from 2002 to 2011, 
but increased from 2011 to 2012 (the most recent year for which 
complete data is available). From 2011-2012, the number of fatalities 
increased 31 percent to 77, and the number of injury and fatal 
crashes increased by 6 percent to 6,605. These increases indicate 
that roadway safety requires continued attention. 
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Transit ridership  

growth reached its 

highest level in over  

five years, though 

ridership remains below 

pre-recession levels.

Transit

Transit plays a critical role in Alameda County by providing vital 
accessibility to individuals and businesses in the County. Transit 
ridership increased by 1.2 percent from FY2012-13 to FY2013-14, 
the third consecutive year of ridership growth. The growth brought 
ridership to its highest level in more than five years (more than  
96 million annual boardings), though ridership remains below  
pre-recession levels. However, Alameda County’s population 
growth has outpaced the transit ridership increase; in FY2007, 
Alameda County saw about 67 annual boardings per person,  
but saw only 61 annual boardings per person in FY2014. 

Bus and ferry services saw ridership increases from FY2012-13 to  
FY2013-14, while BART and commuter rail ridership remained 
relatively constant. Bus ridership increased for the second 
consecutive year after four years of decline or stagnation during 
the recent recession, but remained roughly 10 million riders 
below the FY2007 level. Note that although bus ridership began 
to recover, service levels have generally not been restored from 
major service cuts instituted during the recession. BART ridership 
stayed flat in 2014 compared to 2013, most likely attributable to 
BART strike days in July and October 2014, but has grown more 
than 40 percent since 2005.

Service utilization—the ratio of how many people ride transit to 
the amount of revenue service operated—is a more accurate 
measure of transit operator success than just ridership, as it 
accounts for efficiency. BART's boardings per revenue vehicle  
hour (RVH) remained relatively constant from FY2012-13 to  
FY2013-14, following steady improvement since 2005, as BART 
successfully attracted new riders while adding minimal additional 
service. AC Transit’s boardings per RVH have also remained 
relatively constant from FY2012-13 to FY2013-14 but have increased 
steadily since 2009. This trend can be attributed to AC Transit 
cutting service faster than boardings declined (FY2009 to FY2011) 
and ridership growth in the last two years. Other smaller operators 
exhibit a broad range of service utilization trends, as described in 
detail in this report.

Executive Summary



2014 PERFORMANCE REPORT | ALAMEDA CTC     5

Bicycling accounts for a 

small percentage of the 

total commute share, 

but overall trends show 

an increase in cyclists 

from 2010 to 2013

Executive Summary

Commercial speed refers to the speed that transit vehicles travel, 
accounting for delays from traffic, signals, and boarding/alighting. 
It is a key indicator for passenger experience and operator costs. 
AC Transit has seen declines in commercial speed going back to 
2005, and LAVTA saw declines in 2013 and 2014. Correcting this 
trend requires operator and local jurisdiction partnerships. 

Transit service reliability can be measured by the time and 
distance operated between service disruptions. Vehicle 
breakdowns and other equipment failures are frequently a 
product of aging equipment and infrastructure. All transit 
operators saw a reduction in the distance or time that their 
vehicles operated between service interruptions in FY2014.  
These trends point to the fact that Alameda County’s transit 
operators have a number of aging assets that require 
rehabilitation or replacement.

Bicycling

Bicycling is a form of transportation that can be affordable for 
users, is linked to positive public health outcomes, and contributes 
to environmental sustainability. Bicycling’s work-trip mode share 
remained relatively consistent in 2013 as compared to 2012, but it 
has nearly doubled over the last decade. The number of cyclists 
observed at the 63 count locations monitored by Alameda CTC 
declined over the last year for all time periods. This trend could 
be attributed to the manual counts coinciding with the BART 
strike from September to October of 2013. Although no counts 
were conducted on strike days, the uncertainty around transit 
service may have led people to work from home or use other 
transportation modes instead of bicycling to access transit.

Collisions involving bicyclists dropped in 2012 from 2011, after 
having increased over the last decade. However, the bicyclist 
collision rate may be declining, as journey-to-work data suggests 
that the number of collisions involving cyclists has grown more 
slowly than participation in cycling. Yet, safety and perceived lack 
of safety remain barriers that prevent cycling from being a more 
prevalent activity.
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Executive Summary

During the last year, jurisdictions reported implementing over  
40 miles of bikeways, including nearly 12 miles of Class I multiuse 
trails. The completion of the Bay Bridge bike and pedestrian path 
and the Iron Horse Trail segment from the Dublin-Pleasanton BART 
station to Santa Rita Road accounted for considerable mileage. 
Several jurisdictions also implemented various types of upgraded 
bicycle lanes including bicycle lanes that use buffers, green paint, 
and other treatments to increase visibility and comfort for cyclists.

At the conclusion of FY2013-14, nine of 15 jurisdictions had 
adopted local bicycle master plans within the last five years.  
Four of the remaining six have plan development or update  
work underway.

Thousands of Alameda County residents and workers participated 
in bike safety education classes (which have grown steadily since 
they began in FY2009-10), and many more have participated in 
or seen Alameda CTC’s I Bike! encouragement campaign, which 
includes Bike to Work Day.

Walking 

Walking is fundamental to all transportation modes—every trip 
begins and ends with walking. For many users of the Alameda 
County transportation system, walking is their sole mode of 
transportation. Walking has held steady as a commute mode used 
by between 3 percent and 4 percent of Alameda County workers 
for the past decade, though this statistic understates walking’s 
role in the transportation system, as the vast majority of walking 
trips are made for non-work purposes. The most recent household 
travel survey with data on all types of travel found that walking 
accounts for 11 percent of all trips, and this statistic excludes 
walking’s role as an access and egress mode for transit and  
driving trips.

Pedestrian counts collected through the Alameda Countywide 
Count Program showed a slight decrease from 2012 to 2013. This 
trend could be attributed to the manual counts coinciding with 
the BART strike from September to October of 2013. Although no 

Walking accounts for 

11 percent of all trips 

in Alameda County, 

excluding walking used 

to access transit and 

driving trips.
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Executive Summary

counts were conducted on strike days, the uncertainty around 
transit service may have led workers to work from home or use 
other modes instead of walking to access transit.

Collisions involving pedestrians increased in 2012; in particular, 
the number of injury and fatal collisions involving pedestrians in 
2012 was higher than the average number of collisions involving 
pedestrians from the last 11 years. This trend highlights the fact 
that pedestrian safety remains an issue that requires education, 
enforcement, and infrastructure-based strategies, especially as 
increasing transit and active transportation mode usage results  
in greater levels of walking.

In FY2013-14, 13 jurisdictions reported completing a total of  
47 major pedestrian capital projects. These projects span a  
wide variety of improvement types, ranging from closing gaps 
in the County’s trail and sidewalk network, to major trail and 
pathway rehabilitation, to improvements to the safety and  
comfort of pedestrian facilities and pedestrian crossings.

At the conclusion of FY2013-14, seven of 15 jurisdictions had  
adopted local pedestrian master plans within the last five years. 
Four of the remaining eight have plan development or update 
work underway.

In addition, the Alameda County Safe Routes to School Program, 
which promotes the use of alternative modes to get to school, 
continued its rapid growth; the program was in 130 total schools 
during the 2013-14 school year, an increase of eight schools over 
the previous school year.
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Executive Summary

Livable Communities

This Performance Report includes data on several measures that capture 
local efforts to coordinate transportation and land use planning and to 
promote usage of shared and non-driving travel modes. 

Housing production and permitting are indicators of overall transportation 
and housing affordability. Housing production is a challenge in the Bay 
Area, and from 2007 to 2014, Alameda County met less than 40 percent 
of the regional housing needs allocation set by the Association of Bay 
Area Governments. With a recovering economy, FY2013-14 saw an active 
development market, for both residential and non-residential projects. 
Dublin, Emeryville, Fremont, Hayward, Livermore, Newark, Oakland and 
Pleasanton all approved at least one residential project with over 100 
housing units, while Alameda, Oakland, San Leandro, and Union City 
approved commercial or industrial projects of at least 100,000 square feet. 
In FY2013-14, 26 residential projects of more than 50 units were approved; 
of these, 17 were within one-half mile of regional transit (rail, ferry, AC Transit 
Major Corridors, or LAVTA Rapid). Also in FY2013-14, five non-residential 
projects of more than 100,000 square feet were approved, of which four  
were within one-half mile of regional transit.

To encourage alternate modes, Alameda County’s jurisdictions have 
adopted Transportation Demand Management (TDM) policies and design 
guidelines related to bicycling, walking, transit, carpool/vanpool, and park-
and-ride strategies. Alameda CTC requires that local jurisdictions report 
annually on how they have met the minimum requirements to adopt TDM 
policies and guidelines as part of the CMP. According to Alameda CTC’s 
latest TDM checklist survey, jurisdictions have a high degree of adoption 
of bicycling- and walking-related strategies but a lower adoption rate of 
transit, carpool, and park-and-ride strategies. As TDM policies continue to 
develop, Alameda CTC plans to update the range of TDM strategies in  
the annual TDM checklist.
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1. Alameda County's  
    Transportation System
Multimodal Transportation Network and 
Planning Challenges

Alameda County has an extensive, multimodal transportation 
network that facilitates the safe and efficient movement of 
goods and people within the County and beyond. The physical 
transportation network includes freeways, highways, arterials, local 
roads, transit guideways and rolling stock, Class I railroad tracks, 
bicycling and walking lanes, paths, and sidewalks, and a major 
international airport and seaport. 

Figure 1: Alameda County Roadway System

Tier 1 includes all freeways, state 
highways, selected principal 
arterials and freeway ramp 
connectors.
Tier 2 includes all principal and 
major arterials.

Alameda County 
has 3,600 centerline 
miles of roadways. Six 
interstate freeways 
(I-80, I-238, I-580, 
I-680, I-880, and 
I-980) facilitate 
cross-county and 
regional accessibility, 
connecting residents 
with jobs and activity 
centers and providing 
businesses with access 
to a broad regional 
labor market and 
economy.  
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The freeway system provides vital goods movement connections, 
linking businesses throughout the region and state to world 
markets. Alameda County’s freeway system also features an 
extensive network of carpool lanes and an emerging network of 
express lanes. Alameda County is linked to neighboring counties 
by three toll bridges (San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, Hayward-
San Mateo Bridge, and Dumbarton Bridge) as well as several 
other natural geographic gateways (the Caldecott Tunnel and 
Altamont Pass). 

Beyond its freeway network, Alameda County has an extensive 
system of highways and local roads. Major arterial routes serve 
important county- and regional-level connectivity functions 
but are also frequently multimodal corridors with transit service, 
bikeways, and pedestrian accommodations. Many of these major 
arterial routes are non-freeway state routes that traverse many 
jurisdictions and are currently maintained by Caltrans. 

In many cases, arterial routes are also downtown main streets. 
The majority of Alameda County’s roadway mileage is actually 

Figure 2: Alameda County Transit Operator Service Areas on local streets and 
roads, and roadways 
encompass not just 
the pavement but 
also curbs, gutters, 
sidewalks, signage, 
and traffic signals. On 
many roads, issues of 
delay, maintenance 
backlogs, and funding 
shortfalls affect 
driving trips as well as 
transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian trips. The 
physical roadway 
infrastructure is 
supplemented by TDM 
programs that seek to 
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maximize limited capacity by shifting trips from single-driver vehicle 
trips to transit, carpooling, walking, or biking trips. 

Transit service in Alameda County includes rail, bus, ferry, and 
shuttle service provided by a number of public and private 
operators (see Figure 2 on page 10). The major operators in the 
County are BART and AC Transit, which account for the majority of 
transit usage and provide mobility at both a regional and intra-
county level. Other smaller operators including Altamont Corridor 
Express (ACE), Capitol Corridor, Livermore Amador Valley Transit 
Authority (LAVTA), San Francisco Bay Area Water Emergency 
Transportation Authority (WETA), and Union City Transit provide 
critical service to more specific travel markets (refer to Figure 3). 
Transit service entails significant public investment in both capital 
and operations but yields significant public benefits including 
congestion reduction, air-quality benefits, efficient utilization of 
space in urban environments, and mobility that is essential from 
both an economic vitality and social equity standpoint.

Alameda County has extensive infrastructure to serve bicycles  
and pedestrian trips and continues to invest in making these 
modes more safe and convenient options for users and trips of 
all types. The countywide bicycle network includes 394 miles of 
bikeways comprised of major interjurisdictional routes, trails, and 
other routes that provide key linkages to transit and regional 
activity centers. This network is supplemented by local bicycle 
networks that connect to countywide bikeways. Alameda County 
and the region have also focused on planning and investments 
that integrate bikes and transit. Pedestrian infrastructure includes 
every local road as well as trails and dedicated pathways, and 
the County prioritizes making pedestrian infrastructure more safe, 
accessible, and comfortable in areas of countywide significance 
such as downtowns and transit hubs. In addition to dedicated 
infrastructure, bicyclists and pedestrians are supported by 
educational and outreach programs and planning. 
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Alameda County’s transportation system moves freight in addition 
to people. The Port of Oakland’s maritime operations make it 
the fifth busiest seaport in North America, and this deep-water 
port has the distinction of being a net exporter. Meanwhile, the 
Oakland International Airport is the second busiest cargo airport 
in California and moves significant high-value goods. These goods 
movement hubs are connected to the region and mega-region 
by freeways and railroads. The major goods movement route 
connecting Central Valley agriculture to the Port of Oakland 
passes through Alameda County, and two major Class I railways 
connect Alameda County to the rest of the US. 

Figure 2a: Alameda County Multimodal Freight System

Source: Cambridge Systematics Analysis; Truck route information collected from cities in Alameda County, FY2014-15.
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Alameda County has an extensive transportation network; 
however, much of the transportation infrastructure in Alameda 
County is aging, and the County faces the challenge of 
maintaining it in an era of dwindling state and federal funding. 
Besides maintaining the existing system, numerous aspects of 
system enhancement must be addressed across all transportation 
modes including addressing congestion, issues of speed and 
reliability, and closing gaps in coverage or networks. Addressing 
safety, responding to environmental impacts and challenges, 
including poor air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, adapting to 
sea level rise, and ensuring that basic mobility and accessibility 
extend to travelers of all types remain central planning objectives 
in Alameda County. Transportation planning must also be 
coordinated with land use planning and economic  
development goals and actions of jurisdictions. 

Demand Factors

2014 was a year of strong population growth for Alameda County. 
Alameda County added just over 20,000 new residents, or a  
1.3 percent increase from 2013 (see Figure 3). Alameda County 
was tied for the second fastest growing county in the state and the 
region (trailing only Contra Costa County 
within the Bay Area). Since 2010,  
Alameda County’s population has 
increased by nearly 71,000 residents,  
trailing only Santa Clara County for the 
largest percentage increase within the  
Bay Area during this period. 

In the last two years, a long-term trend of 
net domestic migration has been reversed, 
and Alameda County has seen net positive 
population change from natural increase, 
foreign immigration, and domestic 
migration (see Figure 4).

Figure 3: Alameda County Population and Job Trends

Source: Department of Finance E-2 Report and Department of Finance  
E-6 Reports.
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2014 also marked a year of strong job growth in Alameda County, 
as Alameda County employers added roughly 20,000 jobs. At 
the end of 2014, the fourth consecutive year of employment 
expansion, Alameda County employment topped its pre-recession 
levels seen from 2006-2008 (see Figure 3). As Figure 5 illustrates, a 
gap in unemployment rate between Alameda County and the 
region at large that has persisted since the start of the recession 
may be narrowing, as Alameda County’s unemployment rate at 
the end of FY2014 (5.73 percent) was just slightly higher than the 

Figure 5: Alameda County and Regional Unemployment Rate

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics Local Area Unemployment Statistics for Alameda 
County and San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose Combined Statistical Area.

Figure 4: Alameda County Population Components of Change

Source: Department of Finance E-2 Report and Department of Finance E-6 Reports.

regional rate (5.36 percent). However, 
employment levels in Alameda County 
remain below figures seen in the early 
2000s, when the economy measured 
710,000 jobs, just prior to the "dot com 
bust." In addition, Alameda County has 
generally not added as many jobs  
as San Francisco, San Mateo, and  
Santa Clara counties (relative to 
its population increase) since 2010, 
a trend which has implications for 
regional commute patterns (Figure 6 on 
page 15).
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Figure 6: Employment and Population Growth by County (2010 to 2013)

Source: Employment data from the US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics; 
Population data from the State of California, Department of Finance.
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The share of workers 

living in Alameda 

County who also work 

within the County is 

decreasing. Alameda 

County workers have 

shown trends of  

seeking employment  

in other counties.

2. Travel Patterns
Commute Flows

The commute patterns in Alameda County became more regional 
in nature between 2005 and 2013. Figure 7 shows the commute 
workplace breakdown of workers living in Alameda County. 

Figure 7 shows that:

•	The share of workers living in Alameda County who also work 
within the County decreased by about 2 percent from  
67 percent to 65 percent. 

Figure 7: Commute Flows of Workers Living in Alameda County

Source: American Community Survey (ACS), 2005 1-Year Estimate and 2013 1-Year 
Estimate, Table B08007.

Note: ACS asked respondents to report the work location at which they worked the 
greatest number of hours. If the respondents regularly work at several locations each 
day, ACS asked for the address where they began work each day.
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•	From 2010 to 2013, the difference between employment 
growth and population growth is substantially lower in 
Alameda County as compared to other Bay Area counties. 
This pattern further highlights the increasing job-housing 
imbalance in these other counties, but also contributes to 
more Alameda County workers commuting out of the County.

Journey-to-Work Mode Share (2013)

Alameda County commuters use different travel modes to 
commute to work (Figure 8):

•	Less than two-thirds of workers who reside in Alameda County 
commute by driving alone.

•	About 10 percent of Alameda County residents carpool  
to work.

•	Approximately a quarter of workers use a non-driving mode. 
Transit riders account for more than half of trips for those who 
do not drive and 14 percent of workers overall. Working from 
home is the next most common non-commuting option.

•	Walking and biking are modest but critical contributors to the 
Alameda County commute mode mix. Walking and biking 
are also important as access and egress modes to other types 
of transportation, which are not captured in the statistics 
presented below.

Figure 8: Journey-to-Work Mode Share of Alameda County Residents

Source: American Community Survey 2013 1-Year Estimate, Table B08006.
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Mode share varies between workers living in Alameda County 
who commute within the County (intra-county) and those who 
commute to jobs in different counties (inter-county). Figure 9 shows 
that in 2013:

•	The percent of inter-county commuters who drove alone  
(60 percent) was lower than the percent of intra-county 
commuters who drove alone (68 percent). This difference in 
percentage of drive-alone commuters was greater in 2013 than 
in 2005 (66 percent for inter-county commuters and 72 percent 
for intra-county commuter). Some possible explanations are the 
doubling in percentage of intra-county workers who work from 
home since 2005 and greater congestion and tolls faced by inter-
county commuters, which make transit an attractive option. 

•	The percent of inter-county carpool commuters (12 percent) 
was higher than the percent of intra-county carpool commuters 
(approximately 10 percent). This difference could be explained 
by the time savings offered by carpool facilities that commuters 
are more likely to use on inter-county commute trips. This 
difference in percentage of commuters who carpooled 
decreased slightly, since the percent of inter-county carpool 
workers decreased from 2005 (14 percent) to 2013 (12 percent), 
while the percent of intra-county carpool workers has not 
changed substantially.

Figure 9: Mode Share of Alameda County Residents Who Commute  
Within and Out of the County (2005 and 2013)

Source: American Community Survey 2005 1-Year Estimate, Table B08130.
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•	The percent of inter-county workers 
travelling by transit (approximately  
25 percent) was higher than the intra-
county workers travelling by transit  
(approximately 8 percent). This 
difference in percentage was greater 
in 2013 than in 2005 (18 percent for 
inter-county commuters and 7 percent 
for intra-county commuters).

•	The percent of inter-county workers 
who walked (approximately  
1 percent) is lower than the percent  
of intra-county workers who walked  
(5 percent). This difference in 
percentage was greater in 2013  
than in 2005.
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•	The percent of inter-county workers who used other means such 
as taxicab, motorcycle, and bicycle (2 percent) is lower than 
the percent of intra-county workers who used other means  
(4 percent). This difference in percentage was greater in 2013 
than in 2005.

•	The percent of intra-county workers who work from home 
increased from 2005 (5 percent) to 2013 (10 percent).

Alameda County residents use different types of transportation 
modes in different areas of the County. In Figure 10, each dot 
represents 250 individuals who commute by a certain mode 
in each Alameda County census tract, and each dot’s color 
corresponds to a distinct commute mode. Overall, commuters 
who drove alone (indicated by blue dots) or carpooled 
(indicated by green dots) live in all census tracts of the County. 
Residents who commute by transit live in census tracts located 
along BART corridors, while residents who commute by walking 
live in census tracts primarily in the northern portion of the County. 
These differences reflect the types of transportation systems and 
land use development in different areas of the County.

Long-Term Trends in Mode Share (2000 to 2013)

Over the last decade, commute mode share has become 
more multimodal, as the combined mode share of driving and 
carpooling for work commutes has declined from 80 percent in 
2000 to 73 percent in 2013. Figure 11 and Table 1 show how the 
journey to work has evolved since the year 2000. 

•	Drive-alone mode share has declined four years in a row and 
is at its lowest level in more than a decade, declining from  
66 percent in 2000 to 63 percent in 2013. Much of this decline 
has occurred between 2010 and 2013.

•	Carpooling mode share dropped from 14 percent in 2000 to  
10 percent 2013.

•	BART exhibited the largest increase in commute mode share 
from 2000 (5 percent) to 2013 (8 percent), followed by work 
from home and bicycling.
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•	Bus mode share has remained relatively stable from 2000 to 
2013, though overall ridership has declined as discussed in 
Chapter 4, "Transit."

•	The relative stability in the commute mode share likely reflects 

Figure 11: Trend in Journey-to-Work Mode Share of Alameda County Residents

Table 1: Changes in Journey-to-Work Mode Share of Alameda County Residents

Source: For Figure 11 and Table 1: US Census Bureau, 2005-2012 American Community Survey (ACS) 1-Year Estimates,  
Table B08006 and 2000 Census, Short Form 3, Table P030. For Figure 12, 2013 ACS 5-Year Estimates, Table B08006 and 2000 
Census, Short Form 3, Table P030.

Note: Figures 11-12 are based on the primary commute mode (mode from longest leg of a trip) and the mode used the 
majority of week. Carpool mode share includes vanpool.

2000 2010 2013 2013 v. 2010 2013 v. 2000

Drive Alone 66.40% 66.90% 63.20% -3.70% -3.10%

Carpool 13.80% 10.80% 10.30% -0.50% -3.50%

Bus 4.50% 3.70% 4.40% 0.70% 0.00%

BART 5.30% 5.80% 7.90% 2.10% 2.60%

Other Public Transport 0.80% 1.30% 1.10% -0.10% 0.40%

Bike 1.20% 1.40% 2.00% 0.60% 0.80%

Walk 3.20% 3.20% 3.50% 0.30% 0.30%

Work from Home 3.50% 5.90% 5.80% -0.10% 2.30%

Taxi/Other 1.30% 0.90% 1.50% 0.60% 0.20%

Mode Share Difference in Mode Share

the maturity of Alameda 
County’s transportation 
system and land use 
patterns.

•	Areas of increased 
alternative (non-single 
occupancy automobile) 
mode usage for commuting 
purposes occur in all parts 
of Alameda County (refer to 
Figure 12).
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Journey-to-Work Travel Time
•	Figure 13 shows that average work trip travel times for 

workers residing in Alameda County increased for nearly 
all travel modes between 2005 and 2013. In addition, the 
share of workers with a commute longer than 60 minutes has 
increased for all travel modes.

•	Overall, average travel time increased by about 3 minutes 
between 2005 and 2013. 

•	Bus trips saw the largest increase in average travel time at  
nearly 6 minutes between 2005 and 2013. More analysis is 
needed to determine the reason for this increase; however, 
bus operators have seen declines in operating speeds over 
the last decade (as discussed in Chapter 4, "Transit").

•	Alameda County workers commuting by BART experience 
the longest average travel time, and more than 40 percent of 
these workers have commutes of longer than 1 hour. 

Figure 13: Average Journey-to-Work Travel Time of Alameda County Residents

Source: American Community Survey 2005 and 2013 1-Year Estimate, Table B08134. BART is assumed to be  
“heavy rail.” (ACE and Capitol Corridor, not shown, are assumed to be “commuter rail.”)
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Drivers' Licensing Rate
•	Since 2005, the drivers' licensing rate has decreased among 

Alameda County residents, which is consistent with the 
national drivers' licensing rate trend. 

•	Figure 14 shows that among the five age groups, only 
residents in the age group 55-74 did not experience a drop 
in drivers' licenses per 100 people. The greatest decrease in 
drivers' licensing rate is among drivers below age 35. 

•	Between 2005 and 2014, the drivers' licensing rate of the age 
groups 16-19 and 20-34 decreased per 100 people from 49 to 
39 (-20 percent) and 96 to 80 (-17 percent), respectively.

Figure 14: Drivers' Licenses per 100 People by Age Group for Alameda  
County Residents

Source: California Department of Motor Vehicles, American Community Survey 1-Year 
Population Estimates (Table B08006). 



26    ALAMEDA CTC | 2014 PERFORMANCE REPORT

This page is intentionally left blank.



2014 PERFORMANCE REPORT | ALAMEDA CTC     27

3. Roadways
Gateway Traffic Volumes

Freeways and bridges leading into Alameda County (also known 
as gateways) experienced increased traffic volumes from  
FY2012-13 to FY2013-14. Figure 15 shows that median midweek 
daily volumes at most gateways grew around 1-2 percent, with  
the following exceptions:

•	Traffic volumes on the San Mateo and Dumbarton Bridges 
grew more than 8-9 percent, respectively. This growth could 
be attributed to the employment growth on the Peninsula 
and in Santa Clara County.

•	Traffic volume on westbound SR-24 at Caldecott Tunnel grew 
by 4 percent.

•	Traffic volume on northbound I-680 at Contra Costa County 
line grew by 4 percent.

Travel Speeds (2011-2014)

Average freeway travel speed on interstate freeways in Alameda 
County declined in all time periods from FY2013-2014 to FY2012-13, 
reflecting increased travel from a robust economy (refer to Figure 16).

•	The sharpest drop in speed was seen in the weekend midday 
period (1 percent decrease), which likely reflects more 
discretionary travel.

•	Weekday p.m. peak-hour speed continues to remain the time of 
day with the lowest travel speed and decreased for the fourth 
consecutive year.

From 2012 to 2014, 

traffic volumes 

increased on freeways 

and bridges, particularly 

at gateway locations in 

Alameda County.
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•	Weekday a.m. peak-hour speed declined for the second 
consecutive year.

•	Weekday midday period had the smallest drop in speed and 
is now comparable with weekend midday period  
travel speed.

Weekday peak-hour speeds exhibit distinct performance across 
different days of the week that have stayed consistent through 

Figure 16: Average Freeway Travel Speeds by Time of Day (2010 to 2014)

Source: INRIX Commercial Speed Data.

Weekday, AM
Peak (7-9 am)

Weekday, Midday
(12-2 pm)

Weekday, PM
Peak (4-6 pm)

Weekend, Midday
(12-2 pm)

FY2010-11 57.2 62.7 56.5 63.1
FY2011-12 57.9 63.5 55.9 65.0
FY2012-13 57.5 63.8 54.7 64.6
FY2013-14 56.7 63.4 54.0 63.6
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Figure 17: Average A.M. Peak-Period (7-9 a.m.) Freeway Travel Speeds (2010 to 2014)

Source: INRIX Commercial Speed Data.

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday
FY2010-11 57.0 55.8 56.5 56.7 60.1
FY2011-12 57.6 56.7 57.0 57.3 61.0
FY2012-13 57.1 56.1 56.8 57.1 60.6
FY2013-14 56.5 55.0 55.8 56.1 59.9
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the economic recovery in 
recent years:

•	Friday a.m. peak-
periods are generally 
several miles per hour 
higher in speed, which 
may reflect increased 
telecommuting or 
alternative mode 
usage on this day.

•	Friday p.m. peak-
period speeds are 
generally much lower, 
which may reflect 
weekend recreation 
travel overlapping 
with normal commute 
traffic.

•	The drop in average 
freeway a.m. 
peak-period speed 
between FY2013-14 
and FY2012-13 was 
slightly bigger than 
the drop in average 
freeway a.m. 
peak-period speed 
between FY2012-13 
and FY2011-12 (See 
Figure 17).
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•	The drop in average freeway p.m. peak-period speed 
between FY2012-13 and FY2013-14 was larger than the drop in 
average freeway p.m. peak-period speed between FY2011-12 
and FY2012-13 for Mondays and Tuesdays (see Figure 18). On 
the other weekdays, the drop between FY2013-14 and  
FY2012-13 was smaller than the drop between FY2011-12  
and FY2012-13.

Figure 18: Average P.M. Peak-Period (7-9 a.m.) Freeway Travel Speeds (2010 to 2014)

Source: INRIX Commercial Speed Data.
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FY2010-11 59.4 56.8 57.2 54.9 53.8
FY2011-12 59.1 56.6 56.2 54.3 53.1
FY2012-13 58.1 55.9 54.4 53.3 51.9
FY2013-14 56.8 54.7 53.9 52.9 51.5
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Freeway Congestion

Freeway delay in Alameda County increased by 15 percent 
overall from FY2012-13 to FY2013-14. This 15 percent overall 
increase corresponds to a 14 percent increase in weekday 
freeway delay and a 29 percent rise in weekend freeway delay 
(refer to Figure 19 and Table 2). 

•	The increase in weekend delay corresponds with greater 
midday weekend travel and the drop in weekend midday 
freeway travel speed. 

•	Freeway delays vary seasonally:

•	Weekday delays are lowest in Quarter 1 (January through 
March) and Quarter 3 (July through September).

•	Weekend delays are highest in Quarter 2 (April through 
June) and Quarter 3 (July through September) when there 
are more recreational trips.

Figure 19 shows that seasonal variation in vehicle delays have 
changed slightly from FY2011-12 to FY2013-14:

•	Overall, vehicle hours of delay in Quarter 1 continue to remain 
the lowest.

What Is Freeway 

Congestion?

Freeway congestion is 

defined as a condition with 

an excess of vehicles on 

a portion of freeway at a 

particular time, resulting 

in a slower speed than if 

the freeway volume is not 

excessive (or is operating 

at a free-flow speed). This 

report defines severe 

freeway delay as the 

additional time it takes a 

vehicle to travel a freeway 

segment due to the segment 

operating at a speed of less 

than 35 mph, which is the 

speed at which vehicle flow 

begins to diminish.

Figure 19: Total Severe Freeway Delay (thousand vehicle hours of delay vs.  
35 mph threshold)*

Source: INRIX Commercial Speed Data. 

Notes: *The Bay Bridge was closed to traffic from August 28, 2013 (8 p.m.) to September 3, 2013 (5 p.m.). Grey hatched 
column indicates the additional vehicle hours of delay incurred in 2013 Quarter 3 from the Bay Bridge Closure.
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•	Overall, vehicle hours of delay in Quarter 2 and Quarter 3 
have surpassed vehicle hours of delays of delay in Quarter 4 
during this time period.

•	The closure of the Bay Bridge from August 28, 2013 to 
September 3, 2013 more than doubled the vehicle hours of 
delay in 2013 Quarter 3, if included in statistics.

Table 2: Total Severe Freeway Delay (thousand vehicle hours of delay vs. 35 mph threshold)*

Source: INRIX Commercial Speed Data. 

Notes: *FY2013-14 data does not include delay during the period of the Bay Bridge closure from August 28, 2013 (8 p.m.) to 
September 3, 2013 (5 p.m.). Vehicle hours of delay vs. 35 mph threshold refers to increased time that it takes a vehicle to 
travel a freeway segment due to the segment operating at a speed of less than 35 mph. 

Q3
(Jul-Sep)

Q4
(Oct-Dec)

Q1  
(Jan-Mar)

Q2 
(Apr-Jun) FY Total

FY2012-13 3,170 3,793 3,066 3,948 13,976

FY2013-14 3,717 4,396 3,644 4,199 15,955

Percent Change 17% 16% 19% 6% 14%

FY2012-13 349 276 239 449 1,313

FY2013-14 456 388 310 541 1,695

Percent Change 31% 41% 30% 21% 29%

FY2012-13 3,518,606 4,068,795 3,304,966 4,396,750 15,289,117

FY2013-14 4,172,649 4,783,997 3,953,554 4,740,022 17,650,222

Percent Change 19% 18% 20% 8% 15%

Overall

Weekend

Weekday

Some of the most congested freeway segments in the Bay Area 
are in Alameda County. As shown in Figure 20, of the top 10 
congested Bay Area freeway segments in 2013, six of them are 
within Alameda County:

•	Interstate 880, southbound from I-238 to Dixon Landing Road 
in the a.m. period (ranked 2 in the map)

•	Interstate 80, westbound from CA-4 to Powell Street in the 
a.m. period (ranked 4 in the map)

•	Interstate 580, westbound from San Joaquin County Line to 
Fallon Road in the a.m. period (ranked 6 in map)

•	Interstate 680, northbound from CA-262/Mission Boulevard to 
CA-84 in the p.m. period (ranked 7 in the map)
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Figure 20: MTC’s Top 10 Congested Corridors in the Bay Area

Source: MTC Vital Signs Initiative, http://files.mtc.ca.gov/pdf/congestion/BayArea_Top-10_Congestion_Hotspots_2013.pdf.

•	Interstate 80, eastbound from West Grand Avenue to Gilman 
Street in the p.m. period (ranked 8 in the map)

•	Highway 24, eastbound from 27th Street to Wilder Road in the 
p.m. period (ranked 9 in the map)

In addition, two congested segments are located outside of 
Alameda County but are on corridors that are gateways to 
Alameda County:

•	Interstate 80, eastbound from US-101 to Treasure Island in the 
p.m. period (ranked 1 in the map)

•	Interstate 680, northbound from Bollinger Canyon Road to 
Treat Boulevard in the p.m. period (ranked 5 in the map)

http://files.mtc.ca.gov/pdf/congestion/BayArea_Top-10_Congestion_Hotspots_2013.pdf
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Local Road State of Repair

Pavement condition has largely remained constant in Alameda 
County from 2007 to 2013, reflecting limited funding to improve  
the condition of an extensive network of local roads (refer to 
Figure 21). 

•	In 2013, 22 percent of the centerline mileage in Alameda 
County has a pavement condition index (PCI) of “poor” 
or “failed.” Additional miles are “at risk,” meaning they will 
deteriorate rapidly if not repaved soon. 

•	Dublin has the best PCI in Alameda County at 86.

•	Albany has the lowest PCI at 55.

•	In general, the highest PCIs are in East County and the lowest 
PCIs are in North County and Central County, which may  
reflect the average age of roadways (refer to Table 3 on  
page 35).

Figure 21: Pavement Condition Index in Alameda County

Source: MTC StreetSaver database.

Notes: Average PCI is based on a weighted average of functional classifications, with weighting based on 
centerline-mile distance.
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Table 3: Local Average Pavement Condition Index

Source: MTC StreetSaver database.

Notes: Average PCI is based on a weighted average of functional classifications, with weighting based on certerline 
mile distance. *PCI was correlated from an alternate scale prior to 2007.

2005 2006 2007 2008-9 2010 2011 2012 2013

Alameda 64 60 64 63 72 67 66 68

Alameda County 71 72 69 75 73 72 71 71

Albany 60 66 63 60 58 56 58 55

Berkeley 58 61 60 58 61 58 58 58

Dublin 78 82 80 80 87 84 87 85

Emeryville 82 78 76 74 80 79 75 73

Fremont 71 68 66 64 63 63 63 67

Hayward 67 69 68 69 70 68 69 67

Livermore 80 79 77 77 80 78 76 77

Newark 78 69 67 71 68 75 76 76

Oakland* 52 61 57 58 54 60 61 58

Piedmont 66 69 67 72 72 74 67 67

Pleasanton 74 75 76 78 77 76 77 78

San Leandro 62 60 59 56 56 56 57 57

Union City* 76 75 75 79 80 78 80 79
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Freeway and Highway State of Repair

The majority of Alameda County’s state highway system lane miles 
are in good condition.

•	To identify distressed pavement, Caltrans assesses the ride 
quality and structural distress on each pavement lane mile 
on the state highway system. There are three levels of distress: 
poor ride only, minor pavement distress (pavement in poor 
condition with significant cracks), and major pavement 
distress (pavement in poor condition with extensive cracks). 

•	Figure 22 shows that in 2012, 22 percent of Alameda County’s 
state highway system lane miles were in these three levels 
of distress. Among distressed state highway lane miles, the 
majority were in poor ride only condition, and 7 percent  
and 3 percent of lane miles were in minor and major  
distress, respectively. 

•	Further analysis will have to be conducted to identify the 
locations of these distressed roadways in Alameda County. 

Figure 22: 2012 Alameda County State Highway Lane Miles  
	           Pavement Condition

Source: Caltrans.

Overall Condition Distressed Conditions

78%

7%

3%

12%
22%

Non-Distress Minor Distress Major Distress Poor Ride Only

Non-Distress Distressed

Minor Distress Major Distress Poor Ride Only
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Figure 23: Roadway Collisions in Alameda County

Source: (Figures 23 and 24, and Table 4): The California Highway Patrol Statewide 
Integrated Traffic Record System (SWITRS) database.

Notes: The SWITRS database is continuously updated as collision reports are processed. 
The year 2012 is the most recent year for which updating is substantially complete.

Safety

From 2001 to 2011, collisions in Alameda County declined steadily 
(refer to Figure 23 below and Table 4 on the next page). However, 
collisions increased from 2011 to 2012:

•	The number of fatalities increased by 31 percent to 77 total 
fatalities in 2012.

•	The number of injury and fatal crashes increased by 6 percent 
to 6,605 total crashes in 2012. Table 4 shows collision rates in 
Alameda County from 2005 to 2012.

•	Unsafe speed was the most common cause for injury and fatal 
collisions in 2012 and accounted for more than twice as many 
collisions as the next highest cause (refer to Figure 24).
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Figure 24: Causes of Injury and Fatal Roadway Collisions (2012)

Notes: Other causes of collisions include driving on the wrong side of 
road, pedestrian violations, unsafe starting or backing, following too 
closely, improper passing, hazardous parking, impeding traffic, and other 
unknown or not stated causes.
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32%

Improper Turning
14%
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Right of Way
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Other
17%

Table 4: Collision Rates (2005 to 2012)

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Fatal Collisions 90 90 99 82 61 62 57 72

Severe Collisions 387 341 352 389 295 320 300 284

Total Collisions 27,244 25,995 24,961 22,477 20,583 19,285 18,324 18,670

Number of Driver Licenses in 
Alameda County

968,176 962,439 975,506 983,493 985,338 988,206 994,221 1,013,174

Fatal Collisions per 1,000 
Driver Licenses

0.09 0.09 0.10 0.08 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07

Severe Collisions per 1,000 
Driver Licenses

0.40 0.35 0.36 0.40 0.30 0.32 0.30 0.28

Severe Collisions per 1,000 
Driver Licenses

28.14 27.01 25.59 22.85 20.89 19.52 18.43 18.43

3 | Roadways
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Ridership

•	Total transit boardings increased in FY2014, the third 
consecutive year of increase. The 1.2 percent growth in 
boardings brought total boardings to their highest level in 
more than five years, though ridership remains below pre-
recession levels (Figure 25).

•	Transit ridership has not grown as fast over the last decade. 
Alameda County saw about 67 annual boardings per person 
in FY2007, but only 61 annual boardings per person in FY2014 
(Figure 26 on the next page).

•	BART has seen significant ridership growth over the last 
decade, though boardings in Alameda County dipped 
marginally in FY2014 (likely due to a strike).

Figure 25: Total Annual Transit Boardings in Alameda County (thousand boardings)

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators (FY2014).
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Figure 26: Annual Transit Boardings per Capita

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit 
operators (FY2014).

•	Bus ridership in Alameda County has declined significantly over 
the last decade, though it did increase in 2014 (the second 
consecutive year of growth) and still represents the majority of 
transit boardings. Bus ridership in Alameda County was almost  
10 million annual boardings lower in FY2014 than in FY2007.  
Service levels for AC Transit, which accounts for the vast majority 
of bus ridership, are still below pre-recession levels, as discussed 
further below.

•	More investigation is needed as to what types of trips (e.g., 
commute vs. other trip purposes) are no longer being made by 
bus as well as what modes bus riders have switched to. Journey-
to-work mode share data suggests that non-work travel may be 
the source of declines in bus ridership (bus work-trip mode share 
changed minimally between 2000 and 2013, from 4.5 percent to  
4.4 percent (see Table 1 in Chapter 2, "Travel Patterns"). 
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Service Utilization

Service utilization is a ratio of how many people use transit 
(demand) to how much service is provided (supply). Table 5 shows 
service utilization performance data since 2005 for Alameda 
County transit operators, while Figures 27 and 28 show trends for 
large and small operators, respectively.

•	Between 2005 and 2014, BART, commuter rail, and ferry 
operators have generally seen increases in service utilization, 
indicating that they are carrying more passengers per hour of 
revenue service operated. 

•	AC Transit has kept its service utilization relatively flat (minimal 
decline) over the last decade, as declines in ridership have 
been only slightly greater than cuts to reductions in service 
levels that the operator instituted in response to sharp drops in 
revenue sources. 

•	LAVTA has seen a drop in service utilization since 2005; LAVTA 
has restored service to pre-recession levels, but has not seen a 
ridership recovery, leading to a decline in utilization.

Service Utilization 
Defined

Service utilization is a ratio  

of how many people use 

transit (demand) to how 

much service is provided 

(supply). It can be measured 

using boardings per revenue 

vehicle mile (RVM) or 

revenue vehicle hour (RVH). 

An increase in service 

utilization is a positive 

outcome for a transit operator 

as it implies more people 

rode transit for the same 

level of service operated, or 

that the operator served the 

same number of passengers 

while operating less service 

(incurring lower costs). 

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators (FY2014).

Note: The WETA figure is for Alameda County lines only (Alameda/Oakland – San Francisco, Harbor Bay – San Francisco, and Alameda/
Oakland – South San Francisco).

Table 5: Boardings per Revenue Vehicle Hour for Alameda County Transit Operators

FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013 FY2014

BART 55.95 56.95 59.12 59.38 59.05 60.84 62.61 65.44 69.49 69.76

ACE 34.22 34.34 35.97 40.97 35.16 35.15 36.55 38.97 40.41 44.26

AC Transit 36.05 36.84 36.75 34.86 31.88 33.08 34.01 33.23 34.20 34.19

LAVTA 16.93 17.71 17.55 16.25 15.76 17.05 15.37 14.00 13.86 13.13

Union City Transit 10.05 10.33 10.85 11.05 11.70 11.34 12.13 12.74 12.52 11.38

WETA 75.46 80.05 85.35 92.35 85.54 89.96 100.50 110.22 110.11 136.84
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•	BART’s service utilization has steadily climbed over the last 
decade, reflecting the continued growth in ridership in spite 
of minimal added service. BART now carries nearly 15 more 
passengers per revenue vehicle hour in FY2014 than in FY2005. 
BART has limited options to add service to accommodate 
significant growth in ridership until new train cars are delivered 
and other operational improvements can be funded.

•	WETA saw a significant increase in service utilization in FY2014, 
which mostly reflects a growth in ridership and may been 
related to passengers switching to ferry services during the 
July and October 2013 BART strikes (refer to Figure 28 on the 
next page).

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators  
(FY2014).

Figure 27: Large Operator Boardings per Revenue Vehicle Hour Trend
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Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators 
(FY2014).

Note: The WETA figure is for Alameda County lines only (Alameda/Oakland – San 
Francisco, Harbor Bay – San Francisco, and Alameda/Oakland – South San Francisco).

Figure 28: Smaller Operator Boardings per Revenue Vehicle Hour Trend

Bus Operator Commercial Speed

Commercial speed is the average speed that buses achieve, 
taking into account delays from traffic signals, passenger boarding 
and alighting, and other factors. Figure 29 shows commercial 
speed for Alameda County’s three bus operators.

•	AC Transit saw a decline in its commercial speed in FY2014, 
continuing a nearly decade-long trend. Over the last 10 years,  
AC Transit’s commercial speed has dropped from nearly 12 
mph to slightly over 11 mph, a considerable change for a 
systemwide average statistic. This decline means riders do 
not get to their destination as quickly, and AC Transit must 
operate more buses (incur greater costs) to maintain the 
same frequency of bus arrivals. 

•	Further analysis is needed to identify sources of delay to  
AC Transit service, in particular to determine the role of local vs. 
Transbay service in AC Transit’s commercial speed. Transbay 
routes, which operate considerable portions of the line on 
freeways, may increase the overall average speed but may 
also explain some of the decline (due to freeway congestion).

Commercial Speed 
Defined

Commercial speed is the 

average speed that buses 

achieve, taking into account 

delays from traffic signals, 

passenger boarding and 

alighting, and other factors. 

Average commercial speed 

is computed as the ratio of 

RVMs to RVHs. Commercial 

speed on particular routes or 

at particular times of day  

may be quite different than  

the operator overall 

systemwide average.
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•	LAVTA generally has high commercial speeds, which likely 
reflects differences in the built environment, stop spacing, levels 
of congestion, and other characteristics as compared to other 
Alameda County bus operators.

•	Further analysis is needed to explain trends in Union City 
Transit’s commercial speed, which shows a significant 
increase from FY2013 to FY2014.

•	Partnerships between local jurisdictions and transit operators 
are needed to ensure fast, reliable service.

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators (FY2014).

Figure 29: Alameda County Bus Operator Average Commercial Speed (miles per hour)
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On-Time Performance

On-time performance is the percentage of time that a transit 
operator's vehicle arrives at its stop within some threshold of the 
scheduled time. Figure 30 shows on-time performance data since 
FY2011-12 for all Alameda County transit operators.

•	Most transit operators saw minimal change in on-time 
performance in FY2014, compared to FY2013. 

•	Union City Transit has the highest overall on-time performance. 

•	Rail operators have generally 95 percent on-time 
performance, reflecting the fact that they operate on 
dedicated rights-of-way. 

•	AC Transit’s overall on-time performance is below 70 percent, 
and many individual routes perform even worse. AC Transit 
operates many routes in dense urban conditions which 
complicates delivery of reliable service. In addition, some  
AC Transit routes have frequent headways (e.g., 15 minutes or 
less) meaning that while on-time performance may be lower, 
passengers may not wait as long on average if a bus is late.

•	BART saw a slight dip in on-time performance for the  
second consecutive year, but generally operates very  
reliable service in spite of aging vehicles, track, and 
communications infrastructure. 

Source: Provided by transit operators.

Figure 30: Alameda County Transit Operator On-Time Performance

BART ACE AC
Transit LAVTA

Union
City

Transit

Capitol
Corridor

FY2011-12 95.7% 94.4% 68.0% 80.9% 92.7% 94.0%
FY2012-13 94.9% 92.0% 68.7% 84.7% 97.5% 95.0%
FY2013-14 94.5% 94.0% 67.2% 81.2% 97.2% 95.0%
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On-Time Performance 
Defined

On-time performance is the 

percentage of time that a 

transit operator’s vehicle 

arrives at its stop/station 

within some threshold of the 

scheduled time. Different 

operators define “on-time” 

differently, but no more than 

5 minutes late or 1 minute 

early is a typical definition.
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Cost Efficiency

Cost efficiency in this report refers to a transit operator's operating 
cost normalized by some unit. Table 6 shows service utilization 
performance data since 2005 for Alameda County transit 
operators, while Figures 31 and 32 show trend lines for large and 
small operators, respectively.

•	BART has exhibited a steady decline in cost per rider, as it has 
kept operating costs largely steady while growing its ridership.

•	AC Transit has seen an increase in cost per rider over the last 
decade, though it has kept this metric largely flat since 2009. 
The increase is mostly attributable to increases in the cost of 
operating service (the cost per RVH has grown 15 percent 
over this period). AC Transit now faces a cost per rider nearly 
a dollar higher than in 2005. 

•	LAVTA has seen a sharp increase in cost per rider, both since 
2005 and from 2013 to 2014. Other operators have largely 
seen a decline or minimal change in cost per rider, though 
saw increases in FY2014. ACE in particular saw a large uptick 
in cost per rider as growth in operating expenses outpaced 
ridership growth. LAVTA’s increase in cost per rider reflects 
ridership declines, as costs are spread across fewer riders. 
ACE’s increase in cost per rider in FY2014 reflects high diesel 
fuel costs for much of the year.

Cost Efficiency Defined

Cost efficiency in this report 

refers to a transit operator’s 

operating cost normalized 

by some unit. Here, cost per 

rider is presented (cost per 

RVH, or the cost to operate 

a unit of service is presented 

in subsequent sections). Cost 

efficiency is an important 

metric to track, as transit 

operators have limited 

resources and increases 

in operating cost mean an 

operator may not provide the 

same level of service for the 

same available funding. A 

transit operator can increase 

its cost per rider either by 

attracting more riders or by 

controlling costs. 

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators (FY2014).

Note: The WETA figure is for Alameda County lines only (Alameda/Oakland – San Francisco, Harbor Bay – San Francisco, and  
Alameda/Oakland – South San Francisco).

Table 6: Alameda County Transit Operator Cost per Rider ($2014)

FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013 FY2014

BART 5.16 4.88 4.91 4.70 4.74 4.74 4.38 4.33 4.27 4.24

ACE 21.33 22.99 17.95 16.16 17.48 19.56 17.63 16.31 16.32 22.17

AC Transit 4.44 4.56 4.68 4.92 5.49 5.41 5.37 5.77 5.48 5.39

LAVTA 5.93 6.10 5.91 6.25 6.53 7.09 7.29 7.57 7.34 8.73

Union City Transit 8.98 7.79 7.35 6.81 6.34 6.97 6.58 6.44 6.83 8.13

WETA 11.51 10.75 10.34 10.35 10.76 9.81 11.86 9.84 12.49 10.83
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Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators 
(FY2014).

Figure 31: Alameda County Large Operator Cost per Rider Trend

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators 
(FY2014).

Note: The WETA figure is for Alameda County lines only (Alameda/Oakland – San 
Francisco, Harbor Bay – San Francisco, and Alameda/Oakland – South San Francisco).

Figure 32: Alameda County Smaller Operator Cost per Rider Trend

•	WETA’s volatility in cost per rider reflects the introduction 
of new routes (service to South San Francisco beginning in 
FY2012) and the merger with Vallejo – San Francisco  
ferry service.
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Farebox Recovery

Farebox recovery is the amount of a transit agency's operating 
expenses that are covered by passenger fare revenues. Table 7 
shows farebox recovery performance for Alameda County transit 
operators since FY2005.

•	BART, AC Transit, and WETA all saw improvements in farebox 
recovery ratios in FY2014. 

•	ACE saw a decline, which is attributable to an increase  
in operating expenses from increasing diesel fuel prices,  
while LAVTA and Union City Transit saw declines that  
are attributable to reductions in ridership and fare  
revenue earned.

•	BART has seen a dramatic improvement in farebox recovery 
ratio over the last decade from 57 percent to nearly  
80 percent.

•	AC Transit has kept its farebox recovery ratio relatively flat,  
even amid ridership declines, through fare policy and  
service reductions. 

•	Rail and ferry operators generally operate at considerable 
higher farebox recovery ratios than bus operators, reflecting 
the fact that their cost structure is more capital-intensive 
and less labor-intensive (with capital costs not factoring into 
farebox recovery calculations).

Farebox Recovery 
Defined

Farebox recovery ratio refers 

to the percentage of a transit 

agency’s operating expenses 

that are covered by passenger 

fare revenues (as opposed to 

other revenue sources such as 

parking revenues, advertising 

revenues, and subsidies). 

Farebox recovery does not 

include capital costs.

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators (FY2014).

Table 7: Alameda County Transit Operator Farebox Recovery Ratio

FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013 FY2014

BART 0.57 0.61 0.61 0.64 0.66 0.72 0.76 0.75 0.77 0.78

ACE 0.27 0.28 0.37 0.38 0.37 0.34 0.37 0.34 0.39 0.29

AC Transit 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.19 0.20 0.21

LAVTA 0.17 0.16 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.19 0.18 0.16 0.19 0.15

Union City Transit 0.11 0.12 0.14 0.13 0.14 0.12 0.15 0.15 0.13 0.11

WETA 0.47 0.52 0.51 0.49 0.53 0.57 0.53 0.49 0.39 0.44
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Fleet Age

BART and WETA both have fleets consisting of vehicles that are, 
on average, at or beyond the typical useful life of a fleet vehicle. 
BART in particular has the oldest train cars of any major heavy rail 
service in the country and is in the process of procuring new rail 
cars, the first shipment of which are expected to enter service in 
fall 2016.

•	AC Transit unveiled a shipment of new buses in FY2014, 
bringing the average age of its fleet down to 6.5 years.

•	Maintaining transit fleets in a state of good repair by replacing 
fleet vehicles at regular intervals is critical to maintaining  
service reliability.

Source: Provided by transit operators.

Table 8: Fleet Size and Age by Operator

Fleet Size Average Age Useful Life

BART 667 34.6 25

ACE - Locomotives 6 15 30

ACE - Passenger Cars 28 15 40

AC Transit 569 6.52 15

LAVTA 72 10 15

Union City Transit 18 5.3 12

WETA 11 15 15
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Service Interruptions

All transit operators saw a reduction in the time or distance 
operated between service interruptions in FY2014, except for ACE, 
which posted its highest time between service interruptions in the 
last six years (refer to Table 9). 

•	AC Transit in particular saw a sharp decline in miles operated 
between mechanical failures, which primarily reflects changes in 
accounting for fuel cell and warranty vehicle road calls as well 
as unveiling new fleet vehicles that should reduce road calls in 
FY2014-15 and beyond.

•	Increases in the time or distance between service interruptions 
represent increased reliability for transit riders.

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators 
(FY2014).

Table 9: Time or Distance Between Service Interruptions

FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013 FY2014

Rail Mean Time Between Service Delay (in hours)

BART 2,683 2,796 2,995 3,216 3,758 3,584

ACE 546 438 388 2,438 2,438 0

Bus Average Miles Between Mechanical Failure

AC Transit 4,656 5,727 7,941 6,556 8,244 5,211

LAVTA 4,904 4,837 6,353 15,249 17,397 13,249

Union City Transit 3,880 4,902 11,402 13,749 16,505 15,535

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
(BART)

BART is a heavy rail operator that provides regional transit service 
in four counties in the San Francisco Bay Area. BART carries more 
than 400,000 riders per day, and 20 of the 44 BART stations are 
located in Alameda County. Figure 33 shows trends in ridership, 
service operated, operating costs, and fare revenue, while  
Figure 34 shows trends in performance for BART.

•	BART has seen significant growth in ridership over the last 
decade. Ridership stayed flat in 2014 as compared to 2013, 
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Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013), Provisional data from transit operators 
(FY2014).

Figure 33: BART Trends in Boardings, Service Operated, Operating Costs,  
	   and Fare Revenue

though this is likely reflective of strike days in July and October 
2014. In fact, boardings per revenue vehicle hour actually 
increased slightly in 2014 as compared to 2013.

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators 
(FY2014).

Figure 34: BART Trends in Performance Concepts
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•	Further analysis is needed to reveal reasons for increases in 
BART ridership. Possible reasons could include increasingly 
regional commute patterns and a regional economic 
recovery that has seen record job creation in San Francisco, 
maturation of transit oriented development projects at BART 
stations, maturation of some system expansions (e.g., SFO 
line and West Dublin/ Pleasanton infill station), increasing 
prevalence of smart phones and other devices that let 
people work while in transit, and an emphasis on marketing 
around major events (BART has set a number of its record 
ridership days in recent years in conjunction with major 
sporting events, for instance). 

•	BART’s increases in ridership have come even as the 
operator has not added significant new service, leading to 
peak direction crowding through the Transbay Tube during 
commute periods. In the short term, BART is constrained in its 
ability to operate more service by the need to have a certain 
number of cars in maintenance at any given time. BART is 
actually operating fewer RVHs of service now than it was in 
2009, although this may reflect some shorter trains during off-
peak periods and on weekends.

•	BART has largely kept costs constant with minimal growth in 
the cost of operating a unit of service (operating cost per RVH 
has increased by less than 5 percent since 2005, adjusting  
for inflation).

•	BART has seen fare revenue increases greater than growth 
in ridership, even after adjusting for inflation (the former has 
increased by more than 40 percent since 2005, while the latter 
has increased by about 30 percent). This may reflect longer 
trips, since BART has distance-based fares, and fewer discount 
fare instruments due to increasing Clipper use.

Over the past decade, 

BART has experienced 

significant increases 

in ridership and has 

95 percent on-time 

performance.
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Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District 
(AC Transit)

AC Transit is the second largest bus operator in the San Francisco 
Bay Area, providing both local and Transbay service to Alameda 
and Contra Costa counties. Roughly 90 percent of AC Transit’s 
service area is in Alameda County, covering North, Central, and 
South County. AC Transit carries nearly 200,000 riders per day. 
Figure 35 shows trends in ridership, service operated, operating 
costs, and fare revenue, while Figure 36 on the next page shows 
trends in performance concepts for AC Transit.

•	AC Transit ridership began to recover in FY2013, and 
continued its recovery in FY2014. AC Transit’s annual ridership 
increased by about 1.5 percent in FY2014. 

•	While ridership is recovering, service levels were still below 
pre-recession levels in FY2014. AC Transit operated almost 
15 percent less service in FY2014 than in FY2009. Recovering 
revenue sources and the passage of Measure BB should 
permit AC transit to unveil service expansion in FY2015  
and beyond.

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators  
(FY2014).

Figure 35: AC Transit Trends in Boardings, Service Operated, Operating Costs,  
	   and Fare Revenue
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•	AC Transit has seen a significant drop in boardings over the 
last decade. This drop was precipitated by the recession 
and drastic service cuts (as a result of funding cuts), but has 
persisted even as the economy has recovered. Ridership 
began to dip in FY2007-09 with the economic slowdown, 
and then dropped further in FY2010 and FY2011 due to major 
service cuts. After two years of recovery (FY2013 and FY2014), 
ridership is nearly 18 percent lower than it was in 2008.

•	AC Transit’s overall system ridership has declined from  
67.0 million boardings per year in 2007 to 55.7 million 
boardings in 2014. In addition to service cuts, this may 
reflect some changes in regional economic composition, in 
particular the fact that the current economic recovery has 
centered in San Francisco and in Silicon Valley.

•	Boardings per RVH have increased since FY2009, first as  
AC Transit cut service faster than declines in boarding 
(FY2009-11) and more recently due to growth in ridership 
(FY2012-14).

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators 
(FY2014).

Figure 36: AC Transit Trends in Performance Concepts
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•	Operating costs have decreased or stayed flat the last 
three years, even as service levels have remained relatively 
constant. However, operating expenses have grown over the 
last decade. AC Transit now faces a 15-percent-higher cost 
to operate a unit of service than in FY2005, after adjusting for 
inflation. More research beyond the scope of this report could 
identify the reasons for this growth in operating expenses.

•	AC Transit has grown fare revenue over the last three years, 
even after adjusting for inflation and even with relatively 
minimal growth in ridership. AC Transit adopted a 10-year 
fare increase in May 2011 that increased fares from $2.00 to 
$2.10 in August 2012, and then to $2.25 in FY2014. AC Transit 
planned another fare restructuring beginning in FY2015.
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Altamont Corridor Express (ACE)

ACE offers rail service between San Joaquin County, Alameda 
County, and Santa Clara County. The service includes four daily 
trains in each direction and stops at four stations in East and South 
Alameda County. ACE carries more than 4,000 riders daily, many 
of whom make trips of 50 or more miles. Figure 37 shows trends in 
ridership, service operated, operating costs, and fare revenue, 
while Figure 38 shows trends in performance concepts for ACE.

•	ACE saw an increase in ridership in FY2014, the fourth 
consecutive year of increase. Ridership is now 33 percent 
higher than its pre-recession levels. ACE carried approximately 
4,400 daily riders in FY2014. Growth in ridership may reflect 
congestion on the I-580 and I-680 corridors.

•	ACE added a fourth daily train in September 2012, and the 
increase in RVHs in FY2014 reflects a full year of operations 
with the four daily train schedule. 

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators  
(FY2014).

Figure 37: ACE Trends in Boardings, Service Operated, Operating Costs,  
	   and Fare Revenue
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Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators  
(FY2014).

Figure 38: ACE Trends in Performance Concepts

•	Ridership has increased by about 68 percent since 2010. 
During this period, service operated has increased by about 
25 percent primarily due to the fourth daily train. Service 
utilization (boardings per RVH) have increased by about 
26 percent since 2010, reflecting the fact that ridership has 
grown faster than service augmentations.

•	ACE saw a sharp spike in operating costs in FY2014 compared 
to FY2013. The cost of operating a unit of service increased by 
almost 50 percent. This sharp increase in operating expenses is 
attributable to increases in diesel fuel prices. 

•	ACE increased fares by 10 percent in January 2013, and the 
increase in fare revenue in FY2014 vs. FY2013 reflects both an 
increase in ridership and a full year under the higher fares. 
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Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority 
(LAVTA)

LAVTA operates Wheels bus service, the primary bus service in the 
Tri-Valley area of Alameda County. LAVTA operates both local 
service within the Tri-Valley and express routes to destinations 
in Contra Costa County. LAVTA carries nearly 6,000 riders per 
day. Figure 39 shows trends in ridership, service operated, 
operating costs, and fare revenue, while Figure 40 shows trends in 
performance concepts for LAVTA.

•	LAVTA saw a dip in ridership in FY2014 compared to FY2013. 
Ridership is now lower than the low point hit during the 
recession, representing the lowest overall ridership since 2005 
(26 percent below 2008 levels). LAVTA carried approximately 
5,700 riders per day in FY2014, down from approximately 7,800 
per day in FY2008.

•	Between 2011 and 2012, LAVTA restored service to levels 
similar to what was operated prior to cuts instituted during the 
recession. This service restoration has generally not resulted 
in a rebound in ridership, and service utilization (boardings 

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators 
(FY2014).

Figure 39: LAVTA Trends in Boardings, Service Operated, Operating Costs,  
	   and Fare Revenue

per RVH) is now 20 percent 
lower than in 2005. As a 
result, LAVTA will undertake 
a comprehensive 
operations analysis to 
investigate ways to 
restructure routes to better 
match service patterns  
to demand.

•	LAVTA saw an increase 
in cost per RVH in FY2014, 
after three consecutive 
years of reduction in 
this metric. LAVTA has 
generally been successful 
at containing costs over the 
last decade, as cost per 
RVH is only about  
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10 percent higher than in 2005 (after adjusting for inflation). 
This may reflect the fact that as a contract operator, LAVTA is 
able to secure predictable cost increases over the long term. 

•	Despite cost containment success, declines in ridership mean 
that the cost per passenger served is now significantly higher 
than it was 10 years ago.

•	Fare revenues dipped from FY2013 to FY2014, but are on  
par with pre-recession levels. LAVTA has not increased fares  
in five years, and the increase in fare revenue reflects  
developer contributions.

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators 
(FY2014).

Figure 40: LAVTA Trends in Performance Concepts
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Union City Transit

Union City Transit is operated by and provides bus service within 
the City of Union City. Union City Transit operates nine routes, and 
carries nearly 1,500 passengers per day. Figure 41 shows trends in 
ridership, service operated, operating costs, and fare revenue, 
while Figure 42 shows trends in performance concepts for Union 
City Transit.

•	Union City Transit instituted service restructuring and fare 
increases in October 2013, which had a marked effect on 
ridership performance. The service restructuring consisted 
of introduction of pilot routes to increase coverage area, 
including a peak-hour express bus and circulator to serve job 
centers on the west side of the city. The service restructuring 
also included a reduction in service frequencies on some 
routes that previously had 20- and 30-minute headways made 
necessary due to limited revenue vehicles. 

•	Union City also introduced a fare increase and faced 
competition from a new AC Transit youth pass on Clipper  
in 2014, which negatively impacted ridership.

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators 
(FY2014).

Figure 41: Union City Transit Trends in Boardings, Service Operated, Operating 
	   Costs, and Fare Revenue
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Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators 
(FY2014).

Figure 42: Union City Transit Trends in Performance Concepts

•	Union City Transit saw a nearly 20 percent decline in ridership 
in FY2014 from FY2013. This sharp dip in ridership resulted in 
declines in service utilization (boardings per RVH) as well as 
fare revenue, and an increase in operating cost per rider.

•	Union City Transit plans to consider restoring frequencies on  
some of the routes that saw reductions in service in spring/
summer 2015.
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San Francisco Bay Area Water Emergency 
Transit Authrity (WETA)

WETA operates ferry service between destinations in the East 
Bay and San Francisco. WETA terminals in Alameda County 
are located at Jack London Square in Oakland, Main Street in 
Alameda, and Harbor Bay in Alameda. WETA carries over 6,000 
passengers daily and also serves as an important lifeline function 
in the event that bridges or the BART Transbay Tube are out of 
service. Figure 43 shows trends in ridership, service operated, 
operating costs, and fare revenue, while Figure 44 shows trends in 
performance concepts for WETA.

•	WETA saw a significant increase in ridership in FY2014 over 
FY2013. WETA carried nearly 40 percent more riders on its 
Alameda County lines compared to the previous year. 

•	WETA has seen ridership increases for five consecutive years, 
and ridership now far exceeds pre-recession levels. WETA 
ridership in FY2014 was roughly double pre-recession levels. 

Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators 
(FY2014).

Note: Figure 43 shows only Alameda County lines (Alameda/Oakland – San Francisco,  
Harbor Bay – San Francisco, and Alameda/Oakland – South San Francisco).

Figure 43: WETA Trends in Boardings, Service Operated, Operating Costs,  
	   and Fare Revenue
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Source: National Transit Database (FY2005-FY2013); provisional data from transit operators 
(FY2014).

Note: Figure 44 shows only Alameda County lines (Alameda/Oakland – San Francisco, Harbor 
Bay – San Francisco, and Alameda/Oakland – South San Francisco).

Figure 44: WETA Trends in Performance Concepts

•	The long-term increase may reflect the strong economic 
performance in San Francisco and the Peninsula, particularly 
in neighborhoods located near ferry terminals. The sharp 
increase in ridership during FY2014 may partially reflect WETA 
providing additional transit service during the BART strike. 
WETA carries approximately 6,000 passengers regionwide  
on a typical weekday, such that replacing several peak-
period BART trains could conceivably result in a doubling  
of daily ridership.

•	Strong ridership growth has generally meant that WETA has 
increased service utilization (boardings per RVH) since 2011 
and over the last decade.

•	WETA has seen significant cost increases and fluctuation over 
the last five years. These operating cost shifts may reflect 
costs associated with the consolidation of several smaller ferry 
services into a single agency.

•	Increases in fare revenue have generally moved in tandem 
with boardings, and have generally kept pace with increases 
in operating costs for a steady farebox recovery. 
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Capitol Corridor

BART operates Capitol Corridor rail service between San Jose and 
Auburn with six stations in Alameda County, including 30 daily 
trains between Jack London Square and Sacramento and 16 daily 
trains between San Jose and Sacramento. Figure 45 shows trends 
in ridership, operating costs, fare revenue, and cost per rider for 
Capitol Corridor.

•	Capitol Corridor saw a 20 percent dip in ridership in FY2014, the 
second consecutive year of decline. Ridership is slightly below 
pre-recession peaks and has generally stayed flat during the 
last half of the decade, after growing considerably during the 
first half of the last decade.

•	Capitol Corridor introduced e-ticketing in 2013, which changed 
its method for accounting for monthly pass riders from an 
estimate to an actual count. The previous method had 
overestimated monthly pass riders, so the apparent decline 
in ridership in 2013 and 2014 may reflect slight overcounting 
in previous years. The decline may also reflect a slow ridership 
response to the recession and a response to a marginal service 
reduction instituted in 2012 from 32 to 30 daily trains. 

•	Capitol Corridor has generally held operating costs flat over the 
last five years, resulting in a steady farebox recovery ratio.

Source: Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority Annual Report (FFY2005-FFY2013; data  
from transit operator FFY2014).

Figure 45: Capitol Corridor Trend in Ridership, Operating Costs, Fare Revenue,  
	   and Cost per Rider



2014 PERFORMANCE REPORT | ALAMEDA CTC     65

5. Bicycling

Counts

Alameda CTC conducts manual counts of bicyclists at 63 
locations on an annual basis. These counts provide a consistent, 
longitudinal source of information on bicycling levels for all purposes 
(commuting, school, shopping, social/recreation, etc.).  
Figures 46, 47, and 48 show the number of bicyclists counted  
during p.m., midday, and school periods through the count 
program. Appendix E shows the count locations and provides  
more detail on the count methodology.

2013 saw a decline in observed levels of bicycling compared to 
2012 in all time periods. 2013 data may have been influenced by 
the BART strike, as counts are conducted from September-October, 
which was within the same time frame as a multiday work stoppage. 

Source: Alameda CTC Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Count Program.

Note: The number in parenthesis is the number of count locations in each planning area.

Figure 46: P.M. Period (4-6 p.m.) Bicycle Counts
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Source: Alameda CTC Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Count Program.

Note: The number in parenthesis is the number of count locations in each planning area.

Figure 47: Midday Period (12-2 p.m.) Bicycle Counts

Source: Alameda CTC Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Count Program.

Note: The number in parenthesis is the number of count locations.

Figure 48: School Period (2-4 p.m.) Bicycle Counts

This may be particularly true during the p.m. peak-period, 
given the prominent role bicycling plays as a commute 
transit access mode. Though no counts were conducted 
on strike days, the general uncertainty around whether 
transit service would be available may have led workers 
to work from home or explore other commute options on 
non-strike days as well.

•	In spite of the 2013 
decline, the long-term 
trend during most time 
periods appears to be 
growth. All planning 
areas in Alameda 
County saw increases 
in the number of 
bicyclists counted from  
2010-2012. 

•	Research suggests 
that manual one-day 
counts can be subject 
to significant day- 
to-day variability;  
the decrease in 2013 
may also reflect 
statistical variability 
rather than the end of 
a growth trend.
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Safety

Figure 49 shows the trend in collisions involving bicyclists in 
Alameda County between 2002 and 2012, the most recent year 
for which complete collision data are available.

•	Alameda County saw a drop in both total injury and fatal 
collisions and severe injury and fatal collisions involving 
bicyclists in 2012 vs. 2011. 

•	Over the long term, Alameda County has seen an increase in 
injury and fatal collisions involving bicyclists. To some degree, 
this may reflect an increase in levels of bicycling, which 
increases exposure of bicyclists to collisions, and not more 
dangerous bicycling conditions. For instance, journey-to-work 
bicycling mode share has nearly doubled between 2000 and 
2013, which suggests the number of new people bicycling  
in Alameda County has increased more than the number  
of new collisions involving bicyclists.

Source: Statewide Integrated Traffic Reporting System Database.

Figure 49: Trend in Collisions Involving Bicyclists in Alameda County
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Network Completion
•	Local jurisdictions implemented nearly 40 miles of bikeways 

in FY2013-14. Jurisdictions implemented more mileage of 
Class I trails, Class II bicycle lanes, and Class III bicycle routes 
in FY2013-14 than in the previous fiscal year (Figure 50). The 
completion of the Bay Bridge multiuse trail project and the 
Iron Horse Trail from Dublin-Pleasanton BART Station to Santa 
Rita Road accounted for considerable mileage.

Source: Reported by local jurisdictions.

Figure 50: New Bikeway Mileage Implemented in FY2013 and FY2014,  
	   by Bikeway Class
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•	Oakland implemented the most mileage of new bikeways in 
FY2013-14, the second consecutive year that it led Alameda 
County jurisdictions in expanding its bicycle network (Figure 
51). Alameda County also striped more than 5 miles of new 
bicycle facilities in FY2013-14.

•	Jurisdictions implemented a wide range of bicycle facilities, 
continuing a trend in FY2012-13, including applying treatments 
to increase separation from and visibility by motor vehicles 
for on-street bikeways. In FY2013-14, these projects included 
upgraded bike lanes such as buffered bike lanes and bike 
lanes with green paint to denote conflict zones as well as a 
“super sharrow” project in Oakland (Figure 52).

•	Many jurisdictions also rehabilitated a significant amount of new 
bikeway mileage in FY2013-14, ensuring that surfaces remain 
safe and comfortable and that striping remains visible (Figure 53). 

•	Oakland implemented the most mileage of new bikeways in 
FY2013-14, the second consecutive year that it led Alameda 
County jurisdictions in expanding its bicycle network (Figure 
51). Alameda County also striped more than five miles of new 
bicycle facilities in FY2013-14. 

Source: Reported by local jurisdictions.

Figure 51: New Bikeway Mileage Implemented in FY2013 and FY2014,  
	   by Jurisdiction

0.0 5.0 10.0 15.0 20.0 25.0

Alameda County

City of Alameda

City of Albany

City of Berkeley

City of Dublin

City of Emeryville

City of Fremont

City of Hayward

City of Livermore

City of Newark

City of Oakland

City of Piedmont

City of Pleasanton

City of San Leandro

City of Union City

Miles of Bikeway (centerline miles)

FY2013-14 FY2012-13



70    ALAMEDA CTC | 2014 PERFORMANCE REPORT

5 | Bicycling

•	Figure 54 shows bikeway project implemented in FY2013-14 
in a map, and Appendix F provides detailed information on 
bikeway projects implemented in FY2013-14.

Source: Reported by local jurisdictions.

Notes: Upgraded bike lanes include bike lanes with buffers, green paint, and other treatments to 
enhance safety and comfort. Standard bike lanes include no such treatments.

Figure 52: New Bikeway Mileage Implemented in FY2014, by Detailed Bikeway Type

Source: Reported by local jurisdictions.

Figure 53: Bikeway Mileage Implemented and Rehabilitated in FY2014, by Jurisdiction

0.0 5.0 10.0 15.0 20.0 25.0

Alameda County

City of Alameda

City of Albany

City of Berkeley

City of Dublin

City of Emeryville

City of Fremont

City of Hayward

City of Livermore

City of Newark

City of Oakland

City of Piedmont

City of Pleasanton

City of San Leandro

City of Union City

Miles of Bikeway (centerline miles)

Rehabilitated Bikeway New Bikeway



2014 PERFORMANCE REPORT | ALAMEDA CTC     71

5 | Bicycling

Fi
gu

re
 5

4:
 N

ew
 B

ik
ew

ay
 P

ro
je

ct
s 

Im
pl

em
en

te
d 

in
 F

Y2
01

3-
14



72    ALAMEDA CTC | 2014 PERFORMANCE REPORT

5 | Bicycling

Programs and Education

Infrastructure is only one aspect of providing a safe, comfortable 
bicycling system for Alameda County residents, workers, and 
visitors. Alameda CTC also funds and coordinates encouragement 
programs to raise awareness about bicycling as a healthy, 
environmentally sustainable option for transportation and 
recreation as well as education programs to teach bicyclists how 
to safely and legally interact with other road users.

•	Bike to Work Day is an annual event celebrating commuting 
to work by bike. The event includes energizer stations with 
giveaway bags, refreshments, awards; participation by 
elected officials; and other activities. Bike to Work Day 
happens during May, which is also Bike Month, and Alameda 
CTC coordinates other bicycling encouragement efforts 
during this time.

•	The number of energizer stations and the number of 
people who stop by energizer stations have both increased 
dramatically since 2006. In 2014, a new record was set for 
people tallied at energizer stations in Alameda County, as  
this number topped 15,000 (Figure 55).

Source: Bike to Work Day final reports.

Figure 55: Bike to Work Day Program Participation

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

0

5,000

10,000

15,000

20,000

25,000

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

En
er

gi
ze

r S
ta

tio
ns

Pe
op

le
 T

al
lie

d 
at

 E
ne

rg
iz

er
 S

ta
tio

ns

Total East Bay Energizer Station Tally Alameda County Energizer Station Tally

Other East Bay Energizer Station Tally Number Energizer Stations



2014 PERFORMANCE REPORT | ALAMEDA CTC     73

5 | Bicycling

•	In 2014, Alameda CTC also revamped a bicycling 
encouragement advertising campaign that runs every  
May, unveiling the new slogan of I Bike! The campaign 
features advertisements in bus shelters, on buses, and via 
online media.

•	Alameda CTC funds and coordinates a bicycle safety 
education program that has been in existence since 2007.  
The program is integrated with the Alameda County Safe 
Routes to School Program and is directly operated by Bike 
East Bay, a nonprofit bicycling advocacy group.

•	Bicycle safety education classes and attendance have 
increased greatly over the program’s last five years  
(Figure 56). In particular, the number and types of classes has 
greatly expanded as the bicycle safety education program 
has been able to leverage Alameda CTC funds with other  
funding sources.

•	Nearly 120 classes were taught in FY2013-14 in Alameda 
County including classroom workshops; a half-day, on-road 
format class; 1-hour workplace lunchtime classes; family 
cycling workshops, adult learn-to-ride classes; children’s 
bike rodeos; and train-the-trainer 
classes that expand the pool of 
certified instructors. The program 
now offers classes in both Spanish 
and Cantonese, and classes are 
taught in all parts of Alameda 
County.

•	Total attendance dipped slightly 
in FY2013-14 compared to FY2012-
13; however, this mainly reflects a 
shift toward fewer bicycle rodeos, 
which are high-attendance 
classes, and more small-format 
classes with a lower ratio of 
students per instructor.

•	FY2013-14 saw a considerable Source: Bicycle Safety Education Program semi-annual monitoring reports.

Notes: Beginning in FY2012-13, statistics include some bicycle rodeos conducted 
in partnership with the Alameda County Safe Routes to School Program. Statistics 
also include classes funded by Alameda CTC and other grant funding sources.

Figure 56: Bicycle Safety Education Program Participation
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expansion of classroom workshops (from 17 the previous year 
to 50), as well as a doubling of classroom workshops taught 
in Spanish and Cantonese. These workshops teach the core 
curriculum covering topics including rules of the road and 
how to avoid crashes by riding predictably and visibly, and 
communicating with other road users via actions and signals.

Local Master Plan Adoption
•	Alameda CTC assists jurisdictions in preparing local bicycle 

master plans by providing funding. Local master plans are 
critical to identifying targeted areas for improvements, capital 
projects, and supportive programs. Local master plans are 
also typically an important means for ensuring that projects 
and programs are aligned with community priorities.

•	No new or updated local master plans were adopted during 
FY2014. As of the end of FY2014, nine jurisdictions have 
bicycle master plans or combined bicycle/pedestrian master 
plans that were adopted within the last five years. Four other 
jurisdictions have a plan update underway. Two jurisdictions 
have a plan that is more than five years out of date (refer to 
Figure 57 on the next page).
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Counts

Alameda CTC conducts manual counts of pedestrians at  
63 locations on an annual basis. These counts provide a consistent, 
longitudinal source of information on walking levels for all purposes 
(commuting, school, shopping, social/recreation, etc.). Figures 58, 
59, and 60 summarize the number of pedestrians counted through 
this program during p.m., midday, and school periods. Appendix E 
shows the count locations and provides more detail on the  
count methodology.

2013 saw a decline in observed levels of walking compared to 
2012 in the p.m. commute period and school time periods. 2013 
data may have been influenced by the BART strike, as counts 
are conducted from September-October which coincided with 
a multiday work stoppage. This may be particularly true during 
the p.m. peak-period given the prominent role walking plays as a 
commute transit access mode. 

Though no counts were conducted on strike days, the general 
uncertainty around whether transit service would be available 
may have led workers to work from home or explore other 
commute options on non-strike days as well.

•	In spite of the 2013 decline, the long-term trend during most 
time periods appears to be a growth. All planning areas in 
Alameda County saw increases in the number of pedestrians 
counted from 2010-2012 during the p.m. and midday periods. 
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•	Research suggests that manual one-day counts can be 
subject to significant day-to-day variability; the decrease in 
2013 and decreases during the school period may reflect 
statistical variability rather than the end of a growth trend.

Source: Alameda CTC Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Count Program.

Note: The number in parenthesis is the number of count locations in each planning area.

Figure 59: Midday Period (12-2 p.m.) Pedestrian Counts

Source: Alameda CTC Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Count Program.

Note: The number in parenthesis is the number of count locations in each planning area.

Figure 58: P.M. Period (4-6 p.m.) Pedestrian Counts
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Safety

Figure 61 shows the trend in collisions involving pedestrians in 
Alameda County between 2002 and 2012, the most recent year 
for which data are available.

•	Injury and fatal collisions involving pedestrians in Alameda 
County declined in successive years from 2002 to 2007,  
but have generally stayed flat or increased between 2008  
and 2012. 

•	2012 saw a 10 percent increase in injury and fatal collisions 
involving pedestrians in Alameda County, compared to the 
previous year.

•	The number of injury and fatal collisions involving Alameda 
County in 2012 (683 collisions) was higher than the average 
number of collisions involving pedestrians from the last 11 years 
(653 collisions). Pedestrian safety remains an issue that requires 
education, enforcement, and infrastructure-based strategies 
to address, particularly as aging populations and policy goals 
related to infill development and increased transit and active 
transportation mode usage result in greater levels of walking.

Source: Statewide Integrated Traffic Reporting System Database.

Figure 61: Trend in Collisions Involving Pedestrians in Alameda County
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Project Completion
•	In FY2014, jurisdictions reported completing a total of  

47 major pedestrian projects (Figure 62). These completed 
projects span a wide variety of improvement types, ranging 
from closing gaps in the County’s trail and sidewalk network, 
to major trail and pathway rehabilitation, to safety and 
comfort improvements to pedestrian facilities and  
pedestrian crossings.

•	The most common types of pedestrian project completed  
were Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) curb/ramp 
improvement programs or projects containing ADA  
curb/ramp upgrades, sidewalk gap closures, and major  
trail/pathway maintenance projects.

•	All jurisdictions reported completing at least one pedestrian 
project in FY2014 (Figure 63). Appendix F provides details on 
all pedestrian projects completed in FY2013-14.

Source: Reported by local jurisdictions.

Note: Projects may appear in multiple categories. In 2014, 47 total projects  
were completed.

Figure 62: Pedestrian Projects Completed in FY2014 by Type
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Programs and Education
•	Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S) refers to a variety of multi-

disciplinary programs aimed at promoting the use of 
alternative modes to get to school and improving the 
safety of using active and shared transportation modes 
around schools. The Alameda County SR2S program involves 
partnerships among municipalities, school districts,  
community and parent volunteers, students, and law 
enforcement agencies.

•	The Alameda County SR2S program began in 2006 as a grant-
funded pilot program in two schools, and has expanded 
significantly. The program shifted to a contracted program 
funded by federal, state, and local sales tax funding in the  
2011-2012 school year and expanded its offering to cater to 
different levels of involvement from interested elementary, 
middle, and high schools. In 2013-14, the program added eight 
new schools and saw a 10 percent increase in the number of 
schools in the Comprehensive Program (Figure 64).

Source: Reported by local jurisdictions.

Figure 63: Pedestrian Projects Completed in FY2014 by Jurisdiction
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Local Master Plan Adoption
•	Alameda CTC assists jurisdictions in preparing local pedestrian 

master plans by providing funding. Local master plans are 
critical to identifying targeted areas for improvements, capital 
projects, and supportive programs. Local master plans are 
also typically an important means for ensuring that projects 
and programs align with community priorities.

•	No new or updated local master plans were adopted during 
FY2014. As of the end of FY2014, seven jurisdictions have 
pedestrian master plans or combined bicycle/pedestrian 
master plans that were adopted within the last five years. 
Four other jurisdictions have a plan update underway. Two 
jurisdictions have no pedestrian master plan, and two others 
have a pedestrian master plan that is more than five years out 
of date (refer to Figure 65).

Figure 64: Alameda County Safe Routes to Schools Participating Schools
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7. Livable Communities

Housing Production

Housing production plays an important role in overall 
transportation-housing affordability as well as accessibility to jobs 
and services. Housing production is ultimately a function of both 
public policy and the development market, but local jurisdictions 
play an important role through local policies and discretionary 
land use actions.

•	Figure 66 and Table 10 on the following pages summarize 
local jurisdictions' performance permitting housing units to 
meet their Regional Housing Needs Allocation between 2007 
and 2014. The Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) is 
the state-mandated process to identify the total number of 
housing units (by affordability level) that each jurisdiction must 
accommodate in its housing element. 

•	Only one jurisdiction, Dublin, exceeded its RHNA. 

•	Only seven of 15 jurisdictions met more than 50 percent  
of their RHNA. 

•	Oakland, with the largest RHNA, met only 26 percent of  
its target.

•	Figure 67 compares Alameda County’s performance in 
meeting its RHNA to the rest of the Bay Area region. No 
county met its RHNA; however, Alameda County is below the 
regional average and was outperformed by the other most 
populous counties (Santa Clara, San Francisco, and Contra 
Costa) in housing production toward the RHNA target.

Livable communities 

are walkable, bikable 

and close to transit, 

giving people more 

transportation choices 

and reducing the 

pollution that causes 

climate change. 
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Figure 66: Alameda County Jurisdiction Housing Permitting Activity, 2007-2014

Source: Compiled by ABAG from local jurisdictions and local submissions of Housing Element Progress 
Reports to the California Department of Housing and Community Development.

Figure 67: Bay Area County Housing Permitting Activity, 2007-2014

Source: Compiled by ABAG from local jurisdictions and local submissions of Housing 
Element Progress Reports to the California Department of Housing and  
Community Development.

Regional 
Average
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Land Use Approvals

In FY2013-14, Alameda CTC began collecting data on land 
use approvals from local jurisdictions. This information includes 
the location, size, and use of development projects that were 
issued entitlements (approval of zoning, use permits, and other 
discretionary approvals). This information provides an indicator of 
future demand for travel.

•	Major residential developments (100 units or more) approved in 
FY2013-14 by local jurisdictions include:

•	Wallis Ranch (Dublin) with 621 single-family homes and  
185 multifamily homes 

•	Subarea 3 (Dublin) with 330 single-family homes and  
107 multifamily homes 

Table 10: Alameda County Jurisdiction Housing Permitting Activity, 2007-2014

Source: Compiled by ABAG from local jurisdictions and local submissions of Housing  
Element Progress Reports to the California Department of Housing and  
Community Development.

RHNA Permits 
Issued

Percent of 
RHNA

Alameda County 2167 900 42%

Alameda 2046 125 6%

Albany 276 195 71%

Berkeley 2431 1046 43%

Dublin 330 2644 801%

Emeryville 1137 729 64%

Fremont 4380 2416 55%

Hayward 3393 1717 51%

Livermore 3394 859 25%

Newark 863 10 1%

Oakland 14629 3852 26%

Piedmont 40 39 98%

Pleasanton 3277 961 29%

San Leandro 1630 1056 65%

Union City 1944 949 49%
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•	The Groves Lot 3 (Dublin) with 122 multifamily units 

•	Intersection Mixed Use (Emeryville) with 105 multifamily units 

•	Artist Walk (Fremont) with 185 multifamily homes 

•	Cannery Place (Hayward) with 157 single-family homes 

•	Eden Shores (Hayward) with 118 single-family homes 

•	Brisa Neighborhood Plan (Livermore) 246 single-family 
homes and 219 multifamily homes 

•	Trumark – Timber (Newark) with 84 single-family homes and  
80 multifamily homes 

•	SHH Project (Newark) with 160 multifamily homes 

•	Merrill Gardens (Oakland) with 127 multifamily units 

•	Broadway-Grand (Oakland) with 367 multifamily units 

•	Summerhill Homes (Pleasanton) with 177 multifamily units 

•	Major non-residential developments (100,000 square feet or 
more) approved in FY2013-14 by local jurisdictions include:

•	Alameda Landing Retail Project with 152,591 square feet of 
commercial land

•	Pleasant Valley Safeway (Oakland) with 145,500 net square 
feet of commercial land

•	Oakland Army Base with 1.5 million square feet of  
industrial land

•	San Leandro Tech Campus with 500,000 square feet of 
commercial land

•	Central Pacific Industrial Project (Union City) with 142,794 
net square feet of industrial land

•	Figures 68 and 69 which follow illustrate the locations of land 
use approvals in FY2013-14, including proximity to regional 
transit and freeway infrastructure. 
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Transportation Demand Management Policies

As the designated congestion management agency for Alameda 
County, Alameda CTC prepares a CMP which contains a TDM 
element that requires local jurisdictions to report annually on how 
they have met minimum requirements to adopt TDM policies and 
design guidelines. Tables 11 through 15 summarize how many 
jurisdictions have adopted policies and design guidelines related 
to bicycling, walking, transit, carpool/vanpool, and park-and-ride 
strategies. Appendix F shows results for each individual jurisdiction.

•	Many jurisdictions have adopted strategies related to 
promoting bicycling and walking through good network  
and site design. Jurisdictions have a somewhat lower rate  
of adopting strategies related to transit, carpooling, and park-
and-ride facilities.

•	Local jurisdictions have implemented the policies in Tables 11 
through 15 in a variety of ways, including as part of zoning 
ordinances, design review processes, as development 
of Standard Conditions of Approval, through Capital 
Improvement Programs, and as part of specific plans, 
general plans, Bicycle/Pedestrian Master Plans, and Climate 
Action Plans. Further analysis is needed to determine which 
implementation mechanisms have proved most effective at 
managing travel demand.

Design Guidelines or Adopted Policies That: Yes No
No 

Response
Provide a system of bicycle facilities that 
connect residential and/or non-residential 
development to other major activity centers?

15 0 0

Provide access to transit by way of 
bicycle facilities?

14 0 1

Provide for construction of bicycle facilities 
needed to fill gaps?

14 0 1

Consider bicycle safety such as safe crossing of 
busy arterials or along bike trails?

14 0 1

Provide for bicycle storage and bicycle parking 
for (A) multifamily residents and/or (B) non-
residential developments?

14 0 1

Source: Reported by local jurisdictions for CMP conformity, 2014.

Table 11: Alameda County Jurisdiction Bicycle TDM Policy Adoption
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Table 13: Alameda County Jurisdiction Transit TDM Policy Adoption

Source: Reported by local jurisdictions for CMP conformity, 2014.

Design Guidelines or Adopted Policies That: Yes No
No 

Response
Provide for the location of transit stops that minimize 
access time, facilitate intermodal transfers, and promote 
reasonably direct, accessible, convenient, and safe 
conections to residential uses and major activity centers?

15 0 0

Provide for transit stops that have shelters or benches, trash 
receptacles, trees, or other street furniture that promote 
transit use?

15 0 0

Include a process for including transit operators in 
development review?

15 0 0

Provide for directional signage for transit stations 
and/or stops?

11 2 2

Include specifications for pavement width, bus pads or 
pavement structure, length of bus stops, and turning radii 
that accomodate bus transit?

12 1 2

Table 12: Alameda County Jurisdiction Pedestrian TDM Policy Adoption

Source: Reported by local jurisdictions for CMP conformity, 2014.

Design Guidelines or Adopted Policies That: Yes No
No 

Response
Provide reasonably direct, convenient, accessible, and safe 
pedestrian connections to major activity centers, transit 
stops or hubs, parks/open space, and other pedestrian 
facilities?

15 0 0

Provide for construction of pedestrian paths needed to fill 
gaps, i.e., gap closure, not provided through the 
development process?

15 0 0

Include safety elements such as convenient crossing 
at arterials?

14 0 1

Provide for amenities that promote walking such as 
lighting, trees, trash receptacles?

14 0 1

Encourage pedestrian-oriented uses on the first floor, 
entrances that are conveniently accessible from the 
sidewalk or transit stops?

14 0 1
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Table 14: Alameda County Jurisdiction Carpool and Vanpool TDM Policy Adoption

Source: Reported by local jurisdictions for CMP conformity, 2014.

Design Guidelines or Adopted Policies That: Yes No
No 

Response
Provide for the location of transit stops that minimize access 
time, facilitate intermodal transfers, and promote 
reasonably direct, accessible, convenient, and safe 
conections to residential uses and major activity centers?

15 0 0

Provide for transit stops that have shelters or benches, trash 
receptacles, trees, or other street furniture that promote 
transit use?

15 0 0

Include a process for including transit operators in 
development review?

15 0 0

Provide for directional signage for transit stations and/
or stops?

11 2 2

Include specifications for pavement width, bus pads or 
pavement structure, length of bus stops, and turning radii 
that accomodate bus transit?

12 1 2

Table 15: Alameda County Jurisdiction Park-and-Ride TDM Policy Adoption

Source: Reported by local jurisdictions for CMP conformity, 2014.

Design Guidelines or Adopted Policies That: Yes No
No 

Response
Promote park-and-ride lots that are located near 
freeways or major transit hubs?

8 3 4

Include a process that provides input to Caltrans to 
ensure high-occupancy-vechicle lane bypass at metered 
freeway ramps?

5 6 4
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Appendix A | Performance Measures Not Included in This Performance Report

Performance Measure Exclusion Rationale
Low-income households 
near activity centers

This measure is one of the “Livable Communities” performance 
measures added in the 2011 Performance Report. The measure is 
complex to compute and does not typically exhibit significant change 
on an annual basis. Alameda CTC will reevaluate the suitability of 
reporting on this measure in an annual document as part of the 2015 
Alameda County Congestion Management Program (CMP) update.

Low-income households 
near transit

This measure is one of the Livable Communities performance measures 
added in the 2011 Performance Report. The measure is complex to 
compute and does not typically exhibit significant change on an 
annual basis. Alameda CTC will reevaluate the suitability of reporting 
on this measure in an annual document as part of the 2015 Alameda 
County CMP update.

CO2 emissions This measure is one of the Livable Communities performance measures 
added in the 2011 Performance Report. The measure is computed using 
the Alameda Countywide Travel Demand Model rather than a 
longitudinal data source; therefore, Alameda CTC will reevaluate the 
suitability of reporting on this measure in an annual document as part 
of the 2015 Alameda County CMP update.

Fine particulate emissions This measure is one of the Livable Communities performance measures 
added in the 2011 Performance Report. The measure is computed using 
the Alameda Countywide Travel Demand Model rather than a 
longitudinal data source; therefore, Alameda CTC will reevaluate the 
suitability of reporting on this measure in an annual document as part 
of the 2015 Alameda County CMP update.

Travel time of key origin-
destination pairs

This measure is reported in the biennial level of service monitoring 
report in 2014.

Transit routing This measure will be reported on in the CMP document.
Transit frequency This measure will be reported on in the CMP document.
Coordination of 
transit service

This measure will be reported on in the CMP document.

Transit capital needs
and shortfall

This measure is based on the Regional Transportation Plan financial 
analysis conducted every four years; therefore, there is no new 
information to report.

Countywide funds devoted 
to bicycle and 
pedestrian modes

Alameda CTC is exploring opportunities for reporting on this measure as 
part of Alameda CTC’s Annual Report.
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Appendix B | Detailed Information on Data Sources

Measure Data Source Notes
Commuter flows American Community Survey 

(ACS), 1-Year Estimates
This measure is based on a sample expanded to 
county-level population. The survey is conducted 
throughout the year. The ACS asked respondents to 
report the work location at which they worked the 
greatest number of hours. If the respondents regularly 
work at several locations each day, the ACS asked for 
the address where they began work each day.

Mode share ACS, 1-Year Estimates This measure is based on a sample expanded to 
county-level population. The survey is conducted 
throughout the year. The journey-to-work mode is the 
mode used the majority of days during week for the 
longest portion of trip.

Journey-to-work 
travel time

ACS, 1-Year Estimates This measure is based on a sample expanded to 
county-level population. The survey is conducted 
throughout the year. Travel time to work refers to the 
total number of minutes that it usually takes the 
worker to get from home to work. The elapsed time 
includes time spent waiting for public transportation.

Driver license rate California Department of Motor 
Vehicles (DMV)

ACS, 1-Year Estimate

This measure is based on the number of driver licenses 
of Alameda County residents over the age of 16 
provided by the California DMV.  This number of driver 
licenses is divided by the population of Alameda 
County based on the ACS, 1-Year Estimate.

Freeway speeds – 
recent trends

INRIX, Inc. Analytics Tools INRIX, Inc. is a commercial traffic information service 
provider. INRIX aggregates data from a variety of 
sources including mobile devices, fleet vehicles, and in-
road sensors and serves a wide range of public and 
private clients. INRIX data has been validated against 
GPS-floating car collected data in Alameda County 
for freeways. 

Gateway traffic 
volumes

Bay Area Toll Authority (BATA) Bridge traffic volumes are BATA vehicle counts at the 
westbound toll plazas of the Dumbarton, San Mateo, 
and Bay bridges. Only Tuesday through Thursday 
volumes were used to calculate median weekday 
volume.  Records were extracted from July 1, 2013 to 
June 30, 2014.
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Measure Data Source Notes
Gateway traffic 
volumes (cont'd)

Caltrans, Performance Measure 
System (PeMs)

Highway and state route volumes extracted from the 
PeMs detectors built into the roadway at 12 locations. 
PeMs detectors can go offline for a variety of reasons, 
which results in the readings not being taken.  When 
working with PeMS hourly data, each station-hour has 
a percent observed associated with it (or the percent 
of records that were actually observed).  To calculate 
median weekday volume at these locations, PeMS 
data were selected by the following criteria:

• Use only Tuesday through Thursday observations.
• Exclude holiday observations.
• For an individual hour, keep the observation if 
   50 percent or more of the data is observed. 
• For a peak period or day, require that all of the 
   hours that comprise that peak/day meet the 
   50 percent threshold.

Records were extracted from July 1, 2013 to 
June 30, 2014.

Freeway congestion 
(vehicle hours of 
delay)

INRIX, Inc. Analytics Tools INRIX, Inc. is a commercial traffic information service 
provider. INRIX aggregates data from a variety of 
sources including mobile devices, fleet vehicles, and in-
road sensors and serves a wide range of public and 
private clients. INRIX data has been validated against 
GPS-floating car collected data in Alameda County 
for freeways. 

Local streets and 
roads pavement 
condition index (PCI)

MTC’s StreetSaver database StreetSaver is an online pavement management 
system that enables local jurisdictions to track the PCI 
of their roadways.  

Freeway and highway 
state of repair

Caltrans State of repair is based on Caltrans’ assessment of 
each pavement lane mile on the state highway 
system on its ride quality and structural distress.  There 
are three levels of distress: poor ride only, minor 
pavement distress (pavement in poor condition with 
significant cracks), and major pavement distress 
(pavement in poor condition with extensive cracks).  

Roadway collisions, 
injury and fatal 
collisions, and 
collision causes

Statewide Integrated Traffic 
Record System (SWITRS)

Caltrans and the California Highway Patrol partner to 
track collisions through SWITRS. Through this program, 
standardized accident reports are filed any time an 
officer responds to a traffic incident.

Transit ridership FTA’s National Transit Database 
(FY2005-FY2013) and special 
request from transit operators 
(FY2014)

Transit service 
utilization
(boardings per 
revenue vehicle hour) 

FTA’s National Transit Database 
(FY2005-FY2013) and special 
request from transit operators 
(FY2014)
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Appendix B | Detailed Information on Data Sources (cont'd)

Measure Data Source Notes
Transit cost efficiency 
(operating cost 
per rider)

FTA’s National Transit Database 
(FY2005-FY2013) and special 
request from transit operators 
(FY2014)

Operating costs are escalated to 2012 dollars using the 
Consumer Price Index for the San Francisco Bay Area.

Transit commercial 
speed (revenue 
vehicle miles per 
revenue vehicle hour)

FTA’s National Transit Database 
(FY2005-FY2013) and special 
request from transit operators 
(FY2014)

Transit on-time 
performance

Special request from transit 
operators

“On-time” threshold is as defined by operator (e.g., AC 
Transit uses a standard of no more than 1 minute early 
or 5 minutes late).

Farebox recovery ratio FTA’s National Transit Database 
(FY2005-FY2013)

Transit fleet age FTA’s National Transit Database 
(FY2005-FY2013) and special 
request from transit operators 
(FY2014)

Transit service 
interruptions

FTA’s National Transit Database 
(FY2005-FY2013) and special 
request from transit operators 
(FY2014)

Bicycle/pedestrian 
counts

Alameda CTC count program The p.m. peak-hour counts (4-6 p.m.) are presented in 
this report. The count program has included 63 
locations since 2010.  

Bicycle/pedestrian 
collisions

Statewide Integrated Traffic 
Record System (SWITRS)

Caltrans and the California Highway Patrol partner to 
track collisions through SWITRS. Through this program, 
standardized accident reports are filed any time an 
officer responds to a traffic incident.

Bicycle/pedestrian 
updated local
master plans

Reported by local jurisdictions

Bicycle network 
completion/major 
pedestrian capital 
projects completed

Reported by local jurisdictions

Bicycle/pedestrian 
program participation

Semi-annual progress reports 
(Bike Safety Education) and 
annual reports (Bike to Work 
Day and Safe Routes to School)
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Measure Data Source Notes
Housing Production California Department of 

Finance

ABAG, Housing Element 
Progress Reports

Housing permits issued are compiled by ABAG from 
local jurisdictions and local submissions of Housing 
Element Progress reports to California Department of 
Housing and Community Development.

Land Use Approvals Special request from local 
jurisdictions

Includes developments that were issued entitlements 
between July 1, 2013 and June 30, 2014.

Transportation 
Demand Management 
Policies 

Reported by local jurisdictions
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Appendix C | Freeway Speed and Travel Time Data

Table C1: Detailed Speed Data A.M.
Peak Period (7-9 a.m.)

FY2010
-11

FY2011
-12

FY2012
-13

FY2013
-14

% Change 
FY2013-14 v. 

FY2012-13

I-80 from I-80/I-580 Diverge to MacArthur Maze EB 60.22 60.96 61.09 61.12 0%

I-80 from I-80/I-580 Diverge to MacArthur Maze WB 41.46 42.54 40.17 37.73 -6%

I-80 from MacArthur Maze to San Francisco EB 53.39 57.37 55.24 55.44 0%

I-80 from MacArthur Maze to San Francisco WB 41 41.62 40.02 40.89 2%

I-580 from MacArthur Maze to CA-24/I-980 EB 57.69 58.23 59.17 58.4 -1%

I-580 from MacArthur Maze to CA-24/I-980 WB 50.53 50.7 51.59 49.19 -5%

I-580 from CA-24/I-980 to I-238 EB 65.97 66.83 67.51 66.86 -1%

I-580 from CA-24/I-980 to I-238 WB 58.15 58.85 57.72 56.01 -3%

I-580 from I-238 to I-680 EB 63.59 63.04 62.32 61.2 -2%

I-580 from I-238 to I-680 WB 62.66 62.12 62.76 63.37 1%

I-580 from I-680 to Vasco Rd EB 63.65 65.44 66.7 65.9 -1%

I-580 from I-680 to Vasco Rd WB 46.21 45.88 44.16 41.68 -6%

I-580 from Vasco Rd to I-205 EB 63.83 65.3 65.95 65.26 -1%

I-580 from Vasco Rd to I-205 WB 50.72 50.5 49.46 48.69 -2%

I-680 from CA-24 to I-580 NB 62.52 62.5 62.33 62.29 0%

I-680 from CA-24 to I-580 SB 57.14 57.51 57.18 56.25 -2%

I-680 from I-580 to CA-84 NB 67.01 66.8 67.6 66.95 -1%

I-680 from I-580 to CA-84 SB 55.24 55.14 55.57 53.43 -4%

I-680 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy NB 64.81 65.03 66.36 65.4 -1%

I-680 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy SB 56.73 58.63 58.58 58.19 -1%

I-680 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 NB 66.42 66.43 67.1 66.62 -1%

I-680 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 SB 63.28 63.9 63.5 62.84 -1%

I-880 from MacArthur Maze to I-238 NB 50.24 50.73 49.1 46.83 -5%

I-880 from MacArthur Maze to I-238 SB 59.68 61.46 60.85 60.86 0%

I-880 from I-238 to CA-92 NB 59.06 59.48 58.42 55.99 -4%

I-880 from I-238 to CA-92 SB 44.67 45.95 46.27 44.47 -4%

I-880 from CA-92 to CA-84 NB 53.42 56.74 56.29 56.29 0%

I-880 from CA-92 to CA-84 SB 41.92 40.78 41.7 37.79 -9%

I-880 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy NB 63.62 64.5 64.18 64.27 0%

I-880 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy SB 45.68 43.75 40.67 39.99 -2%

I-880 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 NB 65.14 66.06 66.01 66.05 0%

I-880 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 SB 56.91 57.01 54.74 54.79 0%

CA-24 from Caldecott Tunnel to I-580 EB 52.37 52.89 53.02 56.25 6%

CA-24 from Caldecott Tunnel to I-580 WB 60.02 59.39 60.21 59.65 -1%

I-238 from I-880 to I-580 NB 38.56 33.68 33.12 38.96 18%

I-238 from I-880 to I-580 SB 59.96 59.94 59.77 58.82 -2%
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Appendix C | Freeway Speed and Travel Time Data (cont'd)

Table C2: Detailed Speed Data P.M.
Peak Period (4-6 p.m.)

FY2010
-11

FY2011
-12

FY2012
-13

FY2013
-14

% Change 
FY2013-14 v. 

FY2012-13

I-80 from I-80/I-580 Diverge to MacArthur Maze EB 32.39 31 30.52 28.96 -5%

I-80 from I-80/I-580 Diverge to MacArthur Maze WB 33.52 32.34 33.45 33.4 0%

I-80 from MacArthur Maze to San Francisco EB 45.65 45.44 44.16 42.46 -4%

I-80 from MacArthur Maze to San Francisco WB 44.75 44.32 44.47 43.11 -3%

I-580 from MacArthur Maze to CA-24/I-980 EB 44.82 43.64 42.75 41.93 -2%

I-580 from MacArthur Maze to CA-24/I-980 WB 48.22 48.33 47.11 47.78 1%

I-580 from CA-24/I-980 to I-238 EB 57.89 56.91 56.45 54.54 -3%

I-580 from CA-24/I-980 to I-238 WB 66.09 66.57 67.15 66.1 -2%

I-580 from I-238 to I-680 EB 61.9 57.63 51.74 52.83 2%

I-580 from I-238 to I-680 WB 64.12 64.45 64.48 63.39 -2%

I-580 from I-680 to Vasco Rd EB 56.11 52.44 45.98 42.17 -8%

I-580 from I-680 to Vasco Rd WB 61.85 63.15 63.26 61.96 -2%

I-580 from Vasco Rd to I-205 EB 54.64 50.74 48.83 47.15 -3%

I-580 from Vasco Rd to I-205 WB 63.83 65.13 66.09 65.42 -1%

I-680 from CA-24 to I-580 NB 54.38 51.78 48.73 44.87 -8%

I-680 from CA-24 to I-580 SB 61.04 60.59 61.66 61.86 0%

I-680 from I-580 to CA-84 NB 65.92 64.24 65.16 65.81 1%

I-680 from I-580 to CA-84 SB 66.12 66.48 67.14 66.82 0%

I-680 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy NB 44.09 39.69 31.09 27.34 -12%

I-680 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy SB 65.07 66.43 67.39 66.91 -1%

I-680 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 NB 53.9 51 47.63 49.77 4%

I-680 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 SB 66.77 66.85 65.61 64.99 -1%

I-880 from MacArthur Maze to I-238 NB 57.99 58.94 58.92 58.1 -1%

I-880 from MacArthur Maze to I-238 SB 49.64 47.8 47.35 46.81 -1%

I-880 from I-238 to CA-92 NB 54.52 46.28 44.37 47.48 7%

I-880 from I-238 to CA-92 SB 51.02 51.63 53.12 53.86 1%

I-880 from CA-92 to CA-84 NB 36.77 36.58 35.34 35.61 1%

I-880 from CA-92 to CA-84 SB 52.79 52.84 53.3 53.1 0%

I-880 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy NB 53.21 53.08 50.61 47.13 -7%

I-880 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy SB 60.33 60.6 60.94 60.03 -1%

I-880 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 NB 52.82 52.33 43.31 37.02 -15%

I-880 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 SB 63.36 62.93 63.39 66.03 4%

CA-24 from Caldecott Tunnel to I-580 EB 38.21 32.88 32.36 28.64 -11%

CA-24 from Caldecott Tunnel to I-580 WB 61.64 59.66 61.83 62.85 2%

I-238 from I-880 to I-580 NB 58.32 57.32 54.04 53.78 0%

I-238 from I-880 to I-580 SB 55.62 50.3 48.07 52.15 8%
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Appendix C | Freeway Speed and Travel Time Data (cont'd)

Table C3: Detailed Speed Data Weekend 
Midday Period (12-2 p.m.)

FY2010
-11

FY2011
-12

FY2012
-13

FY2013
-14

% Change 
FY2013-14 v. 

FY2012-13

I-80 from I-80/I-580 Diverge to MacArthur Maze EB 55.63 54.76 54.88 50.6 -8%

I-80 from I-80/I-580 Diverge to MacArthur Maze WB 47.94 45.53 43.05 37.26 -13%

I-80 from MacArthur Maze to San Francisco EB 53.86 57.96 55.04 54.79 0%

I-80 from MacArthur Maze to San Francisco WB 47.68 44.26 44.05 42.54 -3%

I-580 from MacArthur Maze to CA-24/I-980 EB 57.11 57.12 58.1 57.28 -1%

I-580 from MacArthur Maze to CA-24/I-980 WB 40.58 40.97 41.3 42.27 2%

I-580 from CA-24/I-980 to I-238 EB 65.69 66.82 67.16 66.25 -1%

I-580 from CA-24/I-980 to I-238 WB 64.64 65.97 66 65.88 0%

I-580 from I-238 to I-680 EB 65.84 66.68 67.35 65.68 -2%

I-580 from I-238 to I-680 WB 65.63 67.45 67.26 66.82 -1%

I-580 from I-680 to Vasco Rd EB 65.6 68.55 68.83 68.32 -1%

I-580 from I-680 to Vasco Rd WB 60.44 62.89 61.68 57.44 -7%

I-580 from Vasco Rd to I-205 EB 64.97 68.32 67.25 66.97 0%

I-580 from Vasco Rd to I-205 WB 63.87 66.16 66.53 66.06 -1%

I-680 from CA-24 to I-580 NB 66.45 67.84 68.94 68.38 -1%

I-680 from CA-24 to I-580 SB 66.63 68.03 69.04 68.57 -1%

I-680 from I-580 to CA-84 NB 66.38 67.47 67.6 66.96 -1%

I-680 from I-580 to CA-84 SB 65.96 67.36 67.34 66.8 -1%

I-680 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy NB 64.74 65.47 66.14 64.62 -2%

I-680 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy SB 65 67.11 67.48 67.03 -1%

I-680 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 NB 65.87 67.03 67.46 67.17 0%

I-680 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 SB 66.37 67.86 68 67.33 -1%

I-880 from MacArthur Maze to I-238 NB 62.22 64.72 63.49 62.15 -2%

I-880 from MacArthur Maze to I-238 SB 61.35 65.25 64.14 62.65 -2%

I-880 from I-238 to CA-92 NB 63.12 66.32 65.4 63.3 -3%

I-880 from I-238 to CA-92 SB 63.34 65.59 64.83 63.02 -3%

I-880 from CA-92 to CA-84 NB 63.82 67.09 66.1 64.21 -3%

I-880 from CA-92 to CA-84 SB 64.11 66.38 65.64 63.19 -4%

I-880 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy NB 64.95 67.96 67.32 66.94 -1%

I-880 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy SB 64.17 65.94 64.62 61.85 -4%

I-880 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 NB 65.68 68.03 67.64 67.86 0%

I-880 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 SB 65.78 66.86 66.41 67.31 1%

CA-24 from Caldecott Tunnel to I-580 EB 55.88 53.55 54 57.54 7%

CA-24 from Caldecott Tunnel to I-580 WB 61.22 61.19 61.17 61.63 1%

I-238 from I-880 to I-580 NB 58.3 57.28 52.53 49.16 -6%

I-238 from I-880 to I-580 SB 61.94 63.74 63.41 62.4 -2%
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Appendix C | Freeway Speed and Travel Time Data (cont'd)

Table C4: Detailed Travel Time Data A.M. Peak 
Period (7-9 a.m.)

FY2010
-11

FY2011
-12

FY2012
-13

FY2013
-14

% Change 
FY2013-14 v. 

FY2012-13

I-80 from I-80/I-580 Diverge to MacArthur Maze EB 4.73 4.67 4.67 4.66 0%

I-80 from I-80/I-580 Diverge to MacArthur Maze WB 7.1 6.9 7.33 7.72 5%

I-80 from MacArthur Maze to San Francisco EB 7.43 6.92 7.19 7.15 -1%

I-80 from MacArthur Maze to San Francisco WB 10.58 10.24 10.83 10.78 0%

I-580 from MacArthur Maze to CA-24/I-980 EB 2.29 2.27 2.24 2.27 1%

I-580 from MacArthur Maze to CA-24/I-980 WB 2.75 2.75 2.7 2.84 5%

I-580 from CA-24/I-980 to I-238 EB 15.05 14.86 14.7 14.83 1%

I-580 from CA-24/I-980 to I-238 WB 16.28 16 16.36 16.83 3%

I-580 from I-238 to I-680 EB 10.79 10.89 11.02 11.23 2%

I-580 from I-238 to I-680 WB 10.61 10.75 10.63 10.46 -2%

I-580 from I-680 to Vasco Rd EB 11.06 10.75 10.55 10.68 1%

I-580 from I-680 to Vasco Rd WB 16.62 16.65 17.32 18.22 5%

I-580 from Vasco Rd to I-205 EB 9.06 8.85 8.77 8.86 1%

I-580 from Vasco Rd to I-205 WB 12.33 12.39 12.67 12.86 1%

I-680 from CA-24 to I-580 NB 16.58 16.6 16.66 16.65 0%

I-680 from CA-24 to I-580 SB 19.48 19.34 19.6 19.92 2%

I-680 from I-580 to CA-84 NB 7.87 7.89 7.8 7.89 1%

I-680 from I-580 to CA-84 SB 11.56 11.5 11.39 11.88 4%

I-680 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy NB 8.3 8.27 8.11 8.22 1%

I-680 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy SB 9.74 9.38 9.35 9.41 1%

I-680 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 NB 6.79 6.78 6.72 6.76 1%

I-680 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 SB 7.64 7.55 7.64 7.73 1%

I-880 from MacArthur Maze to I-238 NB 17.59 17.37 18.11 19.14 6%

I-880 from MacArthur Maze to I-238 SB 15.07 14.63 14.78 14.77 0%

I-880 from I-238 to CA-92 NB 5.2 5.15 5.25 5.48 4%

I-880 from I-238 to CA-92 SB 9.21 8.59 8.54 8.9 4%

I-880 from CA-92 to CA-84 NB 9.3 8.58 8.65 8.63 0%

I-880 from CA-92 to CA-84 SB 10.46 10.64 10.43 11.49 10%

I-880 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy NB 6.6 6.51 6.55 6.54 0%

I-880 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy SB 9.12 9.55 10.27 10.41 1%

I-880 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 NB 7.7 7.59 7.6 7.45 -2%

I-880 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 SB 10.22 10.2 10.67 10.54 -1%

CA-24 from Caldecott Tunnel to I-580 EB 6.74 6.6 6.6 5.78 -12%

CA-24 from Caldecott Tunnel to I-580 WB 5.42 5.47 5.41 5.44 1%

I-238 from I-880 to I-580 NB 2.78 3.26 3.3 2.78 -16%

I-238 from I-880 to I-580 SB 2.33 2.33 2.34 2.2 -6%
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Appendix C | Freeway Speed and Travel Time Data (cont'd)

Table C5: Detailed Travel Time Data P.M. Peak 
Period (4-6 p.m.)

FY2010
-11

FY2011
-12

FY2012
-13

FY2013
-14

% Change 
FY2013-14 v. 

FY2012-13

I-80 from I-80/I-580 Diverge to MacArthur Maze EB 10.56 10.81 11.02 11.43 4%

I-80 from I-80/I-580 Diverge to MacArthur Maze WB 8.93 9.23 8.97 9.07 1%

I-80 from MacArthur Maze to San Francisco EB 9 9.18 9.35 9.83 5%

I-80 from MacArthur Maze to San Francisco WB 9.01 9.07 8.96 9.32 4%

I-580 from MacArthur Maze to CA-24/I-980 EB 2.94 3.01 3.08 3.14 2%

I-580 from MacArthur Maze to CA-24/I-980 WB 3 3.02 3.15 3.11 -1%

I-580 from CA-24/I-980 to I-238 EB 17.72 18.07 18.33 19.15 4%

I-580 from CA-24/I-980 to I-238 WB 14.1 13.99 13.88 14.09 2%

I-580 from I-238 to I-680 EB 11.09 11.97 13.52 13.1 -3%

I-580 from I-238 to I-680 WB 10.31 10.26 10.26 10.43 2%

I-580 from I-680 to Vasco Rd EB 12.68 13.83 15.97 17.1 7%

I-580 from I-680 to Vasco Rd WB 12 11.77 11.76 12.02 2%

I-580 from Vasco Rd to I-205 EB 10.79 11.75 12.42 13.81 11%

I-580 from Vasco Rd to I-205 WB 9.61 9.42 9.29 9.38 1%

I-680 from CA-24 to I-580 NB 19.72 20.95 22.95 25.84 13%

I-680 from CA-24 to I-580 SB 17.62 17.83 17.46 17.28 -1%

I-680 from I-580 to CA-84 NB 8 8.22 8.1 8.03 -1%

I-680 from I-580 to CA-84 SB 9.49 9.44 9.35 9.39 0%

I-680 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy NB 13.3 15.13 20.01 22.21 11%

I-680 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy SB 8.39 8.22 8.1 8.17 1%

I-680 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 NB 9.22 10.24 12.09 11.37 -6%

I-680 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 SB 7.18 7.17 7.34 7.42 1%

I-880 from MacArthur Maze to I-238 NB 15.06 14.74 14.8 15.02 1%

I-880 from MacArthur Maze to I-238 SB 18.76 19.68 19.96 20.33 2%

I-880 from I-238 to CA-92 NB 5.73 6.9 7.28 6.73 -8%

I-880 from I-238 to CA-92 SB 7.69 7.39 7.17 7.07 -1%

I-880 from CA-92 to CA-84 NB 13.9 13.76 14.28 13.82 -3%

I-880 from CA-92 to CA-84 SB 8.47 8.3 8.21 8.22 0%

I-880 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy NB 8.05 8.04 8.48 9.18 8%

I-880 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy SB 6.84 6.81 6.78 6.89 2%

I-880 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 NB 9.58 9.63 11.69 13.68 17%

I-880 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 SB 9.2 9.32 9.28 8.64 -7%

CA-24 from Caldecott Tunnel to I-580 EB 9.22 11 11.04 12.46 13%

CA-24 from Caldecott Tunnel to I-580 WB 5.27 5.46 5.27 5.14 -2%

I-238 from I-880 to I-580 NB 1.79 1.82 1.93 2 4%

I-238 from I-880 to I-580 SB 2.53 2.84 2.99 2.5 -16%
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Appendix C | Freeway Speed and Travel Time Data (cont'd)

Table C6: Detailed Travel Time Weekend 
Midday Period (12-2 p.m.)

FY2010
-11

FY2011
-12

FY2012
-13

FY2013
-14

% Change 
FY2013-14 v. 

FY2012-13

I-80 from I-80/I-580 Diverge to MacArthur Maze EB 5.17 5.26 5.27 5.81 10%

I-80 from I-80/I-580 Diverge to MacArthur Maze WB 5.76 6.06 6.46 7.49 16%

I-80 from MacArthur Maze to San Francisco EB 7.33 6.78 7.16 7.21 1%

I-80 from MacArthur Maze to San Francisco WB 8.3 8.97 9.04 9.48 5%

I-580 from MacArthur Maze to CA-24/I-980 EB 2.32 2.32 2.29 2.32 1%

I-580 from MacArthur Maze to CA-24/I-980 WB 3.54 3.53 3.47 3.44 -1%

I-580 from CA-24/I-980 to I-238 EB 15.11 14.85 14.78 14.97 1%

I-580 from CA-24/I-980 to I-238 WB 14.56 14.24 14.24 14.21 0%

I-580 from I-238 to I-680 EB 10.42 10.29 10.19 10.45 3%

I-580 from I-238 to I-680 WB 10.09 9.82 9.84 9.91 1%

I-580 from I-680 to Vasco Rd EB 10.73 10.27 10.22 10.3 1%

I-580 from I-680 to Vasco Rd WB 12.33 11.84 12.06 13.06 8%

I-580 from Vasco Rd to I-205 EB 8.9 8.46 8.6 8.63 0%

I-580 from Vasco Rd to I-205 WB 9.61 9.28 9.23 9.3 1%

I-680 from CA-24 to I-580 NB 15.56 15.24 15 15.12 1%

I-680 from CA-24 to I-580 SB 15.89 15.56 15.34 15.44 1%

I-680 from I-580 to CA-84 NB 7.94 7.81 7.8 7.88 1%

I-680 from I-580 to CA-84 SB 9.51 9.32 9.32 9.4 1%

I-680 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy NB 8.31 8.22 8.13 8.32 2%

I-680 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy SB 8.4 8.13 8.09 8.15 1%

I-680 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 NB 6.84 6.72 6.68 6.7 0%

I-680 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 SB 7.22 7.06 7.05 7.13 1%

I-880 from MacArthur Maze to I-238 NB 13.89 13.36 13.62 13.92 2%

I-880 from MacArthur Maze to I-238 SB 14.66 13.77 14.01 14.34 2%

I-880 from I-238 to CA-92 NB 4.85 4.61 4.67 4.83 3%

I-880 from I-238 to CA-92 SB 5.98 5.77 5.84 6.01 3%

I-880 from CA-92 to CA-84 NB 7.54 7.17 7.28 7.5 3%

I-880 from CA-92 to CA-84 SB 6.74 6.51 6.58 6.84 4%

I-880 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy NB 6.47 6.18 6.24 6.27 0%

I-880 from CA-84 to Auto Mall Pkwy SB 6.4 6.23 6.36 6.66 5%

I-880 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 NB 7.63 7.37 7.41 7.25 -2%

I-880 from Auto Mall Pkwy to CA-237 SB 8.81 8.68 8.75 8.48 -3%

CA-24 from Caldecott Tunnel to I-580 EB 5.82 6.22 6.12 5.58 -9%

CA-24 from Caldecott Tunnel to I-580 WB 5.31 5.32 5.32 5.26 -1%

I-238 from I-880 to I-580 NB 1.79 1.82 1.99 2.19 10%

I-238 from I-880 to I-580 SB 2.26 2.19 2.2 2.08 -5%
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Appendix D | Transit Operator Performance Data
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Appendix D | Transit Operator Performance Data (cont'd)
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Appendix D | Transit Operator Performance Data (cont'd)
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Appendix D | Transit Operator Performance Data (cont'd)
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Appendix D | Transit Operator Performance Data (cont'd)
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Appendix D | Transit Operator Performance Data (cont'd)
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Appendix D | Transit Operator Performance Data (cont'd)
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Alameda CTC conducts manual bicycle and pedestrian 
counts on an annual basis using the National Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Documentation Project methodology. Highlights of this 
methodology include:

•	Counts are conducted for 2-hour periods (p.m. peak of  
4-6 p.m. and either school period of 2-4 p.m. or midday period 
of 12- 2 p.m.)

•	Counts are conducted between September and October.

•	Counts are not conducted on days with rain.

•	Counts are conducted via field observation in 15-minute 
increment tallies.

•	Bicycle counts are turning movement counts.

•	Pedestrian counts note the number of intersection 
approaches that are pedestrians cross.

Figure F1 below illustrates the 63 locations at which bicycle and 
pedestrian counts are conducted.

Appendix E | Bicycle/Pedestrian Count Locations and Methodology

Figure F1: Bicycle/Pedestrian Manual Count Sites in Alameda County 
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Appendix F | Bicycle/Pedestrian Project Completion
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Appendix F | Bicycle/Pedestrian Project Completion (cont'd)
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Appendix F | Bicycle/Pedestrian Project Completion (cont'd)
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Appendix G | Travel Demand Management Policies
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Appendix G | Travel Demand Management Policies (cont'd)
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Appendix G | Travel Demand Management Policies (cont'd)
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Appendix G | Travel Demand Management Policies (cont'd)
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Appendix H | Bicycle Network Completion Maps
Fi

gu
re

 H
1:

 F
Y2

01
3-

14
 B

ic
yc

le
 N

et
w

or
k 

C
om

pl
et

io
n 

- N
or

th
 P

la
nn

in
g 

A
re

a



2014 PERFORMANCE REPORT | ALAMEDA CTC     127

Appendix H | Bicycle Network Completion Maps (cont'd)
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Appendix H | Bicycle Network Completion Maps (cont'd)
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Appendix H | Bicycle Network Completion Maps (cont'd)
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Appendix I | Development Approval Maps
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Appendix I | Development Approval Maps (cont'd)
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Appendix I | Development Approval Maps (cont'd)
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Appendix I | Development Approval Maps (cont'd)
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Appendix I | Development Approval Maps (cont'd)
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Appendix I | Development Approval Maps (cont'd)
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Appendix I | Development Approval Maps (cont'd)
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Appendix I | Development Approval Maps (cont'd)
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Follow us on :

www.facebook.com/AlamedaCTC 

http://twitter.com/AlamedaCTC 

http://www.youtube.com/use/AlamedaCTC

Alameda County Transportation Commission

www.AlamedaCTC.org
1111 Broadway, Suite 800 | Oakland, CA 94607 | 510.208.7400
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